Counterplan Answers

REFUTING A COUNTERPLAN:

· Questions to ask yourself

· Is this a non topical counterplan?

· Does it take the place of our case or can both stand?

· Does it solve for our harms?

· Does it make sense?

· CX questions to ask opponents

· Do you accept our harms?

· How do you solve for our harms?

· How does your plan replace ours?

· Are you topical?  If not, why not?

· Why should the judge accept your plan over ours?

PARTS OF A COUNTER-PLAN:

· Observation of counterplan text – same function as plan text for Affirmative case

· Observation stating counterplan is not topical and why

· Observation with evidence proving counterplan uniquely solves 1AC Harms

· Observation with Net Benefits – something that is a unique advantage of the counterplan

REQUIREMENTS OF A COUNTERPLAN:

1. Non Topical – However sometimes can be topical.

2. Accept Affirmative Harms and Solves for them – cannot run arguments on Significance

3. Takes place of Affirmative plan – cannot stand together; must be mutually exclusive

STATUS OF A COUNTER-PLAN:

· Conditional – Counter-plan can be dropped (“kicked”) at any time by the Negative in the round

· Dispositional – The negative can kick the counterplan if the Affirmative puts offense on it (i.e., runs DAs)

· **NOTE: Dispositional Counter-plans can have different meanings depending on the team. Always ask for an explanation during cross-examination!**

· Unconditional – Counter-plan cannot be dropped (“kicked”) by the Negative in the round

TYPES OF COUNTERPLAN:

· Agent Counteplan – When the counterplan uses an Agent of Change/Enforcement different than the Affirmative Plan. 

· Mechanism Counterplan– When the counterplan uses a different Means than the Affirmative Plan With this counterplan, check to ensure that it is still nontopical.

· Agent-Mechanism Counterplan – combine both
COUNTERPLAN ANSWERS:

1. Perm – A combination of plan and Counter-plan action as a test of Mutual Exclusivity
(never advocate as actual policy action by the Affirmative)

2. Straight turn – The counterplan cannot solve for all of the Affirmative Harms and Advantages
(Make the Negative prove only the Counter-plan uniquely solves the 1AC Harms)

3. DA – Provide a unique reason to reject the counterplan (Make sure 1AC does not link to any DA you choose to run against the counterplan)

4. Theory – Conditionality/Dispositionality bad, no Neg fiat, etc.

5. Outweigh on Timeframe – US will solve faster (also a reason to prefer US). Make sure your Aff has reasons why the US is key!!!
Disadvantage Answers

TYPES OF DISADVANTAGES

1. Threshold/Brink: it all happens at once. We are close to event X, but the plan does Y which pushes us over the brink. The next time we do Y we will get X. (e.g., Federalism)

· Harder to build link/brink story, but big impact.

2. Linear: Every additional X leads to additional harm Y. Y is happening now and, Affirmative increases it. (e.g., Deficit Spending)

· Easier to link and defend, but smaller impact.

AFFIRMATIVE ANSWERS

1. No link: Explain why plan won’t start the ball (the disadvantage) rolling.

2. Link turn: Explain how plan would actually reverse the disadvantage. Passage of the plan makes the disad less likely, Affirmative solves the thing which creates the DA.

· NOTE: Do not make a link turn simultaneously with an impact turn (#13). That would be a double-turn. You either want to argue that plan prevents something bad or that plan causes something good. You certainly don’t want to argue that plan prevents something good.

3. Non-unique: Explain how the status quo is just as risky for the disadvantage as the plan. It will happen anyway, if it can happen it would have happened already. 

· Don't use this against Linear DAs.

· NOTE: Do not make this simultaneously with a #7. You don’t want to argue that the uniqueness is too good and not good enough?

4. Alternate causality: Explain how factors, other than the plan, may lead to the disadvantage.

5. Empirically denied: Explain how a historical example should have caused the disadvantage. Since the historical example didn’t cause the disadvantage, this shows that it’s a false risk.

6. No brink: (or “no threshold”) Explain why the plan is not big enough to cause the disadvantage. Plan will not do enough of X to trigger Y

· Not appropriate to Linear DAs.

7. Uniqueness overwhelms the link: Explain how the uniqueness is so strong—the status quo is so stable —that the risk of the disadvantage is nil. Basically, you’re saying that the negative link and uniqueness evidence contradict. N O TE : 

· Do not make this with a #3.

8. No internal link: Explain that even if you start the disadvantage happening, it wouldn’t go all the way to the final impact (also called “no scenario”). 

· Plan doesn't cause bring, brink doesn't cause impact, intervening factors stop it.

· Ex: Spending DA – USFG spends all the time, why is plan leading us to this impact?

9. Not Intrinsic: Status quo will act to prevent the DA. Must show it will act and that such action would be effective.

10. No timeframe: Explain that the impact would be too far away in the future.

11. No impact: Explain why even if the disadvantage happens, the impact would be meaningless:

· Too small in Magnitude

· Too little Probability.

12. Case outweighs: Explain how case harms/advantages are bigger than the impact. Affirmative impact is bigger than DA impact, so even if the Negative wins the DA they lose the debate. 

13. Impact turn: Explain how the disadvantage happening would actually be good, not bad. So, voting Affirmative gives you more of a good thing, not more of a bad thing. 

· NOTE : Do not make this with a #2.

14. Relationship to the Counterplan: Applies to counter plan as much as to our case, or, DA assumes Affirmative vs. Status quo while it really is Affirmative vs. counter plan.

15. Topicality Take-Out: The part of the plan which causes the DA is non- topical. That part of plan is gone, so is the DA, Affirmative wins on what is left. 

16. Solvency Take-Out: The plan needs to gain advantage X in order to cause the DA; plan does not, so DA goes away. 

Kritiks Answers

TYPES OF KRITIKS

· Rhetorical (or “Dirty Word”) - Used when opponent uses or fails to use specific terminology (e.g., Terror Talk or Feminism )

· Assumption Kritik - Attacks the assumptions of the  opponent (e.g., Realism [Neg Strategy] or Threat Construction [Aff Critique])

· Structural Kritik - Based off the structure of the Aff  case/Neg strategy; Links into Aff plan text (e.g., Militarism)

· Structural Assumption  Kritik - Combination of Assumption and  Structural Kritik; Most common type of  critique; Often use one philosopher's thoughts on  a specific issue and just expand (e.g., Foucault, Spanos, Imperialism, Empire, etc.)

AFFIRMATIVE ANSWERS

1. Perm (Permutation) – the combination of ideologies

· Perm = Plan Text + Alternative

· DO NOT just say “Do Both”

2. No Link

· As with a DA, examine the link to your case. Take on an Assumption or Situational lens (whichever the opponent doesn’t use)

3. Turn (either or, not both)

· Impact Turn - Works best with Capitalism and imperialism (i.e. how they are great and lead to economic/social good). We turn the Kritik because Affirmative changes the status quo.

· Link Turn - A link turn will turn the link and the plan will solve the impacts

· Turn  historically Marxism failed (break the link)

4. No Alternative

· Kritik provides no Alternative

· If rejection is only alternative, there is  no alternative to status quo except Affirmative case to solve harms --> press  Uniqueness at this point

· No uniqueness or brink to Kritik  in policy framework, Affirmative advantages occur. 

5. Impact Defense

· Like “impacts empirically denied”  meaning the impacts would have  happened already if true

6. Impact Calculus

· Probability - Contrast reasonable likelihood of Kritik impacts versus consequences of failing to solve Affirmative harms

· Timeframe - If this hasn’t happened yet, when will it  happen (hundred year old philosophers…  still waiting)

· Look at net benefits  this Kitik has not happened in past, advantages show good will happen in our plan

· Magnitude - Net benefits comparison (hurt feelings  versus the 2nd  Holocaust)

7. Affirmative Case is a DA to the Alternative

· The Alternative cannot solve the case

· Apply Counter Plan solvency burdens  to Negative Alternative (i.e., Plan- meets-Need)

8. Counter Critique (Know About But Don't Do)

· Works best on critiques like Empire  (counter-critique is Eurocentrism) or  Foucault to Gender/Feminism

TERMINOLOGY

· Pre-Fiat - “Before Fiat” such as T and Plan  implications 

· Epistemology - How we come to know; Foundation for Mimesis and Realism  Kritiks

· Ontology/Deontology - Study of being

· Consequentialism/Utilitarianism

· Consequentialism- Inaction leads to individual and government tyranny

· Utilitarianism- Affirmative takes a utopian approach to  debate; asks judge to weigh advantages vs. DAs should focus on valuing live  rather than number of people saved

· Postmodernism - Emphasizes need for micro-theory focusing on difference rather than holistic macro-theory (e.g., Foucault)

· Psychoanalysis - Deals with Fantasy vs. Real World (weird…)

· Capitalism/Marxism - Karl Marx good; Adam Smith bad (usually)

· Security/Realism - Realism says humans are “ugly on the inside” and nothing is higher than the state; States act rationally; state institution (UN) are anarchical (e.g., Securitization --> Imperialism)

· Militarism - Asks the question: Is it ok to use the military to get the job done?

· States - Says the State (i.e. Nation-State) is bad

· Bio Power (Foucault) - Panopticon–power is present but  accepted

· Disaster Porn/Compassion Fatigue - Showing suffering  dehumanizes/fatigues

· Empire (see book by A. Hardt & M.  Negri) - “The most confusing critique ever”

