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File Title

Permutation Theory, Competition, and JP
Core values: Decision making, rational choice (we are all policy makers!) complicated by game values (someone has to win a debate round…)
CP competition review:
Perm “Disposal”
If Pr is NB then what?

Vote for perm?
k/o & win on da?
Adv perm if 2nr k/o?

Adv non-t perm?

Offsets?

What if 2NR doesn’t k/o?

What is a perm?


Test of competition? 

Advocacy?

Opportunity Cost Theory [vs pure cost]

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Opportunity_cost
Opportunity cost is the cost related to the next-best choice available to someone who has picked between several mutually exclusive choices.[1]  It is a key concept in economics. It has been described as expressing "the basic relationship between scarcity  and choice."[2]  The notion of opportunity cost plays a crucial part in ensuring that scarce resources are used efficiently.[3]  Thus, opportunity costs are not restricted to monetary or financial costs: the real cost of output forgone, lost time, pleasure or any other benefit that provides utility should also be considered opportunity costs.

The concept of an opportunity cost was first developed by John Stuart Mill.[4]

"A General Theory of the Counterplan," JOURNAL OF THE AMERICAN FORENSIC ASSOCIATION (with Daniel Rohrer, Fall 1975)

"The Logic of Policy Dispute," JOURNAL OF THE AMERICAN FORENSIC ASSOCIATION (with Daniel Rohrer, Spring 1980)

The core parametric: The debate is about the plan & only the plan. [So it can’t prove the perm is true.]

[Where did this rule come from? Something special about the speech order. Whose fault is this anyway?] 

No Capture: [Conventional Wisdom]
Yes Capture:

Logical, rational decision making: “I have also said that it is a theory of LOGICAL, limited conditionality. In what sense is this the case? The ability to reject both plan and counterplan seems to me inherent in the logic of most decision-making situations. Faced with two competing proposals for change, almost any decision-maker will have the option of rejecting both and sticking with what we have now. To deny the judge the status quo as an available choice defies the logic of rational decision-making as it appears in almost every other real world setting.” (Solt)
Other core parametric: Is the topical plan part of the best policy option presented in the debate? “Best policy” justifies capture of non-competitive parts of CP. Judge gets to endorse either plan or perm & the status quo is always a logical option available for the judge. 

Even if its just a test, the perm proves compatibility of the P & CP. The aff still advocates the plan. The judge sill has the option to draw from policies presented by both teams to decide the best policy. The perm is a logical option available to the judge.

Plus, its unfair to force the aff to beat an arg as a CP, then make them beat the DA too. 
It enforces argument responsibility. Only real risk to reading a CP.
& Ignoring the perm is an opportunity cost of voting neg.
[Real answer:] Instruct judge. Ask CX questions. Judges need guidance.
“Rational Choice” gone nuts……This is where I start making stuff up.
Is the topical plan part of the best policy option...???
“Lacy’s Logical Conditionality”
Or “Logical Accountability”
History: Conditionality was traditionally associated with Hypothesis testing.  According to Solt “For hypothesis testers, conditional counterplans merely functioned as inherency (or intrinsicness) arguments against affirmative advantages; that is, they proved that the resolution isn't necessary in order to achieve the affirmative advantage.”
“Policy Making” was initially derived from a congressional model. So, conditionality was illegitimate because real world congressional advocates usually seek consistent positions & maintain a certain commitment to the value of consistent advocacy.
“Hypothesis testing” was derived from the social sciences model. Debate was a process of experimental testing of resolutional truth. Conditionality was perfectly acceptable on both sides: A plan or a cp are only examples  used to prove or disprove the resolution.

That broke down. It turns out that real world advocates do consider multiple different alternatives, that rational choice makes more sense & that resolution based approaches don’t make sense.
Initially, conditionality meant: Kick if undesirable, risk “capture” with permutation. The term “condition” was borrowed from formal logic. The logic of conditionality was based on rational choice.
“Jettison at any time for any reason” is a relatively new development.

“Logical Accountability” = Kick if undesirable, risk “capture” with permutation.

“Jettison at any time” is not logical. Its based on Game values, not really rational choice. [except per o-cost/core parametric above.]
The only real way to straight turn a CP is with a net beneficial perm….

“Need to concede” – real critical thinking (Atchison)
“Pre-round decisionmaking”

Argument responsibility: Risk of capture, plus the aff can always link turn the net benefit….what arguments carry risk should be determined by the substance of policy.
Solt again “A further ramification of the classic, unconstrained conditionality position is that there are really no limits, except for speech times, on the number of conditional counterplans which could be introduced into a given debate round. There is therefore almost unlimited abuse potential associated with this theory.”

“it is simply not true that the negative is placed at no risk when they run a conditional counterplan. They make a time investment in the argument. They read evidence and advance analysis which can potentially be used against them. The affirmative may be able to capture the counterplan's net benefit via link turn and argue that it is more of an advantage to the plan than to the counterplan. The counterplan may invoke a permutation which could take out another disadvantage.”
Logic: Solt “That the theory of counterplan disposition is a theory of limited conditionality should be clear. The negative gets one counterplan, just as the affirmative gets one plan. The negative also gets the status quo as a policy option, just as the affirmative gets any legitimate permutation. One may still reject the theory, but it does place clear limits on the number of negative policy options (two). As long as the negative is limited to one counterplan, there can be no slippery slope to more than two options-there is, after all, only one status quo. I have also said that it is a theory of LOGICAL, limited conditionality. In what sense is this the case? The ability to reject both plan and counterplan seems to me inherent in the logic of most decision-making situations. Faced with two competing proposals for change, almost any decision-maker will have the option of rejecting both and sticking with what we have now. To deny the judge the status quo as an available choice defies the logic of rational decision-making as it appears in almost every other real world setting. Again, perhaps debate should be different. (I will argue in greater depth in favor of logical, limited conditionality below.) The only thing I wish to establish at this point is that there is a principled difference between Dispositionality and Conditionality (one counterplan versus more than one) and that the status quo as a fallback option enjoys a logical status (it is almost always available in the real world) distinct from the theory of classical, unconstrained conditionality. There are many situations in the real world in which we place limits on the number of proposals for change which we consider (prep time, after all, is never really infinite, either within debate or beyond it), but the status quo will almost always remain a logically available option if all of the proposals for change to be considered are deemed inferior. To put it another way, the status quo is always an available benchmark for evaluating any proposal for change, and disallowing it as a choice available to debate judges is a significant departure from the inherent logic of rational decision-making. Perhaps considerations unique to academic debate justify such a move; my point for now is simply that there is an appreciable cost for choosing to do so.”
“Legitimate Intrinsicness Perms”
There are few….

Some args based on “game theory” [fairness & reciprocity justify]
Only legit “intrinsic” perms arise inherently from the combination of the whole plan plus all/part cp

Example: The “burrito pizza”

P: pizza

CP: burrito

Pr: do both & make a burrito pizza
“The Unconditional PIC”
[eDebate] judging hypothetical

Ross Smith smithr at wfu.edu

Tue Oct 30 21:05:30 CDT 2007

    * Previous message: [eDebate] Illinois needs roomate @ UCO for female debater

    * Next message: [eDebate] Judging Hypothetical

    * Messages sorted by: [ date ] [ thread ] [ subject ] [ author ]

The negative reads a PIC and says it is unconditional. The affirmative

wins that PICs are unfair and says it must be a voting issue since the

neg has denied themselves the ability to advocate anything else. The

unique disad net benefit outweighs the case without the CP. The neg says

reject the argument, we outweigh.

Who wins?

-- 

Ross K. Smith

Director of Debate

Wake Forest University

336-251-2076 (c)

336-758-5268 (o)

http://groups.wfu.edu/debate/

http://www.DebateScoop.org
[eDebate] Judging Hypothetical

scottelliott at grandecom.net scottelliott at grandecom.net

Tue Oct 30 21:16:00 CDT 2007

    * Previous message: [eDebate] judging hypothetical

    * Next message: [eDebate] China Topic Question

    * Messages sorted by: [ date ] [ thread ] [ subject ] [ author ]

Vote Affirmative on presumption. LOL

    * Previous message: [eDebate] judging hypothetical

    * Next message: [eDebate] China Topic Question

    * Messages sorted by: [ date ] [ thread ] [ subject ] [ author ]

More information about the eDebate mailing list

At 03:33 PM 11/1/2007, Dallas Perkins wrote:

[eDebate] Ross's Judging Question About the Unconditional PIC

Dallas Perkins dperkins at fas.harvard.edu

Thu Nov 1 14:33:00 CDT 2007

    * Previous message: [eDebate] 3 rounds for sale - Wake

    * Next message: [eDebate] Ross's Judging Question About the Unconditional PIC

    * Messages sorted by: [ date ] [ thread ] [ subject ] [ author ]

I lost your message, but I'll respond. I vote neg. Saying the CP is

unconditional does not mean that the neg can never be consigned to

advocacy of the SQ. If something about the CP is totally

illigitimate--say, it's topical, it's a PIC, it's international fiat, it's

object fiat, etc--then that seems to me to prove only that the neg cannot

advocate the CP. This does not mean the neg can't still advocate the

world without the CP.

I've given this some thought over the years. I confess that my rationale

is more metaphysics than debate theory. The neg always defends the status

quo, the counterplan only functions as an amendment of the SQ. Every CP

is built on top of a very elaborate SQ. The CP can't change everything

about the SQ, it only changes a very little bit of it. Everything else

remains the same, and most of what the neg defends is the SQ. (This is

equally true of the aff, of course.) If some or all of the amendments to

the status quo proposed by the neg (or the aff) are illigitimate for some

theoretical reason, the remedy is to disallow those illigitimate

amendments.

This disallowing of illigitimate counterplan or plan provisions need not

be a voting issue. If the team with the disallowed plan still wins the

debate based on what they have left, so be it. A plan with an

extratopical provision is not traditionally thought inevitably fatal.

Similar treatment should be accorded counterplan advocacy decided by the

judge to be illigitimate.

Finally, this is very different from conditionality. The neg does not

claim the right to jetison the CP with all its attendant net benefits

merely because it is getting beaten like a rented mule on the merits. The

neg may only take advantage of the opportunity to make a strategic

concession of an argument still being extended in the debate by the aff.

If at any time in the debate the aff grants the theoretical legitimacy of

the CP, the neg is stuck defending it. This seems to me a reasonable

strategic choice for the aff to be forced to make; conditionality's

requirement that the aff answer a complex multi-argument negative attack

without a clear point of comparison seems unreasonable.

Dp

[eDebate] Solt on the unconditional PIC hypothetical

Ross Smith smithr at wfu.edu

Tue Nov 6 12:27:21 CST 2007

    * Previous message: [eDebate] Solt on the point scale

    * Next message: [eDebate] Speaker Points - Why we are using .25 at USC

    * Messages sorted by: [ date ] [ thread ] [ subject ] [ author ]

More good stuff from Roger:

On the PICs/Conditionality hypothetical, I think the most insightful

post so far has been Dallas’s. Like him, I think I would fall in the

probably small minority of judges who would still vote negative. My

answer, slightly different from his, is that in saying that a

counterplan is “unconditional,” one is saying that the counterplan will

be one’s sole policy advocacy PROVIDED THAT ONE IS PERMITTED TO ADVOCATE

IT. But if affirmative theory arguments deny the negative the advocacy

of the counterplan, it seems more reasonable to revert to the status quo

as a point of comparison with the plan rather than to endorse the plan

by default. Again, in terms of the hypothetical, we know at the end of

the round that voting for the plan will make the world worse (relative

to what now exists), and this is certainly not a comfortable position to

be placed in if one attempts to model debate judgihng on the standards

of rational real world decision making.

This last caveat is, of course, one which most contemporary debate

judges would reject, game theory (broadly construed) having come to

trump argument theory and rational choice theory within our activity. I

also don’t think that the idea of a totally “unconditional” counterplan

makes sense from a rational choice standpoint, since a rational decision

maker would (almost) always have the option of rejecting two bad

proposals for change in favor of a less disadvantageous status quo. So,

I can see an argument that the negative should be punished for defending

a less than totally rational theory construct. Still, the correction to

this lapse of requiring the judge to vote for a known evil (the plan)

seems only to compound the irrationality.

-- 

Ross K. Smith

Director of Debate

Wake Forest University

336-251-2076 (c)

336-758-5268 (o)

http://groups.wfu.edu/debate/

http://www.DebateScoop.org

Dallas illustrates the original dilemma for debaters: The term

"unconditional" means different things to different people & can result in

opposite (but equally reasonable) results.

(This also applies to the meaning of "conditionality," "dispositionality,"

"logically limited conditionality" and whatever new terms come about to

describe the "status" of a counterplan.)

I'd prefer to leave the meaning of terms to the debaters.

Given Ross's hypothetical, there isn't room to do so. No debater has

defined the term "unconditional." The judge is left to their own

predispositions.

So, what if we add this caveat to the original hypothetical:

CX of the INC: "The CP is unconditional, does that mean you can not revert

to the status quo?"

Answer: "Correct, we have no recourse to the status quo."

If that CX happens, who wins?

--JP

Using “Conditionality Bad”
Some standard conditionality bad args:
1. First, the time constraints of a debate round demands a limited number of policy options be discussed. Examining more than the case and one counterplan at a time leads to superficial argumentation. This means that the desirability of the counterplans cannot be credibly assessed. Basically, when the debate does not focus on one or two policy options, arguments are too limited to determine whether or not any one of the counterplans would be a good idea. Given this superficiality, the case should get huge presumptive weight in the debate and the counterplans should be rejected.
2. A second argument against conditionality can be titled "Reciprocity" or "Conditional Counterplans are Unfair to the Affirmative." Why? Counterplans, unlike any ther argument, have no reciprocal argumentative value for the affirmative. They cannot be turned like a disadvantage or case argument. Even in a topicality debate the affirmative can win "reverse voters" to offset the absolute nature of the argument ' Counterplans are different. Turning a counterplan advantage is meaningless because it is not linked to the affirmative, hence that affirmative gets no net advantage from it. It is possible to turn the link to a counterplan advantage and capture some of the counterplan's impact. This is of no use, however, if the counterplan has other net benefits. Arguing competition just takes out the counterplan. It does not accrue a strategic advantage for the affirmative. Now that topical counterplans have become more acceptable, even proving a counterplan topical does not always persuade a judge to vote affirmative. These difficulties associated with attacking a counterplan are bad enough when only one is being run. When multiple conditional counterplans are run, these difficulties become impossible burdens. Any attack the affirmative makes that is substantive may just encourage the negative to drop the counterplan and because of the lack of argument reciprocity, they will be able to do so with little time investment. This is unfair, skews the debate process, and justifies rejection of the counterplan.

3. Conditional counterplans also destroy argumentative clash. As mentioned above, any time the affirmative presents a focused attack on a counterplan the negative may merely drop that counterplan and pick up another that has not been answered as well. Destruction of argumentative clash means that the debate process has been significantly undermined. What is debate? It is the clash of ideas and argument. Without clash, there is no debate. Hence, conditional counterplans destroy the debate process and should be rejected.

4. Finally, conditional counterplans violate advocacy responsibilities. An advocate picks a policy and defends it. That poiicy may be the status quo or another competitive, nonresolutional alternative. When the negative runs one or more counterplans conditionally, however, it is not endorsing a particular position. Since no policy position has been presented for the judge to endorse, the negative should loose.

International & other fiat debates: 
Condition CPs & Consult CPs:

Justify Intrinsicness. [except it still proves the plan & resolution insufficient to solve the harm.]
Topicality Cross apps.

Or…trap the neg into an unconditional CP….
“Marshall Mcluhan,” & the numbing medium of conditionality”
Mcluhan—

Medium is the message

Medium is the massage

Example Medium/massage: 
Phonetic alphabet numbs the sense of sound. We substitute the “eye for the ear.”

Phonetic alphabet shifts memory from mind to record keeping.

other ex: Printing press, radio, television, pc, networked pc

What part of debate does conditionality numb? 
[The technology of counterplan: Shifts burden to optimality, overemphasizes low probability, high magnitude stuff…..]
Further Reading: Rational Choice & Counterplans

http://groups.wfu.edu/debate/MiscSites/DRGArticles/Solt2003.htm
"The Alternative-Justification Affirmative: A New Case Form," JOURNAL OF THE AMERICAN FORENSIC ASSOCIATION (with Charles Garvin and Jerome Corsi, Fall 1973)

"The Alternative-Justification Case Revisited: A Critique of Goodnight, Balthrop and Parsons, `The Substance of Inherency,`" JOURNAL OF THE AMERICAN FORENSIC ASSOCIATION

(with Jerome Corsi, Spring 1975)

"A General Theory of the Counterplan," JOURNAL OF THE AMERICAN FORENSIC ASSOCIATION (with Daniel Rohrer, Fall 1975)

"The Logic of Policy Dispute," JOURNAL OF THE AMERICAN FORENSIC ASSOCIATION (with Daniel Rohrer, Spring 1980)

"Policy Dispute and Paradigm Evaluation," JOURNAL OF THE AMERICAN FORENSIC ASSOCIATION (with Daniel Rohrer, Fall 1982)

"New Paradigms For Academic Debate," JOURNAL OF THE AMERICAN FORENSIC ASSOCIATION (Fall, 1985)

"Competing Models of the Debate Process," JOURNAL OF THE AMERICAN FORENSIC ASSOCIATION (Winter 1986)

#  JOURNAL OF THE AMERICAN FORENSIC ASSOCIATION

# Location:Foley Lower Level Periodicals

# Call Number: PN4177 .J6

# Number of Items:1

# Status:Not Charged

# Older Issues:v.12 (1975/1976)-13 (1976/1977),16 (1979/1980)- 18 (1981/1982), 20 (1983/1984), 22 (1985/1986)- 24 (1987/1988) Missing: v.12 no.1; v.13 no.1; v.16 no.3; v.18 no.2,3
