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Conditionality means you reject the team because it causes 2AC strategy skew, preventing in depth analysis of issues – link turns their education claims while making fair debate impossible. It rewards negative teams that are fast who don’t test the aff in-depth and do so from a point of meaningless advocacy.

You should hold them responsible for the practice of conditionality – an aff ballot to deter the practice improves the state of debate in our community. The more teams punished for reading multiple conditional advocacies, the less likely they are to do so at all in the future.

Multiple angles is offense for us because conditionality decreases substantive discussion of a test from a particular angle which means we never determine whether a particular test of the plan is legitimate. Separate tests in separate rounds solve their offense because it maximizes education in each scenario. Advocacy is a d/a to conditionality because real world advocates have to defend their positions.

Argument depth impact turns neg flex because it means the neg is forced to think about and debate the case instead of dividing the 2AC with meaningless advocacies – which also increases negative strategic thinking which is best for education.
Counter-interpretations are self-serving and arbitrary because there’s nothing to base it on which just allows them to morph it between debates.

Relations don’t turn the case because the election won’t impact common interests like prolif and economics.
UPI 12

UPI Sept. 7, 2012 Russia: Will work with U.S. president http://www.upi.com/Top_News/World-News/2012/09/07/Russia-Will-work-with-US-president/UPI-26591347019791/
The Russian president's spokesman said Friday he hopes there will be "no place for confrontational words and statements" after the U.S. presidential election.  Russian leaders want their country's relationship with the United States to remain positive, no matter who wins the election, President Barack Obama or challenger Mitt Romney, Dmitry Peskov said.  "I would like to hope there will be no place for confrontational words and statements," Peskov said.  "American voters will decide who will win that race. For us, the key thing is to be confident that regardless of the result, [bilateral] relations will continue to develop and both sides will have the political will for dialogue, for the resolution of all disputable issues through political and diplomatic means," the spokesman for President Vladimir Putin said.
Silver sucks

Dickinson 10

Matthew Dickinson is a professor of political science at Middlebury College. He taught previously at Harvard University, where he also received his Ph.D., working under the supervision of presidential scholar Richard Neustadt November 1, 2010 Nate Silver Is Not A Political Scientist http://blogs.middlebury.edu/presidentialpower/2010/11/01/nate-silver-is-not-a-political-scientist/
I’ve made this point before, most recently during the 2008 presidential campaign when Silver’s forecast model, with its rapidly changing “win” probabilities, made it appear as if voters were altering their preferences on a weekly basis.  This was nonsense, of course, which is why the political science forecast models issued around Labor Day proved generally accurate.  But in light of Silver’s column yesterday, it bears repeating: he’s not a political scientist.  He’s an economist by training, but he’s really a weathercaster when it comes to predicting political outcomes. That is, he’s very adept at doing the equivalent of climbing to the top of Mt. Worth (a local skiing area for those not familiar with God’s Green Mountains), looking west toward Lake Champlain to see what the prevailing winds are carrying toward us, and issuing a weather bulletin for tomorrow.  Mind you, this isn’t necessarily a knock on Silver’s work – he’s a damn good weathercaster.  In 2008, his day—before election estimate came pretty close to nailing the Electoral College vote. More generally, at his best, he digs up intriguing data or uncovers interesting political patterns.  At the same time, however, when it comes to his forecast models, he’s susceptible to the “Look Ma! No Hands!” approach in which he suggests the more numerous the variables in his model, the more effective it must be.  In truth, as Sam Wang demonstrated in 2008, when his much simpler forecast model proved more accurate than Silver’s,  parsimony can be a virtue when it comes to predictions.  Why do I bring this up now?  Because, in the face of conflicting data, weathercasters can become unstrung if they are used to simply reporting the weather without possessing much of a grasp of basic meteorology.  In yesterday’s column which the more cynical among us (who, moi?) might interpret as a classic CYA move, Silver raises a number of reasons why current forecasts (read: his!) might prove hopelessly wrong.  Now, I applaud all efforts to specify the confidence interval surrounding a forecast. But the lack of logic underling Silver’s presentation reveals just how little theory goes into his predictions.  For instance, he suggests the incumbent rule – which he has spent two years debunking – might actually come into play tomorrow.  (The incumbent rule says, in effect, that in close races, almost all undecideds break for the challenger).  Silver has provided data suggesting this rule didn’t apply in 2006 or 2008.  You would think, therefore, that he doesn’t believe in the incumbent rule.  Not so!  He writes, “So, to cite the incumbent rule as a point of fact as wrong. As a theory, however — particularly one that applies to this election and not necessarily to others — perhaps it will turn out to have some legs.”  Excuse me?  Why, if there’s no factual basis for the incumbent rule, will it turn out to apply in this election?  The rest of the column rests on equally sketchy reasoning.  Silver concludes by writing, “What we know, however, is that polls can sometimes miss pretty badly in either direction. Often, this is attributed to voters having made up (or changed) their minds at the last minute — but it’s more likely that the polls were wrong all along. These are some reasons they could be wrong in a way that underestimates how well Republicans will do. There are also, of course, a lot of reasons they could be underestimating Democrats; we’ll cover these in a separate piece.”  Let me get this straight: it’s possible the polls are underestimating the Republican support.  Or, they might be underestimating Democrats’ support.  I think this means if his forecast model proves incorrect, it’s because the polls “were wrong all along”.   Really?  Might it instead have something to do with his model?  Come on Silver – man up!  As it is, you already take the easy way out by issuing a forecast a day before the election, in contrast to the political scientists who put their reputations on the line by Labor Day. Do you believe in your model or not?  The bottom line: if you want to know tomorrow’s weather, a weathercaster is good enough.  If you want to know what causes the weather, you might want to look elsewhere.

Even Nate Cohn doesn’t think Romney can win.

Bouie 9-18

Jamelle Bouie is a staff writer at The American Prospect. 09/18/2012  This race is not a toss up. Romney is losing. http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/plum-line/post/this-race-is-not-a-toss-up-romney-is-losing/2012/09/18/22807bb0-01a1-11e2-bbf0-e33b4ee2f0e8_blog.html
For the last few months, major mistakes by Mitt Romney have been accompanied by this warning from journalists, pundits and commentators — Romney could still win. The massive furor around Romney’s fundraiser remarks has been accompanied by patient reminders that the race is still anyone’s game.

This made sense before the conventions, when the candidates were positioning to the fall, and catering to a smaller group of voters. But now that the conventions are behind us, and most voters are paying attention to the campaigns, it’s harder to make this argument.

For starters, the post-convention period has made it clear that this election is not a toss-up. Even with his (small) bounce from the GOP convention, Romney was not able to overtake President Obama’s polling lead. In fact, Romney has never led in a polling average — he’s been behind by roughly 2 points since April, when he clinched the Republican nomination. And while it’s tempting to dismiss Obama’s convention bounce as a temporary spike, we’re at the point where it should have dissipated. If the race were going to revert to its pre-convention status quo, we would see it in the polls. As it stands, Obama’s bounce looks like a permanent bump; he’s now at 48.5% in the Real Clear Politics average and 49% in the Talking Points Memo average — within striking distance of 50.1%. Romney, on the other hand, is stuck at 45% support.

It’s possible that Romney could make up ground over the next 49 days, and win a critical number of undecideds and Obama supporters. But history isn’t on his side. As Robert Erikson and Christopher Wlezien point out in their book The Timeline of Presidential Elections, history tells us that voter preferences tend to harden in the post-convention period:

The vote margin coming out of the conventions is different than that going in. And if we measure the consequences a few weeks after the dust of the final convention settles, the result is a decisive bump in the polls for whoever had the best convention — not a fading bounce.

Yes, there are examples of candidates making rapid gains in September and October; after trailing in the weeks after the conventions, John Kerry caught up and tied George W. Bush in Gallup’s likely voter polling. If Romney could make a similar comeback, he’d have a real shot at victory. But as Nate Cohn points out, Kerry’s gains came from winning back Democratic voters who strayed from the flock. As Cohn puts it, Bush’s lead was inflated by Kerry voters “hanging out in the undecided column.”

The same isn’t true of Obama’s current lead. According to Cohn, Obama’s gains came from members of his coalition and traditionally Democratic groups — if anything, he lost support among Republicans. Barring catastrophe, Obama will hold on to his supporters. Overall, both candidates are winning the vast majority of partisans and partisan-leaners, and there’s simply not enough slack in the electorate for Romney to make rapid gains. He’ll have to win people who voted for Obama in 2008, and right now, that doesn’t seem likely.

No comebacks in the last fifteen presidential elections

Klein, 9-17 Ezra Klein, author of the Washington Post’s Wonk Blog, “The Romney campaign is in trouble,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/ezra-klein/wp/2012/09/17/romney-is-behind-and-the-debates-arent-likely-to-save-him/
On the presidential level, where everyone running campaigns is very, very good at their jobs, campaign infighting and incoherence tend to be the result of a candidate being behind in the polls, not the cause of it. Romney is behind and has been there for quite some time. According to the Real Clear Politics average of head-to-head polls, Romney hasn’t led the race since October 2011. The closest he came to a lead in the polls this year was during the Republican National Convention, when he managed to … tie Obama. Romney is also behind in most election-forecasting models. Political scientist James Campbell rounded up 13 of the most credible efforts to predict the election outcome: Romney trails in eight of them. He’s also behind in Nate Silver’s election model, the Princeton Election Consortium’s meta-analysis, Drew Linzer’s Votamatic model and the Wonkblog election model. But I didn’t realize quite how dire Romney’s situation was until I began reading “The Timeline of Presidential Elections: How Campaigns Do and Don’t Matter,” a new book from political scientists Robert Erikson and Christopher Wlezien. What Erikson and Wlezien did is rather remarkable: They collected pretty much every publicly available poll conducted during the last 200 days of the past 15 presidential elections and then ran test after test on the data to see what we could say about the trajectory of presidential elections. Their results make Romney’s situation look very dire. For instance: The least-stable period of the campaign isn’t early in the year or in the fall. It’s the summer. That’s because the conventions have a real and lasting effect on a campaign. “The party that gains pre- to post-convention on average improves by 5.2 percentage points as measured from our pre- and post-convention benchmarks,” write Erikson and Wlezien. “On average, the party that gains from before to after the conventions maintains its gain in the final week’s polls. In other words, its poll numbers do not fade but instead stay constant post-conventions to the final week.” This year, it was the Democrats who made the biggest gains from before to after the conventions. Obama is leading by 3 percent in the Real Clear Politics average of polls, about double his lead before the Republican convention. If that doesn’t fade by the end of the week or so — that is, if it proves to be a real lead rather than a post-convention bounce — then there’s simply no example in the past 15 elections of a candidate coming back from a post-convention deficit to win the popular vote. This is about the point where I’m supposed to write: That said, the race remains close, and the debates are coming soon. It’s still anyone’s game. But the most surprising of Erikson and Wlezien’s results, and the most dispiriting for the Romney campaign, is that unlike the conventions, the debates don’t tend to matter. There’s “a fairly strong degree of continuity from before to after the debates,” they write. That’s true even when the trailing candidate is judged to have “won” the debates. “Voters seem to have little difficulty proclaiming one candidate the ‘winner’ of a debate and then voting for the opponent,” Erikson and Wlezien say. Gallup agrees. The august polling firm reviewed the surveys it did before and after every televised presidential debate and concluded they “reveal few instances in which the debates may have had a substantive impact on election outcomes. “ The Romney campaign tends to point to two elections to show how its candidate could win this thing. There’s 1980, when Jimmy Carter supposedly led Ronald Reagan until the debates, and 1988, when Michael Dukakis was leading by 13 points after his convention. In fact, Reagan led going into the 1980 debates. And although Dukakis’s convention bounce was indeed large, it was wiped out by Bush’s convention bounce, which put him back in the lead. That’s not to say Romney couldn’t win the election. A 3 percent gap is not insurmountable. But we’re quickly approaching a point where his comeback would be unprecedented in modern presidential history. And if the Romney campaign begins to crack under the pressure, then that comeback becomes that much less likely.

Can’t change the race

Silver, 9-8, Nate Silver, “Sept. 8: Conventions May Put Obama in Front-Runner’s Position,” FiveThirtyEight, http://fivethirtyeight.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/09/08/sept-8-conventions-may-put-obama-in-front-runners-position/
Again, this is just the upside case for Mr. Obama — not the reality yet. But the fact that it seems plausible is a bit surprising to me. Very little has moved the polls much all this year — including Mr. Romney’s convention and his choice of Paul D. Ryan as his running mate, events that typically produce bounces. But Mr. Obama has already made clear gains in the polls in surveys that only partially reflect his convention. As surprising as it might be, however, I do not see how you can interpret it as anything other than a good sign for Mr. Obama. All elections have turning points. Perhaps Mr. Obama simply has the more persuasive pitch to voters, and the conventions were the first time when this became readily apparent. Polls conducted after the incmbent party’s convention typically inflate the standing of the incumbent by a couple of points, but not usually by more than that. Otherwise, they have predicted the eventual election outcome reasonably well. Since 1968, the largest post-convention polling deficit that a challenger overcame to win the race was in 2000, when George W. Bush trailed Al Gore by about four points after the Democratic convention but won the Electoral College — although Mr. Bush lost the popular vote. In fact, Mr. Romney has never held a lead over Mr. Obama by any substantive margin in the polls. The Real Clear Politics average of polls put Mr. Romney ahead by a fraction of a percentage point at one point in October 2011, and he pulled into an exact tie at one point late in the week of his convention, after it was over, but he has never done better than that. That makes this an etremely odd election. You would figure that at some point over the past year, Mr. Romney would have pulled into the lead in the polls, given how close it has usually been. John McCain held occasional leads in 2008; John Kerry led for much of the summer in 2004; and Michael Dukakis had moments where he was well ahead of George H.W. Bush in the spring and summer of 1988. But Mr. Romney, if there have been moments when his polls were ever-so-slightly stronger or weaker, has never really had his moment in the sun. Instead, the cases where one candidate led essentially from wire to wire have been associated with landslides: Bill Clinton in 1996, Ronald Reagan in 1984, Richard Nixon in 1972 and Dwight D. Eisenhower in 1952 and 1956. There is almost no chance that Mr. Obama will win by those sort of margins. But this nevertheless seems like an inauspicious sign for Mr. Romney. If even at his high-water mark, he can only pull the race into a rough tie, what pitch can he come up with in October or November to suddenly put him over the top? 
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