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ABSTRACT ' '

- The development”*f a 'sound tbeory of the argning of
“olicy questions in debate requires that the Affirmative be obligated
to.demonstrate the solvency of its plan, régardless of the

paradiqlatic ‘origins of the ‘c@se theory. While the specific dagree of ..

dsnonstration ‘which is necessary to establish solvency remains a
1bstantive issue within the context of a given round, the basis of
yich an obligation remains constant. The advocate of chaﬁge in a
proposition of policy has the responsibility to demonstrate that the
effects claimed fro- the preoposition are correlated to SPGCIflc

- ‘méchanisas vithin the plan. The predlctlon of allegéd effects is-a

burden. of afflrnatlon, and need not follow from the failure of
neqation.» Oltimately, the adequacy of a proposition is not measured
in Eerls of the effects claimed, but rather through the probablllty

of ‘the Affirnative to prove that the plan does in fact remedy the
‘problen. ‘The theoretical regulrement for an advocate to predict the
consequences of a proposition is best measured in practice by the
COrrespondence between 1nherency dysfunctions which preclude status
qno action llth plan nnchanlsms‘vhlch address these dysfunctlons.

-Reptoductlons snpplled by - 'EDRS. are the best that can’ be made
) from the original‘ document:

of the effects' occurrence; an explicit obllgatlon exists on the part
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New deparfuras ln +he prac*lce of debafe a.ong with now theoratic
' poalflons of fhe purpose and funcflon of debafe make I+ difficult to assess
. exacfly what standards shourd be used to evaluafe a debate. Prof Jack_
Parker capfured fhts sense of confuslon In 2 recenf commenfary on fhe
v state of debate enti +led, "How to Play a Game Which Has o Rules, "
) The concern of the arflele was dlrecfed Iess foward the amount or
fype of depar?ures ln 1heory or pracftce, as much as +o the failure of
fhe advocafe fo develop a cogenf rationale for the acceptance or rejecflonf
o? a proposal Prof Parker's eonclusuon wasvnof to proscrlbe a par11~

cular Theory of argumenf "bu? rafher fo suggesf That developlng a sound

fheory of argulng policy quesfions ‘is the bes+ vay to play the game "2

Thls admon!fion has Impllcaflons to both fhe prac#tfloner as well as the .
teacher.of_debafe. To the debafer Is suggested a responsiblllfy for
prasauflng a scund pos!flon in the debafe. To “he teachor of debafe is
suggested a responslblllfy for educaflng a debater to di flngufsh between
sound argumenfs and spurious ones. |
it is to this end that this paper addresses ifself; aibeit, ina smalf

,yay; Thls paper a+*empfs .o place the Afflrmafuve s obligation fo demonsts afe
* the "solvency" of its plan 1nfo perepecflve. i+ Is contended that, regard~
!ess of fhe paradlgmafic origlds of the case theory, the Affirmative has
an.obligation to demonsfrare its claim. Whiie the specfflc deoree.of '
denonsfraf!on whlch is neceasary to allege "solvency" remalns a cubsfanﬂve_

Lssue wlfhln the coritext of a -given round, the basss for such an Affirmafnve

|!gaflon remains ronsfanf




The Qdéccsfe'bf changé in a propog’tiom i pol'ty has ?ﬁe respdﬁsi»
_' blll?y fo damonsfra?e fhat the efferfs cisizwd from fhe proposi?ion are
cornelafed to speclf!c mechanlsms w!?hln the 106, The prediqflon of |
falleged effecfs is a burden of. afflrmaflon, and nee& not follow from the
fallure of negafloh. Ulflma+ely, +he adequacy of a proposifion Is not
measured ln terms of fhe effecfs claimed but rafher through fhe probability
.'of the effects’ occurrence. : Vo | ' |

Tvo - separafe-alfhough relafed-—fsses under!le a discussion of an
Afflrmaflvg re:pcnsiblilfy to demgnstrafe Ifs -plants solveﬁcy. The first
'Issue Is whefher the Afflrmaflve hﬂs, in fact, a recponsabil!fy to. fore»asf
'“ the consaquences of fhe prcposed change. Through an.analysis of_a_sfock P
_-!ssues perspec*lve;'a pollcy sysfams'perspec+ive, and an hvpofhesls-féé%er
perspacftve this paper wiil confend that an obllgaflon of the Affurmaf!ve
1o’ predlc? fhe solvency of l?s plan does exist. 3 . ‘,; e

,The second. Issue is contingent upon The firsT.and asks af what level
bffdembné*raflqn does the ailegéd.solvency become édquafe, iHow much proof
s requlréd;for‘an Af?lnmathe to "roasonably” establish the llkeiihood‘
- that lfg'pianbwlll adhlevé.lfs claImed'effec+(s)? Thls_secondllssue\becomss;
2 suﬁsfapflve on; and 1s: addressed within the context of fhé §peclfic
Isqués In a round. An analysis of fhlé fesponslbil!fy wf!l be addressed
from fhé-perspecfiVe-qf:predic?lon_reqﬁlremenfs as_ it relates +o.!evels cf- .
lnherency |

Rafurnlng to the.focus of the first nssue--uhefher fhe Af?irmafive
as a responslbi}ify,fo forecasf--lf appears fnaf each of the three per-
qrecflves‘uhdér‘cgns]deraflon prov!dqs.a rationale for an c?]?ga+ién to
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ER,

"‘dwmnnsfra?e sclvancy.» The fursf of frese perspecflves f—ac zs Tts ju%*i?

"Vflcaflon fhrough an- analysls of "sfcck 1ssues.“ Fbcuslng upon debate as a
i delﬁberafive ana!vsls, Lae Hu%fzen, in "S?afus In Bellberatlve An*lysls, |
 provided the basls for the Idanﬂficaﬂm four stock issues—1 11, blame,
'. cure, and cost. 4 ' . ' '

| The use of the sfock_issues ;pproach to propésl?lons"sf policy

establishes a pFobiem—sbluflon sfienféfion'fo an analysis. The Issues

':represenf an assumed set of crlferla which must be resolved Jn the. afflrma-

"'flve 1o Jusflfy 1he adopflon of a proposlfion of policy. Fallure to afflrm_

anv criterion vould represenf an !nadequafe discharge on the par* of fhe .
advocate proposing fheISBange. B : o |
| Typlcal among the applicafion of *he stack Issues analysls to Afflrma-m’
tlve wssponsibiilfles ls the work of Mchrney and Mllls. They ldenflfy
‘_ fhe fo[Ioﬁlng as areas in whlch the Affirmative should be prepared:

(I) show that evl!s or prcalems exfsf (2) show that thgse evilis
‘are produced by causes that can be remsdied £3) show that the

action or policy proposed provides a remedy, and (4) show that the
remedy s practicable in terms of cost, new problems .it mighf

create, and other possible remedles. o ‘

The focus of fhe fhlrd sfock issue provides fhe basts for fhe Aff!rma-
 "f|ve responslblllfy to. demonsfra*e the effecrxveness of ITs plan° The -
Idenflflcaflon of sore problem or aavanfaga which warranfs concern is.
' :insufflclen# of I+ self to Jus1|fy a declston In favor of change. " Others

| who have written on fhe requlremenfs.of the advocate of-change have con-
curradlwlfh-fhe inferprefaf?cq of McBurney and Mi}ls; _ Eudark, fbs:exampls,
hdlcsfss that "(1)t Is> not sufficient for the aff!rma%ivo.fb.show evIls In

iﬁg.presen? system. The affirmative must prove, not assert, not declare}



_ the proposlflon because It does not’ supply a saf!sfacfory remedy."7

that the. brbpoéad plan-correcfs the allaged'evll vb

Ehnlngar and Brockrlede nofa that "(o)ne may agree “that serfous problems

exist, cause barm and ana lnhetanf In the: presen? policy, and yef reJecf

"/‘

Fallure o SUPP|Y this ramedy is grounds for the reJecflon of +ho proposi= .

flon as. was noted more recenfly by Zlegelmueller and Dause. “Even If it.

can be demonsfrafsd that a stgniflcanf 111 exists which Is causally related

" to lnhorenf features of the exlsflng policies, a course'of action which

-3

 falls fo guaranfee a solufion to fhe problem Is not Iike.y fo be adopfed "8

The consensus on the roqulremenfs of a sfock Issues analysis polnfs .
to an a%pllcif obllqaflon on the part of fhe Atfirmative 1o orove that the
plan does, in fact, remedy fhe prob lem. ‘Fallure fo demonstrate that the

plan does solve fhe problem represénfs ani!nadequafé d!scharge‘by the

"Affirmative team to resolve the sfock I ssues ln its favor. The reshlf,ts

fhe Ioss of fhe proposlflon for that round .While a moflve_for change may;
be esfabllshed as a .necessary condifnon it is an Insufflcienf condiflon to
warranf the parfloular chénge called<for fhrough the Implemenfafion or fhe
resolution. _ ' e
"iérock, Chosebno, Cragan, and Klumpp Tdentlty rhe motive of fhe.srockr

lssues analysis as one of "deficlt mofivaflon“-—when the warrant for achon
Is established only affer the- demonsfraflon of some feif need 9 In Its
'place they offer the applicaflon of sy ”ems analysis appl!sd to public
\pollcy decision-making. They define an assumpflon of a process reallfy where

change ls confinual and mofive for behavlor adaofs to chanqe. Anficlpaf!on

changes wi?hln fhe system and adaptaflon fo.fhese changes represents

. b ..



.iﬂnfplace of fhe sfock lssues.of.lll blame, cure,
sysfems analysls subsfi+ufes +he use of componenfs, relafionshlps,, '
goals and affecfs '° | : '

The componenfs and rela+lonshlps of 2. sysfem are comblned *o form a
descrlpflon. An anslysf descrlbes ‘the relevanf oar+s (componenfs) of a

sysfem ?nrough fhelr Inferacflon (rela?lonships) with each other. An

”

“fg evaluaflve assassmenf of the sysfem Is made. by defe'mlnlng the adequacy

of The sya?en (effecfs) to- meef stlﬁulafed goals, While moflve for change

can be provlded by a deflciency In The effects to meef a sflpulafed goal

°

fhe motlve is offen based upon a comparaflve assessmenf of pollcles +6 meef

s goal A sysfem whlch is adequafe under one sef of sflpulaflons, when
compared ?o another pollcy, may find Ifself inadequafe when assessed under
| al dlfferenf sef of goals. ' e -ffns;_ '

To assess ?he effects of a sysfem, the advocafe must either describe |

fhe sysfem's operaflon as It ex.sfs, or predlcf fhe sysfem‘s effects .

1

s I* is expecfed fo exlsf Brock ef al., are quite clear in defining
fh‘s responsiblli?y as’ one belongnng to fQQNadvocaiﬂ_proposlng the policy'

. e (A) sysfemﬂc analySis of a debate resoluflon requlres that

. the affirmative be able to predict what newly created multipie

- . effects a resolution introduces into the. on-going present system.
I+ Is an affirmatjve. obligation to predict what new components, -

"~ relatlonships, effects, and goals are created by Introducing the
solution into the present system. The word predict clearly .
Implias that the-affirmative be.able to trace and defcrlbe the new
set of changes produced by fhe resolu+|on. U

. l

.Llchfman and Rohrer slnllarly acknowledge a predlcfnon requlremenf
exisfs with fhe advocafe of a pollcy. When pollcy sysfems are compared
“Declslon fheory sflpulafes fhaf +he ne? benaflfs of any—policy sysfem

- are a funcflon of bofh fhe probabillfy fhaf fhe sysfem witl achneve resulfs



and the . value placed upon fhose resulfs "'2 Here, the value placed on
the resu1fs tells us whether fhey~are.deslrable, and fie probabillfy fells

Y‘f-\

‘us whether’ ?hey are Ilkely fo occur. - ‘
. ';: S As with sfock lssues, fhe pollcy sysfems perSpecflve appears fo achleve
- ?.consensus in: I+s requlremenf fhaf an advocafe predict fhe effecfs of hns/her
ApoLLcy. lehouf the comparaflve assessment- of the competing polic:esfy
one does not have a basls t+o azsume the superlorlfy of the - proposed pollcy.
In the absence of predlcflng the effecfs of the proposal, the pollcy o
conparlson ‘Is lncomplefe and the proposlflon ls rejecfed. ‘
; The fhlrd perspecflve ‘of. debafe +o be examlned is Idedflfled as.
hypo‘rhests-‘resﬂng.'3 This perspec*lve views l+self as' the rheforlcal
counferparr ‘to-the sclentific hypofhesls. The debate resoluﬂon, as a
hypofhesls, is tested by pnaclng presumpf!on agalnsf I+ and al!owlng the
i most rlgorous challenges avallable to be made agaknsf |f. " The ablllfy of
the proposlflon to wlfhsfand the successlve challenaes esfabiishes fhe
“probable frufhsof the proposlfion. This "Trufh" is- nof poslfed as an
lmmufable sfandard but only as a reasoriable one esfablxshed through ufs
abl!lfy to wlfhsfand all known challenaes.l4
The perspecflve of vlewlng a debate proposlTlon as a hypo?hesls to be

| fesfed in fhe round‘esfabllshes a hlgh sfandard for predlcf:ng the .effects

- of the proposlflon. "Each of- ?he terms of. *he proposnflon needs to wifh-

i stand the challenge of Jusflf!caflon. Any parf of the proposlflon which
'-'cannof be jusflfled mlghf warranf the Jusflficatlon of an alternate
hypofhesls, but not the parficular hypothesis. submlffed by the Affirmaflve.

The specl#lc test Is addressed to the proposnflon, and not' more generally o




Presunpﬂon 1s. refocused as sfandlng in opposlﬂon fo '

the. parflcular proposlflon belng fes—fed.'5 o N .

"L"agelnsf change.

Accepfance of fhe proposlfion belng fesfed only occurs upon fhe Justi-
jp“*:flczflon of fhe ferms of the proposif!on as all oufsfandlng fesfs are
. rejectad. Blll Henderson appbled fhls standard fo declslon behavlor by the
;Judge~ln a paper enflfled "Debafe as-a Paradlgm for Demonsfraflnb Trufh n
_ "The Judge regards the’ dafa prov!ded hlm as “}he means to. fesf the frufh
/ . wof fhe proposlflon. To fhe exfenf that fne data leads him to accept the
. L':; - risks lnherenf in fhe proposlflon, he vofes afflrmaflve. I the data does
l L nof lead hlm to accepf the r!sks. he vo¢es negaflve "'6

/ T - The "risk inherent in the proposl*lon" needs to- be overcome fo warranf
{p o a‘vofe for fhe Afffrmaflve. With the assignment of‘presumpflon agalnsf,'

: fhe apeolf[c hypofheSls‘fo'be tested, fhe.absence of'an affirmétion of |
effect serves as fhe‘paels for the rejeofldh of the proposfflon.

| A probiem of_sorfs'anlses from the dlsflncfionazarefsky"makeS:befween
fne‘pfoposlfion and_fhe plan. ZarefSkQ Idenflfied one of fhe‘lnplicaffons
of the. hypofhesisefesfing"paradlgm as placlng lncreased’lmporfanceaon'fhe.‘

\ B wordlng of fhe resoluflon and a decreased Imporfance upon fhe wordlng of the--
%\ L oplan’ to lmplemenf resoluﬂon.'7 The fhesls of this position is that the
' plan functions 'fo lllusfrafe the prlnclples enbodled in the. proposlfion

) fhereby focuslng fhe argumenfs upon those princlp{es. .'. . onuuld some

dlfflculfy.be dlscovered in one of fhe plan s perlpheral feafures, fhe

» plan could be amended ) |ong as fhe amended verslon stili embodled the -

b prlnclples Impé.clf ln fhe proposlﬂon."|8

- ._( Hifh fhe emphasls upon fhe ‘wording of the proposlflon does the obll- '

".gaflon of The_Afflrmaf}ve_To predlofvfhe_consequenoes of the proposition

SO



" -become dimlnished? In the oplnion of this student, the Atfirmative obli-
gaflon }emains. Whlle an Increased emphasfs upon fhe wordlng of the reso- |
qulon may appear to offer fhe prospect of focuslng a*gumenf on the. prln-
clples underlylng a proposlflon the prlnclples fake on meanlng In a pollcy“

'»prcposlflon ly as fhey are manlfesf in parflcular acflons. Prlnelples,v

." asvabs+ra¢flon , are mean+ngfu| by';he-effecfs whlch are assoclated ﬁ1fh |

fhem. The fheoretlc'supe([orlfy of a proposlflon +¢ Its alternatives is:
manlfesf 'fhrough some emplrical ly. measurable resulfs.ﬁ.

- When one beglns fo de-emphaslze fhe parflcular means by which a pro—
posiflon is fo be Implemeqfed fhe relaflonshlp between fhe prlncloles

~ assumed w]fhln the reseluflon and the predicfablllfy-ef effects related 1o

the particulars of the plan becomes dlmlnlsﬁed. While fhe_]mpleﬁenfaflon

" of fhe fesoluflon as embodied through eee,parflculer plap'may result In
| effeéfs whfeh wf+hsfand the tests dlrected against fhe'resoIQflon, an'alter- |
- .native plan may resulf;rn faliure..s

'"Fe;"example, in'a cese where an advoéafe”aréued that. a Federal program
of comprehenslve medical care; should be available to all U S. cl1|zens. it

" makes a dlfference whefher one defines the program as. one of. cafasfrophlc

coverage'or as one deslgned'fo cover ali- medical maladles. The proposiflon
fakes on meaning fhrough the definition of Ifs own ferms, or what in the
sclenfifIc hypofhesls would be defermlned fhrough fhe way the hypofhesis Is
: OPeraflonallzed M9 oo T o e

| : ln 'some cases the’ wording of the resoluflon may.be such that the plan
e;d the resolutlon.are operaflonally the same, and. the plan becomes little

. ‘tiore than a restatement of the of the resolution.2% of ceurse, as long as

1¢°
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_any deflnlflonal ambigulfy remalns as to ?he<goanlng of the resolufton, 1?
is. necessary to deflne the: propos|+lon. The embodlmenf of fhe proposlfion
"fhrough fhe plan provldes fhls operaflonal deflnlflon. The prlnclples of -
the proposlflon are glven meanirg fhrough the plan. The plan, heﬂce,-serves*"
. to define what- fhe proposlflon means. " The proposlflon as it ls undersfood
“!s fhe hypofhesls to be fesfed and while ofher meanlngs of fhe _hypothesis .
.mlghf pass fhe fesf fhe speclflc undersfandlng of fhe hypo1hesls to a glven
_round Is “the one which must be affirmed. : o '
| The requlremenf that an Afflrmaflve be abje fo predlcf fne consequences
- of Itg plan appears to. be roofed ln all threoe perspecflvos. The stock. |ssues
~perspecflve requires_the.plan fo'prednct_a.so!uflon to fne problem The
_Afflrmaflve esfablishes;. fhenoollcy sysfepsfberspecflye requires fheiplan
to pnedic? how fhe'sysfen-uflf adepf fo:cnange.\ éy comparlno dhe oredlcfed ‘
‘effecfs»of a pollcy system with an alternative sysfem, fhe "best" pollcy is
' selecfed Flnally, the hypofhesis-fesfer requlres fhe ablllfy of the pro—

poslflon to wlfhsfand all challennes. The falyure of fhe-proposufjon_fo '

-Jusflfy Ifsolf agaln f_alfernaflve hypo?heses [s'a fal lure of the proposi-

.f. tion to afflrm its probable frufh-’le.,'fo predict .Its In*erprefation as

L]

superlor fo alfernaflve hypofheses.
When one moves to fhe pracflcal appllcafion of a reoulremenf that.

an Af‘frmaflve demons;rafe the consequences of ifs plan, the sfandards for

resolvlng argumenff become dependenf on the developmenf of issues In fne

round wnaf fs ne.essary for an Afflrmafive’fo ciaim It has adequa.ely dis~

charged lfs responslblllfy to demonsfrafe fhe solvency of I+s plan? ft Is

argued as a pracflcal standaird, fhaf solvency Is demonsfrafed as the cor-




./‘i
respondence befween an Afflrmaflve's Inherency and fhe mechanlsms provlded

In the plan. "The greafel fhe comolexlfy of relaflonshlps alleged as fhe .

“lnherency to fhe case, fhe greafer fhe Affirmative responslblllfy to pnove _
* the mechanisms of the plan address fhe lnberency.

lnherency*ls undersiood uslng the defln?flon provlded by Cherwlfz and
'Hlklns as "the aggregafe or sum fofal of antecedent causes which operafe to
block fhe soluflon of parflcular pollcy dysfuncflons."z' That Is, the total

hnumber of eleménts which keep one frcm solvlng whaf 1Is wrong with a glven

* pollcy. In the developmanf of its case analysls, an Afflrmaflve identifles

speclflc Inherency clalms. "(S)peciflc Inherency clalms purporf to Idenf'fy
‘ and label one or more anfecedenf conditions as causes effecflvely operating -
to bleek the sfafus/quo from amelioraflng a problem or sef of problems n22
This vlew of lnherency Is mulfldlmenslonal which views fhe essenflal charac-

.,ferlsflc of Inherency as one of causallfy. '

X,

Central to the mukftdnmenslonal view of . lnherency is the
notlon that one cazh Isolate certain conditions which preclude
~the status .quo from solving the prcblem advanced by the affirma-
tive advocatss. 1t wlil be frultful to consider those.condi+ions
analogous to the properties of causal antecedents, that_js, to
treat inherency itself as essenfially caus al in naturs.

_‘lf fhe nature of Inherency I's causal--fhese elenenfs of the sysfem;
whnch keep lf from reallzing some benefuf or solvung scme problem—- fhen.l
“any remedy to fhe case inherency has to aodress ifseuf +o deallng vith The
: speciflc causes. For an Afflrmaflve fo prove that the causes have been

amellorafed -1t m“sf demonsfrafe that the elements proposed fhrough Ifs pian

. are sufflclenf.#o address the parf!cular causes.

o
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‘ ”‘Nhlle nof 2 necessary characieris¢lc of fhe sfock lssue approach,
fradlflsnal vlew of causallly as pracflced fhrough this case approach usually
llmlfed Itself ln its conslderaflon of causal varlables.' Klumpp e+ al., N

L I

<

clalm fhaf fhls fradlflonal vlew usually,narroweo to- a"focuslng on one or

Ry 3 e,

: v two caUsal facﬂors +ha+ are +hen removed by +he proposl'llon."25 WIfh a

1Iml+ed nunber of causal elemenfs presenf, tiie Afflrmaflve's demonsfraflon."

- of sol«ewcy mlghf be slmply lnferredg_ A slngle cause prevenfs a given

affecf from occurlng. Removal of +he cause allows +he effec+., Demonsfra-

’ flon of solvency operafe af a slmple, lnferenf al Ievel '
Nhen fhe 1evel of complexl+y of causal “tactors exceeds this slmple

lavel however, whaf becomes fhe,basls for predlcjlng-fhe_solvency of the

) - plan? At progresslvely complex levels of organlzaflon and assoclaflon,

predlcflon becomes - lncreaslngly dependenf Lpon models To accounf for: multipie
[ * .
relaflonshlps. Confldence In fhe relaflonshlp befween plan mechanlsms and

IR fhelr ablllfy ‘o amellorafe Inherency effects becomes. subJecf fo lncreaslng

Ievalsofproof. | _'.-t' L

o The confenflon fhaf lncreaslng the- descrlp#lon of cdmponenfs and

raiaflonshlps reaulfs In an lncreased complexify of analysls is borne cut -

prlmarlly by +he sysfems +h90rla+a. -Four lmpllcaflons of causallfy were-

assessed by Klumpp et al., In -ulafnon fo a sysfems model 25 ;

-
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I

> l) MULTIPLE CAUSATION--The flrsf lmpllcaflon !s fha+ many facfors occurlng

?ifﬁ : '_slmulfaneously confrlbufe fo fhe geheraflon and. malnfenance of a problem. '
"'d The effect of mu!fipie causes may creafe a sysfem where "If ‘may not even be
_ posslble for an Afflrmaflve to defermlne whlch slng!e facfor accounts for
a system's operaflon. lndeed Inherency 1S o ave *he result of mulflple
" Interactions sfemmlng from fhe princlple of func*lonal deslgn n27

2) MUETIPLE POLICY ALTERNATIVES--lf may be possible for several alfernafive =

. courses of acflon to reach the same flnal sfa‘re.28 "(T)he alfernaflve need
of dlrecfly affect the crlsls relaflonshlp, ‘but may reach 1t lnd!recfly. o« o e
(A) number of alfernaflves are posslble mefhods of changlng\relaflonshlps "29

;3) MULTIPLE EFFECTS--The fofal effect of each pofenflal alfernaflve must be ;

' compared fo each ofher. Because components 'n fhe sysfem -are lnferconnecfed

and confrolled by each ofher, "(c)hanges in one relaflorshlp in. a system will

3 . e 7

spread changes +hrougrouf fhe system. The relaflonshlps more Immadlafe +o

“

' fhe change wlll be alfered more fhan fhe remofe ones,vbuf mosf relaflonshlps
; wlll be affecfed ln some ‘way "30 |
‘ P*41' INCREASED IMPORTANCE OF BROBAB{L1TY--The probablllfy of anfecedenf
.qffecfs becomes emphaslzed The Affirmative bears fhe responsIbIIlfy for
: ?l ) accoanflng for fhe consequences of fhe new componenfs +haf have been Intro-.
“duced into the sysfem and fhe effecfs +hey have On exisfing componenfs and
-hrelaflonshlps.ﬂ The uncer?alnfles of the. sysfem as amended’ musf be accounfed
}- for- and fhe ramiflcaflons fo future condiflons descrlbed "The afflrmaflve y
musf prove. that cerfaln condl*lons probably wlll exlsf in- fhe fufure."3|
 Glven these four lmpllcaﬂons, +he Afflrmaﬂve ‘abi my to demonsfrafe o
fhe corresponsdence between plan mechanlsms and |nherency effecfs become

subjecf‘to a ‘much more.sfrﬁngenf proof requlrement ;than the simplie Inference

v

-
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E_ossoclafed wlfh a slngle cause._ lnfroducflon of o*herwlse unknown componenfs
. intg he on-golng systen has o 1imited basls from which.to predict Tts
. '_'offecfs. lf en Afflrmtflve lnfrodhces a*radlcal lnferprefa*lon to the reso-
Ailuflon, they may fur+her remove fhelr plan from a predlcflve model as well
] 'A:'es mlflgafe ‘the .use of exper+ fesflmony to predlcf and exp!aln the conse-

.
3

] -[quences of fhe p|an,32 <{5_1T o . 3

l? may appear fhaf the sfrlngenf appllcaflon of a sfandard of Judglng
R whlch roqdlres The Afflrmatlve fo predlc+ fhe con equences of its plan reduces
"_ The Icfflfude of case analysls. .This ls not a recee ary consequenf of such

)

a requlremenf. whlle some mlgh* be lncllneu to move In the dlrecf.on of slm-

pllfylng case analysls fo more easlly predlcf consequences, fhe use of a
L sflngenf Judglng sfandard of solvency re~allgns fhe balance of. responsl-
‘55(.1“'3' blllfy be?ween the Afflrmatlve and Negaflve ?eam. L
_ lf *he lnablllty of the sfafus quo fo rec?lfy a problem Is the resulf
of a sophlsflcafed and mul*l-dlmenslonal a*elysls of causes whlch keeps the

o presen? sysfem from operaflng In the opflmal manner, then fhe samo mulfl- "

dlmenslonal sfanderds become the crlferla to.be applled fo any alfernaflve :

1

af+emp+ fo allege solvency. As Zarefsky no?ed a pro-afflrmaflve blas
E; o -', exlsfs ln a double-sfandard when "comparlng one sysfem as lf exists af one

. polnt in flme wlfh enofher 3s .3 fheoreflcal ldeal."34 Requlrlnq +hesafflrm-

: aflve fo accou1+ for fhe same lnherencles whlch ccnfrlbufe fo sfafus quo »

dysfuncflons ls fhe only sfandard whlch compares pollcles using a slngle
- “-sfandard of assessmenf. The fheoreflc requlremenf for an advocafe to. pre-:
| d#é? fhe ccnsequences of his/her’ proposlflon Is best measured In pracflce
;ﬁ77l1 by 1he correspondence befween lnherencyfdysfuncilons whlch preclude sfafus
quo ecﬂon wﬂ\ plan mechanlsms whlcl) are correla'l'ed addresslng these dys— |

funcflons. Hopefully, fhls requlremenf wlll-allow us all to' play +he game

more'soundly.

g
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