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WHAT IS DEBATE?
Debate is about change. We are constantly engaged in a struggle to make our lives,

our community, our country, our world, our future, a better one. We should never be
satisfied with the way things are now - surely there is something in our lives that could
be improved.

Debate is that process which determines how change should come about. Debate
attempts to justify changing the way we think and live. In the real world, debate occurs
everyday on the floor of the United States Senate and the United States House of
Representatives. Debate occurs at the United Nations, the faculty meetings at your
school, and at your dinner table. The procedures for these debates may differ, but the
process is the same - discussion that resolves an issue which will determine whether
change is good or bad. The United Nations debated whether or not the Iraq invasion of
Kuwait was good or bad; the faculty meetings debate school policies; you may recently
have debated with your parents after dinner about the size of your allowance or when
you can begin to drive your own car.

In the classroom, we will attempt to "formalize" this debate process.

1 . You will work with a partner. You and your partner form a "debate team". Sometimes you
will have to be for the issue (the affirmative) and sometimes you will have to be against the
issue (negative). In any instance, you will have plenty of time to get ready for the debate.

2. You will deliver speeches in a format that is unique to debate. The speeches are called
constructives and rebuttals. Each person on each team will speak twice. There are
affirmative constructives and negative constructives. There are affirmative rebuttals and
negative rebuttals.

3. You will learn rules and techniques that will seem strange to you. The way we learn how to
debate may at first seem difficult. But once you take on the challenge, you will begin to
understand its relationship to debating. The most difficult part of debate is the first few
weeks, after that it gets easier and easier once you have learned the rules.

3. We will debate only one resolution. Most of our emphasis will be on competitive or
tournament debating. In order to compete at tournaments and to give the debaters
sufficient time to prepare, a standard topic or resolution is used all year. Thousands of high
schools at this very minute are researching and debating the very same issues and ideas
that you will be. The resolution determines the debate area. From this area there can be
thousands of issues so that all of the debates are never the same and are always changing.

3. Those students who want to be challenged can participate in debate tournaments against
other high schools during the school year.
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WHY DEBATE?
Debating can take time and effort. Millions of students have, through the years, found that it is
more than worth it.

Debating is fun.  You debate with a partner and against other students. You and your team at
school become a debate squad, a community, where you work for and with each other to win.
You will make friends and meet lots of interesting new people. You will engage in thrilling
contests and travel outside of your school.

Debating is a sport of the mind and voice.  You compete using your brain and your
mouth. You have a chance to win and even when you don't win you learn. Unlike some sports,
where you need to be fast, tall, big or something else physical, debate is for everyone. You
don't have to be book-smart or test-smart to be a good debater. If you feel you can learn and if
you think you are clever, debate is for you. Even if you don't think you are talented in any
special way, debate can improve the abilities you already have.

Debating is controlled by you. You get to speak, you get to pick the arguments, and you
get to use your strategy. Instead of being told what to do and told what to study, in debate
you can create your own learning project and follow ideas and issues which interest you.

Debating creates the skills you need for success.  Studies show that employers and
colleges are looking for students with oral communication skills, and debate is based on
developing oral communication skills. Studies also show that those with good oral
communication skills are identified as "leaders" by others and get promoted faster on the job.
Unlike some activities and areas of study, debating will help you succeed wherever your life may
lead you.

Debate can give you the power to change things.  Things need changing, and your
voice can be a powerful instrument for change -- in your school, in your community, in your
nation, in the world. Malcolm X's life was turned around in prison when he learned how to
debate. Listen to what Malcolm X later wrote about it:

"I've told how debating was a weekly event there, at the Norfolk prison colony. My reading had
my mind like steam under pressure. Some way, I had to start telling the white man about
himself to his face. I decided I could do this by putting my name down to debate É Once my
feet got wet, I was gone on debating. Whichever side of the selected subject was assigned to
me, I'd track down and study everything I could find on it. I'd put myself in my opponents' place,
ands decide how I'd try to win if I had the other side; I'd figure a way to knock down all those
points." [Autobiography of Malcolm X, 1964]

Debating is not just for geeks or nerds.  Malcolm  X, Marcus Garvey, John F. Kennedy,
and many others loved debate, and you can't say they were nerds.
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WHAT IS DEBATE ALL ABOUT?
The Elements of Debate (Adapted From the Peach State Debate Classic Handbook)

The Debate Tournament

Debate tournaments are held so that students from various schools can gather and
compete in order to determine who has a superior plan to solve a problem that exists within the
present system. When one arrives at the tournament location, it is generally a good idea to wait
in the main lobby or in the student center where the pairings are posted. It is relatively easy to
locate this place by following the largest crowd of people. The pairings or schematics are lists
indicating the teams that are debating, the room number, and the judge. There is a different
pairing for every round. Generally, the debate rounds occur in classrooms. After one reads the
pairing, it is a wise idea to find the assigned room as soon as possible so as not to delay the
tournament. Maps are often available to help find the location of the rooms.

When both of the teams and the judge arrive in the room, the round begins. Most students
do not have a clear idea of what to do in the first few debate rounds. When unsure about
procedures, one should not hesitate to ask the judge for help. Eventually one becomes more
comfortable debating and the nervousness will subside.

There are usually several preliminary rounds in a tournament. All teams present at the
tournament participate in these rounds. Sometimes, there are also elimination rounds. Generally
the top teams advance to the elimination rounds. Once elimination rounds begin, the team who
wins a debate round advance while the other team is eliminated from the tournament. The
teams with the best record in the preliminary rounds advance to the elimination rounds. A
novice can benefit greatly by watching the more experienced debaters in these rounds.

Explanation of the Resolution

The purpose of the resolution is to limit the debate. The resolution allows for an even
distribution of ground for both the affirmative and negative teams. For example, the resolution
for the 1999-2000 high school debate season is:

 Resolved: That the federal government should establish an education policy to significantly
increase academic achievement in secondary schools in the United States.

Stock Issues and the Resolution

The stock issues are the affirmative burdens that have traditionally been used to show that
the affirmative case is a good example of the resolution. These stock issues are called "prima
facie" (Latin, on first look), that is, the affirmative must meet these burdens to win the round
because the burden of proof lies with the affirmative.

Topicality

Topicality is the stock issue that insures that the affirmative team stays within the framework
of the resolution. The topic is like the "assignment" for the debate. Just like a paper for a class,
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it has t o be on the topic assigned. If you don't debate your side of the topic, you flunk the
assignment and lose the debate.

Significance and Harms

Significance and harms deal with the importance of the problem. Harms can be defined as
the results which would occur if the problem were not solved. Significance evaluates the
importance of the harms.

Solvency

Solvency is the measure of whether or not, or to what degree, the affirmative's plan solves
for the problem it identifies. If the affirmative's plan does not solve the harms, there would be
no need to put it into effect.

Inherency

Inherency refers to the necessity of resolutional action. For instance, if the affirmative team
proposes that building landfills in the U.S. would clean up pollution, the affirmative would be
non-inherent because there are already landfills in the U.S. Inherency is important because if the
plan is already in action, there would be no need to enact it again.

Fiat

Fiat (French, let it be so) is the assumption that the affirmative team's plan is going to be
put into effect. This assumption avoids reducing debate to a question of will Congress pass and
put the plan into operation. Fiat is generally derived from the word "should" in the resolution.
The debaters are debating whether the plan "should" be enacted rather than whether it would
be enacted.

Speech Order and Responsibilities

The constructive speeches are used to build the arguments that the affirmative and
negative teams hope to win. The rebuttals are used to solidify the position taken by each team
and to convey to the judge why he/she should vote for one team over the other.

1AC - The first speaker is from the affirmative side. The 1AC's responsibility is to present a
case and plan which falls under the current resolution and is the basis for the debate which is to
follow. This speech is the only one that is prewritten.

1NC - The second speaker is from the negative team. The 1NC strategy will vary according
to the case which is presented in the previous speech (1AC) by the affirmative. The 1NC
usually consists of disadvantages, topicality arguments, and other negative arguments such as
case attacks.

2AC - The obligation of this speaker is to answer the arguments put out by the INC.
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2NC - This speech may be used to enter new arguments into the round, but is usually used
to point out errors in the affirmative arguments. This speech is also used to extend the
arguments generated by the 1NC and to respond to the 2AC

1NR - The first in a series of rebuttal speeches, this speech covers what the 2NC did not
answer that the negative feels is important.

1AR - This is the first affirmative rebuttal speech. This speaker is responsible for covering
the negative arguments from their two speeches. This person must have the ability to speak
well in order to cover all the affirmative arguments, making the 1AR one of the most difficult
speeches in the debate round.

2NR - This speech is used to explain to the judge why he/she should vote for the negative
rather than the affirmative team. All arguments in the round should be clear by this point. The
2NR should use this time to emphasize the arguments from the 2NC and 1NR.

2AR - This speech, the last of the rebuttal speeches, presents the last opportunity for the
affirmative to make an impression on the judge. At this point in the round, the affirmative team
should have explained to the judge why the affirmative has won the round, and why the case
outweighs the harms of the disadvantages.

Cross Examination

A three minute period of time between the constructive speeches which allows each speaker to
ask the other questions in order to clarify arguments.

Cross-Examination Order                                           
IA Cross-Examined by 2N
IN Cross-Examined by 1A
2A Cross-Examined by IN
2N Cross-Examined by 2A

Judges

judges are the people who decide the outcome of the debate round. In preliminary rounds
there is usually one judge per round with three or more judges in elimination rounds. Besides
deciding who wins and loses the round, the judge ranks and assigns speaker points to each
debater. The debaters are ranked first, second, third, or fourth with first being the best. Points
are given from one to thirty with thirty being the very best. Judges rarely give below twenty
and then only in extreme circumstance. The rank and points a debater receives rates how well a
debater speaks, enunciates, and presents arguments. Because of these conditions, the judge
should be the one whom the debaters address during the round, not each other.

Regardless of the philosophy of the judge, he/she does not like to intervene. judges like the
debaters to decide the outcome and to weigh the arguments in the last speeches.

After the round, the judge may, if time allows, give a critique of the debater's performance
and make suggestions for improvement.
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OUTLINE OF A DEBATE
Many of the words identified in bold  will be concepts you will need to learn

more about as you get deeper into debating. There is a glossary of terms at the
end of this book.

FIRST AFFIRMATIVE CONSTRUCTIVE SPEECH (1AC)
8 minutes

Establishes affirmatives advocacy of resolution.
There is a problem that could be solved - SIGNIFICANCE, HARM,
ADVANTAGE
The status quo isnÕt going to solve this problem without change - INHERENCY
Here is our specific proposal of what ought to be done - PLAN
Our plan will solve the problem/harm - SOLVENCY

SECOND NEGATIVE SPEAKER CROSS EXAMINES 1AC
3 minutes

1. Ask question to help you understand their arguments. GET INFORMATION
1. Ask questions to set up your arguments to come. USE ANSWERS AGAINST

THEM LATER
1. Show the judge what a wonderful person you are. ACT LIKE A POLITE,

FRIENDLY PERSON.

FIRST NEGATIVE CONSTRUCTIVE SPEECH (1NC)
8 minutes

Attacks affirmative and begins laying out additional issues negative 
Make arguments against the specifics of the aff case. CASE ARGUMENTS.
Argue that if the plan is adopted bad things will happen. DISADVANTAGES.
Argue that the fundamental assumptions of the affirmative are
flawed/incorrect. CRITIQUE.
Argue that the plan is not a representation of the topic. TOPICALITY.
Argue that there would be a better alternative to the plan. COUNTERPLAN

FIRST AFFIRMATIVE SPEAKER CROSS EXAMINES 1NC
3 minutes
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SECOND AFFIRMATIVE CONSTRUCTIVE SPEECH (2AC)
8 minutes

Defend aff positions, attack negative positions, last chance to introduce new
issues for aff.
Argue that the disadvantages are really reasons to vote affirmative. TURNS.
Argue that the counterplan and the affirmative plan can co-exist.
PERMUTATIONS.

FIRST NEGATIVE SPEAKER CROSS EXAMINES 2AC
3 minutes

SECOND NEGATIVE CONSTRUCTIVE SPEECH (2NC)
8 minutes

Attack aff positions, defend negative positions, last chance to introduce new
issues for the neg.
2NC and 1NR should cover different issues. DIVISION OF LABOR.

SECOND AFFIRMATIVE SPEAKER CROSS EXAMINES 2NC
3 minutes

FIRST NEGATIVE REBUTTAL (1NR)
4 minutes

Attack aff positions, defend neg positions. . DIVISION OF LABOR.

FIRST AFFIRMATIVE REBUTTAL (1AR)
4 minutes

Answer all neg issues, defend aff positions.

SECOND NEGATIVE REBUTTAL (2NR)
4 minutes

Select winning issues and sell them to critic. WEIGH THE ISSUES.

SECOND AFFIRMATIVE REBUTTAL (2AR)
4 minutes

Select winning issues and sell them to critic. WEIGH THE ISSUES.

Teams are given a total of 5-10 minutes prep time to use before their
speeches. It is different at different tournaments.

Shake Hands. See if the judge has any comments.
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START DEBATING RIGHT AWAY
YOU CAN START DEBATING RIGHT AWAY IN YOUR CLASSROOM

HAVE A PUBLIC ASSEMBLY DEBATE

This is a chance for new debaters to begin thinking about the topic and get
some public speaking experience in as well. We have suggested an issue for you
to use, but you can come up with one on your own as well.

This exercise is modeled after the old-fashioned Vermont town meeting. We will
be discussing a topical issue. Feel free to raise you hand and be called on to
make a short speech in support or in opposition to the motion we will be
considering. Simply raise your hand, be recognized, come to the front of the
room, introduce yourself, and say what you wish. Go on as long as you want
within sensible limits, encourage everyone to speak, but if some want to watch
without speaking that's fine.

As the exercise goes on, feel free to stand up and agree or disagree with
something another speaker has said. You can appoint a student as the chair, to
call on people, or the teacher can do that É or the teacher can just be another
member of the assembly and give a speech.

THE ISSUE: Ability grouping in schools, also known as "tracking." Students have
their abilities evaluated and then are put in classes and learning situations which
are considered "appropriate" for their abilities. High, medium, and low ability
students in any given subject area are, therefore, grouped together.

THE MOTION: This assembly believes that ability grouping, or "tracking," should
not be used in assigning students to classes or learning opportunities, including
but no limited to science, mathematics, history, and English. Students may still
be assigned to classes based on their grade in school or on having fulfilled
prerequisite courses.
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HAVE A DEBATE SKIRMISH

Pick an issue which interests you and other students. You can pick any issue
you want to be the topic, but we have given you an example. It is always good
to pick something which interests and concerns the students.

TOPIC: High school should be voluntary like it is in Japan.

Form two two-person teams, one affirmative and one negative. Take 10-15
minutes to have a general discussion about the issues on both sides, write them
on the board. During this time the two teams can be formulating their ideas and
strategies. After the discussion give them 5 minutes to think of what
arguments they will be using.

Have a very short debate like the following:
First Affirmative Speaker - 3 minutes
First Negative Speaker - 3 minutes
Second Affirmative Speaker - 3 minutes
Second Negative Speaker - 3 minutes
Take Questions for both sides from the audience or from each other - 10

minutes
Concluding Negative Speech - 3 minutes
Concluding Affirmative Speech - 3 minutes

Each debate takes about 30 minutes. After you have had one debate and
discussed it, in the next class period you can have two other debates by
different students on the same topic.

YOU ARE NOW A DEBATER! SAY THE DEBATER'S CODE AND MOVE RIGHT ON TO
THE NEXT SECTION!
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THE CODE OF THE DEBATER
I am a debater.
I attempt to be worthy of this title by striving to observe the code

of the debater.

FOR MYSELF:
I will research my topic and know what I am talking about.
I will respect the subject matter of my debates.
I will choose persuasion over coercion and violence.
I will learn from victory and especially from defeat.
I will be a generous winner and a gracious loser.
I will remember and respect where I came even though I am now a

citizen of the world.
I will apply my criticism of others to myself.
I will strive to see myself in others.
I will, in a debate, use the best arguments I can to support the side I

am on.
I will, in life, use the best arguments I can to determine which side I

am on.

FOR OTHERS:
I will respect their rights to freedom of speech and expression, even

though we may disagree.
I will respect my partners, opponents, judges, coaches, and

tournament officials.
I will be honest about my arguments and evidence and those of

others.
I will help those with less experience, because I am both student and

teacher.
I will be an advocate in life, siding with those in need and willing to

speak truth to power.
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THE AFFIRMATIVE CASE
WHY AFFIRMATIVE IS COOL

Ö YOUR GROUND.
You get to decide what it is you want to talk about and what you want to do. The ideas
are in your control.

Ö YOUR TRAP
You can set traps for negative teams, hide answers to their arguments, lure them into
supporting weak arguments. Affirmative debating is a great place to learn and develop
communication strategies which you can apply later.

Ö YOUR ADVOCACY
You can decide what you want to stand for, what you want to be an advocate of. You
have a chance to propose changes you favor in a public forum and other people have
to oppose you and test your ideas. In the future you will need to stand up and be an
advocate, and now is the time to get the training you will need!

SELECTION OF AN AFFIRMATIVE CASE

Many beginning debaters are "given" an affirmative case to use. That's a good way to
start, but before long you need to be able to develop your own affirmative case. Even
if you are "given" a case, change it, add rhetoric, make it YOURS. When it comes time
to write your own affirmative case, here are some things to keep in mind.

Ö STRONG LITERATURE
You will need good evidence. It is nice if your case idea has articles and books written
about it so that you can learn to marshal the data and facts to fulfill your purpose.
Don't be afraid if there is a lot of evidence about your idea, because since you initiate
this discussion you should almost always been ahead of your opposition if you know
the literature.

Ö LITERATURE SLANTED YOUR WAY
Don't be afraid if there is evidence that goes against your case, since there probably
are no truly perfect ideas. It is best if there is evidence both ways so you can predict
the negative arguments, but you also want the preponderance of evidence to be in
favor of your side of the issue. Then you can always say that the majority of experts
support your position.

Ö YOUR ADVOCACY: BETTER, DEEPER, FEWER CONTRADICTIONS
When you pick a case area that you believe in you will do a better job of debating. You
will be more interested in learning about it so research and preparation will be easier.
You will also make fewer contradictions when you debate because the affirmative case
you are supporting fits in with your other beliefs and values.

Ö PREDICTABLE NEGATIVE
It is nice to pick an affirmative case that has a predictable negative approach. If you
find that the negative evidence against your case tends to say the same things over
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and over again that is a good thing, because you will be able to prepare for a relatively
small number of negative arguments.

Ö AVOID OR TURN MOST POPULAR ARGUMENTS
Certain negative arguments on many topics become very predictable and very
widespread. Identify the most popular generic negative arguments and then design
your case so that it answers, better yet, turns these arguments. Unimaginative
debaters will use the same generic arguments every time, and you want to be in a
position to get victory after victory over them.

Ö POPULARITY OF CASE AREA
Negative teams prepare most against the most popular cases. So, you might not want
to use the affirmative case which is most common in your region. If your case is slightly
unusual the negative team may well be unprepared and debating it for the first time.

PREPARATION

Preparing an affirmative case is all about research and organizing your research and
your ideas. Research may be one of the most important skills you will learn in debate.
This is the information age, and being able to mine information is like being able to
mine gold. Start learning now so you can find some big nuggets later in life!

Ö RESEARCH: SCAN AVAILABLE LITERATURE AREAS
Go to the library and start by doing a search. Scan is the important word here. You
donÕt start reading whatever you find or you will never get anywhere. You need to
SCAN what a library has and see what the best materials are and read them first. Use
the RESEARCH guide in this book. Make sure to look for ALL KINDS of literature on your
subject, including books, professional journals in your area of research, government
documents, internet sites, general periodicals and newspapers, and specific prints put
out by specialty groups in your field of research.

Ö HOW TO READ: SCANNING PROCESS
Once you have found a variety of materials sort it out and start looking at the BEST
items first. Once again, SCAN is the important word here. Don't just pick up a book and
start reading it at the first word until you get to the end. You will never finish that way.
Instead, pick up a book and SCAN it -- look at the chapter headings and find the ones
likely to have what you want and SCAN them first. When you SCAN a chapter read the
first few paragraphs and the last few paragraphs. If they look good, then SCAN the
chapter a paragraph at a time. You SCAN a paragraph by reading the first and last
sentences. If they look good for your research area, then read the entire paragraph.
This way you only read the paragraphs that you really need, not hundreds of pages of
irrelevant stuff. Don't forget to look up the keywords about your case in the INDEX of
the book. Do much the same thing with articles and other publication. Learn to SCAN
vast bodies of literature to find exactly what you need and you will be a winner in the
information age.
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Ö AWARENESS OF NEGATIVE ARGUMENTS, CUT THEM
Make sure to find and process the negative evidence and arguments as well. You don't
understand your case fully until you understand the arguments against it. Use the
evidence processing guidelines found in the EVIDENCE section of his book.

Ö SORTING OF EVIDENCE: DO IT STOCK ISSUES STYLE
After you have some evidence you need to sort it based on what it says. The best way
is to sort it out based on stock issues. You should have categories like: significance,
inherency, solvency/plan, negative, answers to disadvantages, etc. Always think about
what argument the evidence relates to when sorting it, do not sort it based on key
words. For example, it would be a mistake to put all the cards about "teachers" in one
pile, as they might say teachers are good, teachers are bad, teachers hate the plan,
the plan improves teaching, etc. You need to sort evidence based on how you will use
it in the debate.

Ö IDENTIFY MISSING EVIDENCE OR EVIDENCE WEAKNESSES
Make sure to pay attention to the evidence that you NEED that you are not finding.
You will have to do a special search for such evidence or else figure out a way to use
your affirmative case without it.

CONSTRUCTION OF AFFIRMATIVE CASE - THE FIRST AFFIRMATIVE SPEECH

The first affirmative speech is the judge's first impression of you, and we know first
impressions are very important. Make sure it gives them a good first impression of you
and your ideas.

Ö STYLE & RHETORIC
Use colorful but sophisticated language. Don't just have evidence card after evidence
card, also put in strong statements explaining what the evidence proves and why your
arguments are important. Use your language to EXPLAIN your case to the judge. Show
style and class in your use of language.

Ö DIFFERENT VERSIONS FOR DIFFERENT JUDGES
You might want to have different 1ACs for different judges. Some judges like a slower
speech, others a faster speech. Have two different versions so that you don't have to
do last minute editing and changing of your 1AC right before the debate starts.

Ö THESIS STATEMENT
In the beginning of your 1AC read the resolution and then give two or three sentences
which explain the thesis behind your case. It is always a good idea to have the judge on
board with your general ideas before you start presenting evidence and subpoints.

Ö CONTENTIONS AND TAGS
Keep your contentions few and clear. Have your contentions match the stock issues
whenever you can. Make the wording of the contentions clear and simple so that
judges can write them down easily. Don't go crazy with too many little subpoints, make
your ideas sound big, not fragmented and trivial. Don't be afraid to repeat important
contentions so that judges will be sure to get them.
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Ö SEQUENCING: USE A LOGICAL ORDER
Put your arguments in meaningful groups, such as all the arguments about why the
plan solves the problem in one contention. Also, follow a problem-solution format in
building your speech. For example try this pattern: problem (significance), cause
(inherency), solution (plan), workability (solvency). That makes sense to a judge and to
most people.

Ö INHERENCY: FRAUGHT WITH PROBLEMS IN OTHER AREAS, BUT 
NEEDED

You have to have inherency. Watch out, though, it can get you in trouble. Look at the
Inherency section of the ATTACKING CASE part of this book for an explanation. There
are several kinds of inherency you can choose from.

Ö ATTITUDINAL
People, policy makers, or others do not like the plan or do not want the problem
solved.

Ö STRUCTURAL
Laws, regulations, or physical constraints stop the plan or stop the solution to the
problem.

Ö HARMS INHERENCY
The way we try and solve the problem now is a BAD one, creating harms, and the
affirmative plan would solve the problem without these harms.

Ö EXISTENTIAL
Not a very strong inherency, but people use it. The argument here is that if the
problem exists and persists there must be an inherency which "exists" somewhere out
there.

Ö SIGNIFICANCE, IMPACT, ADVANTAGE
The next stock issue is significance. Make sure to spell this out clearly to make the
need for your plan seem important. There are a number of ways to do this.

Ö ADVANTAGE VS. HARM
Advantages and harms say the same thing in a little different way. An advantage says
that if we adopt the plan things will be better, while a harm states that bad things are
happening now and we need to stop them. Advantages are best when your impact is in
the future, harms are better when our impact is in the present.

Ö QUALITATIVE D IMENSIONS
Every impact and bit of significance talks about some bad thing that needs to be
avoided. Sometimes it is a qualitative statement, in that it is not susceptible to
numerical evaluation. You can't assign a dollar value to freedom or a weight to beauty,
because these are qualitative concepts. Nevertheless they are very important. Very
few thinking people would sell themselves into slavery, for example, at any price.

Ö QUALITATIVE DIMENSIONS
Some impacts are clear in their implications and need only be counted. Deaths,
illnesses, children in poverty, these are all things which we readily accept as being bad,
so the only question is how many of them can you specify in your case? Find big harms
and then find big numbers to represent them.
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Ö EMOTIONALLY LOADED
Find harms that pull at people's hearts. Show compassion and concern for those you
identify in your case as being harmed, because after all, it is they you are advocating
for.

Ö PLAN
Your plan is what you really advocate and is the most strategic portion of your
affirmative case. Make sure it is clearly and carefully written. Here are some
suggestions for plan construction.

Ö MATCH THE RESOLUTION
Use as many of the words in the resolution as you can in your plan, because it makes it
sound a lot more topical.

Ö AGENT: SINGULAR OR INCENTIVE ORIENTED
You need some agent to carry out your plan. Certainly you need to use the agent
identified in the resolution (such as the federal government), but beyond that you
should indicate what part of that agent will implement the plan. As well, you might
want to have the agent in the resolution give incentives to other groups or levels of
government to carry out the plan.

Ö ACTION: WHAT, HOW MUCH, NOW LONG, MODEL, ADVOCATE
You need to specify the action in your plan. What is it that will be done? How much will
you do it? How long will it take to implement the plan? You might consider using a
model program as a guide for your plan ("We will do nationally what they do in
Wisconsin"). This makes it easier to defend your plan as working, since it works in
Wisconsin. You might also want to identify an advocate, probably someone you have
good solvency evidence from, by saying "We will adopt the school voucher proposal
presented by Dr. Ivan Feelgood of the University of Montana." Again, that may make
proving solvency easier.

Ö FUNDING: NORMAL VS. TARGETED
You need to pay for the plan. You can do that by either using "normal means" (money
gets appropriated by Congress like normal) or you can have targeted funding (such as
cuts in a new and expensive bomber for the military). Either way, you need to be able
to say how you pay.

Ö ENFORCEMENT: NORMAL VS. TARGETED
You need to make sure the plan has the force of law, or else people who don't like it
will simply ignore it. You can utilize normal means for enforcement (executive branch,
police, courts) or you can have a specific agent to enforce it (Inspector General of the
United States).

Ö INTERPRETATION
Your plan can never be complete because your speech is limited in length. You might
indicate in your plan that affirmative speeches will clarify plan particulars if necessary.
After all, you don't want the negative clarifying what the plan does.

Ö SOLVENCY
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Solvency is the most important of the stock issues the affirmative must prove in 1AC.
You get no credit for pointing to a problem, only credit for solving it. This is also the
stock issue the negative is most likely to attack.

Ö HOW IT HAPPENS AND WHY
Make sure your solvency evidence and your rhetoric explains to the judge how and why your
plan solves the problem or gains the advantage. These explanations will help you defend against
negative attacks. Judges hate to vote for plans when they don't understand how they work.

Ö RANGE OF SOLVENCY
Indicate how much of the problem you will be able to solve. Don't worry that you can't solve all
of the problem, because your plan will still be a good idea even if it isn't perfect. However, you
need to be able to indicate a range of solvency: we solve some important part of the problem,
we solve half the problem, we solve almost all of the problem, we solve all of the problem. As
long as you can sole SOME of the problem you have met the solvency burden, but the more you
solve the better off you will be.

Ö USING A MODEL OR EXAMPLE
Feel free to copy some plan which has already shown itself to be successful. Then read the
results of that specific program as your solvency evidence.

Ö SOLVENCY ADVOCATE
While not essential, judges generally like it and many negatives will demand it -- some specific
author who says your plan is a good idea.

Ö OVERCOME THE INHERENCIES
If you identify inherent barriers make sure your plan can overcome them.

Ö FRONTLOADING: MOST NEEDED EVIDENCE FOR 2AC
Also put evidence in the 1AC which you can use later. Hide it somewhere, and then in 2AC you
can use it without having to waste the time reading it. For example, you can hide evidence to
turn the disadvantages, evidence to permute the counterplan, and independent solvency
evidence. Often a good place to hide such evidence is near the end of the 1AC because the
negative is all concerned about what they are going to say in the 1NC and the bottom of the
1AC is probably the last place they will get to in their 1NC.

BRIEFING/FRONTLINES

You will need to write briefs to answer expected negative arguments. These are called 2AC
frontlines, your first line of response to negative attack. Here are some suggestions about this
process.

Ö CREATE BRIEFS TO ANSWER ARGUMENTS, NOT JUST AS EVIDENCE 
CATEGORIES
Ö GENERALLY: BEST CARD FIRST, ALTHOUGH DISAD ANSWERS MIGHT BURY THE BEST
CARD.
Ö LIST NEGATIVE CASE ARGUMENTS AND PREPARE ANSWERS.
Ö ALWAYS MIX EVIDENCED AND REASONED RESPONSES.
Ö TOPICALITY: EACH AND EVERY WORD: DEFINITION, WE MEET
Ö COUNTERPLANS: COMPETITION, TURNING ANSWERING
Ö DISADVANTAGES: FULL RANGE OF RESPONSES, ESPECIALLY TURNS
Ö CRITIQUES: GENERAL AND SPECIFIC CRITIQUE ANSWERS. SOLVING THE CRITIQUE.
Ö BACKGROUND AND DATA ON PLAN, STUDIES, AUTHORS
Ö ANTICIPATE CONTRADICTIONS.
Ö CREATE AN INDEX, CONSIDER AN EXPANDO/ACCORDION FILE FOR YOUR AFF.
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ATTACKING THE AFFIRMATIVE CASE
One of the defining characteristics of debate is clash. Specific disagreement is what

judges look for in deciding who did the better job of debating. The center of that clash
experience is the negative team's analysis and refutation of the first affirmative speech -- the
affirmative case. This section is a little longer than the others because we are going to cover
some other important concepts, like how to attack evidence and how to make challenges.

PART ONE: GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS
A. GOALS OF ATTACKING THE AFFIRMATIVE CASE
1. ATTACK THEIR HARMS - Eliminate affirmative impact scenarios
The affirmative will try and establish specific scenarios, stories, or logical conclusions to

reinforce their general claim about the resolution. Usually some sort of social problem or area of
controversy will be discussed. The affirmative will attempt to show that their conclusions would
be preferable. A scenario can be thought of as a complete story of this sort. A scenario would
specify a series of events involving actors which results in some sort of outcome. An incomplete
scenario would be far preferable for the negative than allowing the affirmative to win a
complete scenario. The negative must commit itself to allowing no complete affirmative
scenarios to be sustained in the debate. Preferably, affirmative scenarios should be eliminated
by negative arguments, but since that is rarely the case in a good debate the negative
commitment should be to challenging and limiting all affirmative scenarios.

2. USE CASE TURNS - Plant argumentative time bombs
A turn is an argument that captures what the other team is saying and "turns the

tables" on them. Just like the turns for disadvantages, you can turn the link in a case (YOUR
PLAN MAKES THE PROBLEM WORSE) or you can turn the impact in a case (THAT ISN'T A HARM,
IT IS ACTUALLY A BENEFIT). These not only take out their advantage, but also create a new
reason to vote negative.

The time bomb analogy may prove useful in understanding this concept. When
not defused by the affirmative these arguments then tend to explode in rebuttals. In rebuttals
(let us say first negative rebuttal as an example) a negative speaker might multiple point each
affirmative answer, read additional evidence, and then develop an explanation as to how this
position does serious, perhaps even fatal, damage to the affirmative.

3. KNOCK OUT A STOCK ISSUE - They need them all to win
Since the affirmative must win several issues in tandem (significance, inherency,

solvency) a wise strategy for the negative would be to target the weakest of these necessary
components and concentrate the attack there. If one link in this argumentative chain is broken
the negative may have a reasonable claim that the affirmative case cannot stand without this
one component which has been devastated.

4. BOG THEM DOWN - Participate in a beneficial time exchange
Dutch historian Pieter Geyl once remarked that "It takes less time to commit an error

than to demonstrate one." While the negative should not utilize obviously erroneous arguments,
this quotation does demonstrate a reality of argumentation which the negative should utilize.
Time during a speech can be thought of as temporal capital, and it needs to be used wisely.
Often the negative attacks on the affirmative case can take far longer for the affirmative to
answer than it takes for the negative to make. Several related subjects within this chapter are
relevant here. For example, the more specific the negative attack, the more difficult it is for the



Code of the Debater, p. 22

affirmative to answer it. Challenges also take longer for an affirmative to meet than for a
negative to make. Time spent on the affirmative case means time the affirmative cannot spend
on answering other issues introduced by the negative.

B. ORGANIZATIONAL GUIDELINES IN ATTACKING THE CASE
Sound organizational habits and principles enhance any debate presentation, but

organization is even more important for the negative team when attacking the affirmative case.
Instead of presenting an argument within her own organizational structure, the negative debater
attacking the case has to specifically apply her arguments to the structure of the affirmative
case.

1. Number your arguments  on each major case section
Many debaters are tempted to go down each argument used by the affirmative in the

case structure and analyze it separately. While in a perfect world with unlimited speech time
this would be preferable to show specific clash, in a limited amount of time this is impossible.
However, the sense of specific clash needs to be retained for the judge.

The compromise which seems to work effectively is for the negative speaker to identify
a component of the affirmative case (let us say, contention one, subpoint B) and against that
component (which may have several pieces of evidence as well as B-1 and B-2 subpoints)
launch a number of arguments, numbered consecutively. For example, a negative speaker might
say, "Please turn to their I-B subpoint, 'Unemployment has harmful consequences,' where we will
argue....1. ARG.....2. ARG.....3. ARG......"

2. Attack the case in the order it is presented
One of the most common errors which negative speakers make in attacking the

affirmative case is "jumping around" from point to point and not examining the affirmative case
in an organized manner. Most affirmative cases take a step by step approach to presenting the
team's position, and is thus appropriate for negative refutation to be in that order. Also, if the
case is taken in order it is easier for the judge to follow.

However, this does not mean that things are presented in the order of importance. Many
strategically wise affirmative teams may put one of the most crucial issues at the end of the
first affirmative speech and wait for the negative team to neglect that particular issue before
using it against them. Always look at all of the points in the affirmative case, decide what is
important, and then allocate time and arguments on that basis.

3. Centralize your argumentation
Another common organizational error committed by negative speakers attacking the

affirmative case is that they repeat themselves.
This error is usually of one of two types. First, the negative speaker will repeat the same

basic argument with mild rhetorical changes at more than one point on the case flowsheet. This
fills speech time but does not act as an effective attack and is very easy for the affirmative to
respond to, as they simply answer it once (very thoroughly) and then refer all repetitions back
to this set of answers. Second, the negative speaker will put different arguments about the
same general topic in several different places on the flow. For example, negative arguments
about how unemployment does not cause health harms are placed in two completely different
places on the flowsheet. In both cases the better options would be to put all of your arguments
about a certain issue ("Unemployment does not cause health harms") in one spot, and not
fragment or repeat them around the flow. Say it once and put it with other arguments of its
kind.

C. STRATEGIC WILLINGNESS TO CONCEDE PORTIONS OF CASE
Refutation and attack of the affirmative case should be guided by a sense of strategy,

not just a reflex action of disagreeing with everything the affirmative utters. Often some of the
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most useful arguments for the negative team can be what the affirmative has advocated. If
affirmative positions are utilized as a foundation for negative arguments, this foundation is likely
to be quite strong because the affirmative team has themselves taken a position which they
cannot withdraw. The negative, therefore, may wish to concede various portions of an
affirmative case if that concession would promote the negative's interests strategically. Often
affirmatives claim end states or actions as being "good," and thus they advocate these ideas.
These end states or actions may be used as "links" to other arguments which the negative will
then launch. For example, when the affirmative claims that unemployment is harmful and should
be avoided, the negative might use this as a "link" to their argument that it is employment                     
which is more harmful that unemployment.

If concession of a position is the strategy to be chosen, other arguments against this
position should not be made. For example, in the case of conceding the affirmative arguments
about unemployment, the negative speaker should not also make arguments which eliminate the
hoped for link to their other arguments. Statements such "There really isn't any unemployment"
should not be made against a conceded position because it may serve to eliminate the link the
concession hopes to gain.

TWO: SPECIFIC TECHNIQUES FOR ATTACKING THE AFFIRMATIVE CASE
These techniques should become "habits of mind" for negative speakers attacking the

affirmative case and often for debaters in various other situations.
A. UTILIZE CHALLENGES
A "challenge" is an argument which indicates inadequacies in the arguments of the

opponent and urges their rejection or degradation as a result. I prefer the term "challenge" to
"press," because the latter term has been used to characterize weak demands for perfection
uttered by some debaters. A challenge specifically identifies logical and developmental
inadequacies in argumentation and then reevaluates the argument based on these inadequacies.
Failure by the affirmative to deal with these challenges and fill in these inadequacies means that
the negative reevaluation of the argument stands.

The format for an effective challenge is simple and direct.
1. Specify lacking element.  Something is missing or imperfect about an argument.

Perhaps an argument is missing a logical step, involves an argumentative fallacy, or confuses
the specific with the general. These elements can be specified and pointed out in attacking the
affirmative case.

2. Demonstrate its importance.  Now that a problem has been found in a particular
argument, it needs to be reevaluated based on this new characterization. The error that many
debaters make is in assuming that because an affirmative argument is not perfect it should be
rejected. Rather, it would be far more credible to say that the argument is not as strong or
lacks relevance to the point it is trying to prove. This approach is much harder to answer than
mere pleas for perfection. As well, if and when such challenges are not answered by the
affirmative, then the negative can begin discussing why this inadequacy means the entire
argument is logically inadequate. The important points to remember are how to reevaluate an
argument based on the challenge and the extension of a challenges not responded to by the
affirmative.

B. INDICT AFFIRMATIVE EVIDENCE
Evidence is the support upon which many arguments rest. It is essential for the negative

team to undermine this evidentiary support by addressing major inadequacies in affirmative
evidence. Here are some simple techniques which should be kept in mind.
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1. Matching the evidence with the claim.  Often the claim which the affirmative
uses the evidence to support is much broader and stronger than the actual wording of the
evidence. Negative speakers should be monitoring the actual words of affirmative evidence as
closely as possible, and then launch challenges against important pieces of evidence which seem
particularly vulnerable or important.

2. Strength of evidence.  Probability is a continuum which begins at "absolutely will
not happen" and runs to "absolutely will happen." Few ideas exist at either of these ends of the
spectrum, and most fall somewhere in the middle range. The qualifiers contained within the
evidence are essential to analyze and identify. Once again, the challenge serves as the
appropriate mechanism for dealing with this situation.

3. Recency and its relevance.  In general, we might say that recent evidence is
better than less recent evidence, all else being equal. However, recency is very important in
some evidence and not in other evidence depending on to what it refers. Competing evidence
about the yearning humans have to be loved and respected would not be decided based on one
piece being 6 months more recent. However, competing evidence about Algeria's intention to
acquire nuclear weapons may be decided based on recency, especially if the situation has
recently changed. Lack of recency on the part of affirmative evidence should be pointed out
and criticized only if events are likely to have changed since the evidence first appeared. In this
case recency can be important, but it is not an ironclad standard for refuting evidence.

4. Source qualification.  The reason we use evidence in a debate is to back up our
arguments with expert fact and opinion. High school and college students are not subject
experts on the topics about which they debate, thus they attempt to quote subject experts to
bolster their claims. Disturbingly, fewer and fewer debaters recognize this essential
characteristic of evidence and read the name and the date but not the qualifications. One could
hardly claim that the day on which something is said is more important than who said it, yet
debaters put the date in over the qualification. Negative teams should demand source
qualifications while at the same time reading qualifications for their own sources. A quick and
easy standard can be established that without qualification evidence fails its argumentative role
and then asking that the critic opt for qualified negative evidence over unqualified affirmative
evidence in any instance where there are sources in conflict.

5. Source bias.  Often those who write about important topics are fervent believers in
a specific approach to the controversy. As well, some sources have direct vested interests in
making certain statements ("US foreign policy is promoting peace," says the US Secretary of
State; or, "My new invention will replace the current gasoline engine," says Wallace Minto,
inventor). Everyone who has an opinion is not a biased source, and some source bias is rarely
grounds for rejecting the evidence entirely, but serious source bias should be pointed out and
the strength of that evidence should be reduced.

6. Source conclusion.  Many scholarly sources tend to evaluate controversies
thoroughly, dealing with all of the relevant issues on both sides. Often these sources get quoted
as making statements to support affirmative conclusions which they did not make at the end of
their own analysis. This brings the use of that evidence for affirmative conclusions into
question. While the evidence is not discounted 100% (since the original author did think it was a
relevant issue) its support for a conclusion the opposite of the author's should be substantially
reduced.
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THREE: TECHNIQUES FOR DEALING WITH STOCK ISSUES
A. CLASHING WITH AFFIRMATIVE INHERENCY
Of the stock issues inherency is the one you should attack the least. You probably are

not going to prove that the status quo is perfect, and you would have to do that in order to win
the debate on inherency.

Proving the affirmative has no inherency can put you in a bad situation. For example, if
you prove that the affirmative's plan has already been adopted, and that it is the status quo,
which you defend, how can you say that it won't work or that it will cause disadvantages?
Attack inherency often causes you to contradict yourself.

Instead, use their inherency arguments to build other important arguments you can use
in other parts of the debate. Here are some examples:

Ø Inherency often indicates barriers which exist. Make them prove that they can
overcome those barriers, or else they will have no solvency.

Ø Inherency often establishes that people don't like or don't want the plan. If this is
true, then people will try to sabotage it or stop it from working (SOLVENCY) or it will
anger people and lead to a backlash (DISADVANTAGE).

Ø Affirmative's never give all the reasons why the plan hasn't been adopted or the
problem hasn't been solved. Think of what those "unmentioned" inherencies are and
use those to attack solvency or create disadvantages.

B. CLASHING WITH AFFIRMATIVE IMPACT CLAIMS
Here are some simple concepts negative speakers might wish to consider in evaluating

and analyzing impact claims.
1. Specification of a scenario
A scenario is a specification of a series of events which results in an outcome.

Specification is critical here, in that a scenario would not just say "a war will start" but that a
war between X and Y will start if A happens, and that war will result in B. In traditional
argumentation parlance, this is known as demonstration. A general claim ("unprotected nuclear
weapons will be misused") needs to be demonstrated through a scenario ("unprotected nuclear
weapons will be obtained and used in anger during coming ethnic conflicts in the former Soviet
Union, causing millions of deaths").

The negative should require specification and demonstration of a scenario from the
affirmative when they make impact claims. This will allow lines of causation and influence to be
more directly examined as well as exposing weak concepts which make up the general one. The
negative should demand scenarios and when analyze them when they are presented.

2. Cross application of scenarios
Scenarios should be closely examined to see if they can be summed or must be

considered in isolation. If the two affirmative scenarios are war in the Middle East and
environmental damage in Brazil, these two could probably be summed together in that they can
take place at the same time. However, if the two affirmative scenarios are war between Israel
and Russia and war between Israel and Iraq they might not be summed together because one
might imagine that Israel would only take on one of these opponents at a time in the first place
or that the outcome of both wars at once might be different than their outcome separately.

It is essential for the negative team to identify mutually exclusive or mutually influencing
scenarios to prevent the affirmative from summing these events and then claiming the impact
of their combined importance.

1. Attack impact scenarios
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a. Value or qualitative claims
Qualitative claims are usually thought of as those which are not readily susceptible to

numerical evaluation. Freedom, equality, justice, all of these are important concepts, but they
can rarely be evaluated in numerical terms (such as 11% more justice or 25% more equality). Of
course, these claims do have their numerical dimensions, which is the beginning of our list of
techniques.

1. The number of people impacted.  Indicate that this qualitative
impact occurs in a small number of cases. When freedom is compromised in an individual case, it
is unfortunate. However, this qualitative concept has its numerical dimension, since it would be
far worse if millions of people had their freedom compromised. While the rhetoric that "If one of
us is not free, none of us are free" is inspiring and poetic, it does not necessarily carry much
weight with many critics.

2. The amount the value is infringed.  Indicate that qualitative
claims must not escalate beyond the specific dimensions described by the affirmative. Another
numerical dimension of qualitative impacts may be the extent to which each qualitative
deprivation takes place. For example, the affirmative may claim that high school students are
not allowed to write what they want in their school newspapers and that this is a violation of
the first amendment. As they describe their position, they will usually talk about how important
first amendment rights are and how they must be preserved. The negative team must make
sure that the discussion of this incident does not elevate itself to an affirmative claim that the
entire weight of the first amendment should be given to this argument, since it is really only a
few high school students who have lost their freedom of the press rights in the forum of the
high school newspaper. Do not let the affirmative claim the whole value when it is only partially
compromised.

3. Not a preferred value.  Indicate that those who are experiencing
qualitative losses do not mind it. Freedom, justice, privacy, and other rights are only as valuable
as individuals make them. If people value privacy, then its loss might be serious. However, if
they do not value privacy, its loss would be hardly noticed. If individuals did not seem to mind
experiencing the affirmative qualitative impact or did not protest against it, then they can
hardly be said to have been victimized given their own priorities for their lives. Negative
speakers should attempt to force affirmative teams into proving this or demonstrate that these
qualitative elements are not important to those who are experiencing the deprivation.

4. Trades off with other values.  Indicate that by affirming one
value another is compromised. Many values which we hold dear trade off with other values
which we also hold dear. Some values can be said to be "mutually eroding," in that achievement
of or movement towards one may reduce achievement of or movement toward another. Liberty
and security, privacy and community, equality and justice, these are just a few of the values
which can be seen as mutually eroding in some situations.

5. Cultural bias.  Indicate that affirmative values are not very important
because they are too culturally embedded. The controversy over whether values are universal or
relative need not be fully explored here for us to realize that some value claims are very much
based in a specific cultural context. These values, of course, would be less important than
values which were more broadly recognized and globally accepted. Denial by the affirmative that
this was so might lead the negative to make a charge of ethnocentricity on the part of the
affirmative. While this might not take out the affirmative impact claim by itself, it may make it
easier for it to be outweighed by broader value or impact claims made by negative off case
positions.
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b. Factual or quantitative claims
Just as quantitative claims (those easily susceptible to numerical evaluation, such as

dollars, tons of gold, numbers of human lives, etc.) have distinctly quantitative dimensions, so
quantitative claims are often best analyzed in terms of their qualitative dimensions. Here are
some common and simple ideas which might be useful in refuting quantitative impact claims.

1. The amount of times it happens.  Obviously, an event which
costs 10,000 lives is more significant than an event which costs 1,000 lives, or even 9,999
lives. Make the affirmative prove a number with evidence and then try to reduce that number.
However, in no case should that number be inflated and negative speakers should be consistent
in repeating a low number.

2. The amount of harm of each inst ance.  Each instance of impact
described by the affirmative should be evaluated for its seriousness. Many impact claims may be
of wildly differing severity. Cancer and the common cold are both illnesses, but we would hardly
say they were comparable. Something may happen to one million people, but if what happens is
not very serious, it can hardly be seen as tremendously important. Once again, this tactic makes
it easier for other negative arguments to outweigh affirmative claims.

3. Probability.  To the extent that the affirmative is claiming some
impact in the future, they must indicate the probability of that event. Bayes Theorem has
traditionally been used by debaters to evaluate impact, as it states that impact is a function of
probability times harm. A 50% probable event costing 10,000 lives is worth 5,000 lives, etc.
Too often future scenarios are evaluated as being 100% or 0%, when the reality should be
somewhere in between, especially if the negative is clashing substantively with affirmative
claims. For example, the affirmative team may have slightly better evidence that China will
attack Taiwan than the negative team does, but that does not mean that China will attack
Taiwan, but only that there is more probability that they will than that they won't, allowing the
harms of that scenario to be reduced accordingly.

4. Time frame.  Traditionally, those events which are coming up sooner
tend to dominate our attention. This is not simply because human beings are stupid and short
sighted, although this may be the case for some individuals. Actually, events coming up sooner
are given more attention because our understanding of them is much firmer than events which
are more distant in time. We know less about the distant future than we do of the immediate
future, thus we are better able to act in relation to it. This is traditionally called "future
discounting." Thus, negative debaters should challenge affirmative scenarios for their time
frame, "When will this happen and how long will it take?" This alone may not defeat any given
scenario, but it may make the negative off case arguments with a shorter time frame better
able to outweigh the affirmative scenarios.

5. Reversibility.  Losing your wallet and losing your virginity are two
different types of events. One can be reversed (you can get a new wallet, identification, money,
etc.) but your virginity, once lost, cannot be regained. Traditionally, we think of events which
can be reversed as less important than events which cannot. Again, this is a logical distinction,
because mistakes made in terms of reversible events can be repaired while mistake made in
terms of irreversible events cannot. For example, some evidence indicates that once the
Amazonian rain forest is chopped down, it will not be able to grow back and repair itself, thus
making it more important than some other ecological disaster which can be repaired. The
negative should point out if affirmative scenarios are reversible while negative scenarios are not.

6. Moral requiredness.  Some quantitative benefits or harms may be
explained away by contrasting them with a notion of moral requiredness. For example, a high
paying job might be foregone because it involved being an assassin. There may be no doubt
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that money is good, but we may be morally required to forego it. In a more serious example, a
parent might be unwilling to kill their child even if it was necessary for the betterment or even
survival of the entire community. The utilitarian logic would be clear, that the "needs of the
many outweigh the needs of the few, and the one" (as Vulcan philosopher Spock has said), yet
the parent would not be able to do the deed because of moral requiredness of protection of
offspring. The negative may be able to justify a quantitatively unfortunate situation because of
the morally required actions involved.

7. Voluntary risk.  Some situations involve risk, such as cigarette
smoking and car travel, which are voluntary in that we choose to smoke or go on a car ride.
Other situations, however, involve risk which is involuntary, such as being killed by an intruder in
your home or having your water poisoned by a Defense Department weapons dump.
Traditionally, this notion of risk has been cross applied to the value of personal freedom. Mill, for
example, thought that as long as you damaged no one else, you should be free to damage
yourself. More current thinkers have felt that while voluntary risk is different from involuntary
risk, the former, while not a social good, was not nearly as serious as the latter. The negative
should feel free to argue that affirmative impact scenarios involve voluntary risk. While this
argument would not eliminate the affirmative scenario, it might make it easy to outweigh the
affirmative with negative scenarios which involved involuntary risks.

8. Percentage of the total.  One way to make something seem small
is to compare it to something big. While 3% of the population effected by some malady is still
an impact scenario, it does not seem nearly as important given that 97% of the population was
untouched. This tactic, however, is only marginally effective and needs to be utilized in
combination with others in this section.

9. Comparisons through time and space.  Descriptions of impact
scenarios are always statements which are based on expectations and are trapped in time and
space. We do not expect a level of sanitation today, for example, which we might have
expected during the Middle Ages, thus what seemed like a clean city to them might seem quite
dirty to us. Comparisons can be useful in reducing the apparent magnitude of affirmative impact
scenarios. For example, while things are not perfect, they may be: a. better than at any time in
history; or, b. better than in any other country in the world. In both cases, negative arguments
based on this concept might be characterized more as pleas for perfection than as legitimate
impact scenarios.

C. ATTACK AFFIRMATIVE SOLVENCY
If the problem isn't solved, the affirmative gets no credit for simply identifying the

problem. You probably won't prove that the plan will be completely useless in solving the
problem, but you ought to make their solvency as small as possible. Here are some basic
techniques for attacking affirmative solvency. Let's use the example of a plan which requires
school uniforms because they say it will reduce school violence.
Ø Find the NUMBER in their solvency evidence.
Even the best affirmative solvency evidence will not claim to solve 100% of the problem. In
fact, most affirmative teams can only find evidence that indicates that "some" or "much" of the
problem will be solved by the plan. Point this out and start specifying amounts -- the plan will
only solve 30% of the problem, less than half of the problem, etc. Make them QUANTIFY their
solvency, and if they can't suggest a high number with evidence you should suggest a low
number.
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Ø Attack specific approaches.
The affirmative will use a specific technique to solve a problem. Acquire and use evidence that
indicates that this approach is not effective. When it becomes an evidence battle you are
already well ahead in the game.
Ø Attack their solvency evidence.
Often the affirmative will find an example of where something has been done before and then
say we should do it on a national level. Just because school uniforms helped academic
achievement in an upper class neighborhood in Chicago doesn't mean it will work in Harlem or
South Central Los Angeles, or that it will work in Las Vegas, Nevada. The place where it was
tried might have been atypical, the study size was too small, the thing being measured was not
very specific ("better learning environment," what does that mean?), and it was probably
carried out by researchers who picked only the best schools and the best teachers to be
involved. If students volunteered to be in the program it has more chance to succeed than
students who are forced into it by the affirmative plan. Any time the affirmative tries to
generalize their solvency from a small example you can make these kinds of arguments.
You can also attack their evidence using guidelines in another part of this section.
Ø Find alternative causes.
Most things have no one single cause, like school violence. Uniforms only deal with one small
cause of school violence (gang related clothing, supposedly), while the other causes of school
violence (poverty, media, poor conflict resolution skills, violence at home, etc.) remain
unchanged. Find those alternative causes and show how the plan does nothing about them.
Ø Find ways for people to sabotage the plan
If the affirmative inherency is that people don't like the plan or don't want the plan, then those
same people will want to sabotage the plan. To create this argument first find a reason why
people will want to sabotage the plan (gang members will hate the uniforms) and then find a
way for them to sabotage the uniform requirement (they will adopt new and different gang
markers like hairstyle, gestures, etc.). The result is that uniforms fail to really solve gang
violence.

CONCLUSION

DON'T LET THEM WIN THE CASE WITHOUT A
DEBATE! KEEP ARGUING NO MATTER WHAT!

The negative team should attack the affirmative case explicitly and
immediately. This will gain them a refutational advantage as well as
demonstrate to the critic the kind of clash which so many judges are
looking for. Familiarity with a finite number of techniques can render
the negative attack on the affirmative case far more effective.
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THE DISADVANTAGE
DEFINITION: A disadvantage is an argument stating that if we adopted the policy of the other
team (plan/counterplan) something bad would result.

Disadvantages (also called "disads" or "DAs") are most often negative arguments which prove
the effects of the plan would be bad. Thus, the disadvantages are compared to the advantages
to decide whether the effects of the plan are more advantageous than disadvantageous. There
are many different parts to a disad and most disads have some or ail of these parts.

COMPONENTS:

Name:  what you want to call it in the debate.

Thesis:  basic story of how the argument goes, present it first if the judge is unfamiliar with the
argument.

Link:  reason(s) why adopting their policy would cause this to occur, talk about why THEY are
responsible for this.
The link states why the affirmative plan causes this problem to happen. The negative usually
reads a piece of evidence saying why the affirmative plan causes the way things are now to
change.

Internal Link:  Other lines of argument needed to reach the impact.
Sometimes when the plan changes something, it does not cause a problem right away. This is
when an internal link is needed. The internal link states that when the plan causes something to
change, which is the link, then that causes the problem, which is the impact.

Impact:  what it is that is bad and will happen, and how bad it is.
The impact describes the problem that will happen and why it is bad. This impact is usually
something very large and harmful. The negative uses this impact to say that the affirmative
plan should not be done because although the plan might cause something good to happen, the
problems the plan causes are worse.

TYPES OF DISADVANTAGE SCENARIOS:

Threshold Scenario:  it either happens or it doesnÕt, all or nothing, example: pregnancy is a
threshold event -- you are either pregnant or you are not - you can't be a little bit pregnant.
The threshold is how big the plan has to be to cause the problem presented in the disad to
happen. If the plan is a very big one, it will probably cause the problem. If the plan is tiny, it
probably won't cause the problem.
Must show brink, uni queness .
Brink
The brink states that a certain situation exists where something could go either way. This
means there is a risk of a problem happening at some point in the future.
Uniqueness
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The uniqueness states that this problem will not happen in the future, or is happening now. This
is referred to as the status quo, or what is going on right now.

Linear Scenario:  something bad is happening, and opponentsÕ policy makes it worse or makes
it happen more. Example: exposure to radiation is a linear event. We are all exposed to radiation
every day, but the more radiation we are exposed to the more harmful it is. You would show
that the affirmative plan has a unique link to exposing us to more radiation by, for example,
disposing of toxic nuclear waste in your school cafeteria. Yuck!

No brink, no uniqueness, just a strong unique link.

FALLING OFF A CLIFF - UNDERSTANDING THRESHOLD SCENARIOS

This may seem complex but it really isn't when you use a common experience to illustrate it.
Like so much in debate it sounds difficult, but it really isn't. If you can understand this then you
are well on your way to becoming able to make very sophisticated arguments and decisions in
debates and in life.

Falling off a cliff is a bad thing. Let's use that as an example of a disadvantage. You are
standing near the edge of the cliff, and if you fall off that would be bad (a DISADVANTAGE).
If someone pushes you (LINK), then you would fall off the cliff.
If you fall off you will hit the rocks below and get all busted up (IMPACT).
If you are standing right on the edge (BRINK) (LOW THRESHOLD) of the cliff, just a little push
(LINK) will push you over.
If you are standing way back from the edge of the cliff (HIGH THRESHOLD) a little push (LINK)
won't send you over the edge, but a big push (LINK) might.
If you would not fall off unless someone pushes you, then without a push you will remain safe
(UNIQUE).
If you are already running towards the edge of the cliff then an extra push won't make any
difference (NOT UNIQUE), you are going to fall off no matter what.
If the fall is a large one and the rocks below are sharp then this is a very bad thing (BIG
IMPACT).
If the fall is a short one and you land on soft feather pillows then it is not a bad thing (NO
IMPACT).

STRUCTURE:
Most disadvantages begin with the link and end with the impact. In between other needed
elements are added, such as internal link, brink, uniqueness, etc. Here is a simple example.

NAME: CURRICULUM TRADE OFF
THESIS: There is only so much time in the school day. When the affirmative team adds new
things for students to study (Chinese) something else has to be cut from the curriculum. Art
will be cut, and art is a much more valuable thing to study.
A. Affirmative adds study of Chinese to the required curriculum. (LINK)
A. Because length of the school day is set, something else will have to be cut (MAKES LINK

UNIQUE)
A. Art is the first thing to get cut to make room for new courses (INTERNAL LINK)
A. Art is extremely valuable to education and personal development (IMPACT)
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OTHER CONCEPTS YOU MIGHT FIND USEFUL:

Time Frame
The time frame is how long before the problem the disad presents happens. If there is an
especially short time frame, then the problem the plan creates might happen before whatever
good things the plan creates. If that happens, then the plan probably isn't a good one. If there
is a long time frame, then the good things the plan creates would happen before the problems it
creates. If this is the case, the plan probably is a good idea.

Pre-Emptions
If you know that the affirmative is going to make a certain answer, you might want to anticipate
it and insert a point denying that answer. When you anticipate an argument and answer it
before it is made, debaters call that a pre-emption or a pre-empt.

HOW TO ANSWER A DISADVANTAGE:
Every disadvantage is like a chain of reasoning. It starts with the link and ends with the impact.
Like any chain, it is only as strong as its weakest link. You only need to break the chain at one
critical point to defeat the disadvantage.

1. Disprove link to your plan. (NO LINK or LINK TAKE-OUT)
The link take-out states that the affirmative plan doesn't actually cause the problem the disad
presents.

2.  Disprove impact. (NO IMPACT or IMPACT TAKE-OUT)
The impact take-out states that the problem the disad presents is not serious or harmful.

3. Disprove internal link. (NO INTERNAL LINK or INTERNAL LINK TAKE-OUT)
Some needed logical step is missing or false. Explain this, and make sure to show that this step
is critical to the entire disadvantage argument.

1. Link turn: no, our policy solves this problem. (Not to be used with impact turn)
The link turn states that when the affirmative plan happens, the problem the disad presents is
avoided. This often means that when the affirmative plan happens the exact opposite of the
problem happens.

1. Impact turn: no, that thing we cause is not bad, it is actually good. (Not to be used with link
turn)

The impact turn states that the problem the disad presents is actually a good thing.

1. Not intrinsic: other forces will intervene to stop the impact from taking place.
In our above example, you could argue that people want both Chinese and Art so much they will
lengthen the school day.

1. Applies to policy system/plan of opponents as much as it does to you, so irrelevant.
The disadvantage may also apply to the counterplan of the negative, making it irrelevant for
determining which to adopt. If the counterplan would have the states require Chinese, both
teams would have a policy which would cut Art.
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1. No brink: there is not enough of a link to push us over into impact X.
We are now standing well back away from the cliff, so the push they identify (LINK) will not
push us over the edge.

1. Not unique: will happen/should have happened anyway because of X .
The non-unique argument states that the problem the disad presents will happen anyway in the
status quo. If it were to happen anyway, it doesn't matter if the affirmative plan causes the
problem or not.

1. Case outweighs: bigger, sooner, etc.
If the impact of the disadvantage is smaller than the advantage of the plan, then even if the
disadvantage were true you would still adopt the plan.

WINNING DISADVANTAGES ON THE NEGATIVE:

1. Make sure to deal with each and every one of their answers. DO NOT DROP ANY.
2. Make sure to explain how plan uniquely causes the impacts.
3. Take special care to answer and defeat all turns.
4. Weigh impacts, show judge disadvantage is bigger than case.

KICKING OUT OF DISADVANTAGES
Sometimes you offer a disadvantage and the affirmative has great answers. Don't waste your
time trying to win this disadvantage if their answers are excellent. If you "kick out" of a
disadvantage you strategically concede it so that it is no longer in the debate and you can focus
on better arguments.
1. If they have great answers, donÕt waste your time...kick out of it.
2. Kick out specifically and on purpose...tell the judge you are doing it. It makes you look
strategic.
3. If you kick out of disadvantages with turns on them, you will lose. When the affirmative turns
the disadvantage it is an independent reason to vote for them. You can't just concede the
disadvantage, or you will lose the debate. THE NEGATIVE TEAM MUST NEVER DROP THE TURNS
ON THEIR DISADVANTAGE!
4. To kick out of disadvantages with turns on them, concede specific other affirmative
responses which would make the turn irrelevant. Example: if the disadvantage is not true, it
cannot be turned. Explain why conceding response X makes the turn irrelevant.
5. Be careful in conceding Ònot uniqueÓ arguments to take out turns, especially link turns, as it
will not do so. For further discussion of this see the STRATEGIC HANDLING OF DISADVANTAGES
section later in this booklet.
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THE COUNTERPLAN
Sometimes the status quo really is a bad system, and it is difficult for the negative to defend it.
To avoid giving the affirmative an advantage in such a situation, the negative may offer their
own proposal -- a counterplan.

In some debates the negative chooses not to defend the status quo (the present system) but
wants to defend something else. When this is the case, the negative responds to the
affirmative's plan with the negative's counterplan.

Definition:  A counterplan is (generally thought to be) a non-topical reasonable alternative to
the affirmative plan.

The counterplan is almost always presented in the 1NC, and then becomes the policy system
defended by the negative. The counterplan has a specific "plan" just like the affirmative,
explaining what the negative thinks should be done and how.

After presenting their counterplan proposal, the negative has a number of other obligations to
fulfill in order for the advantage of the counterplan to be weighed against the advantage of the
affirmative plan.

1. The counterplan has to be non-topical.
Just as the affirmative has to embody the resolution in their proposal, most judges also require
the negative NOT to embody the resolution in their proposal (the negative, after all, is supposed
to "negate" the resolution, not "affirm" it).
¥ Non-topical in one word or term only is sufficient.
¥ Many judges may accept topical counterplans  if they are competitive (see
below) because that is sufficient to divide argumentative ground in the debate.

2. The counterplan has to be competitive.  There are a couple of ways to think of this
concept.
¥ The counterplan must be an "alternative" or "substitute" for the affirmative plan.
¥ The counterplan is competitive with the affirmative plan if it would be better to adopt just

the counterplan instead of BOTH the affirmative plan and the counterplan.
There are some standard types of arguments which are used to show the counterplan is
competitive.
¥ Mutual exclusivity: the counterplan and the affirmative plan "cannot" coexist.
¥ Net benefits: it would be better to do just the counterplan than to do both the counterplan

and the affirmative plan. Often this is shown by having a disadvantage which applies to the
affirmative plan which did not apply to the counterplan.

There are other, weaker, competitiveness arguments.
¥ Philosophical competition: the philosophies behind the two are contradictory. Contradictory

thoughts, of course, have never been a problem for some people, especially policy makers,
so this standard is of little real use.

¥ Topical competition: if the counterplan is not topical, so it cannot be adopted by the
affirmative. Wrong, the test is "substitution" of one for the other, not topicality.
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¥ Redundancy: there is no need to do both, because doing just one solves the entire problem
at hand. Wrong unless the counterplan has 100% solvency, which is difficult to imagine.

The affirmative generally answers competition with the "permutation test." Remember, it is only
a test. Here, they try to suggest ways in which we could "do both." If they show that they can
and should "do both" then the negative loses the competition of the counterplan, and it
becomes irrelevant for the debate. These "perms" suggest ways in which both could be done.
Suggesting a permutation of the counterplan does not indicate advocacy of it, just testing it for
relevance. Here are the generally accepted types of permutations.
¥ Logical permutation: do both at the same time.
¥ Time permutation: do one first, then the other.
¥ Partial permutation: do the counterplan everywhere except in the area of the affirmative

plan.
Other, weaker, types of permutations include:
¥ Restructuring permutation: change the plan in major ways so that it can be done at the

same time as the counterplan. Wrong. This involves an advocacy shift. The affirmative
presented their plan and shouldn't be allowed to rework it just because they don't know how
to answer the counterplan.

¥ Non-topical permutation: change the plan into something non-topical and then argue that
the two can be done at the same time. Wrong. The affirmative still needs to be topical to
win the debate, presumably.

The counterplan may "drop out" of the round if it is not relevant. If it is not competitive, then it
is irrelevant to the decision. Negatives may "kick out" of a counterplan by conceding
competition.

3. The counterplan must have an advantage.  In other words, it has to address a
problem and actually solve it. Or, after having been adopted, the counterplan would have to
produce an advantage. The counterplan, therefore, needs to have significance and solvency just
like the affirmative case. The affirmative may wish to argue that the counterplan has no
advantage because it "doesn't work." The advantage of a counterplan may be a disadvantage it
avoids that the affirmative plan does not.

4. The counterplan may have disadvantages  alleged against it by the affirmative, just
as the negative has disadvantages against the affirmative plan.

5. The counterplan is often effectively used along with a disadvantage.  If there is
a disadvantage to the affirmative plan which does NOT apply to the counterplan, then that
makes the counterplan net benefits competitive. This way the counterplan solves for the
affirmative advantage, may even have another advantage, and also avoids the disadvantage
which applies to the affirmative plan. This sort of integrated strategy can be very effective.

EXAMPLE OF COUNTERPLAN DEBATING: WHAT SHOULD WE DO TONIGHT?

The arguments surrounding a counterplan seem complex and confusing, but like many debate
concepts, once you apply them to everyday situations they make a lot more sense.

Ø The affirmative says that we should to go a movie tonight. That is their plan.
Ø The negative counterplan is that we should not go to a movie, but go out to dinner.
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Ø The affirmative response is that the counterplan is not competitive, because we can do both
- go to dinner and then go to a movie (LOGICAL PERMUTATION).

Ø The negative replies that we do not want to do both (LOGICAL PERMUTATION) because we
cannot afford to do both (NET BENEFITS COMPETITION), but also we can't do both because
dinner and the movie are at the same time (MUTUAL EXCLUSIVITY COMPETITION).

Ø The affirmative replies that we do have enough money to do both (NOT NET BENEFICIAL TO
DO JUST THE COUNTERPLAN, and that we can go to dinner and then see a later showing of
the movie (TIME PERMUTATION).

Ø The negative finally explains that the disadvantage of going to the movie is that it is a
TERRIBLE movie full of racism and sexism (DISADVANTAGE TO THE PLAN OPERATING AS A
NET BENEFITS ARGUMENT).

Answering Counterplans

Counterplans must meet certain burdens in order to beat the Affirmative plan, therefore it is
the job of the affirmative to show how the counterplan does not meet these burdens.
Affirmative answers should expose the flaws in the counterplan and show why it is a bad idea.

Affirmative answers can be found while looking at different parts of the counterplan.

1. The counterplan is topical.
The affirmative should make sure the counterplan is non-topical. If the counterplan is topical, it
should not be accepted, because only the affirmative gets to defend the resolution. The
negative has everything else to choose from.

2. The counterplan is not competitive.
Affirmatives should argue that the counterplan is not competitive with the affirmative plan. If
we do not have to choose between the plan and the counterplan, then it IS NOT A REASON TO
VOTE AGAINST THE AFFIRMATIVE CASE. In order to do this, affirmative teams have three
choices.

A. Prove it is not mutually exclusive. We CAN do both at the same time.
B. Prove it is not net beneficial. We SHOULD do both at the same time.
C. Offer permutations: Permutations are an affirmative's special weapon against

counterplans. Permutations are arguments that prove the entire plan can be combined with
parts of the counterplan in order to gain the advantages of the counterplan without rejecting
the plan.
REMEMBER TO USE THE DIFFERENT TYPES OF PERMUTATIONS LISTED ABOVE.

3. Solvency
Affirmatives can argue that the counterplan does not solve. The affirmative should look to see if
the counterplan solves the affirmative advantage, the advantages of the counterplan, and
avoids the disadvantages.

4. Disadvantages
Counterplans, like affirmative plans, can have disadvantages. The affirmative should argue that
if the counterplan is done something bad will happen that wouldn't otherwise happen if the
affirmative plan is done.
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THE PROCESS OF CRITIQUE
A Different Way to Attack the Affirmative

Most of the arguments in a debate round are based on the kinds of arguments made by
traditional policy-makers, such as legislators and political analysts. Traditional policy-makers are
not the only people who comment on important public issues, however. Increasingly, debaters
have begun to model some of their arguments on the objections of philosophers, rhetorical
critics, and other scholars.

The critique -- a.k.a. the kritik or the K -- is an argument usually used by the negative to attack
the affirmative's fundamental assumptions. Sometimes the affirmative makes these
assumptions by choice, and sometimes they make these assumptions because it's their job to
defend the resolution. In either case, the negative focuses on what the other team says IN THE
DEBATE, not what they propose to do outside the round.

One of the simplest examples of a critique might be an argument that the language the
affirmative uses is racist. For example, some scholars argue that certain kinds of policy language
contains hidden racism, such as some of the arguments made against welfare. If the affirmative
were to make one of these arguments, the negative might use a critique to point out the hidden
racism in the case as a reason to vote against the affirmative.

Huh? What? Excuse Me?

Don't worry if you're confused. Critiques are complicated arguments, and many people are not
familiar with the kinds of ideas associated with critiques. Let's answer some basic questions.

What is the critique? A critique is a way to criticize the assumptions an affirmative makes or the
language debaters use to make their arguments.

What is an assumption? An assumption is a part of an argument which people think is true, but
they never explicitly prove to be true.

How are assumptions revealed? Sometimes assumptions are revealed by the language that we
use to make our claims and arguments. Sometimes assumptions are revealed in the way we
claim to know something. The first type of criticism is a language critique and the second type
of criticism is a philosophical critique.

How does a negative attack the assumptions? First, the negative must identify the assumption
and how it is revealed. Second, the negative must explain how the assumption links to the
critique. And, third, the negative must explain the implications of the critique. Sounds like a
disadvantage, doesn't it?

What are the possible implications of the critique? Generally, critiques can have three
implications. One is that they might prove that the affirmative case does not prove the harm.
Second, they might prove that the affirmative is unable to solve. Third, they might have
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consequences similar to those of a disadvantage. In other words, a critique might justify voting
against the affirmative altogether in order to reject the assumptions the affirmative makes.

An Example: Testing

The critique can operate in the simplest facets of your life. You witness some of these in your
own classroom. Thinking about testing and test-taking can illustrate how a critique might
function when the affirmative proposes that testing play a larger role in American education.

1) Challenging the harm assumptions. Many people assume students do not learn as much as
they used to because test scores are lower than they were in the past. However, the negative
might challenge the assumption that test scores are a reliable measure of student achievement.
This challenges the way proponents of testing assume test scores provide useful information. If
the test scores are unreliable, then the affirmative cannot prove the harm by proving test
scores are low. Test scores, the negative would argue, do not reveal accurate information of
student achievement, therefore they cannot be used to prove that students are underachieving.

2) Challenging solvency. Many people argue that testing should be used to guide curriculum
changes in order to enhance student learning. However, if tests are critiqued because they do
not truly measure what a student has learned, then using test results to revise the curriculum is
a wasted exercise and will not achieve the goal of improving student achievement.

3) Disadvantageous consequences. The negative might argue that there are disadvantage
implications of supporting the affirmative in light of the critique. Some might argue that testing
does not measure knowledge but instead indicates how good students are at taking tests.
Consequently, increasing tests or making tests more rigorous will only serve to perpetuate
racism and sexism in education. The negative might argue that The judge should reject any
policy that results in greater racism and sexism.

Why Are Critiques Valuable?

Critiques are valuable arguments for several reasons.

1) Critiques are highly generic, that is, they can be applied to a large variety of cases. The
resolution always makes critical assumptions, such as who should act, how the policy should be
implemented, why a particular area is important, etc. The critique provides a general argument
that can be used to attack those critical assumptions.

2) Critiques have multiple consequences, that is, they can minimize the affirmative advantage
while also providing an argument to weigh against whatever advantage the affirmative can
claim.

3) Critiques integrate many arguments into one position. Because the case arguments
frequently stem from the critique, the negative has a position in the debate that is coherent.

4) Critiques frequently have a priori implications. An a priori argument is one that must be
resolved first, usually before the substantive issues of the debate are resolved. In our example
of testing, the negative could argue that policies that reinforce racism or sexism are so evil that




