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Strategies for Writing and Arguing Critical Affs


STRATEGIES FOR WRITING AND ARGUING CRITICAL AFFS

1) Should you write a critical affirmative?  

a) Advantages: 

i) If you know one thing really well, you can win almost all of your affirmative debates. 

ii) Its more interesting

iii) The innate value to frustrating/confusing people

b) Disadvantages: 

i) Creating an original and strategic affirmative is extremely difficult.

ii) Be careful what you wish for:  “The crazy v. crazy debate,” or,  “Preffing bill shanahan”

2) Creating the Affirmative:

a) Creativity – creating a concept

i) Single most important factor in writing and arguing a critical affirmative is creativity. 

ii) Ideas come from crazy places: Constantly be thinking about debate 

iii) Use other team’s ideas – but only if you can make them BETTER. 

b) Let the literature guide you – pursue your original idea, but don’t let it restrict you.

i) Your final product will never resemble exactly what you originally had it mind

c) The “theory” or “criticism” that animates the 1AC should be broad enough to answer most Neg args and/or choose a critique (or a framework that excludes) the best negative strategy

d) The approach to the topic needs to be innovative; reading Levinas cards on a human rights adv doesn’t make it “critical”

3) First Fundamental Theorem of Writing a Critical Aff: The Plan (if it exists) must be crucial to solving the affirmative even if not under a traditional “hypothetical enactment” interpretation.

a) Critiquing the DA is not sufficient: smart teams will chose impact scenarios that avoid it

b) Nearly any K alt can solve the aff better if the plan is just your excuse to be topical

c) The plan (or your interpretation of it) must be (roughly) consistent with the 1AC criticism

d) If you want to read a plan in the 1AC and subsequently “not defend it” in any framework  – don’t read it: in either world you have to win fwk debates on offense and the plan makes you vulnerable to PICs/ Ks

4) Second Fundamental Theorem of Writing a Critical Aff: The Framework: Why Vote Aff? ; Be able to explain in a single coherent sentence what voting aff “means” or “does” to avoid an impact 

a) E.g., Is voting aff an endorsement of the hypothetical enactment of the plan? Is it a demand? Is it “imagination”? Is the ballot an ideological alignment? Does voting aff “expose” something?

b) Most important question you must answer: even if not in 1AC, by 2AR must be perfectly clear to the judge

.

5) Types of Critical Affirmative Strategies (there is overlap between these) 

a) Middle of the Road: Defend the Plan but Critique the DA (or K)

i) Advantages: Broadly perceived as theoretically legitimate, you can go for theory, etc

ii) Disadvantages: Vulnerable to PICs, “out-lefting” and general engagement with the topic

iii) Critiquing impacts:

(1) Choose a widely applicable theory (“bad is good”/ “fear of death/ violence”/) but apply it specifically (“we are KRITIKING that, judge” is not an argument)

(2) In most cases, the critique should be contained within or consistent with the 1AC

(3) Impact the Critique: “Should be evaluated before” and/or “proves their disad is false”


iv) Examples on this topic: HIV affs – biopolitics, IPR affs – capital, human rights –“ obligation”

b) “We Demand” 
i) Kind of stupid. 

c) Alternative Interpretations of Fiat: How to have a robust defense of the plan without having a robust defense of the plan.

i) “Imagination” – defend imagining the plan but not its enactment.  

(1) This can throw framework debaters off their game because you are in a literal sense defending “role playing” although you also don’t have to answer anything. 

(2) Only applicable if affirmative “theory” defends it as key to solve the impact (i.e, Jung)

ii) “Irony” – defend the reading of the plan but not its enactment

(1) Advantages: “Bad is Good,” their DAs are reasons to vote aff. 

(2) Disadvantages: lots of literature

(3) Examples: Psychoanalysis – over-identification

d) “The Crazy:” No plan/ defending the plan “as” something its not. 

i) Advantages: Only have to know how to beat framework and “become” every criticism.

ii) Disadvantages: Framework. The negative can cheat more. 

iii) Examples) language criticisms,  skits/ stories, critiques of the topic

e) Non-Traditional

i) Examples) African Poetry or Literature, ‘protests’ against colonialism

6) Preparing for the 2AC

a) Responding to the DA

i)  If your framework avoids the link, make this arg nuanced and less obvious that you’re cheating

ii) Have prepared criticisms of every major impact scenario: war, environment, disease, genocide. 

iii) If the impact doesn’t link, it probably is stupid – outweigh it. 

iv) Do not shy away from making smart, analytic defensive responses (or even carded impact turns) 

b) Responding to the K

i) “The Blob”/ “that’s us!”/ Perm. ATTACK THEIR COMPETITION SCENARIO

ii) Impact Turn: Use the 1AC critique, get indignant – call them nihilists

iii) ALWAYS read a defense of the state and/or plan in the 2AC – even if the 1NC alt wasn’t explicitly to exclude the plan, it will be by the 2NR.

c) Responding to PICs

i) Have one stock answer contained within the 1AC “theory” (e.g., mutual exclusivity/ exclusions bad) that can be *applied* (this is necessary, not sufficient)

ii) Exploit ANY solvency deficit

d) Modular 2AC Blocks (e.g., “Defense of State/Plan,” “K of War Impacts,” “Permutation”)

e) ALWAYS HAVE AN ANSWER TO RIGHTS-MALTHUS

7) Tips
a) Be as vague as possible at the outset of the debate – progressively get clearer and less like what they want to characterize you as.  

b) CHEAT as much as they will let you get away with.  

c) Posturing is everything. 

d) Retain the capacity to go for theory (as long as it doesn’t contradict with your framework)

e) Love what you’re doing. 

f) ALWAYS HAVE AN ANSWER TO RIGHTS-MALTHUS

8) Approaches to Answering Critical Affirmatives

a) DO NOT let ideology interfere with choosing the most strategic response. 
b) Defending the wall: 
i) Framework
ii) Impact turn everything: capitalism, hegemony, colonialism, rights
iii)  Counterplan with a marginal net benefit that the aff can’t critique – surprisingly devastating. 
c) “Out-lefting:” responding with a Critique
i) Cater the Alternative text to solve the affirmative – look for phrases within their 1AC that describe what their author actually thinks should be done (Usually its not the plan) and use that.
ii) You do not need to be a seasoned K debater to execute this strategy – frequently it is as simple as “state bad”
