FIAT IS BAD


Frontline

Chukware 2001
Our interpretation of debate is that it is a competition based on in round performances

1.  Allows for really racist rhetoric or discursively evil presentations of policies that might be good ideas if implemented

2.  all our impacts function as offense, if they link this fiat argument only functions as insulation that allows everyone to perpetuate this sort of speech

3.  Infinitely regressive - if appeals to ground and predictability can justify ignoring salient issues, we could maximize ground with extremely limited debates about virtually nothing

3.  fiat is nonsensical, the hypothetical statement is riddled with contradictions and gaps


a.  normal means is vague - how would the plan be justified, by whom, what would the text of the bill look like, how does the plan pass, who votes for it, why do they do that, how would they feel about having done that, that makes us debate politics disads no one can really explain and sketchy repeal disads


b.  abridges agency - we'd have to presume away the freedom of the folks who pass the plan which is an exercise in oppression


c.  disallows court affs  - you'd have to fiat the case on which the court would rule which wouldn't be topical and would fiat a private actor, that gives us 2/3 the education about the federal government

4.  our argument would apply to the folks who pass the plan too, if they advocate the same case, you should still reject their potential performance
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AT: Educational

Chukware 2001

1.  education is inevitable, as long as we sit here and talk for a while we'll learn SOMETHING, senses plus memory = learning

2.  to the extent that aint true, we're more likely to learn if the debate is memorable, which is more likely for their own claim against our predictability

3.  they have no offense why the kind of education they provide is better than the kind we offer, all our kritik cards would support discussions of this issue

4.  education in standard fare policymaking is bad, our impact cards prove cases that link, which are common, are bad to dicuss but not on normal grounds

FIAT IS BAD


AT: Aff Ground
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1.  you can still run any aff without fiat, you need a reason it's good to debate about it or support it in discussions, that isn't impossible or even hard

2.  most affs don't assume fiat now, proves it's at least possible

3.  we just change the ground, fiat style affirmatives have bad effects on the world, other affirmatives would have to prove they had good effects
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AT: Can't debate politics
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1.  No reason that kind of argument is necessary or even educational as a substitute to our arguments

2.  we can still consider the repercussions of the critic's endorsement as if it were a result of their demand, but we just assume that other people would listen and care, in which case the plan would be able to pass but not necessarily uncontentious
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AT: Predictability

Chukware 2001

1.  This is a plea for conservativism, just cuz some args are more common doesn't make them better, we can change what is common and only having normal debates makes them less educational cuz they're routine

2.  Just not true, kritik strategies are predictable and most affirmatives are becoming increasiblgy performance based, e.g. dartmouth

3.  Decreases education, debates about more predictable things regresses to debates about as little as possible

4.  crushes national debate, cuz predictability is local and if we only allow what's common here we can't compete on a larger scale, which would shrink education especially between different sorts of folks and encourage people to go to schools for debate by geography
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AT: Not in the literature
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1.  It’s in different literature, no reason why their literature is better except predictability, which is inherently conservative and arbitrary

2.  Recent literature, e.g. law reviews, are primarily dominated by considerations of discourse and performance

3.  impossible to measure standard, you can’t evidence “the literature” and they certainly haven’t
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AT: Need real world skills
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1.  This argument only magnifies the impact in either direction, if we win fiat is bad this argument helps us

2.  No historical support for folks becoming policymakers, a bunch of people don’t go into whatever imaginary field their talking about and there aren’t any studies, and they wouldn’t expose the “true” career path of ex-debaters.

3.  Debates without fiat are education for folks who become policymakers to understand how language shapes policy and reality, AND for folks who end up doing other things, fiat debates only potentially help the few who become senators or whatever
