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ABSTRACT

In intercollegiate debate, negative debaters must be
prepared with a variety of approaches to differing affirmative cases
and nust adapt to particular affirmative cases they meet. Successful
negative debaters cannot determine their strategy antil the
prescntation of the first affirmative speech or, in cross-examination
debates, until after questioning the first affirmative speaker.
Because of the somewhat mistaken predilection of most judges,
however, negative teams must attack both the need for the affirmative
plan and the plan itself. That is, even if the need for the
affirmative plan is refuted, negative debaters should go on to refute
the affirmative plan as well. Persuasiveness, languade, style,
delivery, and other aspects of oral expression influence judges, but,
for negative teams, the need and the plan must be attacked for
victorious presentations. (CH) '
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the essence of negative

Although the affirmative has reccived maost
of the attention from weiters in recent journals,
it is the opinion of thid write: thar students
supporting the neaative —g and their coaches -
face the more ditticule problem as to what
should be done in educational debate, The pur-
pose of this paper is o present an analysis of
negative argmment in an attempt to nake this
prablem more casily surmountable, While this
paper s written with primary emphasis upon
edncational debate, the basie lines of negative

argunient should apply equally well for suh-,

stantive debate.t Where the writer recognizes
a signiticant ditference it will be indicated.
Since the first step in developing a negative

~attack is adapting o the ailinmative, it is im-

portant to understand the crucial points of the
aflirmative position. These are generally ac-
cepred to be:

1. Is there a problem in existence which s
serious enough to require action to allevi-
ate it?

2, Is this problem or the cause of this prob-
fem an inherent pare of the status quo?

3. Would the action suggested by the re-
solution as interpreted by the affirmative
climinate the problem?

4. Is it reasonable to assume that the resolu-
tion as interpreted by the affinmative
could be implemented if it is found to be
destrables
Would the affirmative proposal be free
from scrious detrimental side ctfects if
it were pur into cffect?

6. 1s the resolution as interpreted by the
aflimmative the best way to climinate the
problem?

To the above questions the atlirmative is
expected by most judges and audiences to an-
swer, “ves!™ Some judges do not agree that the
aflirmative muse uphold all of these poines. The
problems for the negative which arise beciuse
of this discrepancy will be considered later.
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debating
by James C. MeCroskey

Since the affirmative is espected o aflirm
cach of the above guestions, it is assumed by
some that the negative is eapected to oppuose
cach one, This is definitely not the case, The
negative must choose at least one crucial poing
at which to say *no™ to the atirmative position,
but to contest each point in cducadonal debate
would be undesirable in rerms of the time avail-
able.

Let us now examine cach of the crucial
points of the aflirmative posirion and consider
what opportunity cach presents to the negative.

Crucian Issurr 1

he first crucial issue is the existence of a
significant problem, In most educational debates
the affinmanve has licele difficutty demonstrating
thar there is somcething less than desirable in the
status quo. The reason for this is that if there
were nothing that was quite obviously wrong
the topic would not have been chosen. Thus,
for the negative to contend the reverse of the
obvious is uscless. Fowever, the negative can
challenge the affirmative. on the grounds chat
the problem is not serious enough to demand
action or that what the aflirmative calls a prob-
fem is in reality a desirable situation, Some ai-
firmative teams, of course, do not even demon-
strate the existence of any problem. The nega-
tive should certainly attack them on this basis
when it oveurs.

To exemplify the negative’s choice on this
crucial issue we may take the topic concerning
discontinmance of direct cconomic aid t for-
cign countries. Many afficonative teams pointed
to what they caled waste in our aid programs.
They told of our technicians teaching Arabs
‘to grow tobacco in the desert where there was
no water for irrigation. They desceribed *“high-
wavs to nowhere™ huile with aid dollars. They
deseribed the building of a hospiral where there
were no doctors. For the negative to say dhae
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these situations did not exist was useless, for
they were eited in ofhicial government doen-
mients. However, the negative quite often sup-
ported the position thae these examples of is-
namgement were isolated instances and made
up only a small fraction of our total aid dollars.
Thus, they contended that this Jid not justify
climinating a program that had done and s
doing a great deal of good. Other negative
reams contended that these examples of waste
were i reality not waste at all, They cited
sources which exphined why a hospital was
buile where there were no docrors. These
sources explained  that the recipient  nation
agreed to et us build an air base on their ter-
ritory if we built the hospital. Thus, the nega-
tive contended that we received maore than our
money’s worth from the aid dollars,

The negative may choose to present their
entire attack on this crucial point of the affirma-
tive position. If they can establish that there is
no problem <which demands actioi, there i8 no
need to take issue with the affirmarive on any-
thing clse.

A negative case which cenrers in its enirety
upon onc crucial issue may be referred to as
an “eggs-in-one-basket” case.? 1t the negative
wins chis issue, they should win the debace.
Flowever, if they lose the issue, they lose the
debate. Consequently, most negative teams in
cducational debate prefer to challenge the af-
firmative on more than one crucial issue to offer
themselves more chance of winning. This is
true to an even greater degree in substantive
debate.

Crucian Isstr 2

After the negative has decided whether or
not to challenge the atfirmative on the firse
crucial issue, they must consider crucial issue
number two — inherency. The negative may
contend that the problem the affirmative de-
scribes is not caused by a factor which is in-
herent it the status quo and, as a result, modi-
fications of the stacus quo (which the negative
suggests) would climinate the problem, Thus,
there is no reason to adopt the action suggested
by the resolution.
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Usually ehis attack is used when the negative
adnits the tirst issne. e is not 2 very seeony ut-
ek to say thae the prablem does not exist anmd
thit it is not inherene, A oegative using this at-
rack would be saving in cticer on the forcign
aid question that there is no waste and that this
waste (which exists) is not caused by an inher-
ent factor in the status quo, Fven a casual
listener would deteer this inconsisteney. [he
negative team that wishes to challenge the affir-
nutive on both of these issues usually uses what
may be referved to as an Ueven-if " case? They
sayin cetteer, “Uhere is no problem; but, even
if there were, only minar changes or modifica-
tinns could climinare it

A negative artack on inhereney may be ex-
cipliticd by the argument on the guaranteed
annual wage topic. Affirmarive teams often con-
tended thar companies liid ot men during slick
periods and that this caused severe cconemic
lardship for these men and their families, [hus,

“they contended, the companies should provide

2 guaraneeed annual wage for their employvees
to avoid this havdship. Many negative teams
countered that since the only problent was one
of money while a man was without-work, the
status quo system of providing for these men
through unemployment compensation was bas-
ically sound. “Chey contended that if more
moncy weie needed the program could he ex-
panded to meet the need and challenged the

affirmative to show an inhcrent reason whys it

conld not be done. A negative case of this type
is referred to as a “repairs” case, which means
to “repaic” the status quo.

Crucran I[ssur 3

The negative may: choose to attack the third
crucial point of the affirmative position, whether
the action suggested by the resolution as in-
terprered by the affirmative would climinate the
problem. This attack may be used in cith~r the
“eggs-in-one-basket™” or the “even-if” type case.
They may admit the existence of an inherent
problem which suggests action, bue contend
that the affirmarive proposal will solve nothing.
For example, in the debate on recosnition of
Red China the negative may admit chat the re-
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sults of our present policy of non-recognition
are undesirabley bur contend that recognition
will bhe no better, for the basic problent is an
attitude of the communists which wilf not be
affected by cither poliev,

The negative on this topic could choose to
contend that the present system does noe re-
quire a change bue “even-if” it did, the affirma-
tive suggestion of recognition would not im-
prove the sitwation, “his is oife of the most
colnmon negarive approaches and one which
meets with favorble reaction fron most judges
and audiences. This approach gives the nega-
tive at least two chances of winning. far it they
demonstrate that chere is no problent they
should win and if they demonstrate that if there
were a problem tie resolution would not salve
it they should win. "They may win one issue
and lose the other, hue in winning the one issue
they have demonstrated  that the resolution
should not be adopred,

An importane consideration at this point is
whether the affirmarive will have a plan or not.
There is some controversy muong writers in the
journals as t whether or not a plan is 1 must
for the affinnmative, Ic is the opinton of this
writer that the whole controversy is hased upon
a misunderstanding of what a plan may be,

-On some topics the affirmative plan must be
detailed to some extent. Affinmative positions
on such topics as the ones concerning a guaran-
teed annual wage, a substantial increase in for-
cign aid, and compulsory health insurance are
nat clear without a fairly detailed plan. How-
cver, the aflirmative positions on such topics as
the discontinuance of direct ceenomic aid to
forcign countries, the de facto recognition of
Red Ching, and placing labor uunder anti-truse
legistacion can be very clear with a bare mini-
mum in the plan area.

This does not mean that the aftirmative in
some cases Wil have a plan and in some cases
will not have. The plan is wmerely svbat the
affirmative proposes to solve the problenn they
have indicared exises, hencee it s inipossibie for
the aflirmative not to have o plin ac all. A
thorough definition of terms will sometimes in-
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clude the plan, in mose cases, however, the al'-
firmative will detinitely state what their plan is,

Cruara Isser 4

Sometimes an allirnative tcanm presents o
very well documented need and a plan which
appears on the surface to be very good. The
negative may find it hest in this event on some
resolutions to attack the atfirtative on the
fourth crucial issue. In this attack the negative
contends chat alchough the plan of the affirma-
tive s fine in theory, it cannot be put into
practrice. This attack hinges on che interpreta-
tion of the term “should” in the resolution,
Since this negative attack savs in etfeer thae the
resolution “cannot”™ he implemented, it is ini-
portant to determine whether this is a legitimate
position.

ln  their argumentation wext McDBurnes,
O'Ncill, and Mills state that, “the consensus
of experts is that shoald implies could Imt
obviously not scould.”™ (Tralics mine) In Com-
petitive Debate Musgrave states that shonld
“does not v any aray obligate the afivmative
to show that the necessary approvais could be
obtained.”™ (Tealics mine) Before we attempt
to clarify these two statements, fet us look for
a moment at the problem of Jegality in debate,
as the two problems are similar, ‘

Most argumentation texts indicare that legal-
ity is not a legitimare argument in debate sinee
the law could always be changed. While this
writer would wholcheartediy agree that to
argue that a resolution should be rejected be-
cause it is presently illegal is not a legitimate
position, he does not believe that this excludes
all points concerning law or constitutionalicy.
In the 1960-61 collegiate topic on compulsory
health insurance an’ intevesting argnment was
brought up by one negative team. They argued
that to require afl eitizens to be mvolved in
such a program would be unconsticutiona! for
there are segments of our society who are
religiously opposed o medieal care. They
argued that this would he an obyvions violtion
of the first amendment — freedom of religion.
They pointed out that the constitution would



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

need to be amended and challenged the affie-
mative to present the amendiment they would
propose, They followed this up with an argu-
went that freedom of religion was more impore-
ant than free medical care thar we could not
luve both,

This type of argument, tac this writer, is
legithmate, It disfers from the type to which
the blanket rule refers in that the issue is not
the fegaliy. but rather what the effece would
be df the lase weere efuneed to enable the resolu-
tion to be put into practice.

The problem of should is simikir to that of
legality. While it would notr be legitimate to
argue whether enough congressinen could be
convineed to vote for a certain action. it would
hie legitimate to argue whether the action in it-
self s possibic,

To exemplify, if an athrnacive ream would
suggest that rather than using conventional spy-
ing techniques the United Stares shonld orbit
a large number of spy satellites to keep tabs on
the Soviet Union, it would be reasonable to
argue that at present the United States cannot
orbit these sarellizes because they do not exist.
Or if an affirmative team suggests a “completely
impartill board of authorities in the labor-
manmagement ficld™ to arbitrace all labor dis-
putes, it would be reasonable to arguce chat the
formation of such a bowrd would be impossible
because no man who is an authority on labor-
nEnagement relations is “impareial”,

T'o generalize then, “should” means that the
affirmative is obliged to demonsteate thae the
proposal s intrinsically possible, but is not
obliged to demonserate that enough  people
could be expected to approve it to enable it to
@i acceptance.

Because there is some confusion on chis
point in many judges’ minds, it is the opinion
of this writer that it is an unwise negative
which bases its case on this crucial issuce in the
“eggs-in-one-basket™ approach. flowever, using

it in the “even-if” pattern with agtacks on other.

crucial issues would climinate the danger of

wisinrerpretation by che judgcs.

The problems of “should” and legality are
peculiar o educational debate. In substancive

debate the negative mav, and often does. use
Both comstitutionality and the possibility of oh-
tining necessary approvals as valid attacks.

Cuuran {ssee 3

The tifth crucial isue of the afinmative is a
Favorite choice of negative teams on alimost
every resolution. "Fhis ateack charges thar the
adoprion of the propasal as interpreted by the
atirmative would have serious aceompanyving
resufes which would outweigh any advantages
which the atfirmative could demonstrate, The
negative on the compubory health insurance

topic used chis artack frequenedy. They charged

that the adoption of the resolution would des-
troy the doctor-patient velationship, that it
would cause a ran on the hospinals for free
services, that it would cause our stundard of
medieal care to - degenerate, and all sorts of
other probleins,

The negative attack on this crucial poine of
che atfivmative fends wtself well w cither the
“eggs-in-one-hasker™ or the “even-if” approach.
The entire negative atrack can be directed on
this point; for, if the negative can demonsteate
that the adoption of the vesolution would do
more harm than good, this certinly demon-
strates that the resolurion should be rejected.
Since usually it is difficele to prove conclusively
that the results would be so detrimental, ic is
a wise negative which couples this attack with
attacks on other erucial points.

Cruarar Isscr 6

The tinal crucial poine of the affirnmtive is
one that is not debated in the najority: of de-
bates on any resofution, In this atrack the nega-
tive contends that the resolution is not the best
way to solve the problems of the status quo.
They may agree that the affirmative has diag-
nosed it correetly or they may contend that
thie affirmative has not realized the real cause
and  proceed to demonstmte what chis real
cause is.5 The negative then proceeds to pre-
sent a plan to climinate the problem. This is
usually referred to -as a counter-plan or a
counter-proposal, le is important to rementber
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that this negative plan must be ditferent from
any action implicd by the resolution, If it docs
not meet this eriterion, the aflivmative need
only to agree to it and show that ir constitutes
a concession by the negative that the resolution
should be adopted.

On the high school topie concerning a sub-
stantial increase of governmental regulation of
labor unions, many atfirmative wams contended
that labov disputes resulting e serikes were

serions threatr to the seeurity of our nation and,

therefore, suggested a compulsory arbitration
Taw o climinate these strikes. One negative
team agreed that these strikes were detrimental
hut countered that the real cause of the problem
was union insistence on nake-work jules which
management would not aecepr. "Fheys ~hen pio-
posed a plan to outlaw make-work rmles. While
this arguwment sounded strong and in fact won
several debates, an atfirmative team needed only
to point out that a law which nakes make-work
rules illegal is 1 substandal increase in the reg-
utation of labor unions and thus constitutes a
negative admission that the resolution should
be adopred.

To exemplify a legitimate counter-proposal
we may turn to the colleginte topic concerning
placing [abor unions under and-truse legisha-
tion. When the aflirmative contended thae labaor
is “restraining trade”™ when they serike and that
this hurts our cconomy and thus propase anti-
trust Jegislation. the negative could admic the
entire need issue but contend chat anti-trust
legislation is not the hest way to solve the prob-
lem. T'bey then could offer compulsory arbitea-
tion as a counter-proposal as it is not pare of
the present system and is not anci-trust legisla-
tion.

Anather example of this ateack can be found
in the debare on medical eare for the aged. The
Anmerican Medical Association and the Repub-
lican party agreed wich the administration that
clderly people needed assistunce, bur sugvested
that welfare grants on the basis of need adnin-
istered by the states would be a hetter way o
solve the problem than the social  security
miethod.

When the negative chooses this line of at-

tack the debate tay center either on (1) both
what causes the problem and which plan will
be most desivable as a2 solution o, (2) i the
negative and aflirmative agree on the cause,
just the relative merits of the two plans.

Since the two plins are the bases of the ma-
jority of the argimment, most judges sugpest that
in cducational debate the negative counter-plan
should be introduced in the first negative con-
structive speech.t If the negative agrees as o
the canse of the problean, little clse can he done
for it would be absurd to spend ten minutes
telling why there s agreement ar refuting
something thar would fater have to be admitied.
When the negative redefines the catse of the
problem. sowe judges will permie them to in-
troduce the counter-plan in the second speech.
Since many, if not most, judges do not sub-
scribe to this view, it is a wise negative . that in-
troduces the counterplan in the first speech re-
gardless of the circunstanices.

It should be mentioned in passing thar there
are Judges who dislike the use of the counter-
plan. Further, as we all know, many of the
judges in our tournanients arc most kindly de-
scribed as “lay™ judges. While these people
know little enough about the general prineiples
of educational debate, the typieal “lay” judge
knows even less about the hasis for decision
when a counter-proposal is introduced. A nega-
tive considering the use of this atrack must de-
cide whether they wish to take the risk of this
bias or ignorance defeating them, These prob-
lems of construction and judeing, of course, do
not apply ro substantive debate.

The Contvarative Anvantacrs Case

Recently substantial support has been evi-
denced for an affirmative approach usually re-
ferred to as the “comparative advantages™ case.
This type of case ditTers from the traditional
afirmative approach in that the affirmative does
not neeessarily even try to show thar there is a
“need” in the usual sense. The basis of the at-
firmarive argunient is thar their proposal would
bring about a mare desirable sicuation than thate
we have under the status quo.
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The negative in this o3 pe of debace shonld
avoid placing too cuch cmphasis on their argn-
ments against crueial issues one and two -
signiticance and inhereney of the problem, The

atlinmative may siply answer that they are
concerned with improving socicty not with
specitic “needs” 1 they shuw dhat their plan

will accomplish this abjecrive, most reasonable
people will aceept their position - particularly
in substantive debate,

In “advanrages debating™ the negative can
use any of the types of arguments previously
mentioned, bue the more they emphasize the
plan argiments and the less they stress the need
arguments the sounder cheir position will rend
to be.

Suatatary aNp REcoMMENDATIONS

The negative, therefore, has finst to choose
their overall approach in the debate. They may
chaose the “eggs-in-one-basket™ artack against
any one of the six crucial poines of the aftirma-
tive case. Since Ya nijority of judaes will vote
awainst an athirmative team which loses any one
of the stock issues ..., this is a valid negative
atrack.

Or they may choose thie other averall ap-
proach, the “even-if™ attack. In this ateack the
negative challenges the affinmarive on two ov
more crucial points. The general attack Iy that

the affirmative is wrong on point A; but, “even-
if” they were right on this point. they are

wrong on poine 83, Since a “significane minor-
it of all the judges will allow the affirmartive
to lose one of the issues and still win the debate,
it would appear that this is the safest .1pplo.lch
for the negative to choose.

This writer would recommend thar in educa-
rional debare the negative attack the affirmative
on at least twoe crucial issues to some degree in
every debate, one in the need area and onc in
the plan or advantages arca. Many of this
writer's students have recurned with losing bal-
tors whiclh criticized them for not ateacking
the plan even though they liad overwhelmied
the need. This is not a valid position for a judge
ro take -- but many- take it. This problem would
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ravely arise in substantive debute, Uhe twofold
attack, therefore, is not essential i this e pe
of debate,

Neaative debaters are cautioned  thar the
above choice of overdl approach may he made
tentatively hefore the debaie, The Jinal decision,
however, should be made during the presenta-
tion of the fise athrmative speeeh, In cross-
examination debate debaters may even delay the
choice until after questioning the firse aflivma-
tive,

The well prepared negative will be prepared
to develop several different “egys-in-one-bas-
atracks as well as o variets of “even-if”
approaches. \While the aflirmative can succeed
with only one case, the negative with only one
case faces almost cermin failure, heeause their
first responsibility is to adapt to the affirmative
and with only one ease this, in some instances,
may he impossible.

ket”

The problem of the negative then is two-
fold: 1) they must thmmlghl_\‘ undersund the
variety of approaches open to them; ad 2) they
must he prepared to use whatever approach
would be most etfective against the particular
\ﬂum.m\c theyv tace.

Before concluding it st “be mentioned
that, while the entive context of this paper has
been directed toward argument in debhate, argu-
ment is not the only factor influencing decisions
in cither educational or substantive debate. Pee-
suasiveness, binguage, stvle, delivery, and nany
other factars also influence the audience. Thus,
while one team may have the better arguments
the other ten may succeed in convineing the
audience to the contrary.,

Thus, to be an outstanding debater, one
muse have sound arguments aud be able to con-
vey them to his audience.
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