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Yes—have these ready to go for your debates!


[bookmark: _Toc140012047]1st PROP CONTENTIONS

THE TOPIC: Genetic engineering of humans other than for medical needs should be banned.


· We’d like to begin by briefly discussing a few key terms and phrases in the resolution just to make sure we are all on the same page. 
· The first important phrase is “Genetic engineering of humans.” According to Sara Assem, a researcher at Praxil Labs in 2023, “genetic engineering” refers to the process of editing DNA in a laboratory. 
· The University of Missouri School of Medicine further clarified this in 2023 by drawing a distinction between “enhancement” and “therapy”. “Gene therapy” covers medical needs to correct what are deemed genetic defects, such as Tay-Sachs disease, where babies initially develop normally, but soon become blind and deaf before passing away by age four.
· “Genetic enhancement” refers to things like designer babies, where parents can choose physical features, like eye color, gender, or skin color.
· Secondly, the phrase “other than for medical needs” is important. It means we are not here to discuss if it is OK for parents to correct a defect in an unborn baby. That is a medical need. Our purpose is to assess if we should ban genetic engineering for enhancement.
Contention One: Inequality
Allowing genetic engineering for enhancement would be unethical. It sets up unequal treatment that undermines social justice.
PROBLEM: Genetic engineering for enhancement will be only for the rich.
· Writer Sorcha Bradley quotes UW Tacoma School of Engineering & Technology professor Ka Yee Yeung to exlpain that the cost will be so high only the super-rich will be able to afford these procedures. 
· According to Kristinn Helgason and fellow researchers at the Economic Analysis and Policy Division (EAPD) of the United Nations in 2019, the research itself is focused on techniques that would only benefit the rich, instead of more low-cost efforts.
A future of genetic enhancement would create different social classes globally.
· Business person Keith Miller explained in 2023 that even though costs may come down eventually, the initial population that will benefit are the rich. That gap will only continue to grow. The rich will always be able to afford the latest advances.
· So-called “designer babies” will create the ideal human. Prejudices evolve to discriminate based on biology. That creates an ideal class of people and then lower social classes. 
· Such an unequal society will center on providing for the elite class at the expense of all others. This is the opposite of social justice.

TOPIC SOLVES THE PROBLEM: Banning genetic enhancement prevents inequality from genetic engineering.

IMPACT: Ethics matters. You should vote for the side that advocates ethically sound approaches to problems and policies.
· Ethics is a necessary guide because anything can be justified when we only consider “the greatest good”. Slavery might have been good for the Southern economies, but that doesn’t make it right!
· We say that what is ethical should be measured by how it affects social justice. When you have technologies putting people into poverty and lower classes, we must stand up against that.



Contention Two: Eugenics
Whatever benefits the other side might identify, the do not justify eugenics and genocide.

PROBLEM: Genetic enhancement is a “backdoor” for eugenics.
· Attorney Sarah M. Markwood in 2005 described genetic enhancement as “backdoor eugenics”. This is different from the blatant nature of the Nazis for racial “purity”. 
· Genetic enhancement is a low-key approach. They just try to sell it under the false claims of “oh it is just making humanity better” or “these are just small changes”.
· What is “better” for humanity is determined by someone. 
· We feel it is not worth the risk of powerful people abusing this technology to oppress others.
· They can force changes to physical features before birth. That is how they could literally breed certain types of people out of existence.
There is a strong risk of “selective breeding”, or the intentional acts of changing DNA to get certain types of babies.
· For example, parents could cause more men than women to be born or to limit out an entire race. 
· According to the University of Missouri School of Medicine in 2023, there is a real possibility of creating populations of people seen as “defective” or “undesirable”. 

TOPIC SOLVES THE PROBLEM: Banning genetic enhancement prevents eugenics.

IMPACT is genocide, or the attempts to eliminate an entire race, ethnicity, or culture
· The Holocaust showed us the dark side of genetic engineering by the powerful. Jews were tortured and killed because of their identity. 
· The Nazis thought Jews were actually a different race.
· According to psychology researcher and professor Dr. Jack A Palmer and Writer Linda K. Palmer in 2003, these acts are always based on judgements by those in power. 
· When making their decisions, it is their interests that will define what features “improve” humanity. This is exactly what the Nazis were trying to do.
· The potential for genocidal acts like the Holocaust should be enough to justify a ban.

SOURCES
Sara Assem, Praxil Labs, April 11, 2023, “Genetic Engineering in Humans: Between the Pros and Cons of that Magical Technique!,” https://blog.praxilabs.com/2022/06/29/genetic-engineering-in-humans-2/
The Center for Genetics and Society, 2023, “HUMAN GENETIC MODIFICATION,” 
https://www.geneticsandsociety.org/topics/human-genetic-modification
University of Missouri School of Medicine, 2023, “GENE THERAPY AND GENETIC ENGINEERING,” 
https://medicine.missouri.edu/centers-institutes-labs/health-ethics/faq/gene-therapy
Christopher Gyngell, Staff Writer at the Guardian, May 1, 2015, “The case for genetically engineered babies,” 
https://www.theguardian.com/science/2015/may/01/fear-of-designer-babies-shouldnt-distract-us-from-the-goal-of-healthy-babies
Sorcha Bradley, Staff Writer, February 8, 2023, “The Great Debate. Pros and cons of gene-editing babies,” 
	https://www.theweek.co.uk/news/science-health/959606/pros-and-cons-of-gene-editing-babies
Kristinn Helgason, Marcelo LaFleur, and Hamid Rashid, Economic Analysis and Policy Division (EAPD) of UN DESA, May 2019, “Playing with genes: The good, the bad and the ugly,” https://www.un.org/development/desa/dpad/wpcontent/uploads/sites/45/publication/FTQ_May_2019.pdf
Keith Miller, over 25 years of experience as a CEO and serial entrepreneur, 2023, “16 Advantages and 
Disadvantages of Human Genetic Engineering,” https://futureofworking.com/6-advantages-and-disadvantages-of-human-genetic-engineering/
Sarah M. Markwood, J.D. Candidate, The Dickinson School of Law of the Pennsylvania State University, 2005, “Creating a Perfect Human Is Not So Perfect: The Case for Restricting Genetic Enhancement Research,” 110 DICK. L. REV. 473 (2005), https://ideas.dickinsonlaw.psu.edu/dlra/vol110/iss2/7
Jack A. Palmer, PhD, the Department of Psychology at The University of Louisiana at Monroe and Linda K. Palmer, Writer and Editor, 2003, Evolutionary Psychology: The Ultimate Origins of Human Behavior, https://www.ulm.edu/~palmer/



[bookmark: _Toc140012048]1st Prop Speaker Script
Prepare your Speech

On your flowsheet in the 1P Column—Flow your Contentions each with Problem, Topic Solves, and Impact.

Use the contentions on the page before this (you can edit/adjust the contentions)



When you Speak


My name is __________


Hook Question: Why wouldn’t you want . . . ? OR Why do we allow problem to continue?

We support the topic __(state it EXACTLY THE WAY IT IS WORDED)______

In my speech, I will present (one) (two) (three) contentions.


“My First Contention is ___(go through the problem, topic solves, impact you flowed)________”    


“My Second Contention is ___(go through the problem, topic solves, impact you flowed)__________”


“My Third Contention is ___(go through the problem, topic solves, impact you flowed)__________”


Conclude: We urge you to vote for the Prop side.


After you speak, take notes of the arguments in the debate. Ask/Make POIs. Help your partners if they need it.



[bookmark: _Toc140012049]2nd PROP RESPONSES

THE TOPIC: Genetic engineering of humans other than for medical needs should be banned.

Responses to OPP Contentions
2nd Prop answers to: Protecting the troops

This contention seems a little far-fetched and improbable. 
· We have no evidence this is actually possible or effective.
· It would take a long time to develop genetic protection. We have no idea when their impacts would happen, if ever.

The Opp’s idea could turn around and do even more harm to soldiers.
· Jocelyn Kaiser of Science Magazine reported in 2020 that changing soldiers’ DNA in ways that they are talking about is still not yet possible. It is probably far off into the future.
· Moreover, there could be a harmful effect to the immune system of the soldiers. This could make them more likely to get hurt by these weapons. Taking soldiers out of service undermines effectiveness because we have fewer troops.

There are too many alternate causes to undermining combat effectiveness.
· COVID already hurt the state of our military by depleting the number of troops.
· Budget cuts are a constant risk to military effectiveness.
· Combat troops on the ground are not the key factor of the military. The Air Force, Navy, the nuclear forces, etc. are all more influential to the overall strength of the military.

We actually prevent the threat to the troops by banning this kind of genetic engineering.
· The same type of genetic enhancements only makes the risks of biological terrorism and disease higher.
· Dr. Sonia Ben Ouagrham-Gormley, Associate professor in the Schar School of Policy and Government’s biodefense program at George Mason University, explained in 2016 that there are a lot of ways terrorists could make weapons to deliver biological toxins. She pointed to things like mosquitos that could carry biological toxins to troops.
· Dr. Ouagrham-Gormley went on to argue that there is also a risk these toxins could get released accidentally. Only a ban would prevent these disasters and protect the troops.
· Moreover, a ban is the only way to prevent biological weapons that are directed at specific races or ethnicities. That goes back to our social justice and eugenics arguments.
· These risks of not having a ban outweigh the tiny link that genetic engineering is important to the effectiveness of the entire U.S. military.

The U.S. military is not key to international stability
· Iraq & Afghanistan proved the U.S. military is not enough to protect the innocent people they talk about or prevent conflicts between countries.
· NATO, the UN, and other international organizations are far more important than U.S. military action alone.

SOURCES
Jocelyn Kaiser, Staff Writer, January 22, 2020, “Genetic modification could protect soldiers from chemical 
weapons,” Science, https://www.science.org/content/article/genetic-modification-could-protect-soldiers-chemical-weapons
Sonia Ben Ouagrham-Gormley, an associate professor in the Schar School of Policy and Government’s biodefense 
program, at George Mason University, October 14, 2016, “Gene drives: The good, the bad, and the hype,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, https://thebulletin.org/2016/10/gene-drives-the-good-the-bad-and-the-hype/
Zachary Rom, Staff Writer, Spring 2011, “Genetic Engineering: A Serious Threat to Human Society,” Interpolations, 
https://english.umd.edu/research-innovation/journals/interpolations/interpolations-spring-2011/genetic-engineering-serious
Muhammad Hamdan, Staff Writer, March 27, 2023, “Bioweapons Targeting Specific Ethnicities: A Threat And 
Nanotechnology’s Promise For Defence – OpEd,” Eurasia Review, https://www.eurasiareview.com/27032023-bioweapons-targeting-specific-ethnicities-a-threat-and-nanotechnologys-promise-for-defence-oped/, Accessed 5-1-2023
Keith Miller, over 25 years of experience as a CEO and serial entrepreneur, 2023, “16 Advantages and 
Disadvantages of Human Genetic Engineering,” https://futureofworking.com/6-advantages-and-disadvantages-of-human-genetic-engineering/
2nd Prop answers to: Human evolution

If genetic enhancement will spur human evolution, that is a bad path. It won’t be paradise.  Their type of human evolution would be a disaster.

Genetic engineering won’t be a positive factor in diseases past down through family generations.
· All of this is still in research stages with no definitive conclusions. 
· We cannot say not that the specific enhancements they want to talk about will be possible, even if others are possible.
· This research will take a very long time. The research has to be specific to the person and their needs. Also, genetic research in general is highly time-consuming.

Extending lifespans is a double-edged sword.
· As Sara Assem of Praxil Labs pointed out in 2023 that preventing all of these diseases and extending the lifespan would heavily overpopulate the planet.
· Obviously, we have too many people currently. 
· Imagine millions of people every year not dying within a normal lifespan. Those numbers will add up quickly.
· It would make everything from food to medical care shortages even worse. 
· We would never have enough jobs for everyone.
· We could never get a handle or adequately adapt to climate change. There will be more and more people consuming resources and causing waste. 
· Current numbers are already putting pressure on the planet’s ability to support life. More people mean more pollution and less ability to support life.
· Who wants to live forever? There is no guarantee it would be a good life. What if it is a long life of trauma?

They say don’t fear designer babies, but we should!
· They downplay the risks. It is not just changing hair color or intelligence. Remember, it is also supposed to cure diseases and extend lifespans. Both hurt the planet as we have just described.
· The lives of those children who were genetically “enhanced” won’t have a true identity.
· Attorney Sara Markwood pointed out in 2005 that parents selecting specific desired traits could eliminate that child’s personhood, or sense of self.
· They will feel constant pressure to fulfill their “purpose” as defined by the parents. This will be worse than what happens now. Children will feel that they were designed for a purpose.
· It’s not the babies we fear, but the genetic-specific weapons. This was our eugenics argument. Yet this time there are lots of missiles to carry those weapons. 
· These weapons can target the DNA of specific races or ethnicities.
· This would fulfill Nazi ambitions to have an all-white race. 
· The impact is genocide, or the intentional attempt to kill off an entire group of people. That’s is the ultimate endpoint of racism.

SOURCES

Sara Assem, Praxil Labs, April 11, 2023, “Genetic Engineering in Humans: Between the Pros and Cons of that 
Magical Technique!,” https://blog.praxilabs.com/2022/06/29/genetic-engineering-in-humans-2/
Sarah M. Markwood, J.D. Candidate, The Dickinson School of Law of the Pennsylvania State University, 2005, 
“Creating a Perfect Human Is Not So Perfect: The Case for Restricting Genetic Enhancement Research,” 110 DICK. L. REV. 473 (2005), https://ideas.dickinsonlaw.psu.edu/dlra/vol110/iss2/7
Kristinn Helgason, Marcelo LaFleur, and Hamid Rashid, Economic Analysis and Policy Division (EAPD) of UN DESA, 
May 2019, “Playing with genes: The good, the bad and the ugly,” https://www.un.org/development/desa/dpad/wp-content/uploads/sites/45/publication/FTQ_May_2019.pdf


[bookmark: _Toc140012050]2nd Prop Speaker Script
Prepare for your Speech Know your 1st speaker’s contentions. 
On Tournament Flow Paper, write a list of contentions the Opp might present. Write down responses against those contentions. 
During the debate, flow the debaters—ESPECIALLY: listen to and briefly flow the 1st Opp speaker’s contentions while you spend 90% of your time writing responses to the opp’s contentions.


When you Speak


My name is _______________________________.

My partner had great arguments including __(VERY concisely list them off—keep to 10 seconds total)________________________

In my speech, I will respond to the opposition case, then I will defend our case.

“Against the Opp’s First Contention that _(VERY concisely state their contention)____, First __(give your responses)_________”

“Against the Opp’s Second Contention that _(VERY concisely state their contention)____, First __(give your responses)_________”

Now, go to our Case

“Our First Contention was ___(VERY concisely state your partner’s first contention)_____and we showed (VERY concisely state the reasons/facts of the contention)___.” “Our opponent tried to argue ___(VERY concisely state your opponent’s response)_______ but _____(state your responses).” “So, we’ve shown _________ which has this impact _______________.”
If your opponent did not respond to your contention—say “They did not respond to our contention” and show the impact to the contention.

Do that again for the rest of your contentions.


Conclude: We urge you to vote for the Prop side.


After you speak, take notes of the arguments in the debate. Ask/Make POIs. Help your partners if they need it.

[bookmark: _Toc140012051]3RD PROP KNOW THESE ARGS

YOUR 1 PROP PARTNER MAY USE THESE CONTENTIONS

THE TOPIC: Genetic engineering of humans other than for medical needs should be banned.


· We’d like to begin by briefly discussing a few key terms and phrases in the resolution just to make sure we are all on the same page. 
· The first important phrase is “Genetic engineering of humans.” According to Sara Assem, a researcher at Praxil Labs in 2023, “genetic engineering” refers to the process of editing DNA in a laboratory. 
· The University of Missouri School of Medicine further clarified this in 2023 by drawing a distinction between “enhancement” and “therapy”. “Gene therapy” covers medical needs to correct what are deemed genetic defects, such as Tay-Sachs disease, where babies initially develop normally, but soon become blind and deaf before passing away by age four.
· “Genetic enhancement” refers to things like designer babies, where parents can choose physical features, like eye color, gender, or skin color.
· Secondly, the phrase “other than for medical needs” is important. It means we are not here to discuss if it is OK for parents to correct a defect in an unborn baby. That is a medical need. Our purpose is to assess if we should ban genetic engineering for enhancement.
Contention One: Inequality
Allowing genetic engineering for enhancement would be unethical. It sets up unequal treatment that undermines social justice.
PROBLEM: Genetic engineering for enhancement will be only for the rich.
· Writer Sorcha Bradley quotes UW Tacoma School of Engineering & Technology professor Ka Yee Yeung to exlpain that the cost will be so high only the super-rich will be able to afford these procedures. 
· According to Kristinn Helgason and fellow researchers at the Economic Analysis and Policy Division (EAPD) of the United Nations in 2019, the research itself is focused on techniques that would only benefit the rich, instead of more low-cost efforts.
A future of genetic enhancement would create different social classes globally.
· Business person Keith Miller explained in 2023 that even though costs may come down eventually, the initial population that will benefit are the rich. That gap will only continue to grow. The rich will always be able to afford the latest advances.
· So-called “designer babies” will create the ideal human. Prejudices evolve to discriminate based on biology. That creates an ideal class of people and then lower social classes. 
· Such an unequal society will center on providing for the elite class at the expense of all others. This is the opposite of social justice.

TOPIC SOLVES THE PROBLEM: Banning genetic enhancement prevents inequality from genetic engineering.

IMPACT: Ethics matters. You should vote for the side that advocates ethically sound approaches to problems and policies.
· Ethics is a necessary guide because anything can be justified when we only consider “the greatest good”. Slavery might have been good for the Southern economies, but that doesn’t make it right!
· We say that what is ethical should be measured by how it affects social justice. When you have technologies putting people into poverty and lower classes, we must stand up against that.



Contention Two: Eugenics
Whatever benefits the other side might identify, the do not justify eugenics and genocide.

PROBLEM: Genetic enhancement is a “backdoor” for eugenics.
· Attorney Sarah M. Markwood in 2005 described genetic enhancement as “backdoor eugenics”. This is different from the blatant nature of the Nazis for racial “purity”. 
· Genetic enhancement is a low-key approach. They just try to sell it under the false claims of “oh it is just making humanity better” or “these are just small changes”.
· What is “better” for humanity is determined by someone. 
· We feel it is not worth the risk of powerful people abusing this technology to oppress others.
· They can force changes to physical features before birth. That is how they could literally breed certain types of people out of existence.
There is a strong risk of “selective breeding”, or the intentional acts of changing DNA to get certain types of babies.
· For example, parents could cause more men than women to be born or to limit out an entire race. 
· According to the University of Missouri School of Medicine in 2023, there is a real possibility of creating populations of people seen as “defective” or “undesirable”. 

TOPIC SOLVES THE PROBLEM: Banning genetic enhancement prevents eugenics.

IMPACT is genocide, or the attempts to eliminate an entire race, ethnicity, or culture
· The Holocaust showed us the dark side of genetic engineering by the powerful. Jews were tortured and killed because of their identity. 
· The Nazis thought Jews were actually a different race.
· According to psychology researcher and professor Dr. Jack A Palmer and Writer Linda K. Palmer in 2003, these acts are always based on judgements by those in power. 
· When making their decisions, it is their interests that will define what features “improve” humanity. This is exactly what the Nazis were trying to do.
· The potential for genocidal acts like the Holocaust should be enough to justify a ban.

SOURCES
Sara Assem, Praxil Labs, April 11, 2023, “Genetic Engineering in Humans: Between the Pros and Cons of that Magical Technique!,” https://blog.praxilabs.com/2022/06/29/genetic-engineering-in-humans-2/
The Center for Genetics and Society, 2023, “HUMAN GENETIC MODIFICATION,” 
https://www.geneticsandsociety.org/topics/human-genetic-modification
University of Missouri School of Medicine, 2023, “GENE THERAPY AND GENETIC ENGINEERING,” 
https://medicine.missouri.edu/centers-institutes-labs/health-ethics/faq/gene-therapy
Christopher Gyngell, Staff Writer at the Guardian, May 1, 2015, “The case for genetically engineered babies,” 
https://www.theguardian.com/science/2015/may/01/fear-of-designer-babies-shouldnt-distract-us-from-the-goal-of-healthy-babies
Sorcha Bradley, Staff Writer, February 8, 2023, “The Great Debate. Pros and cons of gene-editing babies,” 
	https://www.theweek.co.uk/news/science-health/959606/pros-and-cons-of-gene-editing-babies
Kristinn Helgason, Marcelo LaFleur, and Hamid Rashid, Economic Analysis and Policy Division (EAPD) of UN DESA, May 2019, “Playing with genes: The good, the bad and the ugly,” https://www.un.org/development/desa/dpad/wpcontent/uploads/sites/45/publication/FTQ_May_2019.pdf
Keith Miller, over 25 years of experience as a CEO and serial entrepreneur, 2023, “16 Advantages and 
Disadvantages of Human Genetic Engineering,” https://futureofworking.com/6-advantages-and-disadvantages-of-human-genetic-engineering/
Sarah M. Markwood, J.D. Candidate, The Dickinson School of Law of the Pennsylvania State University, 2005, “Creating a Perfect Human Is Not So Perfect: The Case for Restricting Genetic Enhancement Research,” 110 DICK. L. REV. 473 (2005), https://ideas.dickinsonlaw.psu.edu/dlra/vol110/iss2/7
Jack A. Palmer, PhD, the Department of Psychology at The University of Louisiana at Monroe and Linda K. Palmer, Writer and Editor, 2003, Evolutionary Psychology: The Ultimate Origins of Human Behavior, https://www.ulm.edu/~palmer/



YOUR 2 PROP PARTNER MAY USE THESE RESPONSES

THE TOPIC: Genetic engineering of humans other than for medical needs should be banned.

Responses to OPP Contentions
2nd Prop answers to: Protecting the troops

This contention seems a little far-fetched and improbable. 
· We have no evidence this is actually possible or effective.
· It would take a long time to develop genetic protection. We have no idea when their impacts would happen, if ever.

The Opp’s idea could turn around and do even more harm to soldiers.
· Jocelyn Kaiser of Science Magazine reported in 2020 that changing soldiers’ DNA in ways that they are talking about is still not yet possible. It is probably far off into the future.
· Moreover, there could be a harmful effect to the immune system of the soldiers. This could make them more likely to get hurt by these weapons. Taking soldiers out of service undermines effectiveness because we have fewer troops.

There are too many alternate causes to undermining combat effectiveness.
· COVID already hurt the state of our military by depleting the number of troops.
· Budget cuts are a constant risk to military effectiveness.
· Combat troops on the ground are not the key factor of the military. The Air Force, Navy, the nuclear forces, etc. are all more influential to the overall strength of the military.

We actually prevent the threat to the troops by banning this kind of genetic engineering.
· The same type of genetic enhancements only makes the risks of biological terrorism and disease higher.
· Dr. Sonia Ben Ouagrham-Gormley, Associate professor in the Schar School of Policy and Government’s biodefense program at George Mason University, explained in 2016 that there are a lot of ways terrorists could make weapons to deliver biological toxins. She pointed to things like mosquitos that could carry biological toxins to troops.
· Dr. Ouagrham-Gormley went on to argue that there is also a risk these toxins could get released accidentally. Only a ban would prevent these disasters and protect the troops.
· Moreover, a ban is the only way to prevent biological weapons that are directed at specific races or ethnicities. That goes back to our social justice and eugenics arguments.
· These risks of not having a ban outweigh the tiny link that genetic engineering is important to the effectiveness of the entire U.S. military.

The U.S. military is not key to international stability
· Iraq & Afghanistan proved the U.S. military is not enough to protect the innocent people they talk about or prevent conflicts between countries.
· NATO, the UN, and other international organizations are far more important than U.S. military action alone.

SOURCES
Jocelyn Kaiser, Staff Writer, January 22, 2020, “Genetic modification could protect soldiers from chemical 
weapons,” Science, https://www.science.org/content/article/genetic-modification-could-protect-soldiers-chemical-weapons
Sonia Ben Ouagrham-Gormley, an associate professor in the Schar School of Policy and Government’s biodefense 
program, at George Mason University, October 14, 2016, “Gene drives: The good, the bad, and the hype,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, https://thebulletin.org/2016/10/gene-drives-the-good-the-bad-and-the-hype/
Zachary Rom, Staff Writer, Spring 2011, “Genetic Engineering: A Serious Threat to Human Society,” Interpolations, 
https://english.umd.edu/research-innovation/journals/interpolations/interpolations-spring-2011/genetic-engineering-serious
Muhammad Hamdan, Staff Writer, March 27, 2023, “Bioweapons Targeting Specific Ethnicities: A Threat And 
Nanotechnology’s Promise For Defence – OpEd,” Eurasia Review, https://www.eurasiareview.com/27032023-bioweapons-targeting-specific-ethnicities-a-threat-and-nanotechnologys-promise-for-defence-oped/, Accessed 5-1-2023
Keith Miller, over 25 years of experience as a CEO and serial entrepreneur, 2023, “16 Advantages and 
Disadvantages of Human Genetic Engineering,” https://futureofworking.com/6-advantages-and-disadvantages-of-human-genetic-engineering/
2nd Prop answers to: Human evolution

If genetic enhancement will spur human evolution, that is a bad path. It won’t be paradise.  Their type of human evolution would be a disaster.

Genetic engineering won’t be a positive factor in diseases past down through family generations.
· All of this is still in research stages with no definitive conclusions. 
· We cannot say not that the specific enhancements they want to talk about will be possible, even if others are possible.
· This research will take a very long time. The research has to be specific to the person and their needs. Also, genetic research in general is highly time-consuming.

Extending lifespans is a double-edged sword.
· As Sara Assem of Praxil Labs pointed out in 2023 that preventing all of these diseases and extending the lifespan would heavily overpopulate the planet.
· Obviously, we have too many people currently. 
· Imagine millions of people every year not dying within a normal lifespan. Those numbers will add up quickly.
· It would make everything from food to medical care shortages even worse. 
· We would never have enough jobs for everyone.
· We could never get a handle or adequately adapt to climate change. There will be more and more people consuming resources and causing waste. 
· Current numbers are already putting pressure on the planet’s ability to support life. More people mean more pollution and less ability to support life.
· Who wants to live forever? There is no guarantee it would be a good life. What if it is a long life of trauma?

They say don’t fear designer babies, but we should!
· They downplay the risks. It is not just changing hair color or intelligence. Remember, it is also supposed to cure diseases and extend lifespans. Both hurt the planet as we have just described.
· The lives of those children who were genetically “enhanced” won’t have a true identity.
· Attorney Sara Markwood pointed out in 2005 that parents selecting specific desired traits could eliminate that child’s personhood, or sense of self.
· They will feel constant pressure to fulfill their “purpose” as defined by the parents. This will be worse than what happens now. Children will feel that they were designed for a purpose.
· It’s not the babies we fear, but the genetic-specific weapons. This was our eugenics argument. Yet this time there are lots of missiles to carry those weapons. 
· These weapons can target the DNA of specific races or ethnicities.
· This would fulfill Nazi ambitions to have an all-white race. 
· The impact is genocide, or the intentional attempt to kill off an entire group of people. That’s is the ultimate endpoint of racism.

SOURCES

Sara Assem, Praxil Labs, April 11, 2023, “Genetic Engineering in Humans: Between the Pros and Cons of that 
Magical Technique!,” https://blog.praxilabs.com/2022/06/29/genetic-engineering-in-humans-2/
Sarah M. Markwood, J.D. Candidate, The Dickinson School of Law of the Pennsylvania State University, 2005, 
“Creating a Perfect Human Is Not So Perfect: The Case for Restricting Genetic Enhancement Research,” 110 DICK. L. REV. 473 (2005), https://ideas.dickinsonlaw.psu.edu/dlra/vol110/iss2/7
Kristinn Helgason, Marcelo LaFleur, and Hamid Rashid, Economic Analysis and Policy Division (EAPD) of UN DESA, 
May 2019, “Playing with genes: The good, the bad and the ugly,” https://www.un.org/development/desa/dpad/wp-content/uploads/sites/45/publication/FTQ_May_2019.pdf



[bookmark: _Toc140012052]3rd Prop Speaker Script
Prepare for your Speech During Prep Time: Know your 1st speaker’s contentions. Help the 2nd speaker prepare responses.
During the debate carefully flow—you need to use your partners’ arguments to win the debate! IMPORTANT: YOU CAN’T MAKE NEW ARGUMENTS IN YOUR SPEECH—YOUR JOB IS TO SHOW BOTH OF YOUR PARTNER’S ARGUMENTS WERE THE BEST. (note if the 2nd0pp or 3rd0pp made new arguments, you can make new responses to those arguments)

My name is _______________________________.

In my speech, I will show why we win each contention.

First, we showed in our Prop Contention 1 ___________________.
Give the reasons/problem/solves/impact of your contention. Show why your partners beat the opp’s responses to the contention.

Second, we showed in our Prop Contention 2 _________________.
Give the reasons/problem/solves/impact of your contention. Show why your partners beat the opp’s responses to the contention.

Third, we defeated the Opp Contention 1 ___________________.
Explain why your partners beat the opp’s contention.

Fourth, we defeated the Opp Contention 2 __________________.
Explain why your partners beat the opp’s contention.

WEIGH THE ARGUMENTS IN THE DEBATE: “Our contentions have more impact/importance because ________.”

Conclude: We urge you to vote for the Prop side.



[bookmark: _Toc140012053]1st OPP CONTENTIONS

THE TOPIC: Genetic engineering of humans other than for medical needs should be banned.

Contention One: Protecting the troops!

We must protect the warfighting capability of our troops
· According to Al Mauroni, Director of the US Air Force Center for Strategic Deterrence Studies in 2022, America is unprepared to handle biological weapons attack.
· He says we lack the necessary abilities to handle a major attack. We have no major defense against the attack itself. We can only treat the deadly symptoms.
· This extends to the military, both at home and abroad. Troops on the ground would be very vulnerable. They usually do not have the same medical facilities and technology as we do at home. This is especially true when they are in combat zones.

We should support current military genetic engineering efforts to protect soldiers against bioweapons attacks.
· Writing in the Hektoen International Journal in 2017, Anene Chinemelum reports that the U.S. military is using genetic engineering to change blood cells that would deliver cures throughout the body once a toxin was detected.
· Removing weakness to biological weapons would allow troops to move more freely in combat zones and maintain combat effectiveness. Obviously, you can’t fight to protect people if you are dying from biological toxins.

Combat effectiveness is essential to achieve our military objectives.
· Combat effectiveness requires a strong military group that can operate in the face of risks like biological weapons.
· According to Kendrick Kuo, Assistant Professor at the Strategic and Operational Research Department at the U.S. Naval War College in 2022, on the ground combat effectiveness is key to the overall effectiveness of the U.S. military. 
· This extends to troops at home who are training to be ready for action.

Impact: U.S. military effectiveness is essential to international security and survival.
· Former Ambassador and adjunct professor at Georgetown University Law School, Dr. Denise Jenkins in 2022, described the main role of the U.S. military is to prevent conflicts from crossing boundaries to destabilize countries.
· Conflicts can spill over into others and create a domino effect. When this happens, one country collapses into war. That spills over the border to their neighbors, and so on. 
· This means there is a higher risk that major powers get pulled into the conflict. 
· The more countries a war affects, then more likely big powers like the U.S. or China would have investments or military forces that are affected.
· Bringing major powers carries an even higher risk of escalating to levels of huge death or war by accident. Wars by accident happen when one side misinterprets the intentions or actions of the other side. Due to this, they launch an attack.
· U.S. military effectiveness prevents the deaths of thousands of innocent people and many more refugees from the conflict areas. 
· It also prevents the conditions where conflicts can escalate to the nuclear level. We should do everything possible to avoid nuclear wars because they jeopardize all life on the planet.

SOURCES
Al Mauroni is the director of the US Air Force Center for Strategic Deterrence Studies, October 25, 2022, “To fix 
America’s biodefense strategy, think smaller,” Breaking Defense, https://breakingdefense.com/2022/10/to-fix-americas-biodefense-strategy-think-smaller/
Anene Chinemelum, Staff Writer, January 22, 2017, “Military Robotics, artificial intelligence, and genetic 
engineering: the future of modern warfare,” Hektoen International Journal, https://hekint.org/2017/01/22/military-robotics-artificial-intelligence-and-genetic-engineering-the-future-of-modern-warfare/
Kendrick Kuo, Assistant Professor at the Strategic and Operational Research Department at the U.S. Naval War 
College, October 1, 2022, “Dangerous Changes: When Military Innovation Harms Combat Effectiveness,” International Security, https://direct.mit.edu/isec/article/47/2/48/113546/Dangerous-Changes-When-Military-Innovation-Harms
Denise Jenkins, Ambassador, Ph.D. and JD from Albany Law School, and adjunct professor at adjunct professor at 
Georgetown University Law School, May 26, 2022, "Priorities Regarding the New and Emerging Challenges to International Security," United States Department of State, https://www.state.gov/priorities-regarding-the-new-and-emerging-challenges-to-international-security/
Contention Two: Human evolution 

Human genetic engineering is already happening now.
· Since it is already happening, we should see the harms of the Prop case—but we don’t. That means their case impacts should have already happened.
· Human “enhancements” are pretty common now. The University of Missouri School of Medicine explained in 2023 that everything from diet & exercise to plastic surgery work in the same way to add to or enhance natural human abilities. 
· These are distinct from medical needs to remove something that is a barrier to full participation.

Banning genetic engineering can be counterproductive by reducing options for medical needs. 
· Their ban means we could never edit DNA to remove diseases passed down within families.
· Since these diseases are natural limitations on humans, removing them would be an enhancement.
· Genetic engineering can literally remove the DNA molecules that cause diseases. 
· A ban means we could no longer eradicate diseases before a baby is born. 
· A ban can lock people into a lifetime of suffering or give them no lifetime at all. Sara Assem of Praxil Labs explained in 2023 that genetic engineering could enhance humans by removing genes that cause things like cancer prior to birth. 
· That means the gene could never be passed down to future generations.

Don’t fear “designer babies”.
· Genetic engineering in prior to birth could remove the possibility of passing down diseases by removing those genes. 
· This can save the lives of whole generations of families.
· Tay-Sachs disease is a perfect example that should frame your decision. The Prop side explained how devastating this disease can be. However, that example works for us not them.
· Genetic treatments and therapy happen after birth. Removing the possibility to get that disease is clearly a genetic enhancement over normal capabilities. 
· Genetic therapy to kill cancer cells is distinct from eliminating the genes that cause cancer.
· The risk of parents selecting blond hair or heightened intelligence pales in comparison to eliminating hereditary diseases. 
· We know family diseases are guaranteed, not their impacts.

Genetic enhancements can foster positive human evolution.
· Even if they are correct about the risks of so-called designer babies, that does not mean all aspects of genetic enhancements are bad.
· The same technology could improve intelligence, reduce the impulse to aggression, and extend our lifespans.
· CEO Keith Miller pointed out in 2023 that it usually takes multiple generations of a natural influence to spur movement in human evolution. 
· With all the planetary threats today, genetic engineering can provide a faster path securing human survival.

SOURCES
University of Missouri School of Medicine, 2023, “GENE THERAPY AND GENETIC ENGINEERING,” 
https://medicine.missouri.edu/centers-institutes-labs/health-ethics/faq/gene-therapy
Sara Assem, Praxil Labs, April 11, 2023, “Genetic Engineering in Humans: Between the Pros and Cons of that 
Magical Technique!,” https://blog.praxilabs.com/2022/06/29/genetic-engineering-in-humans-2/
Christopher Gyngell, Staff Writer at the Guardian, May 1, 2015, “The case for genetically engineered babies,” 
https://www.theguardian.com/science/2015/may/01/fear-of-designer-babies-shouldnt-distract-us-from-the-goal-of-healthy-babies
Keith Miller, over 25 years of experience as a CEO and serial entrepreneur, 2023, “16 Advantages and 
Disadvantages of Human Genetic Engineering,” https://futureofworking.com/6-advantages-and-disadvantages-of-human-genetic-engineering/



[bookmark: _Toc140012054]1st OPP RESPONSES

THE TOPIC: Genetic engineering of humans other than for medical needs should be banned.

1 OPP: Responses to PROP Contentions

1st Opp answers to: Inequality

· They make this inequality even worse.
· Both of our contentions show how human genetic engineering is happening now. It will continue.
· Banning so-called “designer babies” means that we could not eliminate things like cancer-causing genes. 
· John Stossel of Reason magazine argued in 2019 that a ban means only the super-rich and politically connected will have access, no one else. We saw this during COVID. The rich and powerful got easier and earlier access to treatments.

· This is just the basic evolution of technology, nothing worse.
· Only wealthy people had cars or cell-phones when they first came out. That doesn’t mean we should ban cars and cell phones.
· The high initial costs are not a reason to prevent these advances from happening. Think about that the next time you look at your phone.

Genetic enhancements won’t create different social classes.
· This is all just guessing. We have not heard a single reason or study that indicates this future is likely.

· Social classes will always happen while under capitalism. We just explained how capitalism requires inequality.
· The difference here is that the price will come down and the gap shrinks.

· There is no reason genetic enhancement would actually make this worse.

· It is empirically denied. We have all kinds of enhancements now. 
· Things like plastic surgery have not caused new social classes.

Ethics about one issue should not force your decision—rather than we must look at the costs and benefits of genetic engineering
· Ethics are subjective.
· What you think is ethical may be very different from your neighbor. That means this is a bad standard for your decision.
· People can use ethics to justify evil things. The Spanish Inquisition and the Crusades were all justified by twisting religious ethics.

· The “greatest good” is a type of ethics. It’s called “utilitarianism”. 
· You should evaluate the consequences of banning genetic engineering 
· We generally make decisions in our lives based on the consequences. We usually side with what is practical.

SOURCES
Jerry Z. Muller, Professor of History at the Catholic University of America, March/April 2013, “Capitalism and 
Inequality: What the Right and the Left Get Wrong,” Foreign Affairs, https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/2013-02-11/capitalism-and-inequality#:~:text=Inequality%20is%20an%20inevitable%20product,and%20advancement%20that%20capitalism%20affords.
John Stossel, Staff Writer, June 12, 2019, “The Case for Designer Babies,” Reason, 
https://reason.com/2019/06/12/the-case-for-designer-babies/
Brian Armstrong, Co-Founder and CEO at Coinbase, October 6, 2019, “The Pros and Cons of Genetically 
Engineering Humans,” https://barmstrong.medium.com/the-pros-and-cons-of-genetically-engineering-humans-49973778c349

1st Opp answers to: Eugenics

· Empirically Disproven—No Eugenics will happen. Every form of enhancement we currently do should have caused a eugenics movement already. 
· Plastic surgery has not caused eugenics.
· They’ll say genetics makes it different, but there is no reason. Remember, it was the end-product of an all-White world that drove the Nazi eugenics efforts.
· Genetic enhancement is elective, not required. 
· Eugenics is a clear attempt to erase groups of people. They cannot win an argument that enhancement would ever become mandatory.
· By definition, that is not eugenics
· Their Nazi example disproves their very argument. 
· Nazi eugenics were mandatory.
· Nazi eugenics experiments were not used to enhance the people being testing.
· It also doesn’t work because the Holocaust happened without the internet and 24-hour news.
· Everyone would know from Twitter and the Nazis would get cancelled!

There is no risk of “selective breeding” or it is inevitable.
· We will win that genetic enhancement is happening already. 
· Either there is no risk of selective breeding because enhancement is happening now or it is going to happen already for the same reason
· Arthur Caplan, head of the Bioethics Division at New York University argued in 2017 that regulations could prevent parents from just selecting the desired traits outside of medical needs. We should focus there instead of a ban.
There won’t be genocide.
· Attorney Sara Markwood argued in 2005 that the public would safeguard against eugenics.
· She claims that public approval is key for the technology to advance. This means that any movement to eugenics would kill the industry.
· They use “genocide” like a buzzword, not its meaning.
· Genocide is an ongoing effort to kill a whole race.
· Just using genetics to kill people is not genocide.
· This belittles actual genocides
· This is not something you should support.
· It also proves that their form of ethics is a bad one.

SOURCES
Xavier Symons, Staff Writer at BioEdge, February 27, 2016, “Is there a difference between genetic engineering and 
eugenics?,” https://bioedge.org/enhancement/eugenics/is-there-a-difference-between-genetic-engineering-and-eugenics/
Brian Armstrong, Co-Founder and CEO at Coinbase, October 6, 2019, “The Pros and Cons of Genetically Engineering 
Humans,” https://barmstrong.medium.com/the-pros-and-cons-of-genetically-engineering-humans-49973778c349
Arthur Caplan, the founding head of the Division of Bioethics at New York University, August 3, 2017, “Bioethicist: 
Don’t worry about designer babies, worry about regulation,” https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/2017/08/03/bioethicist-dont-worry-designer-babies-worry-regulation/537885001/
Sarah M. Markwood, J.D. Candidate, The Dickinson School of Law of the Pennsylvania State University, 2005, 
“Creating a Perfect Human Is Not So Perfect: The Case for Restricting Genetic Enhancement Research,” 110 DICK. L. REV. 473 (2005), https://ideas.dickinsonlaw.psu.edu/dlra/vol110/iss2/7




[bookmark: _Toc140012055]1st Opp Speaker Script

Prepare your Speech

On your flowsheet in the 1O Column—Flow your Contentions each with Problem, Topic Solves, and Impact. KEEP YOUR OPP CONTENTIONS TO 2.5 MINUTES LONG—YOU NEED TO SPEND TIME IN YOUR SPEECH RESPONDING TO THE PROP CASE.

Use the contentions on the page before this (you can edit/adjust the contentions)

On another flow paper provided by the tournament, write down contentions you think the Prop might present—and write responses to those contentions.


Use the responses on the page before this (you can edit/adjust the responses)


When you Speak


My name is _____________.

Hook Question: Why would you want the topic? or Why isn’t ____ a better solution?

We reject the topic ___(state it EXACTLY THE WAY IT IS WORDED)_____

In my speech, I will present our contentions and then I will refute their contentions.

“My First Contention is ___(go through the problem, topic solves, impact you flowed)________”    

“My Second Contention is ___(go through the problem, topic solves, impact you flowed)__________”


“Now go to the Proposition Case.”

“Against the Prop’s First Contention that _(VERY concisely state their contention)____, First __(give your responses)_________”

“Against the Prop’s Second Contention that _(VERY concisely state their contention)____, First __(give your responses)_________”

Conclude: We urge you to vote for the Opp side.

After you speak, take notes of the arguments in the debate. Ask/Make POIs. Help your partners if they need it.


[bookmark: _Toc140012056]2ND OPP KNOW THESE ARGS
THE TOPIC: Genetic engineering of humans other than for medical needs should be banned.

Contention One: Protecting the troops!

We must protect the warfighting capability of our troops
· According to Al Mauroni, Director of the US Air Force Center for Strategic Deterrence Studies in 2022, America is unprepared to handle biological weapons attack.
· He says we lack the necessary abilities to handle a major attack. We have no major defense against the attack itself. We can only treat the deadly symptoms.
· This extends to the military, both at home and abroad. Troops on the ground would be very vulnerable. They usually do not have the same medical facilities and technology as we do at home. This is especially true when they are in combat zones.

We should support current military genetic engineering efforts to protect soldiers against bioweapons attacks.
· Writing in the Hektoen International Journal in 2017, Anene Chinemelum reports that the U.S. military is using genetic engineering to change blood cells that would deliver cures throughout the body once a toxin was detected.
· Removing weakness to biological weapons would allow troops to move more freely in combat zones and maintain combat effectiveness. Obviously, you can’t fight to protect people if you are dying from biological toxins.

Combat effectiveness is essential to achieve our military objectives.
· Combat effectiveness requires a strong military group that can operate in the face of risks like biological weapons.
· According to Kendrick Kuo, Assistant Professor at the Strategic and Operational Research Department at the U.S. Naval War College in 2022, on the ground combat effectiveness is key to the overall effectiveness of the U.S. military. 
· This extends to troops at home who are training to be ready for action.

Impact: U.S. military effectiveness is essential to international security and survival.
· Former Ambassador and adjunct professor at Georgetown University Law School, Dr. Denise Jenkins in 2022, described the main role of the U.S. military is to prevent conflicts from crossing boundaries to destabilize countries.
· Conflicts can spill over into others and create a domino effect. When this happens, one country collapses into war. That spills over the border to their neighbors, and so on. 
· This means there is a higher risk that major powers get pulled into the conflict. 
· The more countries a war affects, then more likely big powers like the U.S. or China would have investments or military forces that are affected.
· Bringing major powers carries an even higher risk of escalating to levels of huge death or war by accident. Wars by accident happen when one side misinterprets the intentions or actions of the other side. Due to this, they launch an attack.
· U.S. military effectiveness prevents the deaths of thousands of innocent people and many more refugees from the conflict areas. 
· It also prevents the conditions where conflicts can escalate to the nuclear level. We should do everything possible to avoid nuclear wars because they jeopardize all life on the planet.

SOURCES
Al Mauroni is the director of the US Air Force Center for Strategic Deterrence Studies, October 25, 2022, “To fix 
America’s biodefense strategy, think smaller,” Breaking Defense, https://breakingdefense.com/2022/10/to-fix-americas-biodefense-strategy-think-smaller/
Anene Chinemelum, Staff Writer, January 22, 2017, “Military Robotics, artificial intelligence, and genetic 
engineering: the future of modern warfare,” Hektoen International Journal, https://hekint.org/2017/01/22/military-robotics-artificial-intelligence-and-genetic-engineering-the-future-of-modern-warfare/
Kendrick Kuo, Assistant Professor at the Strategic and Operational Research Department at the U.S. Naval War 
College, October 1, 2022, “Dangerous Changes: When Military Innovation Harms Combat Effectiveness,” International Security, https://direct.mit.edu/isec/article/47/2/48/113546/Dangerous-Changes-When-Military-Innovation-Harms
Denise Jenkins, Ambassador, Ph.D. and JD from Albany Law School, and adjunct professor at adjunct professor at 
Georgetown University Law School, May 26, 2022, "Priorities Regarding the New and Emerging Challenges to International Security," United States Department of State, https://www.state.gov/priorities-regarding-the-new-and-emerging-challenges-to-international-security/
Contention Two: Human evolution 

Human genetic engineering is already happening now.
· Since it is already happening, we should see the harms of the Prop case—but we don’t. That means their case impacts should have already happened.
· Human “enhancements” are pretty common now. The University of Missouri School of Medicine explained in 2023 that everything from diet & exercise to plastic surgery work in the same way to add to or enhance natural human abilities. 
· These are distinct from medical needs to remove something that is a barrier to full participation.

Banning genetic engineering can be counterproductive by reducing options for medical needs. 
· Their ban means we could never edit DNA to remove diseases passed down within families.
· Since these diseases are natural limitations on humans, removing them would be an enhancement.
· Genetic engineering can literally remove the DNA molecules that cause diseases. 
· A ban means we could no longer eradicate diseases before a baby is born. 
· A ban can lock people into a lifetime of suffering or give them no lifetime at all. Sara Assem of Praxil Labs explained in 2023 that genetic engineering could enhance humans by removing genes that cause things like cancer prior to birth. 
· That means the gene could never be passed down to future generations.

Don’t fear “designer babies”.
· Genetic engineering in prior to birth could remove the possibility of passing down diseases by removing those genes. 
· This can save the lives of whole generations of families.
· Tay-Sachs disease is a perfect example that should frame your decision. The Prop side explained how devastating this disease can be. However, that example works for us not them.
· Genetic treatments and therapy happen after birth. Removing the possibility to get that disease is clearly a genetic enhancement over normal capabilities. 
· Genetic therapy to kill cancer cells is distinct from eliminating the genes that cause cancer.
· The risk of parents selecting blond hair or heightened intelligence pales in comparison to eliminating hereditary diseases. 
· We know family diseases are guaranteed, not their impacts.

Genetic enhancements can foster positive human evolution.
· Even if they are correct about the risks of so-called designer babies, that does not mean all aspects of genetic enhancements are bad.
· The same technology could improve intelligence, reduce the impulse to aggression, and extend our lifespans.
· CEO Keith Miller pointed out in 2023 that it usually takes multiple generations of a natural influence to spur movement in human evolution. 
· With all the planetary threats today, genetic engineering can provide a faster path securing human survival.

SOURCES
University of Missouri School of Medicine, 2023, “GENE THERAPY AND GENETIC ENGINEERING,” 
https://medicine.missouri.edu/centers-institutes-labs/health-ethics/faq/gene-therapy
Sara Assem, Praxil Labs, April 11, 2023, “Genetic Engineering in Humans: Between the Pros and Cons of that 
Magical Technique!,” https://blog.praxilabs.com/2022/06/29/genetic-engineering-in-humans-2/
Christopher Gyngell, Staff Writer at the Guardian, May 1, 2015, “The case for genetically engineered babies,” 
https://www.theguardian.com/science/2015/may/01/fear-of-designer-babies-shouldnt-distract-us-from-the-goal-of-healthy-babies
Keith Miller, over 25 years of experience as a CEO and serial entrepreneur, 2023, “16 Advantages and 
Disadvantages of Human Genetic Engineering,” https://futureofworking.com/6-advantages-and-disadvantages-of-human-genetic-engineering/



THE TOPIC: Students should be allowed to bring phones to school

1 OPP: Responses to PROP Contentions

1st Opp answers to: Inequality

· They make this inequality even worse.
· Both of our contentions show how human genetic engineering is happening now. It will continue.
· Banning so-called “designer babies” means that we could not eliminate things like cancer-causing genes. 
· John Stossel of Reason magazine argued in 2019 that a ban means only the super-rich and politically connected will have access, no one else. We saw this during COVID. The rich and powerful got easier and earlier access to treatments.

· This is just the basic evolution of technology, nothing worse.
· Only wealthy people had cars or cell-phones when they first came out. That doesn’t mean we should ban cars and cell phones.
· The high initial costs are not a reason to prevent these advances from happening. Think about that the next time you look at your phone.

Genetic enhancements won’t create different social classes.
· This is all just guessing. We have not heard a single reason or study that indicates this future is likely.

· Social classes will always happen while under capitalism. We just explained how capitalism requires inequality.
· The difference here is that the price will come down and the gap shrinks.

· There is no reason genetic enhancement would actually make this worse.

· It is empirically denied. We have all kinds of enhancements now. 
· Things like plastic surgery have not caused new social classes.

Ethics about one issue should not force your decision—rather than we must look at the costs and benefits of genetic engineering
· Ethics are subjective.
· What you think is ethical may be very different from your neighbor. That means this is a bad standard for your decision.
· People can use ethics to justify evil things. The Spanish Inquisition and the Crusades were all justified by twisting religious ethics.

· The “greatest good” is a type of ethics. It’s called “utilitarianism”. 
· You should evaluate the consequences of banning genetic engineering 
· We generally make decisions in our lives based on the consequences. We usually side with what is practical.

SOURCES
Jerry Z. Muller, Professor of History at the Catholic University of America, March/April 2013, “Capitalism and 
Inequality: What the Right and the Left Get Wrong,” Foreign Affairs, https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/2013-02-11/capitalism-and-inequality#:~:text=Inequality%20is%20an%20inevitable%20product,and%20advancement%20that%20capitalism%20affords.
John Stossel, Staff Writer, June 12, 2019, “The Case for Designer Babies,” Reason, 
https://reason.com/2019/06/12/the-case-for-designer-babies/
Brian Armstrong, Co-Founder and CEO at Coinbase, October 6, 2019, “The Pros and Cons of Genetically 
Engineering Humans,” https://barmstrong.medium.com/the-pros-and-cons-of-genetically-engineering-humans-49973778c349



1st Opp answers to: Eugenics

· Empirically Disproven—No Eugenics will happen. Every form of enhancement we currently do should have caused a eugenics movement already. 
· Plastic surgery has not caused eugenics.
· They’ll say genetics makes it different, but there is no reason. Remember, it was the end-product of an all-White world that drove the Nazi eugenics efforts.
· Genetic enhancement is elective, not required. 
· Eugenics is a clear attempt to erase groups of people. They cannot win an argument that enhancement would ever become mandatory.
· By definition, that is not eugenics
· Their Nazi example disproves their very argument. 
· Nazi eugenics were mandatory.
· Nazi eugenics experiments were not used to enhance the people being testing.
· It also doesn’t work because the Holocaust happened without the internet and 24-hour news.
· Everyone would know from Twitter and the Nazis would get cancelled!

There is no risk of “selective breeding” or it is inevitable.
· We will win that genetic enhancement is happening already. 
· Either there is no risk of selective breeding because enhancement is happening now or it is going to happen already for the same reason
· Arthur Caplan, head of the Bioethics Division at New York University argued in 2017 that regulations could prevent parents from just selecting the desired traits outside of medical needs. We should focus there instead of a ban.
There won’t be genocide.
· Attorney Sara Markwood argued in 2005 that the public would safeguard against eugenics.
· She claims that public approval is key for the technology to advance. This means that any movement to eugenics would kill the industry.
· They use “genocide” like a buzzword, not its meaning.
· Genocide is an ongoing effort to kill a whole race.
· Just using genetics to kill people is not genocide.
· This belittles actual genocides
· This is not something you should support.
· It also proves that their form of ethics is a bad one.

SOURCES
Xavier Symons, Staff Writer at BioEdge, February 27, 2016, “Is there a difference between genetic engineering and 
eugenics?,” https://bioedge.org/enhancement/eugenics/is-there-a-difference-between-genetic-engineering-and-eugenics/
Brian Armstrong, Co-Founder and CEO at Coinbase, October 6, 2019, “The Pros and Cons of Genetically Engineering 
Humans,” https://barmstrong.medium.com/the-pros-and-cons-of-genetically-engineering-humans-49973778c349
Arthur Caplan, the founding head of the Division of Bioethics at New York University, August 3, 2017, “Bioethicist: 
Don’t worry about designer babies, worry about regulation,” https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/2017/08/03/bioethicist-dont-worry-designer-babies-worry-regulation/537885001/
Sarah M. Markwood, J.D. Candidate, The Dickinson School of Law of the Pennsylvania State University, 2005, 
“Creating a Perfect Human Is Not So Perfect: The Case for Restricting Genetic Enhancement Research,” 110 DICK. L. REV. 473 (2005), https://ideas.dickinsonlaw.psu.edu/dlra/vol110/iss2/7



[bookmark: _Toc140012057]2nd Opp Speaker Script

Prepare for your Speech Know your 1st speaker’s contentions. Help the 1st Opp with responses to possible proposition contentions. 
During the debate, flow the debaters—ESPECIALLY: listen to and briefly flow the 1st Opp speaker’s contentions while you spend 90% of your time writing responses to the opp’s contentions.


When you Speak


My name is _______________________________.

My partner had great arguments including __(VERY concisely list them off—keep to 10 seconds total)________________________

In my speech, I will defend our case, then I will respond to the proposition case again.

“Our First Contention was ___(VERY concisely state your partner’s first contention)_____and we showed (VERY concisely state the reasons/facts of the contention)___.” “Our opponent tried to argue ___(VERY concisely state your opponent’s response)_______ but _____(state your responses).” “So, we’ve shown _________ which has this impact _______________.”
If your opponent did not respond to your contention—say “They did not respond to our contention” and show the impact to the contention.

Do that again for the rest of your contentions.


“Now, go to the Proposition Case.”

“Against the Prop’s First Contention that _(VERY concisely state their contention)____, We responded that __(give your partner’s best responses)_________ then . . . __(defend those responses and/or add on new responses)_________”

Do that again for the rest of the proposition contentions.


Conclude: We urge you to vote for the Opp side.

After you speak, take notes of the arguments in the debate. Ask/Make POIs. Help your partners if they need it.


[bookmark: _Toc140012058]3RD OPP KNOW THESE ARGS
THE TOPIC: Genetic engineering of humans other than for medical needs should be banned.

Contention One: Protecting the troops!

We must protect the warfighting capability of our troops
· According to Al Mauroni, Director of the US Air Force Center for Strategic Deterrence Studies in 2022, America is unprepared to handle biological weapons attack.
· He says we lack the necessary abilities to handle a major attack. We have no major defense against the attack itself. We can only treat the deadly symptoms.
· This extends to the military, both at home and abroad. Troops on the ground would be very vulnerable. They usually do not have the same medical facilities and technology as we do at home. This is especially true when they are in combat zones.

We should support current military genetic engineering efforts to protect soldiers against bioweapons attacks.
· Writing in the Hektoen International Journal in 2017, Anene Chinemelum reports that the U.S. military is using genetic engineering to change blood cells that would deliver cures throughout the body once a toxin was detected.
· Removing weakness to biological weapons would allow troops to move more freely in combat zones and maintain combat effectiveness. Obviously, you can’t fight to protect people if you are dying from biological toxins.

Combat effectiveness is essential to achieve our military objectives.
· Combat effectiveness requires a strong military group that can operate in the face of risks like biological weapons.
· According to Kendrick Kuo, Assistant Professor at the Strategic and Operational Research Department at the U.S. Naval War College in 2022, on the ground combat effectiveness is key to the overall effectiveness of the U.S. military. 
· This extends to troops at home who are training to be ready for action.

Impact: U.S. military effectiveness is essential to international security and survival.
· Former Ambassador and adjunct professor at Georgetown University Law School, Dr. Denise Jenkins in 2022, described the main role of the U.S. military is to prevent conflicts from crossing boundaries to destabilize countries.
· Conflicts can spill over into others and create a domino effect. When this happens, one country collapses into war. That spills over the border to their neighbors, and so on. 
· This means there is a higher risk that major powers get pulled into the conflict. 
· The more countries a war affects, then more likely big powers like the U.S. or China would have investments or military forces that are affected.
· Bringing major powers carries an even higher risk of escalating to levels of huge death or war by accident. Wars by accident happen when one side misinterprets the intentions or actions of the other side. Due to this, they launch an attack.
· U.S. military effectiveness prevents the deaths of thousands of innocent people and many more refugees from the conflict areas. 
· It also prevents the conditions where conflicts can escalate to the nuclear level. We should do everything possible to avoid nuclear wars because they jeopardize all life on the planet.
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Contention Two: Human evolution 

Human genetic engineering is already happening now.
· Since it is already happening, we should see the harms of the Prop case—but we don’t. That means their case impacts should have already happened.
· Human “enhancements” are pretty common now. The University of Missouri School of Medicine explained in 2023 that everything from diet & exercise to plastic surgery work in the same way to add to or enhance natural human abilities. 
· These are distinct from medical needs to remove something that is a barrier to full participation.

Banning genetic engineering can be counterproductive by reducing options for medical needs. 
· Their ban means we could never edit DNA to remove diseases passed down within families.
· Since these diseases are natural limitations on humans, removing them would be an enhancement.
· Genetic engineering can literally remove the DNA molecules that cause diseases. 
· A ban means we could no longer eradicate diseases before a baby is born. 
· A ban can lock people into a lifetime of suffering or give them no lifetime at all. Sara Assem of Praxil Labs explained in 2023 that genetic engineering could enhance humans by removing genes that cause things like cancer prior to birth. 
· That means the gene could never be passed down to future generations.

Don’t fear “designer babies”.
· Genetic engineering in prior to birth could remove the possibility of passing down diseases by removing those genes. 
· This can save the lives of whole generations of families.
· Tay-Sachs disease is a perfect example that should frame your decision. The Prop side explained how devastating this disease can be. However, that example works for us not them.
· Genetic treatments and therapy happen after birth. Removing the possibility to get that disease is clearly a genetic enhancement over normal capabilities. 
· Genetic therapy to kill cancer cells is distinct from eliminating the genes that cause cancer.
· The risk of parents selecting blond hair or heightened intelligence pales in comparison to eliminating hereditary diseases. 
· We know family diseases are guaranteed, not their impacts.

Genetic enhancements can foster positive human evolution.
· Even if they are correct about the risks of so-called designer babies, that does not mean all aspects of genetic enhancements are bad.
· The same technology could improve intelligence, reduce the impulse to aggression, and extend our lifespans.
· CEO Keith Miller pointed out in 2023 that it usually takes multiple generations of a natural influence to spur movement in human evolution. 
· With all the planetary threats today, genetic engineering can provide a faster path securing human survival.
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THE TOPIC: Students should be allowed to bring phones to school

1 OPP: Responses to PROP Contentions

1st Opp answers to: Inequality

· They make this inequality even worse.
· Both of our contentions show how human genetic engineering is happening now. It will continue.
· Banning so-called “designer babies” means that we could not eliminate things like cancer-causing genes. 
· John Stossel of Reason magazine argued in 2019 that a ban means only the super-rich and politically connected will have access, no one else. We saw this during COVID. The rich and powerful got easier and earlier access to treatments.

· This is just the basic evolution of technology, nothing worse.
· Only wealthy people had cars or cell-phones when they first came out. That doesn’t mean we should ban cars and cell phones.
· The high initial costs are not a reason to prevent these advances from happening. Think about that the next time you look at your phone.

Genetic enhancements won’t create different social classes.
· This is all just guessing. We have not heard a single reason or study that indicates this future is likely.

· Social classes will always happen while under capitalism. We just explained how capitalism requires inequality.
· The difference here is that the price will come down and the gap shrinks.

· There is no reason genetic enhancement would actually make this worse.

· It is empirically denied. We have all kinds of enhancements now. 
· Things like plastic surgery have not caused new social classes.

Ethics about one issue should not force your decision—rather than we must look at the costs and benefits of genetic engineering
· Ethics are subjective.
· What you think is ethical may be very different from your neighbor. That means this is a bad standard for your decision.
· People can use ethics to justify evil things. The Spanish Inquisition and the Crusades were all justified by twisting religious ethics.

· The “greatest good” is a type of ethics. It’s called “utilitarianism”. 
· You should evaluate the consequences of banning genetic engineering 
· We generally make decisions in our lives based on the consequences. We usually side with what is practical.
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1st Opp answers to: Eugenics

· Empirically Disproven—No Eugenics will happen. Every form of enhancement we currently do should have caused a eugenics movement already. 
· Plastic surgery has not caused eugenics.
· They’ll say genetics makes it different, but there is no reason. Remember, it was the end-product of an all-White world that drove the Nazi eugenics efforts.
· Genetic enhancement is elective, not required. 
· Eugenics is a clear attempt to erase groups of people. They cannot win an argument that enhancement would ever become mandatory.
· By definition, that is not eugenics
· Their Nazi example disproves their very argument. 
· Nazi eugenics were mandatory.
· Nazi eugenics experiments were not used to enhance the people being testing.
· It also doesn’t work because the Holocaust happened without the internet and 24-hour news.
· Everyone would know from Twitter and the Nazis would get cancelled!

There is no risk of “selective breeding” or it is inevitable.
· We will win that genetic enhancement is happening already. 
· Either there is no risk of selective breeding because enhancement is happening now or it is going to happen already for the same reason
· Arthur Caplan, head of the Bioethics Division at New York University argued in 2017 that regulations could prevent parents from just selecting the desired traits outside of medical needs. We should focus there instead of a ban.
There won’t be genocide.
· Attorney Sara Markwood argued in 2005 that the public would safeguard against eugenics.
· She claims that public approval is key for the technology to advance. This means that any movement to eugenics would kill the industry.
· They use “genocide” like a buzzword, not its meaning.
· Genocide is an ongoing effort to kill a whole race.
· Just using genetics to kill people is not genocide.
· This belittles actual genocides
· This is not something you should support.
· It also proves that their form of ethics is a bad one.
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Prepare for your Speech During Prep Time: Know your 1st speaker’s contentions. Help the 2nd speaker prepare responses.
During the debate carefully flow—you need to use your partners’ arguments to win the debate! IMPORTANT: YOU CAN’T MAKE NEW ARGUMENTS IN YOUR SPEECH—YOUR JOB IS TO SHOW BOTH OF YOUR PARTNER’S ARGUMENTS WERE THE BEST.

My name is _______________________________.

In my speech, I will show why we win each contention.

First, we showed in our Opp Contention 1 ___________________.
Give the reasons/problem/solves/impact of your contention. Show why your partners beat the prop’s responses to the contention.

Second, we showed in our Opp Contention 2 _________________.
Give the reasons/problem/solves/impact of your contention. Show why your partners beat the prop’s responses to the contention.

Third, we defeated the Prop Contention 1 ___________________.
Explain why your partners beat the prop’s contention.

Fourth, we defeated the Prop Contention 2 __________________.
Explain why your partners beat the prop’s contention.

WEIGH THE ARGUMENTS IN THE DEBATE: “Our contentions have more impact/importance because ________.”

Conclude: We urge you to vote for the Opp side.

