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NFA-LD Debate Overview
THE 2008-2009 NFA-LD resolution: 

RESOLVED: The United States Federal Government should substantially increase its constructive engagement with Cuba.
The Debate Round:

1AC (First Affirmative Constructive) – 6 minutes

Cross-Examination – 3 minutes

1NC (First Negative Constructive) – 7 minutes

Cross-Examination – 3 minutes

1AR (First Affirmative Rebuttal) – 6 minutes

1NR (First Negative Rebuttal) – 6 minutes


2AR (Second Affirmative Rebuttal) – 3 minutes

Total Prep Time: 4 minutes for each debater to be used as each debater chooses.
Each contest round last around 45 minutes.

The affirmative will read a prepared speech on the topic during the 1AC.  The negative will then cross examine them with relevant questions.  The negative will then present a semi-prepared speech in the 1NC of disadvantages and responses to the affirmative plan.  The affirmative will then cross examine them with relevant questions.

Rebuttals then follow, with no new arguments, but the arguments from the constructives are debated.

Speeches should be pleasant, comprehensible, and persuasive in tone, especially since not all judges will have traditional debate experience. Speech delivery and quantity of evidence should not be excessive. Since LD debate adheres to the communication principles of individual events, judges are encouraged to give a verbal warning to debaters speaking too rapidly in a round. If the speaker does not heed the warning in that particular round, the judge is strongly encouraged to give that speaker a loss for that round even if the student has otherwise "won" the debate on the basis of the stock issues. 
NFA-LD Rules (Sept 2008)

NFA Lincoln-Douglas Debate is a one-person, persuasive, policy debate on traditional stock issues. It is a communication event, by which we mean the philosophy of the activity is consistent with that which governs other individual events. Competitors in NFA Lincoln-Douglas will be evaluated on their analysis, use of evidence, and ability to effectively and persuasively organize, deliver, and refute arguments. Rapid-fire delivery, commonly called "spread delivery," is considered antithetical to the purpose and intent of this event. 

PARADIGM FOR JUDGING

All affirmative proposals must fit within the jurisdiction established by the NFA LD resolution. The negative may challenge the topicality of the affirmative proposal during the negative constructive. If, at the end of the debate, the negative has convinced the judge that the affirmative proposal has violated the parameters set by the resolution, then the decision in that debate should be awarded to the negative. Topicality is a voting issue.

The plan presented by the affirmative must be within the parameters set by the terms of the resolution. However, the plan does not need to deal with all the possible problem areas suggested by the resolution.

The official decision-making paradigm of NFA LD is that of Stock Issues: Harm (Advantage or Goals), Inherency, and Solvency. The affirmative is required to meet three initial burdens. The affirmative must prove: 

· The harm of the present system or that a comparative advantage or goal can be achieved over the present system; 

· The inherency which prevents solving those harms or achieving those advantages or goals; 

and, 

· the proposed plan's ability to solve the harm or achieve the advantage or goal claimed by affirmative. 

The negative may attack any of these issues, but need only win one to win the debate. The negative may also challenge the jurisdiction (topicality) of the affirmative proposal or argue that disadvantages to the proposal outweigh its benefits.

The plan need not be detailed, but should be sufficient to prove a propensity to solve the problem area. The affirmative need only prove that the resolution should be adopted. Solvency is to be a function of the plan's ability to work after the adoption of the policy by the agent/agents of change. 

Definitions of terms in the affirmative constructive are optional, and they are not required until challenges to topicality are made by the negative.

The negative may present one counterproposal specific to the affirmative problem area. By this, we mean that the counterproposal must deal with the problem area defined by the affirmative, and not the form of government, economic system, or need for further study (UNLESS SPECIFICALLY IDENTIFIED AS A KEY ISSUE IN THE RESOLUTION). Counterproposals should be used to demonstrate that a reasonable alternative plan would be better policy than either the status quo or the affirmative plan. Counterproposals should be logically consistent with all other negative arguments constructed during the debate. If inconsistencies arise and the affirmative points them out, the judge should reject the arguments inconsistent with the counterproposal. Counterproposals must be non-topical and are subject to the same burdens of solvency as are required for affirmative plans. 

Rebuttals are to be used to respond to the opposition's lines of argument and to extend arguments made in constructive speeches. No new lines of argument may be presented in rebuttals. By new lines of argument, we mean those which are not clarifications or responses made to arguments made in constructive, but those which are completely new and unrelated to previous argumentation. New evidence to extend or clarify constructive arguments is permitted in rebuttal. 

Speeches should be pleasant, comprehensible, and persuasive in tone, especially since not all judges will have traditional debate experience. Speech delivery and quantity of evidence should not be excessive. Since LD debate adheres to the communication principles of individual events, judges are encouraged to give a verbal warning to debaters speaking too rapidly in a round. If the speaker does not heed the warning in that particular round, the judge is strongly encouraged to give that speaker a loss for that round even if the student has otherwise "won" the debate on the basis of the stock issues. On the other hand, judges who encourage students to speak rapidly should be reported to the tournament director. At the national tournament, these judges will be pulled from the judging pool and their schools assessed judging fees for the rounds not covered. Local tournament directors are encouraged to develop their own responses to such judges. 

EVIDENCE IN DEBATE 

Students should only use evidence that is accurate and thoroughly referenced in their speeches. (ALL EVIDENCE MUST BE FROM A PUBLISHED SOURCE, AVAILABLE TO THE PUBLIC, AND VERIFIABLE AT THE TOURNAMENT.) 

In both prepared speeches and speeches composed with limited preparation time, debaters should use evidence that is accurately and directly quoted. The evidence should be quoted with proper respect to the context of the original source. The first time a source is presented, the debater must state the full source when introducing the evidence. A "full source" is assumed to include author's name, author's qualifications (when apparent in the original), full date, and title of source. Page numbers need not be read during the debate, but should be available upon request. Once a source has been cited, evidence subsequently cited from the source need only include the author's and/or publication's name as well as a phrase along the lines of "previously cited." Both speakers in a debate are required to make available to their opponent copies of any evidence used in the round, including the affirmative constructive speech. The evidence must be returned to the speaker at the end of the debate. 

If a debater, during the course of the debate, charges his/her opponent with violating an ethical standard, the debate shall immediately cease. The judge will bring the students to a member of the tournament committee and the debater making the charge will fill out a formal complaint according to the provisions under (1) in the section "Violation of the Code of Ethics." The complaint will then be adjudicated as in any other complaint. If the debater making the charge during the round refuses to file a formal complaint, that debater will receive a loss for the debate. Complaints made after a round will follow the standard procedure listed in the "violation" section of the Code of Ethics. 

Students may use evidence from non-written sources as long as the veracity of the evidence may be verified. Information gathered from personal and/or phone interviews, as well as information from electronic sources, may be used, provided the student does the following:

1. 1. Indicates during the performance the name of the source, date the information was collected, and method used to collect the information; and, 

2. 2. Possesses a means to verify the accuracy of the evidence should it be formally challenged. Verification may include a transcript of the interview, broadcast, etc., a notarized letter of authenticity from the source identifying specific passages from the performance as accurate, and/or phone numbers at which the source may be reached to verify the veracity of the information. (This last option is not recommended as the sole option since the source may not be reachable at the time an ethical charge is made.)

Research
Google: www.google.com – lets start with the basic stuff.  Good place to start understanding the topic and finding some places that research the topic area.

Lexis-Nexis: www.lexis.com – some colleges have a subscription to Lexis-Nexis Academic Universe. Ask your librarian if this is available to you.  Pay attention to the different areas within this resource, especially “Legal Research:Law Reviews.”  These articles are very helpful in writing a first Affirmative Constructive.

Foreign Policy journals:  Foreign Affairs, Foreign Policy, fpif.org.  These magazines are good resources and probably have ‘special issues’ that cover the politics of Cuba.

Databases: Ask your librarian about a full-text periodical database.  Examples are ProQuest, FindArticles and more.

Cuba Specific: ciponline.org/cuba/, lawg.org, www.cubamer.org - 

more at www.SoCal-LD.net 

Make the rounds at all of the various think tanks.  Brookings Institute, Center for Defense Information, American Foreign Policy Council, Council on Foreign Relations, Global Security, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Center for Strategic and International Studies, Foreign Policy in Focus, and RAND Corporation.  They have websites and searchable subject archives.  Many have specific sections on Latin America/Caribbean.

Finally, use your librarians.  They are a great resource.  Give them a copy of the resolution.  They’ll help direct you in all the right places to find research and tell you about resources not on this list.

Once you have your research you will want to format it in terms of cards (see example Affirmative Case and Disadvantage for examples).  Cards should have three pieces of information:
1. Tag - a quick summary of the evidence. This is usually what the debaters and judges will flow

2. Citation - vitally important. NFA-LD rules say the first time you read a citation you should include full information.

3. Evidence - the actual quotation from your source.
Private-sector patents have a blocking effect.

Taylor & Cayford 03  

(Sr. Fellow & Researcher @ Resources for the Future [Michael R. Taylor and Jerry Cayford, American Patent Policy, Biotechnology, and African Agriculture: The Case for Policy Change, RFF Report, NOVEMBER 2003 pg. http://www.rff.org/Documents/RFF-RPT-Patent.pdf)

In considering the impact of patents on access to biotechnology for developing country purposes (or for any purpose), it is important to consider not only the number but also the sort of patents being issued. The use of modern biotechnology to develop a genetically improved crop requires use of multiple tools, including gene traits, transformation tools, and germplasm, all of which may be patented. Some biotechnology patents are so broad in their scope or cover tools that are so widely applicable that they can have the blocking effect on innovation described earlier.

Affirmative Cases - Stock Issues

In a policy debate, the affirmative side supports the topic. The affirmative offers one or more reasons as to why the principles expressed in the topic ought to be upheld. This usually means that the opening affirmative speaker advocates a plan of action that is new, challenging established ideas and policies. It is the obligation of the person introducing an argument to prove that argument. For example, in a criminal court case, the defense may file a motion for dismissal if the prosecutor fails to provide a well-substantiated case for conviction. Similarly, the 1AC has a burden of proof, a requirement to establish proofs for the topic, such that the negative side would have to respond in the debate. In order to meet this burden, the affirmative team includes particular arguments in its case. The stock issues of policy debate are the core elements of a logical proof of the affirmative team’s case.

The stock issues include inherency, significance/harms, and solvency arguments. These specialized arguments will establish the following:


1. there is an ongoing problem;


2. the problem is a serious one, requiring immediate attention;


3. the policy action, the plan, suggested by the affirmative team, is a workable solution to the problem.

Inherency arguments describe the conditions that perpetuate a problem. These arguments prove that a problem is ongoing, that it will not be satisfactorily addressed by current policymakers. The problem will continue and will NOT be solved by the status quo.
Significance/Harms arguments prove that the problem is serious, that it has qualitative and quantitative scope. In other words, it matters a lot and matters to a lot of people. The continuing problem is a threat and something bad is happening.
Solvency arguments prove that a recommended plan of action, usually the affirmative team’s support for a specific law or administrative action, will work to solve the problem identified by the affirmative team. The solvency arguments establish that the plan will produce policy benefits (advantages) that are greater in degree or scope than any disadvantages or unintended negative outcomes. The affirmative team will reduce or eliminate the serious problem by adopting the plan.
The final stock issue is Topicality.  The affirmative is assumed to be topical until challenged by the negative.  The negative is arguing that the affirmative falls outside of the scope of the resolution and is thus not topical.  This is bad because now the negative is not prepared to debate because their guiding principle in research is the resolution.  So if an affirmative violates the resolution, they must be punished for providing a case that is not debateable.

Sample Affirmative Case
Introduction

Food insecurity in the Greater Horn of Africa places a tremendous strain on the region as a whole. Biotechnology patents hinder the development of much needed genetically modified crops in the Greater Horn of Africa. As Dr C.N. Mwikisa, Director of the Division of Healthy Environments and Sustainable Development at the WHO Regional Office for Africa, said in 2005, “Globally, there is a paradigm shift, which will no longer only consider food as an agricultural/trade commodity but also as a public health issue … As a basic human right, food safety was endorsed by the World Health Assembly in May 2000 and accepted by all Ministries of Health as an essential public health function.”

Mwikisa Director of the Division of Healthy Environments and Sustainable Development at the WHO Regional Office for Africa 05 (Dr C.N. Mwikisa, “ANNEX 5: OPENING REMARKS,” FINAL REPORT: FAO/WHO Regional Conference on Food Safety for Africa, 3–6 October 2005, Harare, Zimbabwe pg. ttp://www.fao.org/docrep/meeting/010/a0215e/A0215E20.htm#ann5)

Therefore, I stand RESOLVED: That the United States Federal Government should substantially increase assistance to the Greater Horn of Africa in public health.

INHERENCY

1. Private-sector patents have a blocking effect.  

Taylor & Cayford 03  

(Sr. Fellow & Researcher @ Resources for the Future [Michael R. Taylor and Jerry Cayford, American Patent Policy, Biotechnology, and African Agriculture: The Case for Policy Change, RFF Report, NOVEMBER 2003 pg. http://www.rff.org/Documents/RFF-RPT-Patent.pdf)

In considering the impact of patents on access to biotechnology for developing country purposes (or for any purpose), it is important to consider not only the number but also the sort of patents being issued. The use of modern biotechnology to develop a genetically improved crop requires use of multiple tools, including gene traits, transformation tools, and germplasm, all of which may be patented. Some biotechnology patents are so broad in their scope or cover tools that are so widely applicable that they can have the blocking effect on innovation described earlier.

2. These patents are must have tools for biotech development

Taylor & Cayford 03  

(Sr. Fellow & Researcher @ Resources for the Future [Michael R. Taylor and Jerry Cayford, American Patent Policy, Biotechnology, and African Agriculture: The Case for Policy Change, RFF Report, NOVEMBER 2003 pg. http://www.rff.org/Documents/RFF-RPT-Patent.pdf)

According to Gary Toenniessen of the Rockefeller Foundation, the Monsanto antibiotic-resistance marker patent “appears to be just another nail in the coffin of public-sector researchers’ ability to produce transgenic plants with freedom to operate.”87 Such consequences are feared because some transformation tools, such as the Agrobacterium vector system, have very wide appeal and utility to researchers and thus can be a “must have” tool in many situations. 

HARMS

1. Multiple shocks comprise cropping abilities and affect over 10 million people in Greater Horn

FEWS NET 2007 

(Famine Early Warning System - Food Security Update, June 2007; Funded by the USAID, http://www.fews.net/centers/files/East_200705en.pdf)

Large  parts  of  the  Greater  Horn  of  Africa  Region  (GHA),  and  particularly  pastoral  and  agropastoral  areas  in  northern,  eastern,  and  southeastern  Kenya,  southeastern  and  northeastern  Ethiopia,  southern  Somalia  and  most  of  Djibouti  have  suffered  multiple  shocks  between  late  2005  and  2007  (Figure  1).   These  shocks  include  droughts,  flooding,  conflict  and  civil  insecurity,  Rift  Valley  Fever  (RVF),  border  closures  and  market  disruptions,  and  have  affected  the  different  groups  to  varying  degrees.   Non-pastoral  areas  like  the  coastal  parts  of  Kenya  have  also  endured  consecutive  seasons  of  flooding  and  drought,  while  pastoral  areas  in  Tanzania  have  suffered  from  an  outbreak  of  Rift  Valley  Fever  disease.   These  shocks  have  caused  asset  losses,  compromised  people’s  coping  abilities  and  put  livelihoods  at  risk.   The  result  has  been  a  regional  crisis  that  has  affected  over  10  million  people.      

2. Hunger is a underlying cause of conflicts.  Agricultural development is key to prevent war

Food & Agriculture Organization of the United Nations 2002 

(MULTI STAKEHOLDER DIALOGUE: Food, Security, Justice and Peace,” 2002 pg. http://www.fao.org/worldfoodsummit/msd/Y6808e.htm#P43_14217)
. Nowadays, the boundaries of moral concern are those of the planet.  24. Eliminating hunger is not just a moral imperative: it also makes economic sense, increasing productivity, raising incomes, creating jobs and adding to the demand for goods and services throughout the economy. It is also a necessary contribution to the many avenues that need to be followed to reduce violence and promote lasting peace. As concluded in a study commissioned by Future Harvest, a foundation established by former US President Jimmy Carter, "rehabilitation of agriculture is a central condition for development, reducing poverty, preventing environmental destruction -and for reducing violence. Poor conditions for agriculture hold grave implications for socio-economic development and sustainable peace. We also see good governance as crucial in building healthy conditions for agriculture, and thus in breaking the vicious cycle of poverty, scarcity and violence. The central issues are not merely technical: they relate directly to the way human beings organize their affairs and how they cope with natural and man-made crises"20.  25. Policies need to be put in place to promote growth and distribute its benefits broadly across society. Agricultural development, as part of economic and social changes that give the poor greater power over the productive resources and the social factors that shape their livelihoods, is indispensable to the enhanced food security of the rural population and to a more peaceful and stable environment. Equitable growth and pro-poor policies are critical not only to prevent the outbreak of conflicts but also in immediate post-conflict situations. 

PLAN

That the United States Federal Government should substantially increase assistance to the Greater Horn of Africa in public health by exercising its statutory eminent domain authority to authorize the use of patented tools of biotechnology for research done in the Greater Horn of Africa for the purpose of increasing food security. 

SOLVENCY

1. Exercise of imminent domain will increase food security without undercutting inventive incentives 

Taylor & Cayford 04
(Senior fellow at Resources for the Future & Former research associate at RFF [Michael R. Taylor & Jerry Cayford, “American Patent Policy, Biotechnology, and African Agriculture: The Case for Policy Change,” Harvard Journal of Law & Technology, Spring 2004, 17 Harv. J. Law & Tec 321]edlee

Exercise U.S. Eminent Domain Authority -- Under this policy alternative, the U.S. government would exercise its existing statutory eminent domain authority 221 to authorize the use of patented tools of biotechnology for research seeking to increase food security in developing countries. A designated authority would establish and administer [*393] a mechanism under which a researcher seeking to apply patented technology for such purposes could seek a ruling that the efforts are on behalf of the United States. The government would then be liable for any damages that the patent holder established in court.

This use of existing eminent domain authority would improve global food security by creating a mechanism that would afford developing countries access to all relevant U.S.-patented technology without fear of liability for infringement. It would not significantly undercut invention incentives given the right of patent holders establishing economic loss to obtain compensation from the government. Moreover, the option would not be available to those seeking to compete domestically.

2. Placing patented tech in the public domain allows African researchers to commercialize agricultural biotech. 

Konde 2004

(Post-Doctoral Fellow in Science, Technology, and Public Policy Program at the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs. 04 [Victor Konde, PhD in Biochemistry from Brunel University, “The Biotechnology Promise: Capacity-building for Participation of Developing Countries in the Bioeconomy”, United Nations Commission on Science and Technology for Development, 2004, pg. stdev.unctad.org/docs/biotech.pdf)

In this regard, intellectual property protection has co-evolved with the biotechnology industry and is one of its key institutional attributes. There are, of course, many areas of industrial and environmental biotechnology in developing countries that have developed through the use of public domain technology and have therefore not been affected by increased intellectual protection barriers. This, however, is going to change as more countries are brought under the auspices of the TRIPS agreement, its successor arrangements and extrajudicial measures.  Trends in agricultural biotechnology suggest that the impact of Intellectual Property Rights on the ability of developing countries to participate in the new bioeconomy varies considerably, depending on the nature of the research, level of technological development and enterprise size. Public sector research programmes remain particularly vulnerable to changes in the intellectual property regime because of their traditional dependence on public domain technologies and lack of knowledge of intellectual property practices.  Although this situation is starting to change, many developing countries are still far from mastering the details of inventive activity. It is paradoxical that for these countries to participate in the new bioeconomy, they will need to establish a certain level of familiarity and compliance with the emerging intellectual property rules. Ironically, however, these same rules might affect their ability to be players in the new bioeconomy.  Furthermore, most developing countries are still in the early stages of technological learning where access to patented technologies is essential for industrial development. 

3. Africa will say yes to the tech

Fig 07 

<David, June 27, SciDev.Net, “Is Africa being bullied into growing GM crops?”, http://www.scidev.net/dossiers/index.cfm?fuseaction=dossierReadItem&type=3&itemid=633&language=1&dossier=6, Cammy>
Africa is rapidly becoming a focal point for multinational crop and chemical corporations clearing the way for the extended uptake of their products and technologies. In particular, African governments are facing enormous pressure to endorse and adopt genetically modified (GM) crops. Organisations like the Alliance for the Green Revolution in Africa — bankrolled by the Gates and Rockefeller Foundations — are partly to blame through their heavy investment in infrastructure aimed at supporting the development and distribution of GM crops and seeds. But the African Union (AU) itself is now also encouraging the adoption of GM technology. Working in tandem with its development wing, the New Partnership for African Development (NEPAD), the AU's High Level Panel on Modern Biotechnology is soon to release a Freedom to Innovate plan — the clearest expression yet of the trend to back this controversial and risky technology. And it does so uncritically, rather than taking a more rational precautionary position that would safeguard Africa's rich biodiversity and agriculture. The AU is also engaged in efforts to revise the carefully crafted African Model Law on Biosafety, which outlines the biosafety provisions necessary for African environmental conditions. The revisions emanate from those seeking to make the biosafety content less stringent, placing Africa under even more pressure to conform to the needs of the gene corporations.

4. All the peer-reviewed studies conclude AFF.  GM crops increase yields and profits

Furniss 2006

(Sub-editor and writer for GEOGRAPHICAL, the magazine of the Royal Geographical Society (Charlie, “The New GM Revolution,” Geographical dossier, July 2006)

So far, only a handful of independent, peer-reviewed studies have assessed the performance of GM crops in developing countries accurately and thoroughly. And, without exception, these have found that the overall impact has been positive. Studies on Bt cotton in China, Argentina, Mexico, South Africa and India reveal average yields up by between 11 and 65 per cent and profits increasing by between 12 and 340 per cent, "In both South Africa and India, we've found that the Bt technology actually improves livelihoods," says Richard Bennett, an agricultural economist from Reading University. "It means the farmers have more money and more time to do other things - often other agricultural activities. In India, the money has been used to repay debts, send children to school and to carry out other enterprises, both on-farm and off-farm."  Pg. 38 

The Disadvantage
The disadvantage is the negative’s primary argument against the affirmative plan.  While the affirmative argues that the plan will lead to good things happening the negative argues there are bad things that are going to happen.  The negative then tries to outweigh the bad things (disadvantage) with the good things (affirmative case).

A. Uniqueness

This argument says that the disadvantage is NOT going to occur in the status quo.  It’s like inherency for the DA.

Example: Currently Cuba is relatively stable country

B. Link

This argument says that the affirmative case does something to change the direction of the status quo.

Example: The affirmative plan, in giving aid, disrupts Cuban internal politics

C. Internal Link

This argument says that the change explained in the link will cause something else to happen.

Example #1:  When aid is given, Cuban people begin to revolt causing civil war.

Example #2:  When aid is given, Cuban leaders steal the aid and use it to oppress their people.

D. Impact

The impact talks about why the results of the internal links is bad. You can read more than one card here if you want to make a bigger (terminal) impact but one is usually sufficient.

Example #1a:  Cuban domestic instability risks death to Cuban citizens.

Example #2a:  Cuban instability will spread to other Latin American countries.

Example #2b:  Disruptions in Latin America causes oil prices to skyrocket

Example #2c:  Economies suffer and due to globalization a world wide 

depression begins.

Example #2d:  Worldwide depression risks resource wars and death.

Example Disadvantage

Introduction/Thesis:

Their plan does not happen in a vacuum. The USFG only has so much funding to send abroad. This disadvantage argues that because of current budget climate in Congress funding is in a zero-sum atmosphere - new funding must balance by cutting existing funding.  The most likely place this funding will be cut is towards Latin America - and with devastating consequences.

A. Uniqueness - The budget climate is tight and Congress will require zero-sum offsets of health and development spending

Sessions, 06  

(analyst at the Centre for Global Development  (Myra, Blog – “The PMI Turns One - How Will We Measure Success?”, Global Health Policy Blog, 7/6, http://blogs.cgdev.org/globalhealth/2006/07/the_pmi_turns_o.php)

In a July 1 editorial, the Lancet (free registration required) praised the US President's Malaria Initiative (PMI) which was celebrating the one year anniversary of its founding. Although much quieter than its older brother, PEPFAR, the PMI has slowly and softly helped revolutionize the battle against malaria by concentrating resources to make substantial gains against the disease. However, this model is not without its critics. According to the article: For PMI, the key measure of success must be whether or not it adds value independently of other organizations' efforts. As long as its existence does not jeopardize US financial support of the Global Fund, PMI's pledges to focus on what is needed, to ensure sustainability of achievements, and to empower countries to drive anti-malaria efforts themselves should win the initiative international support to expand and move forward. What is necessary now is for Congress to see PMI’s potential and meet President Bush's full request. Myra comments: It is clearly true that the PMI has helped increase international attention to malaria and has transformed a notoriously under-funded and under-appreciated area of US foreign assistance for global health. However, measuring the success of this initiative should not be confined to a discussion of health outcomes and implementation strategies, although these elements are crucial. Evaluators should also look at the aid mechanism itself: is this model effective? What are the trade-offs for those countries that receive the concentrated funding and those who don't? What are the trade-offs for US global health and foreign assistance overall? Are the gains that are made cost-effective? What we need going forward is increased transparency in decision-making processes, including country selection, as well as better public knowledge about the inputs and results. We also need an understanding that this is a new and different way of doing business - a grand experiment in foreign aid - and one that needs healthy scrutiny from time to time. COMMENTS For me, one of the most encouraging parts of the PMI is its effort to involve the host government and other development partners from the initial stages of program planning. Hopefully, early success using this more inclusive model will have spillover effects to other USAID programs. Myra - when you ask about the possible tradeoffs for global health, what exactly are you referring to? Do you believe PMI spending is crowding out other potential health spending? Posted by: Michael Bernstein at July 6, 2006 02:04 PM Thanks for the comment and question, Michael. I have not done the analysis of the data to see if the PMI is having a negative impact on the funding levels of other health initiatives-- and given all of the other changes in the US foreign assistance budget I am not sure it would ever be possible to isolate the impact of the PMI. However, during a recent CGD event, Congressman Kolbe talked at length about the future challenges in maintaining foreign assistance funding levels in light of increasing domestic federal expenditures. Mark Lippert, the Director of Foreign Policy for Senator Barak Obama also touched on this key issue at an April CGD event about the future of MCA. The message from each of these speakers was that funding levels for any particular initiative or priority should be looked at in the broader context-- and that the appropriations process is essentially a zero-sum game full of trade-offs.  In today's tight budget climate, I think that there is no doubt that funding for the PMI and other new intiatives will detract from real or potential funding for other areas of the foreign aid budget-- and that that reality should be a part of the conversation about the successes and opportunities of the initiatives.

B. Link - Latin America is the lowest priority – it is funded now but will be cut to make up for the plan

Sanchez 2006  

(Marcela, “Linking foreign aid and security”, San Diego Tribune, 1/28,

http://www.signonsandiego.com/uniontrib/20060128/news_lz1e28sanchez.html
Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice last week announced that the U.S. diplomatic corps would be repositioned to more volatile countries, with foreign aid gaining new prominence and focus within the administration, all to ensure long-term U.S. security. These changes, part of her new vision of “transformational diplomacy,” are based on the notion that the greatest threat to U.S. security comes from within states that have failed, not from states at war with each other.

Aid experts inside and outside the government worry that making U.S. security interests the litmus test for foreign assistance will put USAID programs at risk, particularly those in Latin America. Rep. Jim Kolbe, R-Ariz., who as chairman of the House foreign operations subcommittee has long had a leading role in determining levels of U.S. foreign aid, warned that the agency could lose its policy direction as its mission changed “from one of poverty alleviation and economic development ... (to one) much more narrowly focused on our national security objectives.” With the exception of Colombia, U.S. aid to Latin America has been declining significantly since the end of the Cold War. Under the new plan, the region would seem to be even less a priority, slipping well behind the Middle East, Southeast Asia and even Africa, which are more likely breeding grounds for Islamic terrorists. Rice's “transformational diplomacy,” however, does not necessarily spell the demise for aid to Latin America. Nancy Birdsall, president of the Center for Global Development, believes Rice's plan reinvigorates development, the core mission of USAID, by making it “a national security imperative.”

Indeed, Rice herself argues for development, only her emphasis is on U.S. security, not poverty alleviation. “Our foreign assistance must help people get results,” Rice said in a speech last week. “The resources we commit must empower developing countries to strengthen security, to consolidate democracy, to increase trade and investment, and to improve the lives of their people.”

C. Internal Link - USAID is preventing deforestation in the Amazon

Franco 2004  

(Assistant Administrator, Bureau for Latin America and the Caribbean, USAID (Adolfo, "Foreign Assistance Priorities for the Western Hemisphere," 3/2, http://www.ciponline.org/colombia/040302fran.htm)

Overall, USAID is programming its development assistance in the LAC region to help our trading partners to prepare for trade negotiations, and implement trade agreements. Additionally, USAID-supported programs help to ensure that all USAID investments in areas such as small business development and rural diversification maximize the economic growth and poverty reduction benefits from their participation in free trade. USAID is implementing the President's Initiative against Illegal Logging, which seeks to address the negative impacts of the illegal timber trade on economic, social, and political stability. In Peru, where illegal loggers have developed a symbiotic relationship with resurgent terrorist groups in remote areas, USAID is supporting national efforts to enforce laws and regulations related to protected areas, assisting communities to manage forests and certify wood products, and promoting alliances with U.S.-based mahogany retailers and Peruvian mahogany exporters. In Brazil's Amazon Basin, a largely unexplored biodiversity treasure, USAID is helping to develop management systems that maintain a balance between development and protection of natural resources. Other USAID programs have contributed to the conservation of millions of hectares of land and passage of key laws such as the Special Law for the Galapagos. USAID's sustained support helped develop sustainable timber harvest, and reduced significantly the rate of deforestation in several South American protected reserves.

D. Amazon collapse risks extinction

Takacs, 1996

(teaches environmental humanities (history, ethics, justice, politics) in the Institute for Earth Systems Science and Policy at California State  (David, “The Idea of Biodiversity: Philosophies of Paradise,” 1996, pg. 200-201)

So biodiversity keeps the world running. It has value and of itself, as well as for us. Raven, Erwin, and Wilson oblige us to think about the value of biodiversity for our own lives. The Ehrlichs’ rivet-popper trope makes this same point; by eliminating rivets, we play Russian roulette with global ecology and human futures: “It is likely that destruction of the rich complex of species in the Amazon basin could trigger rapid changes in global climate patterns.  Agriculture remains heavily dependent on stable climate, and human beings remain heavily dependent on food. By the end of the century the extinction of perhaps a million species in the Amazon basin could have entrained famines in which a billion human beings per​ished. And if our species is very unlucky, the famines could lead to a thermonuclear war, which could extinguish civilization.” 13 Elsewhere Ehrlich uses different particulars with no less drama:

What then will happen if the current decimation of organic diversity continues? Crop yields will be more difficult to maintain in the face of climatic change, soil erosion, loss of dependable water supplies, decline of pollinators, and ever more serious assaults by pests. Conversion of productive land to wasteland will accelerate; deserts will continue their seemingly inexorable expansion. Air pollution will increase, and local climates will become harsher. Humanity will have to forgo many of the direct economic benefits it might have withdrawn from Earth's well​stocked genetic library. It might, for example, miss out on a cure for cancer; but that will make little difference. As ecosystem services falter, mortality from respiratory and epidemic disease, natural disasters, and especially famine will lower life expectancies to the point where can​cer (largely a disease of the elderly) will be unimportant. Humanity will bring upon itself consequences depressingly similar to those expected from a nuclear winter. Barring a nuclear conflict, it appears that civili​zation will disappear some time before the end of the next century - not with a bang but a whimper.14 

Topicality
Overview - You should insert an explanation of the thesis behind this particular topicality argument.

A. Definition – Here is where you should read a definition of the word that you feel the affirmative case violates.  Be sure you cite the source where your definition came from.

B. Violation – You should be explaining here how the affirmative team has violated your definition.  This is in your own words and should clearly explain why you believe the affirmative is not topical.

C. Standards – The purpose of standards are to provide the judge with tools to determine which definition is the best in the round.  Since the affirmative has the right to counter define, standards are the way that the judge can compare the two definitions.  There is no one list of standards - you can be creative.  Some common standards include:

1. Literature check - this is the definition used in the literature on the topic.

2. Ground - your definition most fairly divides ground between the two debaters.

3. Education - your definition provides for the most education in the round.

4. Breadth or Depth - your definition either allows for the most ideas or the most nuanced discussion of ideas ( you would pick one that is preferable).

D.  Voters – Usually it is fine just to say “Topicality is a voting issue per NFA-LD rules.”

Example Topicality Position
Overview:  The U.S. Federal Government, which is the resolution’s Agent of Action, has clearly defined which countries fall within the Greater Horn of Africa.  The Affirmative is presenting a case that targets only ONE nation that does not fall into the definition given by the agent of action.

A. Definitions

The U.S. Congress, in passing the Greater Horn of Africa Initiative, claimed the following countries as part of the Greater Horn.

GHAI Strategic Plan, 1997 (http://www.usaid.gov/regions/afr/ghai/strategy_1197.html)

The GHAI countries include Ethiopia, Eritrea, Kenya, Uganda, Tanzania, Somalia, Sudan, Djibouti, Rwanda and Burundi.

B. Violation

The Affirmative is presenting a case towards only ONE nation in the Greater Horn of Africa  - not the region as a whole. 
C. Standards


1. Ground - targeting one specific country limits the negative ground because we can no longer argue positions that are towards the entire Greater Horn of Africa as the resolution states

2. Over Limiting - their interpretation over limits the resolution.  We are no longer talking about assistance to the Greater Horn of Africa but instead to only one country in Africa. 


3. Meaning of Words – Though meanings can be subjective in their everyday use, words must have some level of objectivity for laws to function properly.  For a policy debate to mean anything, we must assume that the words of the affirmative’s plan have some meaning that can be understood by the negative and the judge.

D. Impacts
4. The Affirmative should lose the round for violating the rules of Lincoln/Douglas debate. As the NFA/LD website states, “The plan presented by the affirmative must be within the parameters set by the terms of the resolution.”  (http://cas.bethel.edu/dept/comm/nfa/ldrules.html)


The Affirmative should also lose the round on the flowsheet, because neither side has advocated the resolution, thereby forcing the judge to vote for the negative.
