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Resolution
This is the resolution
Dr. James Weaver, 2-28-2023, "Economic Inequality Selected as 2023-2024 National Policy Debate Topic," No Publication, https://www.nfhs.org/articles/economic-inequality-selected-as-2023-2024-national-policy-debate-topic/, accessed 6/24/23, mw
Resolved: The United States federal government should substantially increase fiscal redistribution in the United States by adopting a federal jobs guarantee, expanding Social Security, and/or providing a basic income.
1NC Fiscal Redistribution
Only 3 types of redistribution – tax, programs, tilting econ outcomes – none of this is deficit spending
Jeffrey A. Miron, 2011, “Rethinking Redistribution,” National Affairs, https://www.nationalaffairs.com/publications/detail/rethinking-redistribution, accessed 6/15/23, mw
Whether one agrees with it or not, this popular understanding of redistribution's purpose yields some useful criteria for assessing the degree to which our redistribution programs are actually succeeding. The aims of helping the poor and minimizing harm to everyone else, in other words, offer some specific ends against which our means of redistribution can be tested. By and large, those means take three forms. First, there are direct anti-poverty programs, like Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (what we commonly think of as welfare), food stamps, Medicaid, and the Earned Income Tax Credit. Second, there is progressive taxation, which transfers wealth from richer to poorer Americans across the income distribution. And third, there are policies that tilt economic outcomes in specific markets to benefit people with lower incomes (minimum-wage laws are a classic example).
Violation – The aff isn’t fiscal redistribution policy
Standards –
Limits – Fiscal redistribution is the topic, they justify any aff that moves money around without being grounded in a specific mech
Ground – they justify a race to the infinite margins, destroys clash since negative teams cant research everything that’s effectively redistribution
Voters for fairness and education
2nc
Fiscal redistribution policy only exists in three forms – anti-poverty programs, Progressive taxation, and tilting economic outcomes – the aff is (insert mech) which explodes limits through justifying any aff that redistributes through unlimited mechanisms forcing both aff and neg teams to the margins of the topic rather than engaging in the core dispute about how we should use fiscal policy to redistribute wealth –limits is the key internal link to all benefits of debate
(Insert TVA)
A2 We meet – 
A2 lbl –
[bookmark: _Hlk138536595]Substantially – UBI = 5 categories (Subsets)
Affs must meet definitional features of a UBI
Rebecca Hasdell, July 2020, “WHAT WE KNOW ABOUT UNIVERSAL BASIC INCOME A CROSS-SYNTHESIS OF REVIEWS,” Stanford Basic Income Lab, https://basicincome.stanford.edu/uploads/Umbrella%20Review%20BI_final.pdf, accessed 6/12/23, mw
A fully universal and unconditional basic income has never been implemented at scale. However, evidence from programs, policies and experiments that share features of a UBI can be used to approximate economic, social, health and other impacts. There are a growing number of contemporary literature reviews that report on the substantial evidence base of interventions that meet at least two or more features of a UBI. Since the 1990s, there has been a proliferation of cash transfers in low- and middle-income countries and increased attention to UBI in higherincome contexts. DEFINITIONAL FEATURES OF A UBI Universal: It is paid to every individual and not targeted to a specific population Unconditional: It involves no set conditions or sanctions and is given to those who are both employed and unemployed, voluntarily or not Cash payment: It is paid in cash, which allows recipients to convert their benefits however they choose Individual: It is paid on an individual basis (versus household-based) Periodic: It is a recurring payment rather than a one-off grant
“Substantially" means 80 to 90%—government definitions prove.
Curtin, 2003 (John T. Curtin, Judge, United States District Court for the Western District of New York, Gateway Equipment Corp. -vs- United States of America, United States District Court for the Western District of New York, lexis)
The government cites Webster's Ninth New College Dictionary for the definitions of "limit" and "impairment" as suggesting "meanings equivalent to restriction and reduction, respectively." Item 30, p. 3, n.1. It posits that the word "substantially" suggests "an order of magnitude equivalent to 80% or 90%." Id. It concludes that "using those definitions, 'substantially limited' and 'substantially impaired' means that there must be an 80%-90% restriction and/ or reduction of use by virtue of the design of the CB-4000." Id.
Violation: The aff is a tiny subset of UBI policy
Limits – they justify infinite tiny social security affs under the category of UBI
Ground – they justify a race to the infinite margins, destroys education and clash since negative teams cant research all permutations of UBI’s
Voters for fairness, and education
2NC
o/v
There are 5 features of a universal basic income – Universality, unconditional, cash payments, individual, and periodic – substantial affs must meet 4 of the five categories and the 1ac doesn’t meet (insert violated parts). They justify transforming the UBI category into infinite subsections of social services which explodes any hope for limits – that’s the key internal link to all the benefits of debate 
all of our offense is multiplied by aff conditionality – they gets to shed parts of the aff that don’t meet the 2acs vision of the round to get out of links
they conceded the Curtin warrant about limits – only interps that are “by virtue of design” limited meet our standards, which means you can’t weigh the affs self-serving we-meet 
TVA – meet 4 of the five categories in Hasdell to meet both definitions – (make ur own combination) (or read a card)
A2 We meet – 
A2 lbl –

UBI – poverty target = guarantee income
[bookmark: _Hlk138538253]Poverty ubi is guaranteed income
Leah Hamilton, et al. 2021, “Does Frequency or Amount Matter? Testing the Perceptions of Four Universal Basic Income Proposals,” SOCIAL POLICY INSTITUTE RESEARCH, https://openscholarship.wustl.edu/spi_research/45/, accessed 6/16/23, mw
Economic volatility since the 2008 Great Recession and more recently, the COVID-19 pandemic has brought renewed public interest to an old idea: universal basic income (UBI). Andrew Yang, a technology entrepreneur who ran for the Democratic Party’s nomination for presidential candidate in 2020, is credited with raising awareness of UBI as a current policy option, proposing that all Americans receive $1,000 monthly. Several cities and some states have recently proposed or enacted basic income pilots. Most modern UBI proposals include three conditions: the payment should be distributed directly to individuals (rather than households), should not be means-tested, and hold no mandatory conditions (i.e. workforce or educational participation) to receive the payment (Johnson & Roberto, 2020). Put simply, UBI is “a periodic cash payment unconditionally delivered to all on an individual basis, without means-test or work requirement” (Basic Income Earth Network, 2020). However, basic income programs currently being piloted in cities such as Stockton, CA and St. Paul, MN are sometimes referred to as “guaranteed income” rather than basic income because they are means-tested to target low-income households. Whether universal or means-tested, basic income programs have no requirements for how the money is spent. That is, they may be conditional on income or not (universal), yet are unrestricted concerning benefit usage.
Violation – the aff is guaranteed income, not a UBI
Limits – they justify infinite affs that target transfers to any of nearly infinite groups 
Ground – targeted transfers functionally thumps out of all neg ground by massively reducing the scope that the lit base assumes, makes every neg round hyper generic while affs get even more specific
Voters for fairness and education
2NC
o/v
Targeted UBI’s are definitionally guaranteed income – the aff doesn’t meet the mandatory condition and means-tested sections of our Hamilton ev which is the only clear Brightline on what is and is not UBI policy – that explodes limits by justifying all other forms of means-tested income plus placing infinite conditions on transfers which shifts the goalposts of the res away from fiscal policy towards deciphering who the aff targets – limits are the key internal link to all the benefits of debate 
(Insert TVA)
A2 We meet –
A2 lbl –
FJG
This one may not be a winner, but it will give you tons of links for other stuff
There are tons of conditions a job guarantee must meet – have fun with this wm!
U.S. Congress, 9-10-2019, " Text: S.2457 — 116th Congress (2019-2020)," Congress.gov, https://www.congress.gov/bill/116th-congress/senate-bill/2457/text?s=1&r=1&q=%7B%22search%22%3A%5B%22Federal+Jobs+Guarantee+Development+Act%22%5D%7D, accessed 5/25/23, mw
SEC. 2. JOB GUARANTEE PILOT PROGRAM.
(a) Definitions.—In this section:
(1) ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—The term “eligible entity” means an entity that—
(A) is a political subdivision of a State, Tribal entity, or a combination of contiguous political subdivisions or Tribal entities;
(B) has an unemployment rate that is not less than 150 percent of the national unemployment rate, as determined by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (except in the case of Tribal entities which may submit their own employment data where no such Federal data is available for such entities) based on the most recent data available at the time the Secretary solicits applications for grants under this section; and
(C) submits an application in accordance with subsection (d).
(2) JOB GUARANTEE PROGRAM.—The term “job guarantee program” means a program that meets the requirements of subsection (c).
(3) RURAL AREA.—The term “rural area” means an area that is located outside of an urban area.
(4) TRIBAL ENTITY.—The term “Tribal entity” means an Indian tribe or tribal organization as such terms are defined in section 4 of the Indian Self-Determination Act (25 U.S.C. 5304).
(5) URBAN AREA.—The term “urban area” means an urbanized area (a region of 50,000 or more residents) and an urbanized cluster (and area encompassing between 2,500 and 50,000 residents), according to the Census Bureau’s urban-rural classification in the 2010 census.
(6) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary ” means the Secretary of Labor.
(7) WIOA DEFINITIONS.—The terms “adult education and literacy activities”, “career planning”, “individual with a barrier to employment”, “in-demand industry sector or occupation”, “local board”, “recognized postsecondary credential”, “State board”, “supportive services”, and “workplace learning advisor” have the meanings given such terms in section 3 of the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (29 U.S.C. 3102).
(b) Establishment.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall establish a pilot program to provide competitive grants to eligible entities to establish programs to ensure that any individual within the area served by the entity who applies for a job through the program will be provided with employment as provided for in this section.
(2) TERMINATION.—Federal funding for a job guarantee program established under a grant under this section shall terminate on the earlier of—
(A) the end of the 3-year period beginning on the date of the grant; or
(B) the date of any revocation of the grantee as an eligible entity.
(c) Job Guarantee Programs.—A job guarantee program meets the requirements of this subsection if the jobs provided under such program—
(1) are available to all individuals who—
(A) are 18 years of age or older; and
(B) reside in the area served under the program at the time the area became an eligible entity;
except that participants in the program may be disciplined, released, or suspended from further participation in jobs under this program if they are found to be negligent, or generally disruptive to the workplace involved under procedures established by the Secretary that provide for an opportunity for a review of such determinations;
(2) are, with respect to individual participants, included as part of an established bargaining unit and covered by any applicable collective bargaining agreement in effect if similarly situated employees are part of such unit and represented by an exclusive bargaining representative;
(3) are available for the duration of the pilot program;
(4) provide a wage of not less than the greater of—
(A) the hourly wage provided for under the provisions of S. 150 (116th Congress), if enacted, or the hourly wage otherwise required to be paid to employees in area to be served under the pilot program, whichever is greater;
(B) the prevailing wage in the area involved for a similar job as required by chapter 67 of title 41, United States Code, and other related laws; or
(C) the applicable wage under an applicable collective bargaining agreement as provided for under paragraph (2);
(5) provide for coverage of the worker under a health insurance program that is comparable to that offered to Federal employees under the Federal Employee Health Benefits Program; and
(6) provide at a minimum—
(A) paid family leave consistent with the provisions of S. 463 (116th Congress) and applicable State law; and
(B) paid sick leave consistent with the provision of S. 840 (116th Congress) and applicable State law.
(d) Other Uses.—Funds may be used to provide workers in a job guarantee program with—
(1) supportive services, which can include transportation, child care, dependent care, housing, and needs-related payments, that are necessary to enable an individual to participate in activities authorized under this Act;
(2) access to a workplace learning advisor to support the education, skill development, job training, career panning, and credentials required to progress toward career goals of such employees in order to meet employer requirements related to job openings and career advancements that support economic self-sufficiency;
(3) adult education and literacy activities, including those provided by public libraries;
(4) activities that assist justice involved individuals, formerly incarcerated individuals, and individuals with criminal records in reentering the workforce; and
(5) financial literacy activities including those described in section 129(b)(2)(D) of the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act.
(e) Applications.—An eligible entity seeking a grant under this section shall submit an application to the Secretary at such time, in such manner, and containing such information as the Secretary may require. Such application shall include—
(1) a description of the geographic area and population that the entity intends to serve under the job guarantee program established under the grant, including the area unemployment rate, underemployment rate, unemployment rate for individuals with disabilities, poverty rate, housing vacancy rate, crime rate, household income, home-ownership rate, labor force participation rate, and educational attainment;
(2) to extent practicable, a description of the jobs that will be offered under the job guarantee program, including—
(A) a description of supports provided to individuals with disabilities and accommodations required under the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12101 et seq.); and
(B) a description of supports and procedures to ensure job access and opportunities for individuals with criminal records, including information on physical and programmatic accessibility, in accordance with section 188 of the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act, if applicable, and the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, for individuals with disabilities;
(3) the need in the area for jobs to be performed, including for jobs designated as a high-skill, high-wage or in-demand industry sector or occupation by the Secretary, State board, or local board;
(4) a description of State, local, or philanthropic funding, including through coordination and in-kind or non-financial support, if any, that will be provided to assist in carrying out the job guarantee program;
(5) an assurance that the eligible entity will establish—
(A) a public internet website, in conjunction with the Secretary, to post all available jobs under the job guarantee program; and
(B) a process for individuals to apply for such jobs;
(6) a comprehensive plan to describe how the funding under the program will leverage existing or anticipated local, State, and Federal funding;
(7) an assurance that necessary administrative data systems and information technology infrastructure are available, or will be available, to provide for full participation in the evaluation under subsection (k);
(8) a description of how the eligible entity will comply with the requirements described in subsection (c)(6);
(9) an assurance that the entity will enter into an allocation agreement with the Secretary under subsection (j)(2)(A); and
(10) an assurance that energy and infrastructure jobs provided under the program will not exacerbate the impacts of climate change.
(f) Selection.—The Secretary, after reviewing applications from eligible entities, shall award grants under this section to not more than 15 such eligible entities. In awarding such grants, the Secretary shall consider diversity in geographic location, urban-rural composition, and political entity, including the representation of Tribal entities.
Violation – The aff doesn’t meet (take your pick, choose based on other offense)
Standards – 
Limits – they justify creating job guarantees with little to none of the technical requirements that facilitate the structure created by the 1ac function – destroys core topic education 
Ground – creates a race to the margins of the topic where affs find anything that could create jobs and create a government program for it which forces negs towards hypergenerics  
Voters for fairness and education
2NC
there are so many intricate facets that are critical to the way that an FJG would function – funding and creation of programs across the country, providing various forms of paid leave, creating adult education programs, building a website and application process and that doesn’t even touch on each program proving the jobs they create don’t exacerbate climate change – the core of FJG affs should be the balancing act that creating them entails – the aff skips that massive section of the literature base which cuts out the negs greatest chance to clash with the aff
This is a double bind – either you meet our interp and have to (do x thing that you are linking – ideally a category of thing – ie funding for the program, or types of jobs), or you don’t meet.
(Insert TVA)
A2 WM –
A2 lbl –
Topic Terms
Federal Jobs Guarantee
Core objective of FJG is guaranteeing a basic human right to work, its permanent and targeted – federally funded, locally run
Pavlina R. Tcherneva, April 2018, “The Job Guarantee: Design, Jobs, and Implementation,”  Levy Economics Institute, https://www.levyinstitute.org/pubs/wp_902.pdf, accessed 5/25/23, mw
II. OBJECTIVES OF THE JOB GUARANTEE
Core Policy Objective of the Job Guarantee
· To provide decent jobs at decent pay on demand to all individuals of legal working age
who want to work, irrespective of labor market status, race, sex, color, or creed.
Additional Objectives
· To guarantee a basic human right, as outlined in the United Nations Declaration of
Human Rights and Franklin D. Roosevelt’s call for an Economic Bill of Rights.
· To institute a public option for work, i.e., an employment safety net.
· To create job opportunities in close proximity to the unemployed.
· To create suitable work opportunities for people of varied skill levels.
· To serve the public purpose.
· To establish an effective minimum wage for the economy as a whole.
· To operate as an “employment buffer stock” in stabilizing the business cycle.
· To enhance price stability by using the JG’s buffer stock mechanism and minimum wage
feature.
· To serve as a preventative policy that inoculates against the vast economic, social and
political costs of unemployment.
· To be used as an institution vehicle for addressing other social ills—e.g., environmental
concerns, care needs, urban blight, etc.
· To put people and their needs at the forefront of public policy, in order to empower and
support them.
III. KEY PROGRAM FEATURES
· Permanent but voluntary: The program is permanent. It offers employment
opportunities in the community to perform socially useful work.
· A living wage: It offers a wage-benefit package, establishing a floor to living incomes.
The wage in this proposal is $15 per hour plus benefits.
· Local: The program takes the contract to the worker, creating jobs where the
unemployed live.
· Targeted: By design, the program creates the greatest number of jobs in communities
with the greatest number of unemployed people, who are facing multiple other social
deprivations.
· Federally funded, locally administered: Since it is an employment safety net, and for
financial sustainability reasons, the program is funded by the federal government, but
primarily administered by local and municipal governments, nonprofits and/or social
enterprises, and cooperatives.
· An “add on” program: This is a new program that serves as an option to (but does not
displace) existing programs. For example, people would have a choice between
continuing to receive unemployment insurance (UI) or enrolling in the program. If they
choose the former but still have trouble finding conventional private or public sector
work once UI benefits have been exhausted, they will still have the option of enrolling in
the JG program.
Not a workfare program: The program does not require people to work for their
existing benefits (e.g., Medicare, the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program
[SNAP], Head Start, etc.).
· Community Jobs Banks: The program serves as a repository of various employment
opportunities. It does not displace existing public sector work. It is authorized as a
separate program under the Department of Labor (DOL) and provides employment
opportunities on standby.
· A safety net and a transitional jobs program: As a safety net, it gives opportunities to
anyone who wishes to work at the base wage-benefit package, irrespective of their labor
market status or situation. As a transitional program, it serves as a stepping stone to paid
work—from unemployment to employment or from JG employment to other forms of
private, public, and nonprofit employment.
· Fits JG jobs to people: It meets people where they are in terms of ability. It provides
suitable, useful work opportunities, designed to be appropriate for the education or skill
level of the applicant
· Provides working day options: The JG offers part-time and flexible work
arrangements, as needed, for caregivers, students, etc.
· Jobs for all: The program does not exclude any individual or group of people who want
to work. The design must be sensitive to the needs of special groups such as veterans, atrisk youth, ex-convicts, or people with disabilities.
· Invests in people: It offers training, education, and apprenticeship opportunities.
· Invests in communities: The JG aims to match unfilled community needs with
unemployed or underemployed people who could work to meet them.
· Invests in the public good: It separates the offer of employment from the profitability
of employment. Projects are created to serve community needs, rather than prioritizing
whether the projects are deemed “profitable” in the narrow sense.
· Invests in the environment: The program focuses on addressing environmental
concerns.
Aff answers? – policy is more complicated, lots of shit, needs other stuff to be perfect anyways
Pavlina R. Tcherneva, April 2018, “The Job Guarantee: Design, Jobs, and Implementation,”  Levy Economics Institute, https://www.levyinstitute.org/pubs/wp_902.pdf, accessed 5/25/23, mw
VI. PROGRAM DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION
The above features and aims represent the core of the JG proposal. Program objectives and
specific design features would be reevaluated and adapted to observed structural and
institutional changes in labor market and other economic conditions. Indeed this blueprint does
not and cannot provide a one-glove-fits-all proposal. Any JG program must be suited to the
cultural, developmental, institutional, and macroeconomic context for the country that
contemplates adopting it.
1. Short- vs. Long-Run Design and Operation
A JG implemented today will be different from a JG that operates over the long run.
If a JG program were launched today, in conditions of mass hidden unemployment and strong
pent-up demand for decent well-paying jobs, the program might grow to 16 million workers (see FAQ in appendix III). Once the program is up and running, it will improve private sector
employment conditions and the overall health of the economy; at that point the program will
settle to a smaller size (likely, anywhere between 2 percent and 10 percent of the labor force).
Indeed the size of the program will largely depend on private sector employment dynamics.
Employing everyone who is ready, willing, and able to work today is a more challenging task
than making employment offers to newly unemployed people once the program has been
running for a while.
Given the existing long-run labor market problems, collapse in the labor force participation rate,
large pent-up demand for stable and well-paying full-time jobs, a JG could swell to 11 to 16
million people (Dantas and Wray forthcoming), which would be approximately 7–10 percent of
the labor force. Experience with large-scale jobs programs of this sort (e.g., Argentina’s Plan
Jefes, which employed 13 percent of the labor force)1
 indicates that they can be up and running
in a relatively short period of time. It also suggests that the program would provide a large boost
to private sector activity, generating strong GDP growth and private sector employment.
Fullwiler’s (forthcoming) simulations corroborate this expectation. He finds that the JG raises
real GDP by $313–560 billion per year and permanently adds up to four million net new private
sector jobs. These simulations do not account for the cyclical effects. In Argentina, for example,
the JG pool began shrinking steadily as the economy expanded (Tcherneva 2013).
2. The Superior Policy Option: Hiring the Unemployed
The policy choice before us is the following—we either have a buffer stock of unemployed
people or a buffer stock of employed people. That is, either we continue under the status quo,
where the pool of unemployed people expands and shrinks with recessions and expansions, or
we allow the JG’s pool of employed people to shrink and expand countercyclically. Since
unemployment is already “paid for” in real and financial terms, diverting these financial and real
resources to running the JG program is a far superior option to the status quo. Furthermore, with
the JG in place, which is inherently a countercyclical employment policy, the economy can operate at a higher level of non-inflationary output than with mass unemployment (i.e., than
with an unemployed buffer stock).
The size of the program will depend on private sector employment dynamics, as well as on its
popularity. If society prefers larger private sector employment and a smaller JG labor force,
other macroeconomic measures can be employed (e.g., investment subsidies, tax cuts, missionoriented finance) to shrink the pool of JG workers further. But if the program proves to be a
much more desirable policy option than many poorly paid private sector jobs, it may initially be
quite large, until those private sector firms meet and exceed the pay and employment conditions
of the JG.
Because the program operates countercyclically by creating full employment at all stages of the
business cycle (recession or expansions), it stabilizes total employment, meaning that private
sector employment will not fluctuate as violently as it does today. In sum, once the program is
in place, economic fluctuations will be reduced—meaning that employment in the JG will also
be more stable.
Federal Job Guarantee is central to the GND – permanently enshrines right to dignified work
Evan Mceldowney, 3-5-2021, "What is A Federal Jobs Guarantee?," Sunrise Movement, https://www.sunrisemovement.org/theory-of-change/what-is-a-federal-jobs-guarantee/, accessed 5/25/23, mw
With so much work to be done, there’s no reason anyone in the richest country in the history of the world should be unemployed, underemployed, or working a job that isn’t in the national interest.  It’s time to fulfill FDR’s promise, and Dr. King’s dream. It’s time for the government to guarantee good jobs for all.
A jobs guarantee is central to the mission of a Green New Deal and in the Green New Deal resolution already. It protects people from the risk of unemployment and establishes a labor force to do the critical work of building green infrastructure and caring for one another. It’s the best way for us to marshal the full resources of our government and people to transition our energy grid and transform our society. This year, when so many of us are un or underemployed due to COVID and the economic recession, we want to emphasize this critical component of a Green New Deal and demand the government guarantee a good job to anyone who wants one.
What is a Green New Deal Federal Job Guarantee?
What is a job guarantee?
The job guarantee is a federal government program to provide a good job to every person who wants one.
The job guarantee is a long-pursued goal of the American progressive tradition. In the 1940s, labor unions in the Congress of Industrial Organizations (CIO) demanded a job guarantee. Franklin D. Roosevelt supported the right to a job in his never-realized “Second Bill of Rights.” Later, the 1963 March on Washington demanded a jobs guarantee alongside civil rights, understanding that economic justice was a core component of the fight for racial justice. Coretta Scott King went on to lead a grassroots movement for a job guarantee after her husband’s death.
The job guarantee is bigger than just securing jobs for people in the short-term. It’s about permanently enshrining the right to dignified work as a fundamental human right. The right to good employment is uplifted in the 1948 UN Universal Declaration of Human Rights, but this right has never been realized within the United States.
FJG administered by department of labor – no means testing = no targeting
Evan Mceldowney, 3-5-2021, "What is A Federal Jobs Guarantee?," Sunrise Movement, https://www.sunrisemovement.org/theory-of-change/what-is-a-federal-jobs-guarantee/, accessed 5/25/23, mw
Who can actually enact or pass a job guarantee? 
A job guarantee can be enacted by Congress and signed into law by the President.
How would I get a job through the job guarantee?
The job guarantee would be administered by the federal Department of Labor, which would establish local job offices in each town or county around the country. You show up there, and sign up for a job!

Local jobs available will be determined by the DOL, who will identify needs and opportunities through consultation with municipal and state governments, as well as local community organizations. Care will be taken to ensure that job guarantee jobs are additive to the overall job pool, rather than replacing work that was previously already happening.
How can we ensure that a jobs guarantee will prioritize Black, brown and working class communities that need good jobs the most? How will a jobs guarantee advance racial and economic justice?
Compared to other government programs, the job guarantee is well-designed to reach the people who need it most. That’s because the mandate of the program is to give every single person a job. There’s no means-testing, no qualifications one must prove, few bureaucratic hoops to jump through. These are reasons why the job guarantee has been a core demand of the Black radical tradition as well as the U.S. labor movement.
It will take 2-3 years for the program to scale up enough to meet all demand for employment. In this stage, the DoL should target the build-out to prioritize areas where economic disinvestment and the racial employment gap are highest.
Federal jobs guarantee must permanently solve involuntary employment
Ryan Bhandari, March 25, 2019, "What Is the “Federal Jobs Guarantee” and What Are People Saying About It? – Third Way," Third Way, https://www.thirdway.org/memo/what-is-the-federal-jobs-guarantee-and-what-are-people-saying-about-it, accessed 5/25/23, mw
What is the federal jobs guarantee?
A federal jobs guarantee is as simple as it sounds on the surface: everyone in the country will be guaranteed a job by the US government should they desire one. There are two versions right now gaining attention. One plan is written by academics Mark Paul, Sandy Darity, and Darrick Hamilton. The other was written by Pavlina Tcherneva. In general, these plans promise:

Guaranteed jobs in infrastructure repair, ecological restoration, caregiving, and community development projects.
Benefits like health insurance, paid sick leave/vacation, and retirement plans.
Control for state and local governments that will decide which kinds of jobs to create.
A reduced uptake of welfare programs and unemployment insurance as well as decreased criminal justice costs.
The key difference between the two plans is the minimum wage for the new jobs. The Tcherneva plan establishes a $15 minimum wage and the Paul et al. plan calls for an $11.80 minimum wage for all federally guaranteed jobs. Yet, both have the same underlying goal: Permanently solve the problem of involuntary unemployment by making the federal government the employer of last resort.
FJG guarantees employment to individuals in an area
U.S. Congress, 9-10-2019, " Summary: S.2457 — 116th Congress (2019-2020)," Congress.gov, https://www.congress.gov/bill/116th-congress/senate-bill/2457?s=1&r=1&q=%7B%22search%22%3A%5B%22Federal+Jobs+Guarantee+Development+Act%22%5D%7D, accessed 5/25/23, mw
Federal Jobs Guarantee Development Act of 2019
This bill requires the Department of Labor to establish a pilot program to provide grants to eligible entities (i.e., political subdivisions of states and Tribal entities with a high unemployment rate) for programs to guarantee employment to individuals residing in the areas served by such entities.
FJG is low skilled/little training – green jobs key
James Olderham, 2020, “Green Jobs Guarantee, Coronavirus, and Public Sanitation,” Wright State University, https://corescholar.libraries.wright.edu/econ_student_papers_economies/12, accessed 5/25/23, mw
What is the Green Job Guarantee? First, it is necessary to describe exactly how the Green Job Guarantee is intended to work, at least in a general sense. To do so, it may be most helpful to first understand the intent of a general Jobs Guarantee/ELR proposal. In general, a Federal Jobs Guarantee program could be defined as: “…a public option for jobs. It is a permanent, federally funded, and locally administered program that supplies voluntary employment opportunities on demand for all who are ready and willing to work at a living wage. While it is first and foremost a jobs program, it has the potential to be transformative by advancing the public purpose and improving working conditions, people’s everyday lives, and the economy as a whole (Tcherneva, 2018).” The general idea is that these types of jobs would generally be lower-skilled and require little training, which helps to both widen access to individuals of all skill levels and allow for people to be quickly put to work within the program. The main goal of the program is, of course, to solve the problem of less-than-full employment. Doing so would provide a boost to the economy by stimulating effective demand, and assisting in evening out the downturns of the business cycle. It is a counter-cyclical policy, very much in the Keynesian vein of thought. In addition to the practical economic goal of full employment, the policy has other expected benefits, including the establishment of a “labor standard” for the economy, inflation stabilization, a living income, and improved income distribution (Tcherneva, 2018). These benefits extend beyond the economic to improve social and general well-being among those employed by the policy and society at large. Whereas a general Job Guarantee addresses mainly the social and economic aspect of life, a Green Job Guarantee incorporates a third dimension – the ecological. In a very general sense, the Green Job Guarantee program is merely a Job Guarantee program that is specifically designed with the promotion of environmental sustainability in mind.
underemployment is core concern of FJG
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For the purposes of this paper full employment is defined as a situation where any person of
legal working age who wants to work is able to obtain employment at a living wage and decent
working conditions. This includes but is not limited to new entrants in the labor market, people
in “hidden unemployment” who are not normally counted in the official statistics, and
individuals who are employed involuntarily in part-time working arrangements or other forms
of precarious work.

At the macroeconomic level, unemployment is understood as:
· A monetary problem: It is a consequence of business cycles dynamics and profitseeking firms behavior, as well as the State’s inadequate management of the currency
and the monetary system.
· A situation that cannot be remedied by private firms: The private sector is unable to
produce and maintain tight full employment over the long run. 

· A problem that is best understood as a silent epidemic: There is a distinct and
discernable geographical pattern and propagation mechanism of unemployment, which
mimics the behavior of a virus or mass contagion (Tcherneva 2017). Joblessness behaves
like a disease and generates large social, health, and economic costs.
· A problem that is already “paid for”: The costs of these social and economic ills—
both in real and financial terms—are already “paid for” by the economy and society at
large.
· A problem by design and a public sector failure: Unemployment is a problem created
by concrete policy measures (targeting a non-accelerating rate of unemployment
[NAIRU], austerity policies). The government has chosen an explicit policy of keeping a
percentage of the population in involuntary unemployment (the NAIRU is a policy
benchmark). The government is also responsible for supporting the unemployed, i.e., the
unemployed are already in the public sector. Government, public institutions, and civil
society are not only paying the direct cost of unemployment, but more importantly are
already bearing the large associated real costs of unemployment.
· A moral failure: Unemployment has been used as the main bulwark against inflation
and economic instability and is considered a “necessary evil.” The idea that some people
will necessarily lose their jobs and livelihoods in the fight against other economic ills is
a profound moral failure of the economics profession.
Unemployment is the failure and responsibility of the public sector and it is already “paid for.”
By contrast, the JG offers a superior policy option to the current approach, and one that is
macroeconomically sound and humane. It pays to employ the unemployed, preventing and
reducing the outsized costs of unemployment, supporting the production of valuable public
goods, and investing in and empowering people, planet, and community.
funding spec stuff – important to the program but not fspec proper, probably just a facet of subsets or something – this could be a t shell, or something else?
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5. Program Budget and Funding Mechanism
The primary challenge is to design a budget that not only ensures the program’s long-run sustainability, but also one that accommodates normal countercyclical fluctuations and large swings in enrollment, should those unexpectedly arise. Unemployment behaves like an epidemic, developing rapidly and unexpectedly and spreading with the distinct pattern of a contagion effect. Simultaneously, it inflicts large social and human costs (Tcherneva 2017). Therefore, the proposed funding mechanism here is, in part, modeled after disaster and emergency relief in the United States. For example, each year Congress would pass base appropriations for the management of the JG program. Because the actual level of joblessness over a given year is unknown—much as it is with large-scale disasters or smaller, localized events—the funding would have to fluctuate with need. This can be accomplished in two ways: 1) the base appropriations can be adjusted as needed using the Budget Control Act, which permits some increases in discretionary spending; and 2) unexpected annual increases in JG funding can be provided through supplemental appropriations bills that offer funding not subject to spending caps or budgetary controls. This is the model currently used for disaster and emergency relief. Since natural disasters have intensified, the base budget has proven inadequate, necessitating very large supplemental appropriations that can be vulnerable to abuse. By contrast, the JG tames unemployment fluctuations and stabilizes employment patterns, which suggests that it will not be as reliant on supplemental appropriations as disaster and emergency relief. The base appropriation budget will initially be estimated to fund a sizable program. To employ 11–16 million people at $15 per hour plus benefits equal to 20 percent of wages (allowing for material costs set at 25 percent of labor costs), the direct program expenditures would be about 1.3 percent to 2.4 percent of GDP (and the net cost of the JG program would vary from 0.8 percent to 2 percent of GPD, see Fullwiler [forthcoming]). This is less than what the US government spends annually on elementary and secondary education. In subsequent years, the budget will be calculated as a rolling average of actual funding from previous years. If the JG induces higher level of private sector employment and settles down to a smaller size over the course of several years, then the budget would reflect those changes and the reduced need to fund such a large program. Adjustment in the base appropriations and supplemental appropriations are nevertheless necessary because mass layoffs can occur for any number of reasons. The main reason is that private sector profits as a share of GDP fluctuate over the business cycle, which in turn produce fluctuations in private sector employment rates. To serve as a genuine buffer stock, the budget for the JG must fluctuate in a similar fashion. Adjustments in base and supplemental appropriations are also needed for extreme circumstances. For example, the global financial crisis—to the dismay of many economists— resulted in almost a million unemployed individuals per month in early 2009. A standby jobs program would have provided alternative employment opportunities to the unemployed, thus remedying labor market condition much faster than what we experienced. One estimate suggest that if the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act budget funded a JG program instead, it could have created 20 million living-wage jobs, wiping out unemployment altogether and launching a strong jobs-led recovery (Tcherneva 2009). Since financial crises, geopolitical shocks, and other events may unexpectedly generate sudden mass layoffs, the JG budget would need to increase accordingly to provide needed funding quickly. Furthermore, disaster events such as hurricanes Harvey and Irma significantly impact local employment rates and demand a discretionary increase in jobs assistance, similar to other discretionary increases in disaster relief funding. Indeed, current law already provides funding for those who have lost their jobs due to natural disasters. However, it does not provide the employment opportunities, which the JG will supply. Congress can appropriate an employment relief fund (ERF) as a supplement to the DOL’s budget. The US DOL works with state labor department agencies and their local offices to disburse the payments for wages and materials associated with program management, similar to the way it currently disburses UI payments. Just as it is with disaster relief, DOL offices, as well as the Presidency, can issue disaster unemployment declarations that would make additional funds available if there are sudden and acute mass layoffs in a particular area. As discussed above, such a program already exists on the books and can be incorporated into the JG budget. This is the Disaster Unemployment Assistance program, which provides unemployment benefits to those who have become unemployed as a direct result of a presidentially declared major disaster. If funding for the entire JG program cannot be provided through the Stafford Act of 1988 (Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act), a modern unemployment emergency relief act can be passed for the purpose.
TVA - FJG is a “national care act” should provide jobs useful to the community 
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7. Types of Jobs: “National Care Act”
Large-scale jobs programs are often identified with large-scale infrastructure projects. And while it is vital to rebuild the nation’s infrastructure as a matter of national priority, it is difficult to fluctuate infrastructure investment with changes in the business cycle. Furthermore, infrastructure jobs are often high skill and predominantly male. Therefore they are not always suitable for running the JG as an ongoing long-run program for all that provides employment opportunities to the least-skilled and most marginalized groups in the labor market. Working to address looming environmental challenges can generate millions of public service jobs for years to come. There is a lot of “invisible” environmental work that is labor intensive and can be done by people of various skill levels. This work must be performed on an ongoing basis and could provide the needed job opportunities, without competing with the private sector. Establishing and fortifying our nation’s infrastructure to prevent, mitigate, and withstand the impact of intensifying hurricanes, tornadoes, fires, and floods requires immediate action and a large labor force. And if a large infrastructure program is attempted alongside the JG, the latter will likely be smaller and it will continue to guarantee job opportunities to those who cannot work on infrastructure projects. Infrastructure alone is not a particularly reliable method for employing all of the unemployed who are scattered across the country. Many of them live in communities that may not need levees or fire prevention efforts, and yet experience multiple other deprivations, such as limited access to healthy food or care for the young and elderly, to name a few. The proposal herein is to design the JG as a “National Care Act” that will help fill those needs gaps. With input from community groups, ideally emerging from a participatory decisionmaking process, localities and municipalities can determine the specific jobs that will be performed under the JG along the following three strategic objectives: a) Care for the environment; b) Care for the community; and c) Care for the people 
Care for the Environment
A revival of FDR’s Tree Army and the formation of a 21st century Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) would create JG jobs in close proximity to the unemployed. Since all communities have acute environmental needs, the camp-based CCC model from the New Deal is not appropriate or desirable. Instead, jobs will be created where the workers live. The Community Jobs Bank will include a list of monitoring programs, rehabilitation programs, and public investment programs. The jobs will tackle: soil erosion, flood control, environmental surveys, species monitoring, park maintenance and renewal, removal of invasive species, sustainable agriculture practices to address the “food desert”2  problems in the United States, support for local fisheries, community supported agriculture (CSA) farms, community and rooftop gardens, tree planting, fire and other disaster prevention measures, weatherization of homes, and composting.
Care for the Community 
Communities are best rebuilt from within. Many communities throughout the United States experience urban blight, poverty, and crime. The JG can employ existing best practices to mobilize the human potential within a community to revive it and make it more resilient. Jobs can include: cleanup of vacant properties, reclamation of materials, restoration of public spaces, and other small infrastructure investments; establishment of school gardens, urban farms, co-working spaces, solar arrays, tool lending libraries, classes and programs, and community theaters; construction of playgrounds; restoration of historical sites; organization of carpooling programs, as well as recycling, reuse, and water-collection initiatives, food waste programs, and oral histories projects. 
Care for the People 
The JG aims to support individuals and families, filling the particular need gaps they may be facing. Projects would include: elderly care; afterschool programs; and special programs for children, new mothers, at-risk youth, veterans, former inmates, and people with disabilities. One advantage of the JG is that it also provides job opportunities to the very people benefiting from these programs. In other words, the program gives them agency. For example, the at-risk youth themselves participate in the execution of the afterschool activities that aim to benefit them. The veterans themselves can work for and benefit from different veterans’ outreach programs. Jobs in these projects can include: organizing afterschool activities or adult skill classes in schools or local libraries; facilitating extended-day programs for school children; shadowing teachers, coaches, hospice workers and librarians to learn new skills and assist them in their duties; organizing nutrition surveys in schools; and coordinating health awareness programs for young mothers. Other examples include organizing urban campuses, co-ops, classes and training, and apprenticeships in sustainable agriculture, and all of the above-mentioned community care jobs, which could produce a new generation of urban teachers, artists and artisans, makers, and inventors. All of the above-mentioned tasks are already being done in one form or another. And all of them are in short supply. What is needed is more helping hands and a budget to employ them. That is the function of the JG. In other words, the JG can benefit from already-existing best practices in these areas and simply scale-up the production of these public goods and investments in human capital.
TVA – Community job banks 
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3. Preparedness Response: Community Jobs Banks The proposal here is to design the program as a comprehensive preparedness response. A period of planning will be required to design community job banks—these will warehouse the “on-theshelf” jobs that can be supplied to the jobless on short notice. For this purpose, the planning period will include soliciting and identifying project-executing organizations that would serve as providers for those job opportunities. Designing the JG as a preparedness response can be modeled after the Center for Disease Control’s (CDC) Strategic National Stockpile (SNS)—the nation’s largest stockpile of essential pharmaceuticals and medical supplies in case of emergencies. The SNS is designed as a supplement to local preparedness efforts. As the CDC website explains: “When state, local, tribal, and territorial responders request federal assistance to support their response efforts, the stockpile ensures that medicine and supplies get to those who need them most during an emergency. Organized for scalable response to a variety of public health threats, the repository contains enough supplies to respond to multiple large-scale emergencies, simultaneously.” To be able to respond adequately to public health threats, the government maintains warehouses throughout the United States that can distribute vaccines, medication, and other supplies to the local areas in the event of emergencies. Similarly the JG can be designed as a detailed local preparedness response to joblessness, using some of the existing institutional infrastructure (more below). The job guarantee will maintain a repository of jobs and places of work—via the Community Jobs Banks—that can quickly accommodate new entrants into the program and let them go without disruption should they find alternative employment. The ability to absorb or shed employees is not a unique challenge for the JG. Indeed every labor market segment within the private, nonprofit, or public sectors deals with new entrants and job leavers on an ongoing basis. Furthermore, the creation of jobs relatively quickly need not be a tall task either. Experience has shown that large-scale employment programs can be up and running in a matter of a few months (e.g., the New Deal programs in the United States and Argentina’s Plan Jefes). Such programs, however, have often been implemented as emergency measures. If the JG is designed as a preparedness response, a lengthier period of assessment, design, and planning is needed for its long-run success. Once such a program is in place, finding work for any additional entrants is a much easier task by comparison. A fair amount of experimentation may be needed initially, as well as continual evaluation to improve program performance over the long run. 

Social security

Social Security is a proper noun that refers to the program within the Social Security Act
Capitalize My Title 10-3-2020. ( Capitalize My Title. "Is "Social Security" Capitalized?." . Web. 10-3-2020. accessed 6-28-2023. &lt; https://capitalizemytitle.com/ufaqs/is-social-security-capitalized/ &gt;. Phops)
Is “Social Security” Capitalized? To find out when the context calls for upper case letters to be used, let’s consider some capitalization rules in English writing that apply to this scenario. First of all, it is quite obvious to most, that each new sentence should begin with a capital, The same rule applies to proper nouns, such as personal and organization names. They also should always be written starting with an upper case letter. Considering these rules it’s simple to see, that if starting a sentence with the phrase “social security”, the “s” in “social” should always be capitalized. What about the word “security” then? All depends on the context. If the phrase is used to describe a certain government program (even in the middle of a sentence), like the Social Security Act, with “Social Security” being the name of said program, then both the “s” letters should be upper case, as it is, in this context, a proper noun. However, if talking about social security nets in general, this is no longer a formal program name. Since no longer a name, or no longer a proper noun, it is in this context correct, to write the phrase with lower case letters. So yes, the phrase “Social Security” should be capitalized. 
Social Security is a term of art that describes guaranteed income and health care – it is defined and bounded by United Nations Doctrine
International Labour Organization No Date ( International Labour Organization . " Facts on Social Security." No Publication. Web. No Date. accessed 6-28-2023. < https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---dgreports/---dcomm/documents/publication/wcms_067588.pdf >. Phops)
Social security is the protection that a society provides to individuals and households to ensure access to health care and to guarantee income security, particularly in cases of old age, unemployment, sickness, invalidity, work injury, maternity or loss of a breadwinner. Social security protection is clearly defined in ILO conventions and UN instruments as a basic human right – albeit one that a small proportion of the people on our planet actually enjoy. Broadly defined as a system of contribution based health, pension and unemployment protection, along with tax-financed social benefits, social security has become a universal challenge in a globalizing world.
Social Security means the OASDI
Social Security Administration No Date. (Social Security Administration . "OASDI" Social Security Administration. Web. No Date. accessed 6-28-2023. < https://www.ssa.gov/policy/docs/progdesc/sspus/oasdi.pdf >. Phops)
The OASDI program—which for most Americans means Social Security—is the largest income-maintenance program in the United States. Based on social insurance principles, the program provides monthly benefits designed to replace, in part, the loss of income due to retirement, disability, or death. Coverage is nearly universal: About 96% of the jobs in the United States are covered. Workers finance the program through a payroll tax that is levied under the Federal Insurance and Self-Employment Contribution Acts (FICA and SECA). The revenues are deposited in two trust funds (the Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund and the Federal Disability Insurance Trust Fund), which pay benefits and the operating expenses of the program. Benefit payments totaled over $343.2 billion in fiscal year 1996.
3 types of people are explicitly excluded from Social Security – the aff must affect these excluded groups or expand who is eligible to receive benefits. 
Social Security Administration No Date. (Social Security Administration . "OASDI" Social Security Administration. Web. No Date. accessed 6-28-2023. < https://www.ssa.gov/policy/docs/progdesc/sspus/oasdi.pdf >. Phops)
The majority of workers excluded from coverage are in three major categories: (1) Federal civilian employees hired before January 1, 1984, (2) agricultural workers and domestic workers whose earnings do not meet certain minimum requirements, and (3) persons with very low net earnings from self-employment (generally less than $400 per year). The remaining few groups excluded from coverage are very small. An example is certain nonresident, nonimmigrant aliens temporarily admitted into the United States to study, teach, or conduct research. Certain family employment is also excluded (such as employment of children under age 18 by their parents). Ministers and members of religious orders who have not taken a vow of poverty and Christian Science practitioners have their professional services covered automatically as self-employment unless within a limited period they elect not to be covered on the grounds of conscience or religious principle. Religious orders whose members have taken a vow of poverty may make an irrevocable election to cover their members as employees. Employees of State and local governments are covered under voluntary agreements between the States and the Commissioner of Social Security. Each State decides whether it will negotiate an agreement and, subject to special conditions that apply to retirement system members, what groups of eligible employees will be covered. At present, more than 75% of State and local employees are covered. Special rules of coverage apply to railroad workers and members of the uniformed services. Railroad workers have their own Federal insurance system that is closely coordinated with the Social Security program. If they have less than 10 years of railroad service, their railroad credits are transferred to the Social Security program. Under certain circumstances, members of the uniformed services may be given noncontributory wage credits in addition to the credits they receive for basic pay. The Social Security Trust Funds are reimbursed from Federal general revenues to finance noncontributory wage credits. 
socials security income is means tested – no tax contributions
KATHLEEN ROMIG AND SAM WASHINGTON May, 5-4-2022, "Policymakers Should Expand and Simplify Supplemental Security Income," Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, https://www.cbpp.org/research/social-security/policymakers-should-expand-and-simplify-supplemental-security-income, accessed 6/3/2023, mw
SSI provides monthly cash assistance to older or disabled people with little income and few assets. It supplements the incomes of those who aren’t eligible for Social Security or whose benefits are very low. SSI is administered by SSA, but it’s distinct from the Social Security retirement program because it is means-tested and funded by general revenue, not payroll tax contributions. In March 2022, about one-third of SSI recipients also received Social Security retirement, survivors, or disability benefits.[5] SSI uses the same medical criteria as SSDI to determine eligibility for disability benefits but different financial criteria.
In March 2022, 7.6 million people received SSI benefits, including 1 million children with disabilities. (See Figure 1.) Because beneficiaries typically have no other source of income, more than half receive SSI’s maximum benefit, which is $841 per month for an individual and $1,261 for a couple in 2022.[6] SSI reduces these benefit amounts for recipients with other sources of income (such as earnings, Social Security benefits, or child support) or in-kind support, such as help with groceries they receive from family or friends. Such reductions dropped the average SSI monthly benefit to $625 in March 2022.[7] Almost all states supplement the federal SSI benefit for at least some recipients. For instance, those supplements often help cover the care of those who live in congregate settings, such as assisted living.[8] In most states, SSI recipients are automatically eligible for Medicaid.
SSI helps to reduce the number of older and disabled people in poverty and deep poverty, but many recipients remain below the poverty line. Before any state supplement or benefit reductions due to other income or in-kind support, SSI benefits are about three-fourths of the poverty line for a person. Without SSI payments, 6 in 10 SSI recipients were below the poverty line under the official poverty measure in 2019.[9] With SSI, 4 in 10 SSI recipients were below the poverty line under the official poverty measure, and 3 in 10 were below the poverty line under the Supplemental Poverty Measure, which includes other benefits such as the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) and housing assistance.[10] While reducing poverty among recipients, SSI benefits also reduce the number of people in deep poverty and reduce their need for support from family members. Many other older or disabled people in need, including people who have a lawful immigration status but are affected by eligibility restrictions enacted in 1996 (in the law that also created the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families block grant), residents of most territories, or people with modest assets, are ineligible for benefits.
(TVA – Expand via increase tax and benefits, Eliminate earnings cap, Create an extra tier) Three principles of expansion – Be enough to live on, Universality, new revenues not cuts 
Jessie Rothstein, October 16, 2016, "Expand Social Security," Equitable Growth, https://equitablegrowth.org/expand-social-security/, accessed 6/3/23, mw
Policymakers should therefore pursue a major expansion of Social Security. There are a number of attractive ways to do this. I articulate three principles that should guide such an expansion, then describe three options that would satisfy the following principles: Social Security benefits should be enough for retirees to live on, on their own The features that have made the program such a success to date, including its universality and its dedicated, untouchable financing stream, should be preserved The existing program’s long-term financing shortfall should be closed via new revenues rather than benefit cuts, with the pain of this offset by real, visible benefits in the form of higher payments to retirees The following three policy options are consistent with these principles Three policy changes to expand Social Security EXPAND THE PROGRAM VIA PROPORTIONATE INCREASES TO TAX RATES AND TO ALL RECIPIENTS’ BENEFITS A modest increase in the payroll tax rate of less than one percentage point—from 6.2 percent to 7.2 percent, respecting the current taxable earnings cap—on both workers and employers would finance a 15 percent benefit increase for all current and future retirees as well as survivors and disabled workers. This could (and should) be scaled to provide larger increases—for example, a 2 percentage point increase in the tax rate would finance a 30 percent increase. If disabled workers’ benefits were excluded from the expansion, the benefit increase would be larger, 18 percent per percentage point on the tax rate. ELIMINATE THE CURRENT TAXABLE EARNINGS CAP, AND SPLIT THE REVENUES AMONG INCREASING BENEFITS FOR THOSE WHO PAY HIGHER TAXES, CLOSING THE FINANCING GAP, AND INCREASING BENEFITS FOR THE LOWEST EARNERS Earnings above $118,500 per year are exempt from Social Security taxes, specifically the Federal Insurance Contributions Act, or FICA, taxes. Only 6 percent of workers earn more than this amount, but the share of wages above the threshold has grown as these income earners have pulled away from the rest of the workforce.19 Eliminating the cap, without increasing benefits, would yield more than enough revenues to close the 75-year projected finance shortfall for Social Security and Social Security Disability Insurance.20 More consistent with the principles above would be to use some of the revenues to increase benefits for high earners in order to preserve the program’s universality while imposing a reasonable cap on the size of the individual benefit. Another portion should go toward increasing benefits for lower-earning recipients. This would help promote retirement security and would create a constituency to support the cap elimination. The remainder could still make a substantial down-payment toward eliminating the financing gap. If earnings were subject to taxes without a cap but non-wage income remained exempt, many high earners might reclassify their earnings as capital gains or business income. To prevent evasion while being consistent with the overall structure of the program, the FICA tax might be applied to all personal income above the taxable earnings cap, regardless of whether that income comes as earnings or in another form. This would raise dramatically more money, more than enough to close the entire financing gap and support larger benefit increases for low-income retirees. While a few very high-income individuals would face sharply increased tax bills under this proposal, dedicating the revenues to the Social Security trust fund, just as FICA taxes are today, would promote the tax increase’s political viability and protect it from attack. CREATE AN OPTIONAL EXTRA TIER OF SOCIAL SECURITY, INTO WHICH WORKERS COULD CONTRIBUTE IN ORDER TO PURCHASE EXTRA BENEFITS WHEN THEY RETIRE Some higher-income workers may want more retirement consumption than even an expanded Social Security benefit can support. As discussed above, pervasive market failures make private retirement saving very inefficient. The government can solve this problem by allowing savers to use the existing Social Security infrastructure, with its built-in mechanisms, to pool and share risks at much lower “load” than any private savings vehicle. Pricing of optional add-on benefits would need to account for a modest degree of adverse selection, as those with longer life expectancies would be somewhat more likely to participate. It would also be more expensive to administer than the current system, though likely much less so than existing private annuity products given the existing infrastructure to track contributions and benefit eligibility. But even with pricing that accounts for these extra costs—set to ensure that the new tier of optional add-on benefits is entirely self-financing—this would be a very attractive option relative to the private annuity market. Participants would contribute throughout their careers, with no need to make investment decisions, pay fees, or face market risk. In return, they or their survivors would receive higher benefits when they retired, became disabled, or died. Other proposed changes that are similarly consistent with the principles enumerated above are also worthy of consideration. It is noteworthy, however, that recent discussions have moved away from the ideas of pre-funding Social Security benefits and investing trust funds in equities. These do nothing to address the above principles, and only expose the program (and the retirees it supports) to political and market risk.
TVA – Social Security Expansion Act
Paul Mulholland, 2-17-2023, "Social Security Expansion Act Would Guarantee Solvency for 75 Years," PLANADVISER, https://www.planadviser.com/social-security-expansion-act-make-guarantee-solvency-75-years/, accessed 6/3/23, mw
The Social Security Expansion Act, introduced earlier this week by Senators Bernie Sanders, I-Vermont, and Elizabeth Warren, D-Massachusetts, aims to make Social Security solvent through the end of the 21st century, while also enhancing benefits. The bill would create a tax of 12.4% on investment income for individuals making $200,000 or more and married couples making $250,000 or more, matching the combined employee and employer payroll rates. The bill would also make all income greater than $250,000 subject to the full Social Security payroll tax rate; currently, income greater than $160,200 is not subject to the full payroll tax rate. Under the bill, income between $160,200 and $250,000 would not be taxed differently at first, but the $160,200 threshold would be allowed to rise normally until it reaches $250,000, projected to happen in 2035. At that point, all income would be subject to the full payroll rate. Additionally, any income greater than $250,000 would not be counted for benefit calculation purposes. Since the bill would raise taxes, it must be formally introduced first in the House of Representatives. Sponsored in the House by Representatives Jan Schakowsky, D-Illinois, the bill was referred to the House Committee on Ways and Means on Tuesday. The bill has 26 co-sponsors in the House, as of today, all of whom are Democrats. Republicans control the House, and the Committee on Ways and Means is chaired by Representative Jason Smith, R-Missouri. A statement from Sanders’ office said the bill would make Social Security solvent for at least the next 75 years, based on a study conducted by Stephen Goss, the chief actuary at the Social Security Administration. Goss’ report explained that the bill would change the cost-of-living index used to calculate Social Security benefit increases from the Consumer Price Index for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers (CPI-W) to the Consumer Price Index for the Elderly (CPI-E). The report estimated that the cost-of-living adjustment would increase by “0.2 percentage points per year on average” as a result. According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, the CPI-E is a statistic which weighs inflation to account for the spending patterns of those aged 62 and older, such as their higher proportional spending on healthcare. The Bureau warned that this statistic has certain limitations, such as a smaller sample population, and currently has no official usage. According to a factsheet for the bill, it would also increase the Special Minimum Benefit to 125% of the poverty line, “or over $18,000 for a single worker who had worked their full career.” The bill would also increase the first income-percentage “bend point” from 90% to 95%. This means that, going forward, 95% of the first $1,115 in monthly wages (for 2023, indexed to inflation) would count toward Social Security benefits, up from 90%. This has the effect of frontloading benefit increases such that low-income workers benefit proportionally more from them. Sanders’ office estimates that the annual Social Security benefit would increase on average by $2,400 a year.
TVA – eliminate caps, increase minimum benefits, care + unemployment credits
Leah Smith, 2019, "Expanding Social Security: A Strategy to Strengthen Retirement Security for Vulnerable Populations and Future Generations," Center for Global Policy Solutions, http://globalpolicysolutions.org/resources/expanding-social-security/, accessed 6/3/23/ mw
Increasing the Special Minimum Benefit to 125 percent of the poverty threshold would protect the most financially vulnerable workers. The special minimum benefit would be increased for workers who have paid into Social Security for at least 30 years and claim benefits at the full retirement age. This increase is crucial because these workers are less likely to have Average retirement savingsprivate retirement accounts or discretionary income.

Providing a dependent care credit would help workers who spend part of their lives caring for children and disabled or elderly dependents. The time these workers spend out of the workforce can result in lower benefits, which decreases their economic security. A dependent care credit for up to five years could be set at one-half of the average wage.

Creating a structural-unemployment credit, similar to the dependent-care credit, would help those individuals affected by stagnating wages, structural unemployment and underemployment. These workers are typically forced to leave the labor force through no fault of their own and face a disadvantage due to the Social Security retirement formula. Like the dependent-care credit, this credit would last up to five years and could be set at one-half of the average wage.

Reinstating the student benefit is critical to the economic security of children with parents who are retired, deceased, or disabled. Social Security provides these children benefits until age 19 if they are still in school, or age 18 otherwise. Before 1981, the benefits supported children of workers until age 22 if they were in college or vocational school. When the benefit could last until age 22, it was shown to be particularly helpful to children of low-income and racial and ethnic minority families.32

Increasing benefits by a uniform amount equal to 5 percent of the average benefit is another way to expand benefits to protect workers, especially those who are near retirement and do not have the time to replace savings lost in the recent recession.

Increasing revenue has also been proposed as a method for reforming Social Security. One option is to eliminate the cap on payroll contributions and count the earnings towards benefits with a flatter formula. The cap is indexed to keep up with the growth of average worker earnings, but it has not kept up with the rapid growth of earnings at the top.33 A new formula could replace a smaller part of the earnings above the old cap so that Social Security would not have to pay very high benefits to the top earners.34 Other options involve including all new state and local workers in the Social Security system and slowly raising the payroll tax by 1/20th of 1 percent per year for 20 years.
UBI
Replaces structure – basic income with little to no restrictions
Center for Hunger Free Communities, 2021, "Universal Basic Income," https://drexel.edu/hunger-free-center/research/briefs-and-reports/universal-basic-income/UNIVERSAL BASIC INCOME, accessed 6/12/23, mw
Universal basic income (UBI), or basic income guarantee, is a government program that aims to address economic inequality and provide economic security through monthly direct cash transfers to every member of a community with no means testing. It creates a basic income floor for everyone, regardless of income and employment status. UBI allows recipients to spend funds however they choose, unlike other benefit programs. UBI differs from other guaranteed income proposals in that every adult in the community receives a monthly payment, regardless of their income. Guaranteed income programs that target only specific populations are problematic as they require citizens to prove they are deserving of basic income support. The concept of UBI has existed since the 1800s when American economist Henry George argued for a “citizen’s dividend” in the form of a single land tax. Milton Friedman described it as a negative income tax. Martin Luther King, Jr. and the Black Panther Party for Self Defense also called for a guaranteed income in the 1960s. In the early 1970s, UBI was part of George McGovern’s presidential campaign and was seriously considered by President Richard Nixon. Many communities offer various forms of guaranteed income and UBI to fill gaps caused by unemployment or underemployment. These benefits are reviewed on a quarterly basis to ensure recipients are receiving the appropriate amount and are responsive to inflation and cost of living increases.UBI provides a sustainable path forward to transition families off SNAP benefits. Implementing UBI can be slow and would replace the current systems over the course of time. Many progressive proponents argue for a UBI+ approach, which would not immediately replace any existing security-enhancing government programs but instead supplement the existing welfare infrastructure.
UBI is very broad – two traits – unconditional and universal are guiding principles
Maura Francese and Delphine Prady, 12-1-2018, "What Is Universal Basic Income? – IMF Finance & Development Magazine," IMF, https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/fandd/issues/2018/12/what-is-universal-basic-income-basicsUniversal basic income is an income support mechanism typically intended to reach all (or a very large portion of the population) with no (or minimal) conditions, accessed 6/12/23, mw
Discussions around universal basic income can be heated, both in a scholarly context and in public discourse, and there is no established common understanding. Very different income-support programs are often labeled "universal basic income," even when they have little in common or do not aim at the same goal. Many ongoing and prospective experiments with universal basic income around the world refer to very different interventions. Examples include cash transfers to a selected group of unemployed people for a short time in Finland, to adults for 12 years in Kenya, and to randomly chosen households in California. This diversity reflects the absence of a unified definition and assessment methodology in both the literature and policy discourse. Back to Basics Chart Programs typically grouped under the universal basic income umbrella have a mix of key features (see chart). Does it replace or complement other social protection programs? Is the recipient an individual or a household? How is the pool of beneficiaries defined? What is the timing of the payment? Are there conditions attached? Depending on how these key features are chosen and combined, scholars have proposed various forms of universal basic income (see chart). Thomas Paine’s (1797) "ground-rent" resembles a categorical capital grant (for example, a one-time endowment to a specific group of people) aimed at fighting the transmission of poverty from one generation to the next. Milton Friedman (1968) saw the "negative income tax" as a way to replace the entire American welfare state to overcome administrative inefficiencies. Philippe Van Parijs (1992) advocates a regular, universal, unconditional, and generous cash transfer. Anthony Atkinson’s (1996) "participation income" complements existing social programs and the minimum wage and is conditioned on a form of "social" participation— contributing to society through employment, education, childcare, or other activities. Across this broad spectrum, however, two common traits characterize and differentiate universal basic income-type programs from others: Universality —or very large—coverage of individuals in society Unconditionality —or very broadly conditioned provision—as is the case of Atkinson’s "participation income" Proponents and opponents of universal basic income have highlighted several aspects, and arguments in its favor mirror those opposed. Some advocates point out that it does a better job of reaching the poor than means-tested programs—that is, programs that determine individual or family eligibility for government assistance based on an income or asset test. Many factors can keep means-tested programs from reaching the intended recipients—for example, administrative capacity, high information and administrative costs, poor performance of targeting mechanisms, and social stigma.
Aff is GBI if they target – substantial is 10-12% of taxes
Kimberly Amadeo, 8-7-2022, "What Is Universal Basic Income?," Balance, https://www.thebalancemoney.com/universal-basic-income-4160668Definition and Examples of Universal Basic Income, accessed 6/12/23, mw
DEFINITION
Universal basic income is a proposed government-guaranteed payment that each citizen receives. Its purpose is to ensure all people have the means to purchase necessities and improve their quality of life. A universal basic income is a government-sponsored program in which every citizen or eligible resident would receive a flat monthly payment. The idea behind this type of government benefit is to reduce the financial stress faced by a country's residents, which would allow them to focus on education, improving their job skills, or dealing with personal matters while having enough income to meet basic living requirements. Because these programs are either experimental or being developed, there are no criteria for who exactly receives the income. Some proponents believe that all citizens should get it regardless of what they make, while others believe that only those below a specific income should receive it. Some believe that a government-sponsored income is not necessary or fair to all people. Acronym: UBI Note Universal basic income is different than guaranteed basic income (GBI). GBI provides income to specific groups based on financial needs, whereas UBI is given to everyone. How Universal Basic Income Works The core idea behind a universal basic income is to use government tax revenues to create programs that pay all people within that government's jurisdiction. A state or federal government would divert a certain amount of tax revenues to this program and disperse the funds to the residents. For example, economists Kalle Moene and Debraj Ray propose a payment system tied to a country’s economic output. They suggest that 10% to 12% of gross national income could go directly to universal income payments. This setup would cause payments to rise or fall in relation to the country's income level and inflation.1 Another method proposed by economist Milton Friedman in 1962 was a negative income tax.2 However, Friedman's idea aligns more with GBI, in which only specific people would receive the benefit. In his idea, those below an established income level would receive a tax credit. It would be paid for with the taxes collected from families earning above a specific level.3 What Is UBI Designed For? A universal basic income would provide everyone with a level of income to ensure they could meet basic needs such as food, housing, and clothing while giving them additional support if they needed it during challenging times. An example of this occurred during the COVID-19 pandemic. Many people lost income because their employers scaled down operations to follow mandated safety protocols. As a result, unemployment soared, and the federal government stepped in and added to unemployment benefits to help those in financial distress.4 It has been argued that a UBI might have reduced the need for the government to supplement people's incomes with unemployment insurance during events like a pandemic.5
WM – “Even if” ubi includes conditions, its universal insofar as once conditions are met you are not removed 
Rebecca Hasdell, July 2020, “WHAT WE KNOW ABOUT UNIVERSAL BASIC INCOME A CROSS-SYNTHESIS OF REVIEWS,” Stanford Basic Income Lab, https://basicincome.stanford.edu/uploads/Umbrella%20Review%20BI_final.pdf, accessed 6/12/23, mw
The studies that are used in review reports to project the impact of a UBI vary. Indeed, studies that analyze pilots, policies, and programs with quite different features have been used to arrive at conclusions about what could happen if everyone in a community or region received cash. For this report, all pilots, policies, and programs referenced in included reviews were classified according to the definitional features presented in the introduction of this report. Programs, policies, experiments, and pilots fit into five broad categories (Table 3). A full list of programs covered by the reviews in these categories is included in Appendix 1: ■ cash transfers, conditional and unconditional ■ social insurance ■ in-work benefits ■ dividend payments from resource sector or other revenues ■ cash from non-work sources, such as private remittances or lottery winnings The broad categorizations include different combinations of the core, definitional features of a UBI: universality, unconditionality, in-cash, to individuals, and at a level that meets basic needs (Figure 1). Some pilots, policies, and programs that are included in the reviews synthesized for this report track more closely to the definitional features than others. For this reason, we break down interpretations of universality and unconditionality that explain some of the variability in studies that are included in reviews. Universality is the idea that every person is covered under a given scheme. Universality, though, has multiple interpretations; it can refer to programs where every person is paid or programs where every person is guaranteed to be covered based on demographic characteristics such as age or the average income in the area where they live. In the case where there are criteria for initial eligibility, a defining feature of UBI is continuing eligibility despite changes to income or other characteristics. Conditionality refers to requirements that are imposed to receive benefits. Conditions can refer to service requirements (attending a health clinic or attending school) and to work requirements. Service conditionalities are often used as an exclusion criteria by reviews, however some programs that require recipients to hold or seek employment in the formal economy are commonly used to draw conclusions about the impact of cash. Examples include social assistance programs with work requirements and income-based tax credits. Programs that do not meet any of the meanings of the definitional features may be included when reforms are introduced that allow researchers to evaluate changes in outcomes, as has been the case with the welfare assistance program Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) in the United States. Only a handful of the interventions covered by this review are truly unconditional and universal. In an exhaustive review, Gentilini and colleagues21 identify only a small number of schemes that reach everyone within a geographic region without meansbased or demographic targeting, and regardless of work history. These included national schemes in Mongolia and Iran, dividend transfers in Alaska and the Eastern Band of the Cherokee Nation, a one-off transfer to all citizens in Kuwait, and pilots financed by private contributions and the non-governmental organizations in Kenya and Namibia, and by the national government in India. Several of these programs are either short-term, or not set to a level that would meet basic needs.
Ubi is not UBS – unconditional, generous, yes robin hood tax, not a supplement (no negative income tax)
· Ubs = universal basic services
Milena Büchs, 2021, “Sustainable welfare: How do universal basic income and universal basic services compare?” Elsevier, https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S092180092100210X, accessed 6/12/23, mw 
Core to most definitions of UBI is the payment of an unconditional, regular income by the state to every resident in a country (Standing, 2004; Van Parijs and Vanderborght, 2017). Unconditionality means that payments do not depend on levels of other income sources or wealth, willingness to work, or domestic living arrangements. Therefore, UBI is not a supplementary form of income support, minimum income guarantee, or a negative income tax, all of which would be withdrawn as soon as an individual receives income from other sources. The definition of UBI does not specify a set level of income, but supporters commonly argue that a UBI should be sufficiently generous to reduce poverty and increase people's ‘real freedoms’ (Raventos, ´ 2007; Van Parijs and Vanderborght, 2017: 10–11). Some proposals consider a ‘partial’ UBI at a lower level of income (Van Parijs and Vanderborght, 2017: 165–9), and I will argue below that a partial UBI could complement UBS. Most proposals emphasise that UBI would need to be financed by replacing existing income support schemes and through progressive taxes. In this paper, I assume a progressive system of financing UBI which would result in a net redistribution from richer to poorer people. An analysis of the financial viability of UBI (and UBS) goes beyond the scope of the paper. Financial viability will critically depend on societies' willingness to redistribute and target resources towards UBI and UBS schemes which could become fundamental for establishing sustainable welfare systems.
UBS is services provided through public institutions – vouchers aren’t UBI
Milena Büchs, 2021, “Sustainable welfare: How do universal basic income and universal basic services compare?” Elsevier, https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S092180092100210X, accessed 6/12/23, mw 
While discussions about public services and universal provision have a long history, the specific concept of UBS was only proposed recently in a report by the Institute of Global Prosperity (2017). Fundamental to the UBS proposal is that services that satisfy people's basic needs, including health and social care, education, and basic levels of housing, food, mobility and information, should be provided to everyone through public or collective institutions according to need, regardless of ability to pay and free at the point of use (Coote and Percy, 2020; Gough, 2019; Institute for Global Prosperity, 2017). Here, I will use a broad definition of UBS that includes universal basic infrastructures (such as roads and electricity grids) and universal vouchers (e.g. for home energy or public transport) (Bohnenberger, 2020; Foundational Economy Collective et al., 2018) because services, infrastructures and vouchers can be seen as complementary mechanisms for providing goods and services that satisfy needs. The universality of UBS mainly refers to the right to access services if need arises. The actual provision of UBS often requires some form of M. Büchs Ecological Economics 189 (2021) 107152 4 needs assessment, for instance for health and social care. However, some goods and services could, in principle, also be allocated on an equal per capita basis such as internet access or even water and electricity. Equal per capita allocation removes needs testing and stigma, but bears the risk of over-providing for large households (which typically have lower per capita consumption due to economies of scale), and underproviding for people with additional needs, for instance due to old age or disability. This could be addressed by making the allocation tradable which maintains distributional outcomes of per capita schemes while achieving a more targeted allocation of the actual good or service in question. Which provision mechanism is more suitable for which type of need, and how levels of need would be determined, are highly complex questions that would need to be decided in democratic processes.
Ubi is only to people who aren’t working
Maitreesh Ghatak and François Maniquet, 2019, “Universal Basic Income: Some Theoretical Aspects,” Annual Review of Economics, 11(1), 895–928. doi:10.1146/annurev-economics-080218-030220, accessed 6/16/23, mw
In general, though, basic income typically refers to the income of individuals who do not work, and it is an income guarantee in the sense that individuals would automatically get this income in case they stop working.16 It is funded by taxes paid by working individuals. It is universal when all individuals who do not work receive the same amount, independently of whether they do not work because of their low wage or because of their low willingness to work. This is the topic of Section 4.2.
At least $500 – no controls on what its used for
Public Health Madison and Dane County, June 28, 2022 “Why Universal Basic Income Could Change the Public’s Health (and how to apply for it in Madison), Public Health Madison and Dane County” https://publichealthmdc.com/blog/why-universal-basic-income-could-change-the-publics-health-and-how-to-apply-for-it-in-madison, accessed 6/21/21, mw
Depending on the program, the amount of cash given each month might be different but is generally at least $500. Some implementations of UBI aim to benefit everyone, no matter what their household income is; other programs give benefits to those only below a certain household income. But the main thread is that people aren’t constrained with how they can use their benefits, allowing them to spend the money on whatever is most important to their household—whether that’s rent, car payments, phone payments, food, clothing, or whatever else people need.

Goal of UBI is everyone have rights to meet basic needs
Evan Mceldowney, 3-5-2021, "What is A Federal Jobs Guarantee?," Sunrise Movement, https://www.sunrisemovement.org/theory-of-change/what-is-a-federal-jobs-guarantee/, accessed 5/25/23, mw
How is the job guarantee different from universal basic income, and why isn’t Sunrise campaigning around that?
Universal Basic Income, or UBI, calls for giving everyone a fixed and usually monthly payment that they can spend however they want or need. The proposed amount can vary from $1,000 per month, like Andrew Yang called for to much larger amounts. Like the job guarantee, the goal of UBI is to make sure every person in this country should have rights to meet their basic needs regardless of race, class, age, or education. 
(TVA option) yes eligibility criteria, yes financing instrument to distribute profits from a government owned asset 
Congressional Research Service, April 3, 2018, “Universal Basic Income Proposals for the United States,” Congressional Research Service, https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/IF/IF10865, accessed 6/12/23, mw
Conceptually, a universal basic income (UBI) program provides a modest cash income at regular intervals (e.g., each month or year) to all individuals meeting minimal eligibility criteria. A UBI can serve as a social insurance program, a method for distributing income generated by a government-owned asset (e.g., the Alaska Permanent Fund Dividend), or both. Other terms for a UBI are a “basic income guarantee” or “unconditional basic income.” Whereas some countries—like Finland and Canada—have experimented with UBIs, for the United States, UBI discussions are largely notional: the United States does not have a country-wide UBI, and UBI proposals have not been introduced in the 115th Congress. Specific UBI policy proposals for the United States, however, have been offered by members of the social policy community, business world, and the technology industry (e.g., the company Y Combinator has announced plans to conduct a basic income experiment in California). Defining Features Key defining characteristics of UBI proposals are the following:  Universality of Benefit. The UBI benefit is provided to all persons subject to minimal criteria such as citizenship, adulthood, and non-incarceration.  Unconditional Benefit Receipt and Usage. Beyond meeting minimal eligibility criteria, UBI proposals do not generally condition benefit receipt on particular attributes, behaviors, or outcomes; means-tests and work requirements are not common features of UBI proposals. Likewise, few proposals place restrictions on UBI recipients’ use of the cash benefit.  “Basic” Benefit or Profit-Sharing Dividend. Where a UBI is proposed as a social insurance program, the proposed benefit amount is generally selected to be large enough to cover basic living expenses. Two recent proposals, for example, place the disposable UBI benefit between $10,000 and $12,000 per year (Table 1), which is near the official poverty threshold for a single person under age 65 years with no children ($12,752 in 2017). Where a UBI is used to distribute income generated by a government-owned asset, the dividend amount varies from year-to-year based on the performance of the financing instrument (e.g., the Alaska Permanent Fund Dividend). Financing Proposed UBI financial mechanisms depend on the underlying objectives for the program. Some UBI proponents view the benefit as a replacement for some or all existing social transfers, such as the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) and housing assistance, other targeted federal spending (e.g., agricultural subsidies), and the tax expenditures such as the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC). These proposals suggest that a UBI could be financed in large part by forgone costs of such programs. Some have suggested, however, that new taxes may be needed to cover full UBI program costs. Others view a UBI as a mechanism for distributing income generated from a state-owned resource. For example, the Alaska Permanent Fund Dividend provides an annual payment to eligible Alaskan residents generated from an investment fund seeded by Alaskan oil sales; the annual dividend was $1,100 in 2017. Some Native American tribes similarly distribute a share of profits generated from tribeowned casinos to tribe members.
Fiscal (policy actions)
Timing size duration and composition key – stimulus should be reversed when conditions improve
Mark Horton, 6-28-2019, "Fiscal Policy: Taking and Giving Away," IMF, https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/fandd/issues/Series/Back-to-Basics/Fiscal-Policy, accessed 6/15/23, mw
The exact response ultimately depends on the fiscal space a government has available for new spending initiatives or tax cuts—that is, its access to additional financing at a reasonable cost or its ability to reorder its existing expenditures. Some governments were not in a position to respond with stimulus, because their potential creditors believed additional spending and borrowing would put too much pressure on inflation, foreign exchange reserves, or the exchange rate—or delay recovery by taking too many resources from the local private sector (also known as crowding out). Creditors may also have doubted some governments’ ability to spend wisely, to reverse stimulus once put in place, or to address long-standing concerns with underlying structural weaknesses in public finances (such as chronically low tax revenues due to a poor tax structure or evasion, weak control over the finances of local governments or state-owned enterprises, or rising health costs and aging populations). For other governments, more severe financing constraints have necessitated spending cuts as revenues decline (stabilizers functioning). In countries with high inflation or external current account deficits, fiscal stimulus is likely to be ineffective, and even undesirable.

The size, timing, composition, and duration of stimulus matter. Policymakers generally aim to tailor the size of stimulus measures to their estimates of the size of the output gap—the difference between expected output and what output would be if the economy were functioning at full capacity. A measure of the effectiveness of the stimulus—or, more precisely, how it affects the growth of output (also known as the multiplier)—is also needed. Multipliers tend to be larger if there is less leakage (for example, only a small part of the stimulus is saved or spent on imports), monetary conditions are accommodative (interest rates do not rise as a consequence of the fiscal expansion and thereby counter its effects), and the country’s fiscal position after the stimulus is viewed as sustainable. Multipliers can be small or even negative if the expansion raises concerns about sustainability in the period immediately ahead or in the longer term, in which case the private sector would likely counteract government intervention by increasing savings or even moving money offshore, rather than investing or consuming. Multipliers also tend to be higher for spending measures than for tax cuts or transfers and lower for small, open economies (in both cases, because of the extent of leakages). As for composition, governments face a trade-off in deciding between targeting stimulus to the poor, where the likelihood of full spending and a strong economic effect is higher; funding capital investments, which may create jobs and help bolster longer-term growth; or providing tax cuts that may encourage firms to take on more workers or buy new capital equipment. In practice, governments have taken a “balanced” approach with measures in all of these areas.

As for timing, it often takes awhile to implement spending measures (program or project design, procurement, execution), and once in place, the measures may be in effect longer than needed. However, if the downturn is expected to be prolonged (as was the recent crisis), concerns over lags may be less pressing: some governments stressed the implementation of “shovel-ready” projects that were already vetted and ready to go. For all these reasons, stimulus measures should be timely, targeted, and temporary—quickly reversed once conditions improve.

Similarly, the responsiveness and scope of stabilizers can be enhanced—for instance, by a more progressive tax system that taxes high-income households at a higher rate than lower-income households. Transfer payments can also be explicitly linked to economic conditions (for instance, unemployment rates or other labor market triggers). In some countries, fiscal rules aim to limit the growth of spending during boom times, when revenue growth—particularly from natural resources—is high and constraints seem less binding. Elsewhere, formal review or expiration (“sunset”) mechanisms for programs help to ensure that new initiatives do not outlive their initial purpose. Finally, medium-term frameworks with comprehensive coverage and assessment of revenues, expenditures, assets and liabilities, and risks help improve policymaking over the business cycle.
Fiscal policy is not revenue neutral – it’s aggregate effect – should change demand
David N. Weil, No Date, "Fiscal Policy," Econlib, https://www.econlib.org/library/Enc/FiscalPolicy.html, accessed 6/15/23, mw
Fiscal policy is the use of government spending and taxation to influence the economy. When the government decides on the goods and services it purchases, the transfer payments it distributes, or the taxes it collects, it is engaging in fiscal policy. The primary economic impact of any change in the government budget is felt by particular groups—a tax cut for families with children, for example, raises their disposable income. Discussions of fiscal policy, however, generally focus on the effect of changes in the government budget on the overall economy. Although changes in taxes or spending that are “revenue neutral” may be construed as fiscal policy—and may affect the aggregate level of output by changing the incentives that firms or individuals face—the term “fiscal policy” is usually used to describe the effect on the aggregate economy of the overall levels of spending and taxation, and more particularly, the gap between them.
Fiscal policy is said to be tight or contractionary when revenue is higher than spending (i.e., the government budget is in surplus) and loose or expansionary when spending is higher than revenue (i.e., the budget is in deficit). Often, the focus is not on the level of the deficit, but on the change in the deficit. Thus, a reduction of the deficit from $200 billion to $100 billion is said to be contractionary fiscal policy, even though the budget is still in deficit.

Figure 1 shows the federal budget surplus over the period 1962–2003. The data in the figure are corrected to remove the effects of business cycle conditions. For example, in fiscal year 2003, the actual budget deficit was $375 billion, of which an estimated $68 billion was due to the lingering effects of a recession, so that the cyclically adjusted deficit was $307 billion. The data are also “standardized” to eliminate the effects of inflation and the effects of quirks in the timing of revenues and outlays, such as the receipt of payments from Desert Storm allies that arrived in the fiscal years following the war itself. Notable on the figure are the fiscal stimulus of the Vietnam War, the Kemp-Roth tax cuts of the early 1980s, and the program of tax cuts enacted under George W. Bush.

The most immediate effect of fiscal policy is to change the aggregate demand for goods and services. A fiscal expansion, for example, raises aggregate demand through one of two channels. First, if the government increases its purchases but keeps taxes constant, it increases demand directly. Second, if the government cuts taxes or increases transfer payments, households’ disposable income rises, and they will spend more on consumption. This rise in consumption will in turn raise aggregate demand.
Fiscal policy also changes the composition of aggregate demand. When the government runs a deficit, it meets some of its expenses by issuing bonds. In doing so, it competes with private borrowers for money loaned by savers. Holding other things constant, a fiscal expansion will raise interest rates and “crowd out” some private investment, thus reducing the fraction of output composed of private investment.

Fiscal policy is an important tool for managing the economy because of its ability to affect the total amount of output produced—that is, gross domestic product. The first impact of a fiscal expansion is to raise the demand for goods and services. This greater demand leads to increases in both output and prices. The degree to which higher demand increases output and prices depends, in turn, on the state of the business cycle. If the economy is in recession, with unused productive capacity and unemployed workers, then increases in demand will lead mostly to more output without changing the price level. If the economy is at full employment, by contrast, a fiscal expansion will have more effect on prices and less impact on total output.
Fiscal expansion = increasing the country’s savings – changes incentives and places burden on future taxpayers
David N. Weil, No Date, "Fiscal Policy," Econlib, https://www.econlib.org/library/Enc/FiscalPolicy.html, accessed 6/15/23, mw
A fiscal expansion affects the output level in the long run because it affects the country’s saving rate. The country’s total saving is composed of two parts: private saving (by individuals and corporations) and government saving (which is the same as the budget surplus). A fiscal expansion entails a decrease in government saving. Lower saving means, in turn, that the country will either invest less in new plants and equipment or increase the amount that it borrows from abroad, both of which lead to unpleasant consequences in the long term. Lower investment will lead to a lower capital stock and to a reduction in a country’s ability to produce output in the future. Increased indebtedness to foreigners means that a higher fraction of a country’s output will have to be sent abroad in the future rather than being consumed at home.
Fiscal policy also changes the burden of future taxes. When the government runs an expansionary fiscal policy, it adds to its stock of debt. Because the government will have to pay interest on this debt (or repay it) in future years, expansionary fiscal policy today imposes an additional burden on future taxpayers. Just as the government can use taxes to transfer income between different classes, it can run surpluses or deficits in order to transfer income between different generations.

Some economists have argued that this effect of fiscal policy on future taxes will lead consumers to change their saving. Recognizing that a tax cut today means higher taxes in the future, the argument goes, people will simply save the value of the tax cut they receive now in order to pay those future taxes. The extreme of this argument, known as Ricardian equivalence, holds that tax cuts will have no effect on national saving because changes in private saving will exactly offset changes in government saving. If these economists were right, then my earlier statement that budget deficits crowd out private investment would be wrong. But if consumers decide to spend some of the extra disposable income they receive from a tax cut (because they are myopic about future tax payments, for example), then Ricardian equivalence will not hold; a tax cut will lower national saving and raise aggregate demand. Most economists do not believe that Ricardian equivalence characterizes consumers’ response to tax changes.

In addition to its effect on aggregate demand and saving, fiscal policy also affects the economy by changing incentives. Taxing an activity tends to discourage that activity. A high marginal tax rate on income reduces people’s incentive to earn income. By reducing the level of taxation, or even by keeping the level the same but reducing marginal tax rates and reducing allowed deductions, the government can increase output. “Supply-side” economists argue that reductions in tax rates have a large effect on the amount of labor supplied, and thus on output (see supply-side economics). Incentive effects of taxes also play a role on the demand side. Policies such as investment tax credits, for example, can greatly influence the demand for capital goods.
Of course its microeconomics – changing price is the core of fiscal policy
Sean Ross, 11-22-2021, "How Does Government Policy Impact Microeconomics?," Investopedia, https://www.investopedia.com/ask/answers/032515/how-does-government-policy-impact-microeconomics.asp, accessed 6/15/23, mw
Even the existence of a non-voluntary government has microeconomic impacts. Governments are financed through taxes, which must be taken from private actors. When this happens, individuals and businesses must either spend less income or work and produce an additional amount to offset the impact of the taxes.
Governments can also alter markets when they decide to spend money. Any individuals or businesses that receive government funds receive, in effect, a wealth transfer from every other taxpayer. If a business receives a subsidy from the government, it produces at a higher cost curve than is possible without the subsidy. All other actors that might have received those funds (were it not for the taxation and subsidy) have correspondingly less income or revenue.
Fiscal policy directly impacts prices. When the government spends $1 million purchasing computers, it bids up the price of computers in the short run. This crowds out other individuals who are subsequently priced out of the market. The same effect occurs when the government issues bonds and crowds out other borrowers. This crowding out becomes even more disruptive when the government directly provides services and employs workers.
Yes microeconomic – changes incentives
Sean Ross, 11-22-2021, "How Does Government Policy Impact Microeconomics?," Investopedia, https://www.investopedia.com/ask/answers/032515/how-does-government-policy-impact-microeconomics.asp, accessed 6/15/23, mw
Government policy has microeconomic effects whenever its implementation alters the inputs and incentives for individual economic decisions. These changes come in many forms, including tax policy, fiscal policy, regulations, tariffs, subsidies, legal tender laws, licensing, and public-private partnerships (to name a few). These policies manipulate the costs and benefits that individual actors face in nearly every facet of modern life.
Fiscal is macro – anything else is just central banking policy which isn’t usfg
Adam Hayes, 3-15-2023, "All About Fiscal Policy: What It Is, Why It Matters, and Examples," Investopedia, https://www.investopedia.com/terms/f/fiscalpolicy.asp, accessed 6/15/23, mw
What Is Fiscal Policy?
Fiscal policy refers to the use of government spending and tax policies to influence economic conditions, especially macroeconomic conditions. These include aggregate demand for goods and services, employment, inflation, and economic growth.

During a recession, the government may lower tax rates or increase spending to encourage demand and spur economic activity. Conversely, to combat inflation, it may raise rates or cut spending to cool down the economy.

Fiscal policy is often contrasted with monetary policy, which is enacted by central bankers and not elected government officials.
KEY TAKEAWAYS
Fiscal policy refers to the use of government spending and tax policies to influence economic conditions.
Fiscal policy is largely based on ideas from British economist John Maynard Keynes.
Keynes argued that governments could stabilize the business cycle and regulate economic output rather than let markets right themselves alone.
An expansionary fiscal policy lowers tax rates or increases spending to increase aggregate demand and fuel economic growth.
A contractionary fiscal policy raises rates or cuts spending to prevent or reduce inflation.
Fiscal policy is gov spending tax revenue to stabilize the economy
Adam Hayes, 3-15-2023, "All About Fiscal Policy: What It Is, Why It Matters, and Examples," Investopedia, https://www.investopedia.com/terms/f/fiscalpolicy.asp, accessed 6/15/23, mw
Corrective Government Fiscal Action
When private sector spending decreases, the government can spend more and/or tax less in order to directly increase aggregate demand. When the private sector is overly optimistic and spends too much, too fast on consumption and new investment projects, the government can spend less and/or tax more in order to decrease aggregate demand. 

This means that to help stabilize the economy, the government should run large budget deficits during economic downturns and run budget surpluses when the economy is growing. These are known as expansionary or contractionary fiscal policies, respectively.  
secretary of the treasury oversees the aff – monetary policy isn’t the res 
Adam Hayes, 3-15-2023, "All About Fiscal Policy: What It Is, Why It Matters, and Examples," Investopedia, https://www.investopedia.com/terms/f/fiscalpolicy.asp, accessed 6/15/23, mw
Fiscal Policy vs. Monetary Policy
Fiscal policy is the responsibility of the government. It involves spurring or slowing economic activity using taxes and government spending.

Monetary policy is the domain of the U.S. Federal Reserve Board and refers to actions taken to increase or decrease liquidity through the nation's money supply. According to the Federal Reserve Board, these actions are intended to "promote maximum employment, stable prices, and moderate long-term interest rates—the economic goals the Congress has instructed the Federal Reserve to pursue."
3

The monetary policy tools that the Fed uses to increase or decrease liquidity (and affect consumer spending and borrowing) include:
4

Buying or selling securities on the open market
Lending to depository institutions through its discount window
Raising or lowering the discount rate
Raising or lowering the federal funds rate
Establishing reserve requirements for banks
Engaging in central bank liquidity swaps
Financing through overnight repurchase agreements
Who Handles Fiscal Policy?
In the United States, fiscal policy is directed by both the executive and legislative branches. In the executive branch, the two most influential offices in this regard belong to the President and the Secretary of the Treasury, although contemporary presidents often rely on a Council of Economic Advisers as well.

In the legislative branch, the U.S. Congress authorizes taxes, passes laws, and appropriations spending for any fiscal policy measures through its power of the purse. This process involves participation, deliberation, and approval from both the House of Representatives and the Senate.
Aff must be contractionary or expansionary fiscal policy – includes deficit spending
Adam Hayes, 3-15-2023, "All About Fiscal Policy: What It Is, Why It Matters, and Examples," Investopedia, https://www.investopedia.com/terms/f/fiscalpolicy.asp, accessed 6/15/23, mw
Types of Fiscal Policies
Expansionary Policy and Tools
To illustrate how the government can use fiscal policy to affect the economy, consider an economy that's experiencing a recession. The government might issue tax stimulus rebates to increase aggregate demand and fuel economic growth. 

The logic behind this approach is that when people pay lower taxes, they have more money to spend or invest, which fuels higher demand. That demand leads firms to hire more, decreasing unemployment, and causing fierce competition for labor. In turn, this serves to raise wages and provide consumers with more income to spend and invest. It's a virtuous cycle or positive feedback loop. 

Alternately, rather than lowering taxes, the government may seek economic expansion by increasing spending (without corresponding tax increases). Building more highways, for example, could increase employment, pushing up demand and growth.

Expansionary fiscal policy is usually characterized by deficit spending. Deficit spending occurs when government expenditures exceed receipts from taxes and other sources. In practice, deficit spending tends to result from a combination of tax cuts and higher spending.

Contractionary Policy and Tools
In the face of mounting inflation and other expansionary symptoms, a government can pursue contractionary fiscal policy, perhaps even to the extent of inducing a brief recession in order to restore balance to the economic cycle.

The government does this by increasing taxes, reducing public spending, and cutting public sector pay or jobs.

Where expansionary fiscal policy involves spending deficits, contractionary fiscal policy is characterized by budget surpluses. This policy is rarely used, however, as it is hugely unpopular politically.

Public policymakers thus face differing incentives relating to whether to engage in expansionary or contractionary fiscal policy. Therefore, the preferred tool for reining in unsustainable growth is usually a contractionary monetary policy. Monetary policy involves the Federal Reserve raising interest rates and restraining the supply of money and credit in order to rein in inflation.
The only tools of fiscal policy are taxation and spending
Adam Hayes, 3-15-2023, "All About Fiscal Policy: What It Is, Why It Matters, and Examples," Investopedia, https://www.investopedia.com/terms/f/fiscalpolicy.asp, accessed 6/15/23, mw
What Are the Main Tools of Fiscal Policy?
Fiscal policy tools are used by governments to influence the economy. These primarily include changes to levels of taxation and government spending. To stimulate growth, taxes are lowered and spending is increased. This often involves borrowing by issuing government debt. To cool down an overheating economy, taxes may be raised and spending decreased.
Fiscal policy is macroeconomics – governments influence the ways resources are used
Mark Horton, 6-28-2019, "Fiscal Policy: Taking and Giving Away," IMF, https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/fandd/issues/Series/Back-to-Basics/Fiscal-Policy, accessed 6/15/23, mw
Fiscal policy is the use of government spending and taxation to influence the economy. Governments typically use fiscal policy to promote strong and sustainable growth and reduce poverty. The role and objectives of fiscal policy gained prominence during the recent global economic crisis, when governments stepped in to support financial systems, jump-start growth, and mitigate the impact of the crisis on vulnerable groups. In the communiqué following their London summit in April 2009, leaders of the Group of 20 industrial and emerging market countries stated that they were undertaking “unprecedented and concerted fiscal expansion.” What did they mean by fiscal expansion? And, more generally, how can fiscal tools provide a boost to the world economy?

Historically, the prominence of fiscal policy as a policy tool has waxed and waned. Before 1930, an approach of limited government, or laissez-faire, prevailed. With the stock market crash and the Great Depression, policymakers pushed for governments to play a more proactive role in the economy. More recently, countries had scaled back the size and function of government—with markets taking on an enhanced role in the allocation of goods and services—but when the global financial crisis threatened worldwide recession, many countries returned to a more active fiscal policy. 

How does fiscal policy work?
When policymakers seek to influence the economy, they have two main tools at their disposal—monetary policy and fiscal policy. Central banks indirectly target activity by influencing the money supply through adjustments to interest rates, bank reserve requirements, and the purchase and sale of government securities and foreign exchange. Governments influence the economy by changing the level and types of taxes, the extent and composition of spending, and the degree and form of borrowing.

Governments directly and indirectly influence the way resources are used in the economy. A basic equation of national income accounting that measures the output of an economy—or gross domestic product (GDP)—according to expenditures helps show how this happens:

GDP = C + I + G + NX.

On the left side is GDP—the value of all final goods and services produced in the economy. On the right side are the sources of aggregate spending or demand—private consumption (C), private investment (I), purchases of goods and services by the government (G), and exports minus imports (net exports, NX). This equation makes it evident that governments affect economic activity (GDP), controlling G directly and influencing C, I, and NXindirectly, through changes in taxes, transfers, and spending. Fiscal policy that increases aggregate demand directly through an increase in government spending is typically called expansionary or “loose.” By contrast, fiscal policy is often considered contractionary or “tight” if it reduces demand via lower spending.

Besides providing goods and services like public safety, highways, or primary education, fiscal policy objectives vary. In the short term, governments may focus on macroeconomic stabilization—for example, expanding spending or cutting taxes to stimulate an ailing economy, or slashing spending or raising taxes to combat rising inflation or to help reduce external vulnerabilities. In the longer term, the aim may be to foster sustainable growth or reduce poverty with actions on the supply side to improve infrastructure or education. Although these objectives are broadly shared across countries, their relative importance differs, depending on country circumstances. In the short term, priorities may reflect the business cycle or response to a natural disaster or a spike in global food or fuel prices. In the longer term, the drivers can be development levels, demographics, or natural resource endowments. The desire to reduce poverty might lead a low-income country to tilt spending toward primary health care, whereas in an advanced economy, pension reforms might target looming long-term costs related to an aging population. In an oil-producing country, policymakers might aim to better align fiscal policy with broader macroeconomic developments by moderating procyclical spending—both by limiting bursts of spending when oil prices rise and by refraining from painful cuts when they drop.
Fiscal Redistribution
TVA Negative income tax – cash transfers or vouchers
Jeffrey A. Miron, 2011, “Rethinking Redistribution,” National Affairs, https://www.nationalaffairs.com/publications/detail/rethinking-redistribution, accessed 6/15/23, mw
So how should they be designed? Ideally, to maximize the amount of help available to the poor while minimizing the costs to the larger economy. Anti-poverty spending should therefore involve one simple and explicitly redistributionist program: We should repeal all of our existing anti-poverty programs — TANF, food stamps, housing allowances, energy subsidies, mortgage guarantees, Social Security, Medicare, and so on — and replace them with a so-called "negative income tax."
A negative income tax — an idea advocated by Nobel prize-winning economist Milton Friedman — would have two key components: a minimum, guaranteed level of income, and a flat tax rate that is applied to the total amount of income (if any) that a person earns. The net tax owed by any taxpayer would equal his gross tax liability — that is, his earned income multiplied by the tax rate — minus the guaranteed minimum income. If the gross liability were to exceed the guaranteed minimum, the taxpayer would owe the difference. If the gross liability were to fall short of the guaranteed minimum, the government would pay the difference to the taxpayer.
To illustrate, consider a negative tax-rate structure under which the guaranteed minimum is $5,000 and the tax rate is 10%. In this situation, a person earning no income would get a transfer from the government of $5,000 and have a total income of $5,000. A person earning $100,000 would have a gross tax liability of $10,000 and a net tax liability of $5,000, for a total after-tax income of $95,000. A person earning $10,000 of income would have a gross liability of $1,000 and a net liability of negative $4,000 (that is, this person would get a check from the government for $4,000), for a total after-tax income of $14,000.
This proposal — replacing all anti-poverty programs with a negative income tax — has some crucial advantages over the existing hodgepodge of anti-poverty programs. First, the administrative costs of running one simple program would be far lower than the costs of running many complicated programs. Separate taxes to fund Social Security and Medicare would not exist; employers would not have to withhold these taxes and send them to the government. More broadly, the rules and incentives faced by potential welfare recipients would be clear and understandable, compared to the dizzying array of rules that must be navigated by people attempting to collect anti-poverty benefits today.
Second, the amount of redistribution would be totally transparent. Anyone could figure out exactly how much any individual would pay for or receive in benefits. This would be a major change from today's circumstances, under which one must aggregate over multiple programs and convert in-kind transfers to cash equivalents in order to gauge the magnitude of redistribution. Under a negative income tax, it would be easier to tell precisely how much redistribution the government engages in.
Because of this transparency, the negative income tax would likely transfer substantially less income than the panoply of existing programs — which would certainly drive opposition to the negative income tax. Advocates of anti-poverty spending would fear, with good reason, that if the amount of anti-poverty spending were obvious, society would vote for less of it. Likewise, they would worry that if redistribution were undertaken only for the benefit of the poor, middle- and upper-income voters would endorse less of it. That may well be true — but no one who believes in democracy can reasonably argue that our anti-poverty policies should be based on a grand deception of the voting public. (Anti-poverty advocates might also consider that much of what people object to in terms of today's anti-poverty spending is fraud, waste, mismanagement, and other inefficiency; the transparency provided by a negative income tax could alleviate a great deal of this opposition.)
One legitimate concern about the negative income tax is its effect on incentives to work and save. A substantial amount of anti-poverty spending today takes the form of Social Security and Medicare — benefits that recipients get once they turn 65, almost regardless of how hard they have worked or how much they have saved. Earning more and saving more therefore does not result in lower payments. The negative income tax, by contrast, would punish earnings and savings to some degree; converting Social Security and Medicare into a negative income tax, then, would create some disincentives to work and save, especially at the margins of poverty.
Even so, the negative income tax might still introduce less distortion and inefficiency than our existing array of anti-poverty programs, because these programs often incorporate much higher (implicit) tax rates on income. In other words, the various transfer programs we operate today sometimes take away so much in benefits when a recipient's income increases that the recipient is only slightly better off — or, in a few cases, is actually worse off — for getting a job or working more hours. For example, increasing income beyond a certain level can mean complete loss of Medicaid benefits, which can amount to thousands of dollars. Under the negative income tax, though, there is no point at which government benefits disappear all at once; transfer payments phase out gradually with each dollar of income earned, so that the marginal work disincentive would be modest.
It is difficult, therefore, to determine the exact net impact on incentives of a negative income tax versus our current system, holding the amount of anti-poverty spending constant. Overall, however, a negative income tax is likely to produce far less total spending, and thus lesser and fewer economic distortions. Compared to the system we have today, that would be a major change for the better.
TWO EXCEPTIONS
The notion of replacing our existing anti-poverty spending with a negative income tax has one additional implication that merits discussion: Under this approach, all anti-poverty benefits would take the form of cash. This would differ from today's benefits, which come in the form of specific goods (as occurs with Medicaid, school lunches, and government housing projects) or of spending power constrained to specific goods (as occurs with food stamps, Section 8 housing vouchers, and loans for education).
The benefit of transferring cash is that it gives recipients maximum flexibility to decide how they will spend the money they receive. This flexibility is valuable because the right mix of spending will be different for every recipient and every poor family. Some people will decide that their highest priority is a good school for their children; others will decide they need to spend money on transportation to a job; still others will spend their money on medical care, and so on. Assuming reasonable spending decisions, cash benefits maximize the improvement in recipients' well-being for any given amount of income transferred. In-kind transfers, by contrast, force recipients to "purchase" not only a particular kind of good but also a specific "brand" of good — for instance, a residence in a particular housing project, or health care at a specific hospital that serves Medicaid patients. The result is severe limitations on poor people's options and independence.
One possible objection to cash transfers is that some recipients might make bad spending decisions. A common concern is that poor people will spend their cash transfers on alcohol, drugs, or gambling. Forcing recipients to use their benefits to procure basic necessities, the argument goes, might thus increase poor people's welfare, especially that of poor children.
Such fundamentally paternalistic concerns are surely overstated. Relatively few parents, for example, deprive their children of food, shelter, and clothing, no matter how dire their own circumstances. But paternalistic concerns are not entirely unfounded, and in any case they carry great weight with the general public.
The best way to address such concerns in a system of cash transfers is through vouchers. Although these can be redeemed only for broad categories of goods — such as food, education, or housing — recipients still retain a great deal of flexibility regarding the exact purchases they make and the vendors from whom they choose to make those purchases. Housing vouchers, for example, force recipients to spend their transfer funds on housing; the money the vouchers provide, however, can be used in any neighborhood, not just at a government housing project in an inner-city slum. Vouchers are also preferable to the direct provision of goods by government because they leave production to the private sector, which is typically more efficient. At the same time, vouchers pose little risk of serious misuse: One can spend an education voucher on a mediocre school, but one cannot easily gamble it away at the race track.
A second possible objection to the cash-only approach is that the markets for some goods might work badly on their own, such that direct provision of these goods by the government is the only way to supply them at low cost to poor people. The standard example invoked in this argument is health insurance. A considerable body of economic analysis claims that private health-insurance markets do not operate well because of adverse selection — the tendency of people with worse health to be more likely to buy insurance. But these concerns, too, miss the point. Private insurers can readily identify who is healthy (or not), and, equipped with this knowledge, they would happily insure everyone they could, as long as they could charge appropriate premiums. The problem is that such premiums — the especially high ones for sick customers — would price some people out of the market. Thus the main justification for subsidizing health care is not fixing a market inefficiency, but redistribution. And indeed, the direct provision of health insurance by the government is one of the major sources of inefficiency — and therefore high costs — in our health-care system today, as the expenses of Medicare and Medicaid spiral out of control.
But while concerns about a dysfunctional health-insurance marketplace may be excessive, they are not entirely misplaced. When it comes to health care — more than any other good the government might provide to the poor — there may be an argument for some direct provision of insurance, rather than simply the money to purchase it. Means-tested health-insurance vouchers can guarantee the poor a minimal amount of health insurance with relatively few adverse effects on the health-care marketplace.
The ideal system of redistribution to benefit the poor in America, then, would involve mainly cash transfers. Possible exceptions might include vouchers for education and health insurance.
Where possible, these exceptions should be managed at the state level; to the extent that the federal government is involved, it should supply funding to the states through block grants — which provide a set amount of money to the states, generally based on each state's population, and allow the states to make their own decisions about how to allocate the funds. This, in turn, allows more decisions about benefit allocation to be made by people closer to the ground — people who have a better understanding of the lives and needs of benefit recipients. It also gives the states more flexibility to experiment with different approaches.
Indeed, the negative income-tax system as a whole might well work best at the state level — that is, if it replaced both federal and state redistribution efforts with 50 state-level negative income-tax systems. Advocates of redistribution fear that state-level negative income taxes would start a "race to the bottom," in which states slash benefits to avoid attracting poor populations. But in fact, numerous examples — including minimum-wage laws, TANF and Medicaid provision, and pre-1935 state-level Social Security programs — show that states can exhibit substantial altruism, so that state-level anti-poverty efforts would not be miserly. Concern over in-migration might nevertheless counter political pressures in favor of excessive expansion, yielding a better balance than a federal system could attain. And state experimentation would no doubt produce some innovations and improvements that a federal system would fail to discover. Of course, a transition from our current system to a negative income tax might be easier if it first involved a transition to one federal negative income tax. In an ideal world, however, such a system would eventually be turned over to the states.
Fiscal redistribution is transfer of high to low income households via tax and transfer
David Coady and Nghia-Piotr Le, 2020, Designing Fiscal Redistribution: The Role of Universal and Targeted Transfers, IMF Working Papers, https://www.imf.org/-/media/Files/Publications/WP/2020/English/wpiea2020105-print-pdf.ashx, accessed 6/15/23, mw
Although increasing income inequality has been observed in many countries, the varying experiences across countries, with inequality even decreasing in a sizeable share of countries, suggests that public policy and institutions play and important role in determining such outcomes.2 In this respect, fiscal redistribution (i.e., the transfer of income from higher to lower income households via tax and transfer schemes) has a key role to play in addressing income inequality. For instance, evidence from studies of fiscal redistribution shows that over threequarters of the difference in average disposable income inequality between advanced and Latin American countries (with the lowest and highest average disposable income inequality, respectively) is accounted for by differences in the extent of fiscal redistribution rather than by differences in market incomes (Bastagli, Coady and Gupta, 2015).
Fiscal redistribution is reduction in income inequality
Sheff Economics Research, 2-4-2016, "Fiscal redistribution ahead of elections to bolster democracy," Medium, https://medium.com/@sheffeconomics/democratic-government-policies-tackling-inequality-before-elections-supports-democracy-17006e6eb29, accessed 6/15/23, mw
Fiscal redistribution is defined as the reduction in income inequality, brought about by government via taxes and transfers. Their findings indicate that only in countries characterized as young democracies do elections exert a positive impact on fiscal redistribution.
Absolute redistribution guides the topic – measure of redistribution should be groups
Hector Sala, September 2018, “A Fresh Look at Fiscal Redistribution and Inequality in the US across Electoral Cycles,” IZA Institute of Labor Economics, https://docs.iza.org/dp11839.pdf, accessed 6/15/23, mw
Data on post-tax and pre-tax income shares for the B50, M40 and T10 groups is obtained from Piketty et al. (2018). To evaluate how redistributive public action is we subtract these series from one another so as to have a measure of how government intervention affects each of the groups. This is done in the spirit of Solt (2016), who defines the concept of absolute redistribution as the difference between market income inequality (pre-tax, pre-transfer) and net income inequality (post-tax, post-transfer), where income inequality is measured by the Gini coefficient. In our case, given that taxes and transfers have a different impact across groups, we distinguish different measures of redistribution. Two measures of positive redistribution (𝑃_𝑅𝐸𝐷𝐵50 and 𝑃_𝑅𝐸𝐷𝑀40) are defined as the post-tax income share of, respectively, the B50 and M40 groups, minus the corresponding pre-tax income shares.5 Then, a measure of negative redistribution (𝑁_𝑅𝐸𝐷𝑇10) is defined as the pre-tax income share of the T10 minus the corresponding post-tax income share. These two ways of defining redistribution will be useful in the interpretation of the empirical analysis.
Only redistributive if it accounts for total taxes
John Black , Nigar Hashimzade , and Gareth Myles, 2009. “A Dictionary of Economics (3 ed.),” Oxford Reference, https://www.oxfordreference.com/display/10.1093/acref/9780199237043.001.0001/acref-9780199237043-e-2623?rskey=LsnOUW&result=2481, accessed 6/15/23, mw
A tax designed to alter the distribution of income or wealth. In practice, the redistribution is usually in the direction of greater equality, but history has recorded rulers who have used taxation to redistribute in their own favour and hence to increase inequality. A system of lump-sum taxation under which some consumers pay positive taxes while others receive subsidies is redistributive: it reduces income inequality if the subsidies are received by low-income consumers and positive taxes are paid by high-income consumers. The redistributive effect of the tax system can only be found by considering the net effect of all taxes; the redistributive effect of government intervention in total must take into account all transfers and taxes.
Theres basically no way to define what is and isn’t redistributive
Roy W. Bahl, Jorge Martinez-Vazquez, and Sally Wallace, 2000, “State and Local Government Choices in Fiscal Redistribution,” Georgia State University, https://scholarworks.gsu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1002&context=frc, accessed 6/15/23, mw
There is no unambiguous way to measure the emphasis on distribution in state and local government budgets, i.e., to quantify a and 0 as defined above. Virtually every government service and every tax has some element of progressivity or regressivity in it.6 The choice here is to index the degree of distributional emphasis based on budget shares allocated to redistributive services and revenue shares raised from progressive taxes.7
Absolute redistribution vs relative redistribution
· Gini is a measure of income inequality
Frederick Solt, 2020, “Measuring Income Inequality Across Countries and Over Time: The Standardized World Income Inequality Database,” Social Science Quarterly. doi:10.1111/ssqu.12795, accessed 6/15/23, mw
In addition to these estimates of market-income inequality and disposable-income inequality, the SWIID incorporates two estimates of redistribution: absolute redistribution
(the difference between the Ginis for market income and disposable income) and of relative
redistribution (this difference divided by the Gini for market income and then multiplied
by 100, that is, the percentage by which the market-income Gini is reduced). These measures of redistribution are only estimated for those countries with at least some observations in the source data for both (a) market-income inequality and (b) either disposable-income inequality or consumption inequality.25
only post tax redistribution counts – minimum wage, public education and job training aren’t T
Frederick Solt, 2020, “Measuring Income Inequality Across Countries and Over Time: The Standardized World Income Inequality Database,” Social Science Quarterly. doi:10.1111/ssqu.12795, accessed 6/15/23, mw
Income inequality data, like all data, must be “fit for purpose,” that is, they must provide a valid measure of the theorized concept (Atkinson and Brandolini, 2009:399). The SWIID’s estimates of disposable-income inequality, as the distribution of money after all direct taxes and government transfers—as the distribution of money actually in people’s pockets—across the entire population, will be most appropriate for most researchers. Researchers should take particular care not to interpret the SWIID estimates of market-income inequality, the distribution of income before taxes and transfers are taken into account, as the level of “pre-government” inequality. A wide range of nonredistributive government policies, from minimum-wage regulations to public education and jobtraining programs, also shape the income distribution (see, e.g., Morgan and Kelly, 2013). Further, households’ decisions regarding savings, employment, and retirement, decisions powerfully shaped by redistributive policy, in turn, shape market-income inequality: in the presence of robust public pension programs, for example, many households save little for retirement, most elderly households will be without market income, and market-income inequality will be higher relative to places with less comprehensive public pensions (see, e.g., Jesuit and Mahler, 2010). The fact that redistributive policies affect market-income inequality in these ways, moreover, means that the SWIID’s measures of absolute and relative redistribution do not correspond well to the broader concept of “the effect of government on inequality.” Morgan and Kelly (2013) present a good example of how marketincome inequality, absolute redistribution, and disposable-income inequality can be used in tandem to investigate how governments affect income inequality through both market conditioning and redistribution.
Tilting econ outcomes – union protection, limits on drug prices, subsidies
Jeffrey A. Miron, 2011, “Rethinking Redistribution,” National Affairs, https://www.nationalaffairs.com/publications/detail/rethinking-redistribution, accessed 6/15/23, mw
Beyond anti-poverty spending and progressive taxation, the federal government also intervenes in specific markets with the implicit or explicit goal of shifting income toward poorer segments of the population. These interventions include (among others) special protections for unions, limits on prescription-drug prices in Medicaid, agricultural subsidies, trade protections, and mortgage guarantees and subsidies. In each case, the policy in question undoubtedly harms economic productivity rather than improving it: Union protections, for instance, artificially raise the cost of skilled labor; limits on drug prices discourage research and development on new procedures and medicines; farm subsidies reduce agricultural production and increase food prices; trade protections distort the decisions of domestic producers and consumers; and mortgage subsidies lead to over-investment in housing and, as we have learned all too painfully in recent years, can result in dangerous bubbles. The interventions are nevertheless justified with claims that they promote "fairer" prices or other positive outcomes for low-income participants in the relevant markets.
TVA Social insurance – Anti-poverty spending includes social insurance to protect against poverty 
Jeffrey A. Miron, 2011, “Rethinking Redistribution,” National Affairs, https://www.nationalaffairs.com/publications/detail/rethinking-redistribution, accessed 6/15/23, mw
A second argument for anti-poverty spending holds that private markets do not allow people to insure themselves against the misfortune of being born into poverty. None of us can choose the circumstances into which we are born, but if we were to develop a society that took account of this uncertainty (and so was constructed behind a "veil of ignorance," to borrow the language of the late Harvard political philosopher John Rawls), most people would design it in a way that allowed them to purchase some kind of insurance against poverty. They would, in other words, accept the obligation of paying higher taxes if they were to end up rich in exchange for protection against being left thoroughly destitute were they to end up poor. Private markets do not provide this "income insurance" because the people who might benefit from it are generally not able (or not motivated) to demand it in advance. Those not yet born, of course, are not around to demand it; their parents could buy the insurance, but the parents whose children would need it most are too poor to afford it. And markets might not even supply this insurance — because insurers would fear that their product would be purchased disproportionately by parents who know, for some reason, that their children will end up poor (much as health insurers either deny coverage, or charge significantly higher rates, to people with costly pre-existing medical conditions). Young workers who might someday benefit from such protection, meanwhile, are often not aware of the risk until it is too late. The conditions simply do not exist for a real market in private anti-poverty insurance to emerge. Government, however, can address this problem by compelling everyone to participate in social insurance. The "premium" payments consist of the requisite taxes; the payouts consist of welfare benefits distributed to those "enrollees" who end up with low incomes. The imposition of social insurance would not necessarily raise everyone's welfare; people with minimal prospects of ending up poor might regard such insurance as all cost and no benefit. By and large, though, many who are not born poor — as well as those who are — would benefit from this policy.
Adopt (FJG)
Adopt means created by another – affs should choose a proposal not already in effect
Marriam Webster, No date, “adopt,” Marriam Webster Dictionary, https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/adopt#:~:text=adopt%2C%20embrace%2C%20espouse%20mean%20to,forced%20to%20adopt%20new%20policies, accessed 6/25/23, mw
ADOPT implies accepting something created by another or foreign to one's nature.
forced to adopt new policies
Adopt is accept and establish
Marriam Webster, No date, “adopt,” Marriam Webster Dictionary, https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/adopt#:~:text=adopt%2C%20embrace%2C%20espouse%20mean%20to,forced%20to%20adopt%20new%20policies, accessed 6/25/23, mw
3: to accept and establish (something, such as a law or policy) in a formal or official way
Adopt means start the process
Longman Dictionary, No date, "adopt an approach/policy/attitude etc," Longman Dictionary of Contemporary English, https://www.ldoceonline.com/dictionary/adopt-an-approach-policy-attitude-etc, accessed 6/25/23, mw
adopt an approach/policy/attitude etc
to start to deal with or think about something in a particular way
adopt is public and definite
Anna Maria College Online, 2016, "Public Policy Formation, Adoption and Implementation," https://online.annamaria.edu/mpa/resource/public-policy-formation-and-implementation, accessed 6/25/23, mw
Public policy adoption:
When all proposals, alternatives and compromises have been made, adoption occurs in a definite and public way. For example, think of a state legislature devising new regulations on the ratio of caretakers to children in daycare centers. Sponsors of the bill commission impact studies, conduct site visits, solicit testimony from educators, parents and psychologists; and often the governor holds a signing ceremony when he or she enacts the bill into law. On a federal level, Congress passes legislation, proposed regulations from the Securities and Exchange Commission are finalized , or the Supreme Court issues a decision.
Adopt – to accept, not necessarily using a proposal
Law.com, No Date, "Adopt – Legal Dictionary," Law.com, https://dictionary.law.com/Default.aspx?selected=2346adopt
v. 1) to take on the relationship of parent to child of another person, particularly (but not necessarily) a minor, by official legal action. 2) to accept or make use of, such as to adopt another party's argument in a lawsuit.
Expand – FJG must increase by 30% or more
Law Insider, No Date, "Expanding Definition," Law Insider, https://www.lawinsider.com/dictionary/expanding, accessed 6/25/23, mw
Expanding means to expand or diversify a present operation to increase total full-time jobs by 30% or more.

Expand (Social Security)
Expansionary policy should increase disposable income
Ashish Kumar Srivastav, No Date, "Expansionary Policy," WallStreetMojo, https://www.wallstreetmojo.com/expansionary-policy/, accessed 6/25/23, mw
Expansionary policy is defined as an economic policy during which the government increases the money supply in the economy using budgetary tools like increasing government spending and cutting the tax rate to increase disposable income primarily to tackle economic slowdowns and recession.
Expand means social security should increase operation
Cambridge Dictionary, No Date, "expanding," Cambirdge Dictionary, https://dictionary.cambridge.org/us/dictionary/english/expanding
to increase in size, number, or importance, or to make something increase in this way:
The air in the balloon expands when heated.
They expanded their retail operations during the 1980s.
Expand – doesn’t require immediacy
Collins Dictionary, No Date, "Expanding definition in American English," No Publication, https://www.collinsdictionary.com/us/dictionary/english/expanding, accessed 6/25/23, mw
becoming, or capable of becoming, greater in extent, volume, size, or scope
expand – increase in size, include more goods and activities/services
Collins Dictionary, No Date, "Expand definition in American English," Collins Dictionary, https://www.collinsdictionary.com/us/dictionary/english/expand
2. TRANSITIVE VERB/INTRANSITIVE VERB
If something such as a business, organization, or service expands, or if you expand it, it becomes bigger and includes more people, goods, or activities.
Capitalization = Must be a Proper Noun
Amy Luo 4-19-2019. ( Amy Luo. "Capitalization Rules In English | Quick Guide &amp; Examples." Scribbr. Web. 4-19-2019. accessed 6-28-2023. &lt; https://www.scribbr.com/language-rules/capitalization-rules/ &gt;. Phops)
In English, a capital letter is used for the first word of a sentence and for all proper nouns (words that name a specific person, place, organization, or thing). In some cases, capitalization is also required for the first word in a quotation and the first word after a colon.
Providing (UBI)
Provide – make available what’s needed
Marriam Webster, No Date, "Definition of PROVIDE," No Publication, https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/provide, accessed 6/25/23, mw
1 a: to supply or make available (something wanted or needed) 
provided new uniforms for the band
also : AFFORD 
curtains provide privacy
b: to make something available to
provide the children with free balloons
Provide – must meet conditions
Cambridge Dictionary, No Date, "provide," Cambridge Dictionary, https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/provide , accessed 6/25/23, mw
(of a law or decision) to say that something must happen if particular conditions exist:
Section 17 provides that all decisions must be circulated in writing.
Provide
Macmillan Dictionary, No Date, "PROVIDE (verb) American English definition and synonyms," No Publication, https://www.macmillandictionary.com/us/dictionary/american/provide, accessed 6/25/23, mw
1 TRANSITIVE to give someone something that they want or need
Our office can provide information on the local area.
A taxi service from the airport will be provided.
provide someone with something: The book signing provided him with an opportunity to meet one of his heroes.
provide something for someone: The hotel provides a playroom for children.
provide something to someone: We provide legal advice and services to our clients.
Provide
Vocabulary.com, No Date, "Provide," Vocabulary.com https://www.vocabulary.com/dictionary/provide, accessed 6/25/23, mw
The verb provide generally means to make available or even to allow. The Constitution, for example, provides for protected freedom of speech. But you've probably also heard people talking about getting a job to provide for their family — in that case, to provide means to make money to pay for food and bills, or in other words, bring home the bacon.
Definitions of provide
1. verb
 give something useful or necessary to
“We provided the room with an electrical heater”
synonyms: furnish, render, supply
see more
2. verb
 give what is desired or needed, especially support, food or sustenance
“The hostess provided lunch for all the guests”
synonyms: cater, ply, supply
see more
3. verb
 supply means of subsistence; earn a living
“He provides for his large family by working three jobs”
synonyms: bring home the bacon
Common Terms
[bookmark: _Toc177190598][bookmark: _Toc173000844]Increase—generic dictionary
To make greater.
Random House, 2011 (Dictionary.com Unabridged Based on the Random House Dictionary, © Random House, Inc. 2011)
–verb (used with object) 1. to make greater, as in number, size, strength, or quality; augment; add to
To become greater.
Collins, 2009 (Collins English Dictionary - Complete & Unabridged 10th Edition) 
World English Dictionary increase — vb 1. to make or become greater in size, degree, frequency, etc; grow or expand
Increase – Requires preexistence 
Increase requires pre-existence.
Brown, 2003 (US Federal Judge for the United States District Court for the District of Oregon, Elena mark and paul Gustafson v. Valley Insurance Company and Valley Property and Casualty, July 17, lexis) 
FCRA does not define the term "increase." The plain and ordinary meaning of the verb "to increase" is to make something greater or larger. 4 Merriam-Webster's [**22] Collegiate Dictionary 589 (10th ed. 1998). The "something" that is increased in the statute is the "charge for any insurance." The plain and common meaning of the noun "charge" is "the price demanded for something." Id. at 192. Thus, the statute plainly means an insurer takes adverse action if the insurer makes greater (i.e., larger) the price demanded for insurance. An insurer cannot "make greater" something that did not exist previously. The statutory definition of adverse action, therefore, clearly anticipates an insurer must have made an initial charge or demand for payment before the insurer can increase that charge. In other words, an insurer cannot increase the charge for insurance unless the insurer previously set and demanded payment of the premium for that insured's insurance [**23] coverage at a lower price.
Previously existing.
American Heritage, 2010 (The American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language, 4th edition, google)
Augment; usually applies to what is already developed or well under way
“Increase” requires evidence of the preexisting condition to determine a net increase
Ripple 87 (Circuit Judge, Emmlee K. Cameron, Plaintiff-Appellant, v. Frances Slocum Bank & Trust Company, State Automobile Insurance Association, and Glassley Agency of Whitley, Indiana, Defendants-Appellees, 824 F.2d 570; 1987 U.S. App. LEXIS 9816, 9/24, lexis)
Also related to the waiver issue is appellees' defense relying on a provision of the insurance policy that suspends coverage where the risk is increased by any means within the knowledge or control of the insured. However, the term "increase" connotes change. To show change, appellees would have been required to present evidence of the condition of the building at the time the policy was issued. See 5 J. Appleman & J. Appleman, Insurance Law and Practice, § 2941 at 4-5 (1970). Because no such evidence was presented, this court cannot determine, on this record, whether the risk has, in fact, been increased. Indeed, the answer to this question may depend on Mr. Glassley's knowledge of the condition of the building at the time the policy was issued, see 17 J. Appleman & J. Appleman, Insurance Law and Practice, § 9602 at 515-16 (1981), since the fundamental issue is whether the appellees contemplated insuring the risk which incurred the loss.

Increase – Doesn’t require preexistence 
One can increase from zero
Words and Phrases 7 (Cumulative Supplementary Pamphlet, 2007 vol. 20a, 07, 76) 
Increase: Salary change of from zero to $12,000 and $1,200 annually for mayor and councilmen respectively was an “increase” in salary and not merely the fixing of salary. King v. Herron, 243 S.E.2d36, 241 Ga. 5.
Increase doesn’t require pre-existence
Reinhardt, 2005 (U.S. Judge for the United States Court of Appeals for the ninth circuit, Reynolds and Rausch v. Hartford Financial Services Group, inc, lexis) 
Specifically, we must decide whether charging a higher price for initial insurance than the insured would otherwise have been charged because of information in a consumer credit report constitutes an "increase in any charge" within the meaning of FCRA. First, we examine the definitions of "increase" and "charge." Hartford Fire contends that, limited to their ordinary definitions, these words apply only when a consumer has previously been charged for insurance and that charge has thereafter been increased by the insurer. The phrase, "has previously been charged," as used by Hartford, refers not only to a rate that the consumer has previously paid for insurance but also to a rate that the consumer has previously been quoted, even if that rate was increased [**23] before the consumer made any payment. Reynolds disagrees, asserting that, under [*1091] the ordinary definition of the term, an increase in a charge also occurs whenever an insurer charges a higher rate than it would otherwise have charged because of any factor--such as adverse credit information, age, or driving record 8 --regardless of whether the customer was previously charged some other rate. According to Reynolds, he was charged an increased rate because of his credit rating when he was compelled to pay a rate higher than the premium rate because he failed to obtain a high insurance score. Thus, he argues, the definitions of "increase" and "charge" encompass the insurance companies' practice. Reynolds is correct. “Increase" means to make something greater. See, e.g., OXFORD ENGLISH DICTIONARY (2d ed. 1989) ("The action, process, or fact of becoming or making greater; augmentation, growth, enlargement, extension."); WEBSTER'S NEW WORLD DICTIONARY OF AMERICAN ENGLISH (3d college ed. 1988) (defining "increase" as "growth, enlargement, etc[.]"). "Charge" means the price demanded for goods or services. See, e.g., OXFORD ENGLISH DICTIONARY (2d ed. 1989) ("The price required or demanded for service rendered, or (less usually) for goods supplied."); WEBSTER'S NEW WORLD DICTIONARY OF AMERICAN ENGLISH (3d college ed. 1988) ("The cost or price of an article, service, etc."). Nothing in the definition of these words implies that the term "increase in any charge for" should be limited to cases in which a company raises the rate that an individual has previously been charged.

[bookmark: _Toc41420120]Substantially – Without Material Qualification
Substantial means without material qualifications
Black’s Law Dictionary 91 - p. 1024 ///BDN
Substantially - means essentially; without material qualification.
[bookmark: BlockBM528]Substantially means ‘without material qualification.’
AGO, 1984 (Office of the Attorney  General of Florida  Number: AGO 84-63, myfloridalegal.com/ago.nsf/Opinions/9CF0AA7178DC692C8525657700610790(
No definition or construction of the term "substantially" is contained within s 166.041(3)(c), F.S., as that term is used in the phrase "which substantially change permitted use categories." However, words in common use in a statute are to be construed in their plain and ordinary sense. See, State v. Tunnicliffe, 124 So. 279 (Fla.1929); Gasson v. Gay, 49 So.2d 567 (Fla.1950); Pedersen v. Green, 105 So.2d 1 (Fla.1958); State v. Egan, 287 So.2d 1, 4 (Fla.1973). "Substantially" is defined as: "Essentially; without material qualification; in the main; in substance; materially; in a substantial manner." Black's Law Dictionary 1281 (5th ed. 1979). " 'Substantially' is variously defined as meaning in a substantial manner; in substance; in the main; essentially; solidly; actually; really; truly; competently." 83 C.J.S. Substantially p. 765.
Substantially - Numbers
20% is below the threshold for substantial
[bookmark: _Toc337310222]Words & Phrases: Permanent  Edition, 2002, vol 40B, p.326
Bkrtcy.N.D.Ill. 2000. Where debtor-jewelry retailers historically obtained 15-20% of the inventory in their two divisions through consignments, thew were not, as a matter of law, "substantially" ear gaged in selling the goods of others, within meaning of Illinois Uniform Commercial Code (UCC) provision setting forth means by which transaction may be treated as a true consignment and consignor's interest in consigned goods may be protected against the interests of consignee's creditors S.H.A. 810 ILCS 5/2-326(3)(b).- In re Wean Holdings, Inc., 248 B.R. 336.-Sales 8.
Substantially is greater than 50%.
Words and Phrases 2000 (Permanent Edition, Cumulative Annual Pamphlet, Volume 40, p. 561)
Ind.App. 1996. Within ruling that person who completes substantial portion of construction of his own home is exempt from building code requirements, "substantial" is to be understood as meaning "of ample or considerable amount, quantity, or size," and it would be inconsistent with ordinary meaning of the term to construe "substantial portion" as referring to only half of the whole. West's A.I.C. 46-7-8-3(d).-Robinson v. Monroe County, 683 N.E.2d 196.-Health & E 32.
65% is below the substantially threshold
[bookmark: _Toc337310219]Words & Phrases: Permanent  Edition, 2002, vol 40B, p.327
Ill. 1951. Employing unit which succeeded to 65% of assets of predecessor employing unit did not succeed to "substantially" all of employing enterprises of predecessor employing unit and therefore was not entitled to experience rating of predecessor employing unit for Unemployment vond Compensation Act purposes. S.H.A. ch. 48, 218(g) (1).— Winakor v. Annunzio, 99 N.E.2d , 191, 409 111. 236.—Tax 347.1.

substantially is at least 90%  (substantially all)
Words and Phrases, 2005  (v. 40B, p. 329)
N.H. 1949.  The word “substantially” as used in provision of Unemployment Compensation Act that experience rating of an employer may be transferred to an employing unit which acquires the organization, trade, or business, or “substantially” all of the assets thereof, is an elastic term which does not include a definite, fixed amount of percentage, and the transfer does not have to be 100 per cent but cannot be less than 90 per cent in the ordinary situation.  R.L. c 218, § 6, subd. F, as added by Laws 1945, c.138, § 16.
“Substantially" means 80 to 90%—government definitions prove.
Curtin, 2003 (John T. Curtin, Judge, United States District Court for the Western District of New York, Gateway Equipment Corp. -vs- United States of America, United States District Court for the Western District of New York, lexis)
The government cites Webster's Ninth New College Dictionary for the definitions of "limit" and "impairment" as suggesting "meanings equivalent to restriction and reduction, respectively." Item 30, p. 3, n.1. It posits that the word "substantially" suggests "an order of magnitude equivalent to 80% or 90%." Id. It concludes that "using those definitions, 'substantially limited' and 'substantially impaired' means that there must be an 80%-90% restriction and/ or reduction of use by virtue of the design of the CB-4000." Id.
United States federal government 
The ‘United States federal government’ is the three branches.
U.S. Legal 16 – U.S. Legal, Organization offering legal assistance and attorney access. “United States Federal Government Law and Legal Definition”, U.S. Legal, https://definitions.uslegal.com/u/united-states-federal-government/, xx-xx-2016
The United States Federal Government is established by the US Constitution. The Federal Government shares sovereignty over the United Sates with the individual governments of the States of US. The Federal government has three branches: i) the legislature, which is the US Congress, ii) Executive, comprised of the President and Vice president of the US and iii) Judiciary. The US Constitution prescribes a system of separation of powers and ‘checks and balances’ for the smooth functioning of all the three branches of the Federal Government. The US Constitution limits the powers of the Federal Government to the powers assigned to it; all powers not expressly assigned to the Federal Government are reserved to the States or to the people.
“USFG should” means the debate is solely about a policy established by governmental means
Ericson 3 – Jon M. Ericson, Dean Emeritus of the College of Liberal Arts – California Polytechnic U., et al., The Debater’s Guide, Third Edition, p. 4
The Proposition of Policy: Urging Future Action In policy propositions, each topic contains certain key elements, although they have slightly different functions from comparable elements of value-oriented propositions. 1. An agent doing the acting  – “The United States” in “The United States should adopt a policy of free trade.” Like the object of evaluation in a proposition of value, the agent is the subject of the sentence. 2. The verb should—the first part of a verb phrase that urges action. 3. An action verb to follow should in the should-verb combination. For example, should adopt here means to put a program or policy into action though governmental means. 4. A specification of directions or a limitation of the action desired. The phrase free trade, for example, gives direction and limits to the topic, which would, for example, eliminate consideration of increasing tariffs, discussing diplomatic recognition, or discussing interstate commerce. Propositions of policy deal with future action. Nothing has yet occurred. The entire debate is about whether something ought to occur. What you agree to do, then, when you accept the affirmative side in such a debate is to offer sufficient and compelling reasons for an audience to perform the future action that you propose. 

Should
Should means today – it is present tense
http://www.catholicculture.org/commentary/otr.cfm?id=3113 unfit for priestly service Novus744 - Oct. 06, 2005
Actually, AbrahamT, most people don't even know what the word "should" means. It is, in actuality, the present tense of the word "shall". It denotes obligation. Meaning that if it says that someone SHOULD do something, it means that he has the OBLIGATION to do it.
Should means must – conditions violate it
Words & Phrases: Permanent  Edition, 2006, vol 39, p.
C.D.Cal. 2005. "Should," as used in the Social Security Administration's ruling stating that an ALJ should call on the services of a medical advisor when onset must be inferred, means "must."—Herrera v. Barnhart, 379 F.Supp.2d 1103.—Social S 142.5.

Theory Blocks

T Mechanics
2NC limits
A2 overlimiting – we aren’t overlimiting (explain what they get)

A2 functional limits – there are no functional limits without our interp, they justify unlimiting aff ground through (violation words) (explain)

Limits Good 
Turns their offense—limits are vital to creativity and innovation 
David Intrator (President of The Creative Organization) October 21, 2010 “Thinking Inside the Box,” http://www.trainingmag.com/article/thinking-inside-box  
One of the most pernicious myths about creativity, one that seriously inhibits creative thinking and innovation, is the belief that one needs to “think outside the box.”  As someone who has worked for decades as a professional creative, nothing could be further from the truth. This a is view shared by the vast majority of creatives, expressed famously by the modernist designer Charles Eames when he wrote, “Design depends largely upon constraints.”  The myth of thinking outside the box stems from a fundamental misconception of what creativity is, and what it’s not.  In the popular imagination, creativity is something weird and wacky. The creative process is magical, or divinely inspired.  But, in fact, creativity is not about divine inspiration or magic. It’s about problem-solving, and by definition a problem is a constraint, a limit, a box. One of the best illustrations of this is the work of photographers. They create by excluding the great mass what’s before them, choosing a small frame in which to work. Within that tiny frame, literally a box, they uncover relationships and establish priorities. What makes creative problem-solving uniquely challenging is that you, as the creator, are the one defining the problem. You’re the one choosing the frame. And you alone determine what’s an effective solution. This can be quite demanding, both intellectually and emotionally. Intellectually, you are required to establish limits, set priorities, and cull patterns and relationships from a great deal of material, much of it fragmentary. More often than not, this is the material you generated during brainstorming sessions. At the end of these sessions, you’re usually left with a big mess of ideas, half-ideas, vague notions, and the like. Now, chances are you’ve had a great time making your mess. You might have gone off-site, enjoyed a “brainstorming camp,” played a number of warm-up games. You feel artistic and empowered. But to be truly creative, you have to clean up your mess, organizing those fragments into something real, something useful, something that actually works. That’s the hard part. It takes a lot of energy, time, and willpower to make sense of the mess you’ve just generated. It also can be emotionally difficult. You’ll need to throw out many ideas you originally thought were great, ideas you’ve become attached to, because they simply don’t fit into the rules you’re creating as you build your box. 
Limits – Iterative testing
A well-defined resolution is critical to allow the neg to refute the aff in an in-depth fashion---this process of negation produces iterative testing and improvement, where we learn to improve our arguments based on our opponents’ arguments. This process does not proscribe particular styles or forms of argument, but does require a common point of disagreement around which arguments can be organized. 
Poscher 16 – Director at the Institute for Staatswissenschaft and Philosophy of Law at the University of Freiburg (Ralf, “Why We Argue About the Law: An Agonistic Account of Legal Disagreement”, Metaphilosophy of Law, Tomasz Gizbert-Studnicki/Adam Dyrda/Pawel Banas (eds.), Hart Publishing, forthcoming) 
Hegel’s dialectical thinking powerfully exploits the idea of negation. It is a central feature of spirit and consciousness that they have the power to negate. The spirit “is this power only by looking the negative in the face and tarrying with it. This […] is the magical power that converts it into being.”102 The tarrying with the negative is part of what Hegel calls the “labour of the negative”103. In a loose reference to this Hegelian notion Gerald Postema points to yet another feature of disagreements as a necessary ingredient of the process of practical reasoning. Only if our reasoning is exposed to contrary arguments can we test its merits. We must go through the “labor of the negative” to have trust in our deliberative processes.104 This also holds where we seem to be in agreement. Agreement without exposure to disagreement can be deceptive in various ways. The first phenomenon Postema draws attention to is the group polarization effect. When a group of like‐minded people deliberates an issue, informational and reputational cascades produce more extreme views in the process of their deliberations.105 The polarization and biases that are well documented for such groups106 can be countered at least in some settings by the inclusion of dissenting voices. In these scenarios, disagreement can be a cure for dysfunctional deliberative polarization and biases.107 A second deliberative dysfunction mitigated by disagreement is superficial agreement, which can even be manipulatively used in the sense of a “presumptuous ‘We’”108. Disagreement can help to police such distortions of deliberative processes by challenging superficial agreements. Disagreements may thus signal that a deliberative process is not contaminated with dysfunctional agreements stemming from polarization or superficiality. Protecting our discourse against such contaminations is valuable even if we do not come to terms. Each of the opposing positions will profit from the catharsis it received “by looking the negative in the face and tarrying with it”. These advantages of disagreement in collective deliberations are mirrored on the individual level. Even if the probability of reaching a consensus with our opponents is very low from the beginning, as might be the case in deeply entrenched conflicts, entering into an exchange of arguments can still serve to test and improve our position. We have to do the “labor of the negative” for ourselves. Even if we cannot come up with a line of argument that coheres well with everybody else’s beliefs, attitudes and dispositions, we can still come up with a line of argument that achieves this goal for our own personal beliefs, attitudes and dispositions. To provide ourselves with the most coherent system of our own beliefs, attitudes and dispositions is – at least in important issues – an aspect of personal integrity – to borrow one of Dworkin’s favorite expressions for a less aspirational idea. In hard cases we must – in some way – lay out the argument for ourselves to figure out what we believe to be the right answer. We might not know what we believe ourselves in questions of abortion, the death penalty, torture, and stem cell research, until we have developed a line of argument against the background of our subjective beliefs, attitudes and dispositions. In these cases it might be rational to discuss the issue with someone unlikely to share some of our more fundamental convictions or who opposes the view towards which we lean. This might even be the most helpful way of corroborating a view, because we know that our adversary is much more motivated to find a potential flaw in our argument than someone with whom we know we are in agreement. It might be more helpful to discuss a liberal position with Scalia than with Breyer if we want to make sure that we have not overlooked some counter‐argument to our case. It would be too narrow an understanding of our practice of legal disagreement and argumentation if we restricted its purpose to persuading an adversary in the case at hand and inferred from this narrow understanding the irrationality of argumentation in hard cases, in which we know beforehand that we will not be able to persuade. Rational argumentation is a much more complex practice in a more complex social framework. Argumentation with an adversary can have purposes beyond persuading him: to test one’s own convictions, to engage our opponent in inferential commitments and to persuade third parties are only some of these; to rally our troops or express our convictions might be others. To make our peace with Kant we could say that “there must be a hope of coming to terms” with someone though not necessarily with our opponent, but maybe only a third party or even just ourselves and not necessarily only on the issue at hand, but maybe through inferential commitments in a different arena. f) The Advantage Over Non‐Argumentative Alternatives It goes without saying that in real world legal disagreements, all of the reasons listed above usually play in concert and will typically hold true to different degrees relative to different participants in the debate: There will be some participants for whom our hope of coming to terms might still be justified and others for whom only some of the other reasons hold and some for whom it is a mixture of all of the reasons in shifting degrees as our disagreements evolve. It is also apparent that, with the exception of the first reason, the rationality of our disagreements is of a secondary nature. The rational does not lie in the discovery of a single right answer to the topic of debate, since in hard cases there are no single right answers. Instead, our disagreements are instrumental to rationales which lie beyond the topic at hand, like the exploration of our communalities or of our inferential commitments. Since these reasons are of this secondary nature, they must stand up to alternative ways of settling irreconcilable disagreements that have other secondary reasons in their favor – like swiftness of decision making or using fewer resources. Why does our legal practice require lengthy arguments and discursive efforts even in appellate or supreme court cases of irreconcilable legal disagreements? The closure has to come by some non‐argumentative mean and courts have always relied on them. For the medieval courts of the Germanic tradition it is bequeathed that judges had to fight it out literally if they disagreed on a question of law – though the king allowed them to pick surrogate fighters.109 It is understandable that the process of civilization has led us to non‐violent non‐ argumentative means to determine the law. But what was wrong with District Judge Currin of Umatilla County in Oregon, who – in his late days – decided inconclusive traffic violations by publicly flipping a coin?110 If we are counting heads at the end of our lengthy argumentative proceedings anyway, why not decide hard cases by gut voting at the outset and spare everybody the cost of developing elaborate arguments on questions, where there is not fact of the matter to be discovered? One reason lies in the mixed nature of our reasons in actual legal disagreements. The different second order reasons can be held apart analytically, but not in real life cases. The hope of coming to terms will often play a role at least for some time relative to some participants in the debate. A second reason is that the objectives listed above could not be achieved by a non‐argumentative procedure. Flipping a coin, throwing dice or taking a gut vote would not help us to explore our communalities or our inferential commitments nor help to scrutinize the positions in play. A third reason is the overall rational aspiration of the law that Dworkin relates to in his integrity account111. In a justificatory sense112 the law aspires to give a coherent account of itself – even if it is not the only right one – required by equal respect under conditions of normative disagreement.113 Combining legal argumentation with the non‐argumentative decision‐ making procedure of counting reasoned opinions serves the coherence aspiration of the law in at least two ways: First, the labor of the negative reduces the chances that constructions of the law that have major flaws or inconsistencies built into the arguments supporting them will prevail. Second, since every position must be a reasoned one within the given framework of the law, it must be one that somehow fits into the overall structure of the law along coherent lines. It thus protects against incoherent “checkerboard” treatments114 of hard cases. It is the combination of reasoned disagreement and the non‐rational decision‐making mechanism of counting reasoned opinions that provides for both in hard cases: a decision and one – of multiple possible – coherent constructions of the law. Pure non‐rational procedures – like flipping a coin – would only provide for the decision part. Pure argumentative procedures – which are not geared towards a decision procedure – would undercut the incentive structure of our agonistic disagreements.115 In the face of unresolvable disagreements endless debates would seem an idle enterprise. That the debates are about winning or losing helps to keep the participants engaged. That the decision depends on counting reasoned opinions guarantees that the engagement focuses on rational argumentation. No plain non‐argumentative procedure would achieve this result. If the judges were to flip a coin at the end of the trial in hard cases, there would be little incentive to engage in an exchange of arguments. It is specifically the count of reasoned opinions which provides for rational scrutiny in our legal disagreements and thus contributes to the rationales discussed above. 2. THE SEMANTICS OF AGONISTIC DISAGREEMENTS The agonistic account does not presuppose a fact of the matter, it is not accompanied by an ontological commitment, and the question of how the fact of the matter could be known to us is not even raised. Thus the agonistic account of legal disagreement is not confronted with the metaphysical or epistemological questions that plague one‐right‐answer theories in particular. However, it must still come up with a semantics that explains in what sense we disagree about the same issue and are not just talking at cross purposes. In a series of articles David Plunkett and Tim Sundell have reconstructed legal disagreements in semantic terms as metalinguistic negotiations on the usage of a term that at the center of a hard case like “cruel and unusual punishment” in a death‐penalty case.116 Even though the different sides in the debate define the term differently, they are not talking past each other, since they are engaged in a metalinguistic negotiation on the use of the same term. The metalinguistic negotiation on the use of the term serves as a semantic anchor for a disagreement on the substantive issues connected with the term because of its functional role in the law. The “cruel and unusual punishment”‐clause thus serves to argue about the permissibility of the death penalty. This account, however only provides a very superficial semantic commonality. But the commonality between the participants of a legal disagreement go deeper than a discussion whether the term “bank” should in future only to be used for financial institutions, which fulfills every criteria for semantic negotiations that Plunkett and Sundell propose. Unlike in mere semantic negotiations, like the on the disambiguation of the term “bank”, there is also some kind of identity of the substantive issues at stake in legal disagreements. A promising route to capture this aspect of legal disagreements might be offered by recent semantic approaches that try to accommodate the externalist challenges of realist semantics,117 which inspire one‐right‐answer theorists like Moore or David Brink. Neo‐ descriptivist and two‐valued semantics provide for the theoretical or interpretive element of realist semantics without having to commit to the ontological positions of traditional externalism. In a sense they offer externalist semantics with no ontological strings attached. The less controversial aspect of the externalist picture of meaning developed in neo‐ descriptivist and two‐valued semantics can be found in the deferential structure that our meaning‐providing intentions often encompass.118 In the case of natural kinds, speakers defer to the expertise of chemists when they employ natural kind terms like gold or water. If a speaker orders someone to buy $ 10,000 worth of gold as a safe investment, he might not know the exact atomic structure of the chemical element 79. In cases of doubt, though, he would insist that he meant to buy only stuff that chemical experts – or the markets for that matter – qualify as gold. The deferential element in the speaker’s intentions provides for the specific externalist element of the semantics. In the case of the law, the meaning‐providing intentions connected to the provisions of the law can be understood to defer in a similar manner to the best overall theory or interpretation of the legal materials. Against the background of such a semantic framework the conceptual unity of a linguistic practice is not ratified by the existence of a single best answer, but by the unity of the interpretive effort that extends to legal materials and legal practices that have sufficient overlap119 – be it only in a historical perspective120. The fulcrum of disagreement that Dworkin sees in the existence of a single right answer121 does not lie in its existence, but in the communality of the effort – if only on the basis of an overlapping common ground of legal materials, accepted practices, experiences and dispositions. As two athletes are engaged in the same contest when they follow the same rules, share the same concept of winning and losing and act in the same context, but follow very different styles of e.g. wrestling, boxing, swimming etc. They are in the same contest, even if there is no single best style in which to wrestle, box or swim. Each, however, is engaged in developing the best style to win against their opponent, just as two lawyers try to develop the best argument to convince a bench of judges.122 Within such a semantic framework even people with radically opposing views about the application of an expression can still share a concept, in that they are engaged in the same process of theorizing over roughly the same legal materials and practices. Semantic frameworks along these lines allow for adamant disagreements without abandoning the idea that people are talking about the same concept. An agonistic account of legal disagreement can build on such a semantic framework, which can explain in what sense lawyers, judges and scholars engaged in agonistic disagreements are not talking past each other. They are engaged in developing the best interpretation of roughly the same legal materials, albeit against the background of diverging beliefs, attitudes and dispositions that lead them to divergent conclusions in hard cases. Despite the divergent conclusions, semantic unity is provided by the largely overlapping legal materials that form the basis for their disagreement. Such a semantic collapses only when we lack a sufficient overlap in the materials. To use an example of Michael Moore’s: If we wanted to debate whether a certain work of art was “just”, we share neither paradigms nor a tradition of applying the concept of justice to art such as to engage in an intelligible controversy. 
2NC Ground
A2 no ground lost – (insert what you lost)
Clash Good
The entire game breaks down if we can’t agree on what to debate about – the topic committee is the comparatively best mechanism for establishing agreement about what all debates should revolve around, like whether the USFG should restrict Trump or not
Shively 00 (Ruth Lessl, Assistant Prof Political Science – Texas A&M U., Partisan Politics and Political Theory, p. 181-182)
The requirements given thus far are primarily negative. The ambiguists must say "no" to-they must reject and limit-some ideas and actions. In what follows, we will also find that they must say "yes" to some things. In particular, they must say "yes" to the idea of rational persuasion. This means, first, that they must recognize the role of agreement in political contest, or the basic accord that is necessary to discord. The mistake that the ambiguists make here is a common one. The mistake is in thinking that agreement marks the end of contest-that consensus kills debate. But this is true only if the agreement is perfect-if there is nothing at all left to question or contest. In most cases, however, our agreements are highly imperfect. We agree on some matters but not on others, on generalities but not on specifics, on principles but not on their applications, and so on. And this kind of limited agreement is the starting condition of contest and debate. As John Courtney Murray writes: We hold certain truths; therefore we can argue about them. It seems to have been one of the corruptions of intelligence by positivism to assume that argument ends when agreement is reached. In a basic sense, the reverse is true. There can be no argument except on the premise, and within a context, of agreement. (Murray 1960, 10) In other words, we cannot argue about something if we are not communicating: if we cannot agree on the topic and terms of argument or if we have utterly different ideas about what counts as evidence or good argument. At the very least, we must agree about what it is that is being debated before we can debate it. For instance, one cannot have an argument about euthanasia with someone who thinks euthanasia is a musical group. One cannot successfully stage a sit-in if one's target audience simply thinks everyone is resting or if those doing the sitting have no complaints. Nor can one demonstrate resistance to a policy if no one knows that it is a policy. In other words, contest is meaningless if there is a lack of agreement or communication about what is being contested. Resisters, demonstrators, and debaters must have some shared ideas about the subject and/or the terms of their disagreements. The participants and the target of a sit-in must share an understanding of the complaint at hand. And a demonstrator's audience must know what is being resisted. In short, the contesting of an idea presumes some agreement about what that idea is and how one might go about intelligibly contesting it. In other words, contestation rests on some basic agreement or harmony.

Depth over Breadth 
Studies prove—depth is better than breadth. 
Arrington 09 (Rebecca, UVA Today, “Study Finds That Students Benefit From Depth, Rather Than Breadth, in High School Science Courses” March 4) 
A recent study reports that high school students who study fewer science topics, but study them in greater depth, have an advantage in college science classes over their peers who study more topics and spend less time on each. Robert Tai, associate professor at the University of Virginia's Curry School of Education, worked with Marc S. Schwartz of the University of Texas at Arlington and Philip M. Sadler and Gerhard Sonnert of the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics to conduct the study and produce the report. "Depth Versus Breadth: How Content Coverage in High School Courses Relates to Later Success in College Science Coursework" relates the amount of content covered on a particular topic in high school classes with students' performance in college-level science classes. The study will appear in the July 2009 print edition of Science Education and is currently available as an online pre-print from the journal. "As a former high school teacher, I always worried about whether it was better to teach less in greater depth or more with no real depth. This study offers evidence that teaching fewer topics in greater depth is a better way to prepare students for success in college science," Tai said. "These results are based on the performance of thousands of college science students from across the United States." The 8,310 students in the study were enrolled in introductory biology, chemistry or physics in randomly selected four-year colleges and universities. Those who spent one month or more studying one major topic in-depth in high school earned higher grades in college science than their peers who studied more topics in the same period of time. The study revealed that students in courses that focused on mastering a particular topic were impacted twice as much as those in courses that touched on every major topic. 

2NC Fairness
Fairness is an intrinsic good – your role as the judge is to protect both sides ability to equitably engage with the opponents arguments, if one side has moved the goal posts its your job to ensure that the rest of the season doesn’t continue slipping in that direction by overcorrecting now
Procedural Fairness 
Reasonable semblances of procedural fairness are absolutely achievable for all players in the debate-game model to incentivize prep and clash 
Rodriguez, 2006- media theory professor at the City University of Hong Kong with a PhD from NYU (Hector Rodriguez, December 2006, “The Playful and the Serious: An approximation to Huizinga's Homo Ludens,” published in Game Studies, vol. 6 issue 1, fg) 
There is a core feature of playing that offers a huge potential for serious game designers. According to Huizinga, the consciousness of play as a separate and self-contained sphere is often reinforced by the pervasive tendency to enclose the players within a spatiotemporal frame, the so-called "magic circle", which isolates their game from the more serious tasks of daily living. The separation often consists in a literal physical precinct: a chessboard, ring, arena, field, stadium, stage, altar, etc. There are also sharp temporal boundaries, a clear beginning and an end, which clearly mark the game off as a temporary interruption of ordinary life. The game unfolds within a temporarily closed world. Moreover, the existence of the magic circle is closely related to the existence of artificial rules or conventions that hold only within this enclosure.[4] Higher cultural forms also unfold within a magic circle. The temple or sacred area, for instance, provides a self-contained enclosure for the performance of religious ceremonies in accordance with strictly codified regulations. Many other cultural practices, such as initiation rites, require the demarcation of a special place characterized by temporary norms of behaviour that hold only for the duration of the ceremony. The boundaries of the playing field mark off the arena wherein the special rules of the game hold absolutely. These rules often generate ideal conditions. Playful competition often requires, for instance, that all players be given an equal chance at the outset. Two chess players always receive the same amount of pieces in the beginning of the game, to avoid favouring one player at the expense of another. While perfect equality may be difficult to achieve in practice, competitive games establish artificial conditions designed to neutralize potential sources of unfairness from the outset. Thus questions of ethics lie at the heart of many forms of play. Huizinga himself asserts that gaming often has an ethical import, and so tends to acquire at least a touch of seriousness. To play is in many instances to test the player's strength, intelligence, effort, persistence, manual dexterity, spatial reasoning and so forth. The idea of fair play also suggests an element of moral evaluation at the heart of many games. Huizinga clearly recognizes the presence of this ethical element, which strongly implies that the demarcation of play from obligation is not absolute. The institution of the magic circle is a core element in the ideal of an ordered life ruled by agreed-upon conventions, which lies at the heart of human society. 
2NC Education
Juts do the impact work here I will write it later
2NC Reasonability
You’re not reasonable --- that’s the limits debate.  
Reasonability is arbitrary and lacks a brightline---it mandates judge intervention, which outweighs because it eliminates the point of debate.  
The combination of all reasonable interps, or reasonable affirmatives, is unmanageably large, which is a new link to limits.  
Limits turns substance crowd-out---we can’t engage the substance of the AFF if they’re not T 

Ask lauren about competing interps tomorrow I have no idea


image1.png
MSDI

Does MSDI evidence win debates in
your circuit? Consider attending!

debate.missouristate.edu/Camp

More info:

The MSDI Model

CX Camps Event Camps
Practice Round Focus Public Forum Camp
Scholarships Lincoln-Douglas Camp
Price Competitive Individual Events Camp
College Credit Option Live & Online Options
Novice Option Scholarships
Traditional Circuits Welcome! Price Competitive

Success in the Middle of the Topic!





