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theory blocs in debate rounds--such as for and against the use of
plans, for and against the need to be "whole resolutional," for
and against defining "is" as "present tense,” for and against the
use of holistic argumentation or examples to prove resolutions,
and many more.

While Gass (1987) notes the need for some theoretical
argumentation, some scholars may object that the excessive use of
generic theory in some CEDA rounds may be undesirable for at least
three reasons. First, such arguments tend to focus the debate
away from the substantive issues in a way that hampers the
educational goal of training a student to engage in topic-
specific research. Second, they destroy microscopic (point-
specific) clash. Third, they arguably violate the social contract
to engage in a debate on a certain topic.

Pfau (1987) has explained well why generic arguments exist in
policy debate. This essay seeks to extend Pfau's discussion of
generics arguments to CEDA debate. Given how increasingly often
arguments such as the ones mentioned above apply to CEDA
resolutions, the following question demands attention: What
standards should the debate community wuse to maximize the
potential generics have for enhancing the development of research
skills, critical thinking, and effective persuasive communication
in CEDA debate? In order to answer this question, this article
will first discuss the uses of generic argumentation. Second, it
will consider possible misuses. Third, it will suggest methods by
which the debate community could encourage the constructive use of

generic positions, while at the same time discourage the
potentially abusive practices.

Uses of Generic Arguments

When used effectively, generic arguments certainly benefit
both the theoretical and substantive levels of debating. On the
theoretical level, the need to know generic positions promotes the
student's acquisition of research skills within the subdiscipline
of argumentation. By researching such generic areas as the
meaning of "is," standards of topicality (reasonability, best
definitional, or better definitional), whether topicality is a
voting issue for the negative in quasipolicy or value debate, and
whether topicality constitutes a reverse voting issue for the
affirmative, students gain a theoretical foundation from which to
sharpen their own critical thinking skills on such issues. A
thorough understanding of such issues developed through off-season
practice of running generic arguments on such positions cannot
help but enhance a student's ability to communicate theory to a
critic persuasively.

Moreover, scholars of value and quasipolicy debate continue
to debate over standards of presumption (Berube, 1986; Brownlee,
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Misuses of Generic Arguments

While generics can be used effectively, their misuse nay
undermine the educational value of debating. Perhaps the greatest
abuse of generic argumentation occurs when debaters unprepared to
clash with reasonably chosen atfirmative substantive points use
generics to avoid the burden of rejoinder. Theoretically, for
example, negatives may discuss definitions, values, and/or criteria
ad nauseam to avoid performing research on a particular area of
the topic where easily accessible and effective good arguments may
exist to either negate or turn specific affirmative case
arguments. For example, on the Fall, 1989 CEDA resolution,
"Resolved: That Violence is a Justified Response to Political
Oppression," negatives manipulated the definition of "is" into an
absolute form that excluded all affirmative examples not as recent
as the debate round itself from consideration. Furthermore, on
the Spring 1988 resolution, "Resolved: That the American Judicial
System has Overemphasized Freedom of the Press," (for past CEDA
topics, see Freeley, 1990, PP. 406-407) some negatives used
generic whole resolutional positions in an attempt to increase the
scope of affirmative's prima facie requirements, although the area
affirmative chose to prove its case was both reasonable and
researchable.

A second abuse of generic argumentation occurs when coaches
and/or students use canned positions to sidestep the valuable
tools of teaching and learning substantive, on-topic research
skills. In the business or government world, very few decision-
making or adversarial proceedings begin to discuss the issues on
the agenda and then proceed to "now we need to consider the impact
of nuclear proliferation" or "let's talk about toto" for the bulk
of the meeting or court time. If debate is to train students for
the practice of argumentation in later life, then students should
learn that if generics are used, they should be used as necessary
background material for the issue at hand, not as a focus for
discussion. In short, generics are abusive when used to avoid
research responsibilities, and thus in-depth discussion of the
semester's resolution.

A third abuse of generic argumentation occurs when no clear,
evidence-backed link is made between the generic issue and the

topic. Typically, there will be a low probability that the
generic impact will occur, but the generic impact will be big
(such as a nuclear war or two). Admittedly, negatives may be wise

strategically to offer such an argument in second negative
constructive to as a "decoy" to force first affirmative rebuttal
to cover and have less time to spend- on affirmative case.
Nonetheless, such strategies may not be helpful in promoting the
research, critical thinking or persuasive communication skills of
the participants.

Simply put, generics are useful when they enhance the
development of communication and research skills on the part of
the debaters. When they hamper communication skills by "dumping"
an excessive amount of old evidence into a time-constrained debate
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In sum, effective topic writing can help reduce the abuse of
overused and overrun positions. Perhaps CEDA coaches having
rejected the drug topic offers a hopeful sign in this direction.

Coachin ractices. Generic arguments can yield educational
benefits to coaches and Students. One advantage is that
generically structured topicality arguments involving
1) standards, 2) violations, 3) counterdefinitions, and 4) voting
issues provide g simple structure that can be
year to beginning debaters, enabling them to understand theory
much earlier. Such structure accomplishes this educational
objective by enabling the students to have a concrete picture in
their minds to help them organize complex theoretical material,

n help promote broper use of

use. First, students could be coached to y
generic files, discarding completely old'
the file, and practice constructing positions. Effective
introduction, use, and discussion of evidence could be taught
off-season as these new positions are developed. Such practice
will benefit the student in later academic and professional life
as the student learns not to take for granted the impacts of such
phenomena as economic growth, nuclear proliferation, and the
international drug trade.

Second, coaches could discourage the u
"generic handbooks" €xcept for the purposes of "knowing what's out
there.”" Handbook reading discourages the development of research
and critical thinking skills, and bPlaces the student at the mercy
of the opponent who knows the context of the handbook evidence.
Not understanding that context also hampers a student's ability to
communicate persuasively the material.

Third, coaches must avoid merely handing out generic briefs
pPrepared by past teams to Students. Such practices, while they

are at best ethically
whatsoever debate has
t's ability to develop his or her own
research, critical thinking, or persuasive communication skills.
Jensen's (1989) suggestion that coaches could bromote the
spontaneity of debate by discouraging the use of briefs--generic
or otherwise--in favor of the card files may prove helpful here.
Judgin Practices. Standards show vast potential for
maximizing the potential for effective generic argumentation in
CEDA debate. A critic of argument berspective that does not take
& generic position for granted (Balthrop, 1983) yet does not
intervene radically by outlawing arbitrarily arguments deemed
"generic” would seem to serve this goal well. When generics are
clearly shown relevant to the discussion, backed by sound
evidence, and discussed specifically in terms of the topic-
Specific arguments that transpire during a debate round, thev

se of evidence fronm the
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i tgé Evaluate carefully the link be?ween the gog;;g;?glrzg?
generic issue. If strong, then the generic shou;d_ e o e o%
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a round. Students who consistently make weak links
ive fewer speaker points. )
recelg. Treatpoverused positions and old briefs thi iiziugzg
performance (interpretation) critics.treat progrgms Zi o ow
literature (such as The Glass Menagerie); namely,loggas g
er points and (in debate), if necessary, a loss.
speaz' g;amine generic arguments with the same crltlci}hiaéﬁgiggi
of topic-specific positions--in other wordsé iggiiiﬁé ;;llacies o
idence is, in terms of the abseqce o)
ggi.éf;ke. As ,usual, students meeting these standards should
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argument as it applies not only to the togt§ aiaz?ﬁigbgge(rtund ié
! i i icu
but to the opponent's point in thg par " : e hed Tn Tight
i iti hould also weigh how it is weig ]
B s sther srqument b made in the particular
of the other arquments that have een R cus
i i i d (as oppose om s
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points and in some cases the decision.

Conclusion

Generic argumentation has sparked controversy pﬁfhfpig s;gsz
the founding of intercollegiate debatg. Debate scto ?cs have
debated its usefulness in the forensics Jourpals, CEDA top S ot
forth its use to varying degrees, and eveg in igzéiiaz;ng e

! i " interco

extemporaneous "parliamentary in €
contrgzersies arise over '"canned" speeches 3{kge;Z§;Zt§rgﬁiig?:

i i t unlike
across topics. Generic arguments are no
concept of ambiguities in language——wg should got se;ﬁ'ig giiizzg
with all of them, but to maximize thex; potentlal.‘ th e
should not automatically accept a particular generic, ey
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realize both the potential and the limitations of such arguments.

This paper has not only explored these, but has offered some
standards aimed at maximizing the potential of generic arguments
while minimizing the potential limitations. Hopefully these
standards will serve as a starting point for discussion as to how

we view the role of generic argumentation in the development of
CEDA debate.
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