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K Alts and A/T: K Affs

CRITIQUE ALTERNATIVES

“But paralysis isn't the same thing as anesthesia—on the contrary. It's in so far as there's been an awakening to a whole series of problems that the difficulty of doing anything comes to be felt. Not that this effect is an end in itself. But it seems to me that 'what is to be done' ought not to be determined from above by reformers, be they prophetic or legislative, but by a long work of comings and goings, of exchanges, reflections, trials, different analyses. If the social workers you are talking about don't know which way to turn, this just goes to show that they're looking, and hence are not anaesthetized or sterilized at all—on the contrary. And it's because of the need not to tie them down or immobilize them that there can be no question for me of trying to tell 'what is to be done'. If the questions posed by the social workers you spoke of are going to assume their full amplitude, the most important thing is not to bury them under the weight of prescriptive, prophetic discourse. The necessity of reform mustn't be allowed to become a form of blackmail serving to limit, reduce or halt the exercise of criticism. Under no circumstances should one pay attention to those who tell one: 'Don't criticize, since you're not capable of carrying out a reform.' That's ministerial cabinet talk. Critique doesn't have to be the premise of a deduction which concludes: this then is what needs to be done. It should be an instrument for those who fight, those who resist and refuse what is. Its use should be in processes of conflict and confrontation, essays in refusal. It doesn't have to lay down the law for the law. It isn't a stage in a programming. It is a challenge directed to what is.
The problem, you see, is one for the subject who acts—the subject of action through which the real is transformed. If prisons and punitive mechanisms are transformed, it won't be because a plan of reform has found its way into the heads of the social workers; it will be when those who have to do with that penal reality, all those people, have come into collision with each other and with themselves, run into dead-ends, problems and impossibilities, been through conflicts and confrontations; when critique has been played out in the real, not when reformers have realized their ideas.”

-- Michel Foucault. “Question of Method,” Published in Michel Foucault: Power ed. James D. Faubion. P.235-236

1) “Alternatives” are not alternatives. They make alternatives possible.  

a) The goal of the critique is not to answer questions, it’s to pose them.  
i) The alternative does not enact a structural alternative to the status quo, it clears the space for those alternatives to emerge. 
b) It’s important that you control this overwhelming “purpose” of debate.  Most of the affirmative offense against alternatives falls under the rubric of “but ya gotta do stuff.”
2) What is the Alt?

a) Conceptually similar to a counterplan, they have two functions:
i) Solving the link arguments (counter-planning in uniqueness)
ii) Solving some or all of the Aff.  
b) K debates are won and lost here.  If you are neg, the alternative should feature very prominently in your 2NR, if you are affirmative, you should attack it. 
c) Do you Need an alternative?
i) K debaters like to make the claim that they only need to prove the aff “bad.” 
ii) The Negative’s “framework” is sometimes very similar to the “alternative.” Despite it not “doing” anything, it can effectively deal with the aff’s offense by excluding it. 
3) How to write your alternative (please do not think the texts as written in your GDI files are set in stone)

a) The Golden Rule of K alts (and maybe debate in general): Cheat as much as you can get away with

i) Vague, abstract alternatives that progressively become more clear and more capable of solving the aff are awesome.  They also are probably cheating. 
b) It needs to “solve” the criticism: 
i) Find the alterative within the literature
c) Cater it to the affirmative you’re debating (especially critical affirmatives):
d) Competition: if it’s not exclusive with the aff, it can’t solve well enough to overcome the links via the perm 
e) Avoid extremely long alternatives – they give more perm ground and you can achieve the same objectiv by clarifying the alternative in a piece of evidence.
f) Stupid hippie language you should take advantage of: abandon/ refuse/ resist/ rethink/ affirm/ embrace/ examine/ rethink/ expose/ interrogate/ call into question/ clear the space for/ 
4) Types and Examples of Alternatives:  

a) Reject the Aff/ Vote Negative

i) Advantages: Technically cannot be permuted. You can clarify what this “does” as solving.   
ii) Disadvantages: This statement is usually clarified as doing or enabling something beyond this.  Smart teams will permute THAT.  It also doesn’t solve and is unsupported by your evidence absent this further clarification.  Susceptible to theory.  Hard to claim it solves the aff. 
b) Reject/ Refuse/ Abandon [whatever institution/ type of thought/ language that is criticized]
i) Advantages: Lots of literature supports it and defends it as “making things possible.” It’s simple.  
ii) Disadvantages: Not really an alternative – must be ready to defend what “fills in.”   “Impact turns” are more responsive to this. 
c) Affirm/Embrace [some new type of thought/ ontology/ abstract category, etc]

i) Advantages: Supported by your evidence.  Slightly more tangible.   Easier to make “solvency” claims because it in some ways actually is an alternative yet its abstract enough to avoid most aff offense. 
ii) Disadvantages: The perm is viable. It’s difficult to explain what that affirmation means. 
d) Criticism, or, “The 1NC is the alternative” (sometimes categorized as “text-less”)
i) Advantages: The permutation doesn’t make a lot of sense, lots of literature that supports it, very malleable – easy to cheat
ii) Disadvantages: Theory. Lacks a strong warrant for the ballot.
e) Genealogies or “examinations/ interrogations”
i) Advantages: Plenty of literature.  Not a lot of offense against them. 
ii) Disadvantages: The perm can solve the link.  It’s not actually “done” (inconsistencies between the text and what the literature is describing).
5) Alternatives put out at the GDI

a) Agamben: “Whatever Being”
b) Borders: “reject the collective identity of the Affirmative and embrace our vulnerability to alterity”
c) Critical IR: “reject the politics of sovereignty”
d) Compassion Fatigue: no text yet
e) Disaster porn: ”Reject the aff’s discursive constructions”…”we need to critically examine..”
f) Disease reps: Reject the Affirmative
g) Nietzsche: Refuse the Pity and Compassion of the 1AC
6) Extending the Alternative

a) Make it solve the aff advantages – or at least the impact to them.  This should be at the top of the 2NC or written into your “link block”
b) Aff “impact turns” to your K are rarely responsive to your text specifically – say this!  Explain the nuance of your alternative in a way that enables you to avoid most of their offense. 
c) 2ACs frequently ignore the alt: make them pay for this
d) Unless you’re getting owned on it, “the alt solves the case” should be at the top of every 2NR.
7) Defending the alternative against stock aff responses

a) Apply the thesis of the K to all theory args – always make the arg that they have to win fwk to win an impact to theory - 
b) The Agent of the Alternative/ Who does it?
i) Attack the Premise: this debate is not about that – its about concepts.  
c) Vague/ Shifty Alternatives
i) Deny it!
ii)  This increases permutation ground, if the alt is competitive it implies the aff has offense, use evidence like the Foucault quote above to indict this as restrictive.
d) Must have a text
i) Best answer is likely contained within the criticism 
ii) Generic answers: if you can prove your aff is good you win the debate. 
e) What does the Alt do about genocide/ disease/ [the category of people helped by the aff]
i) Make root cause arguments and impact them with: “This debate should not be evaluated according to who is more likely to stop genocide, but who is more likely to cause it”
ii) The affirmative also does nothing for the category of people the talked about for 9 minutes.  
ANSWERING CRITICAL AFFIRMATIVES 

GENERAL TIPS TO APPROACHING

a. Don’t get upset

b. Become a Good framework Debater even if you hate framework. 

c. Think intuitively. Make analytic arguments. Call B.S. 

d. Reading your stock “impact turns” to their aff author/ theory CAN be useful if applied, but frequently wastes time

-- it should either be a complete criticism or “help” the rest of your arguments in the debate

e. Rights-Malthus shouldn’t be your A-strat, but it sure is handy!

MIDDLE OF THE ROAD AFFIRMATIVES (Have a plan, K the net benefit)

1) POLICY STRATEGY

a) How to make your DAs and case arguments relevant:

i) CX of the 1AC: “Should” the USFG [insert plan]?   

(1) If the 1AC said “should” the 1NC “should not” is competitive

ii) Make the Disad turn the aff – avoid impacts that link to the 1AC

b) The CP + Net Benefit that avoids the Aff criticism

c) Impact turning

d) Framework: Given the perceived theoretical legitimacy of these affs, I wouldn’t recommend going for it.

2. “OUT-LEFTING:” RESPONDING WITH A CRITICISM
a) The best thing about being negative is you are unconstrained by the topic.  Their author probably agrees. 
b) Exclude the Plan: K affs infrequently have a robust defense of the plan and their author/ theory frequently disagrees with it.
i) Still need to do some of the work outlined above to ensure the aff has some defense of the plan
(1) Running a framework argument with a K can be useful – the we meet proves the link.
c) Writing the alternative text: it’s better if the 1NC does not explicit say “exclude the plan” but instead has a  text (that’s not the plan) that solves all of the aff – the links to the plan can be developed in the block.
i) READ THEIR 1AC: all critical affs contain some statement external to the plan that expresses what actually solves their impact.  Use this as the text of your alternative.  
(1) Ex) “the plan is key to rupture our political understanding..” Alt text: rupture our political understanding..
ii) CX of the 1AC is huge: you want to trick them into admitting that your alternative text is sufficient to solve the aff.   “Bait and Switch” 
d) It doesn’t particularly matter what K you prefer to debate as long as there is a link: Many Ks converge on these central questions about whether we should appeal to policy solutions and if the alternative solves all of the aff, the impact can be small (usually a case turn). *The alt is the most important*
e) You do not need to be a seasoned K debater to execute this strategy! In fact, this may be a preferable strategy for LESS experienced K debaters because it avoids having to engage their offense.

THE CRAZY-CRAZY

1) PERFORMANCE AFFIRMATIVES 

a) If you’re flustered, upset and insulted: they’ve already won.
b) Framework is frequently the best strategy – you have to be a decent K debater to win competition
i) The Vote negative counterplan: my little gem. “You can do whatever you want in debate, it just shouldn’t be a reason we should lose” 
ii) Topicality is not genocide.  The only impact to losing on T is not breaking.  The impact to genocide is… genocide. 
iii) Nothing happens when the judge votes aff.  Despite this argument being true, easy to make and devastating to their “project,” its rarely made. 
c) Responding with a critique: “saying things are bad is bad”/ “appealing to a better world is bad”/Nietzschian types of criticisms are very effective because it is almost impossible to not win a link and these teams like to “blob” you 
d) Find something very small with the 1AC you can disagree with and agree with everything else. 
e) YOU CAN CHEAT AS MUCH AS YOU WANT.  Exploit this. 
2) NO PLAN/ DEFENDING THE PLAN “AS” SOMETHING ITS NOT

a) Topicality: 
i) Disadvantage: They’re very ready.
ii) Advantage: Truth. (use similar arguments as those discussed above) 
b) Frequently these teams have some relationship to the topic – craft your alternative to exclude but solve the rest of the aff and find some marginal risk that the inclusion of the topic is bad
c) Usually they will still try to do “something” – this means they link to amorphous Ks of “anything”
3) CRITIQUES OF DEBATE/ RULES

a) Cheat more: filibuster/ steal the ballot
b) Why are you here?
4) ALTERNATIVE INTEPRETATIONS OF FIAT:

a) “Imagination”
i) CP: we should imagine [the plan] as opposed to “the usfg should…”
ii) Net benefit: the plan is bad (the 1AC will probably agree)
b) Irony/ Over-identification
i) The evidence never defends a literal enactment of the plan.  The alt can do it better.
ii) If defending egregious policies is productive – why isn’t the Bush administration solving now?
iii) Usually, the point of the aff eventually is to achieve a more progressive form of politics. CP to do that.
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