		“Increase” means to build upon.

Interpretation: Increase its public ownership” means the United States federal government must directly increase an existing form of public ownership in one or more of the listed industries. The increase must be immediate in the plan text and tied to a real ownership expansion, not a brand-new ownership scheme.

1. “Increase” means to build upon. 
Oxford Dictionaries- 2017
http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/increase
To make greater, as in number, size, strength, or quality; augment; add to:
Violations:
1. The Aff does not increase an existing form of public ownership. Instead, they create a new ownership structure/program. That is not a predictable increase of current public ownership; it explodes the topic by letting the Aff invent entirely new models of ownership.
2. The resolution only allows the Aff to defend an increase in public ownership. If they add extra mandates beyond that core action, those additional planks are extra-topical. The Aff should not be allowed to gain advantages from parts of the plan that go beyond the resolution. If those extra actions are necessary to solve, then the case is not resolutional.
John R. Prager.  Introduction to Policy Debate. 2002.  From: http://webpages.charter.net/johnprager/IPD/IPDindex.htm
The Affirmatives power of fiat allows them to do anything they like in their plan. In most instances, the points of the plan that put the resolution into effect will be clustered together in the mandates plank. But various other support planks finance, enforcement, and administration will also exist. They are vital for the plan to operate, but they are NOT absolutely required by the resolution. All the Affirmative advantages (or solvency points, if the harm / inherency / solvency analysis is used) should be produced from the mandates. The resolution, as embodied in the mandates of the plan, should produce the advantages. Any benefits produced by the support provisions is invalid; it is an extratopical advantage. This shows the clear difference between nontopicality and extratopicality. Nontopicality concentrates on the plan, and argues that the plan doesn’t go far enough to put the resolution into effect. Extratopicality concentrates on one advantage, and argues that the plan goes too far beyond the resolution.
3. Effects-Topicality: The Aff must defend a plan where the topical action itself is the mandate. They are not topical if public ownership only happens later as an effect of some other policy. If the plan first creates a new program, agency, or structure and only then maybe leads to public ownership, that is effects-topical because the topical part is only a downstream result, not the plan’s direct action.
Standards: 
1. Predictability: The resolution is the only stable source of Negative preparation. If the Aff can invent new ownership models, add extra planks, or rely on future effects, the Neg cannot reasonably predict what cases will appear.
2. Ground: These limits preserve Negative ground. Extra-topical and effects-topical cases let the Aff access advantages from unpredictable mechanisms while avoiding direct clash over the actual resolution.
3. Limits: Requiring direct increases to existing ownership relationships creates a manageable topic. Allowing new structures, extra mandates, and indirect future ownership makes the topic effectively infinite.
4. Research Burden: The Neg can prepare for known government ownership practices and industry literature. The Neg cannot prepare for every hypothetical new federal corporation, transition mechanism, or indirect causal chain the Aff might invent.
5. Education: Debate is best when it centers on the actual question in the resolution, whether the federal government should own more of these industries. Extra-topical and effects-topical cases shift the round away from that core controversy.
6. Brightline: Direct increases in existing ownership are easy to identify. New mechanisms and indirect future effects are not. Prefer the interpretation with the clearest line for judges and debaters.
Voters:
1. Vote on the lost depth of arguments. Depth over Breath: Research proves – depth better leads to greater future success. 
Arrington 9 (Rebecca Arrington, Rebecca Arrington is a communications specialist at the CFA institute, March 4, 2009 “Study Finds that Students Benefit From Depth, Rather than Breadth, in High School Science Courses” https://news.virginia.edu/content/study-finds-students-benefit-depth-rather-breadth-high-school-science-courses) 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. The study explored differences between science disciplines, teacher decisions about classroom activities, and out-of-class projects and homework. The researchers carefully controlled for differences in student backgrounds. The study also points out that standardized testing, which seeks to measure overall knowledge in an entire discipline, may not capture a student's high level of mastery in a few key science topics. Teachers who "teach to the test" may not be optimizing their students' chance of success in college science courses, Tai noted. "President Obama has challenged the nation to become the most educated in the world by having the largest proportion of college graduates among its citizens in the coming decade," Tai said. "To meet this challenge, it is imperative that we use the research to inform our educational practice." The study was part of the Factors Influencing College Science Success study, funded by the National Science Foundation. It is currently published online in Science Education, a peer-reviewed educational research journal, published by J. Wiley & Sons.
1. Don’t allow their Reasonability arguments it is impossible – it’s arbitrary and undermines research and preparation
Resnick, assistant professor of political science – Yeshiva University, ‘1
(Evan, “Defining Engagement,” Journal of International Affairs, Vol. 54, Iss. 2)
In matters of national security, establishing a clear definition of terms is a precondition for effective policymaking. Decisionmakers who invoke critical terms in an erratic, ad hoc fashion risk alienating their constituencies. They also risk exacerbating misperceptions and hostility among those the policies target. Scholars who commit the same error undercut their ability to conduct valuable empirical research. Hence, if scholars and policymakers fail rigorously to define "engagement," they undermine the ability to build an effective foreign policy.
1. Framer’s intent is the basis of predictability --- without it, it’s impossible to interpret the topic
Hutchison 8 (Cameron, Assistant Professor of Law – University of Alberta, “Which Kraft of Statutory Interpretation”, Alberta Law Review, November, 46 Alberta L. Rev. 1, Lexis) Second, it is not possible to interpret even a single word, much less an entire text, without knowing the purpose of the statute. 123 To take Hart's "no vehicle in the park" example, if local patriots were to wheel a truck used in World War II on a pedestal, would this qualify as a core case? This example illustrates that meaning of language in a statute cannot be divorced from an inquiry into the purpose that a rule serves. When courts are offered competing interpretations, they must choose the one that is most sensible in connection with its legislative purpose, 124 and makes the statute "a coherent [and] workable whole." 125 Moreover, the purpose of a statute is not static, but through interpretation, courts engage in a process of redefining and clarifying the ends themselves. 126 As Fuller puts it, courts must "be sufficiently capable of putting [themselves] in the position of those who drafted the rule to know what they thought 'ought to be.' It is in the light of this 'ought' that [they] must decide what the rule 'is.'" 127
1. A- prior and a rule of NFA- LD


