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Policy Advocacy and Delaying Action as Refutation: Implications
for Argumentation Pedagogy

THEODORE 0. PROSISE and TROND JACOBSEN

The negative strategy in the final round of the 1995 CEDA National Tournament
featured a “delay counterplan,” 3 relatively recent innovation for counterplan advocacy in
CEDA. The negative team accepted the affirmative plan, arguing that plan action ought to
commence at a later date. The rationale provided was that immediate plan action risked 2

in the final round, the delay counterplan continues to be advanced as a negative strategy,
demonstrating 1ts prevalence as an argumentative practice.

Educators certainly concern themselves with theoretical innovations in debate Ppractice.
Robert Branham observes that “there is often 5 pronounced delay between the introduction of
an innovative theoretical position in debate practice and its eventual appearance in print”
(“Editor’s,” p. 120). To avoid this lag, argumentation scholars must address the strengths and
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i em to
demonstrates the significance of past contributiqn; to cognterp}an theirsy,Pbr); \i[;?}sy:ﬂfcﬁls e
temporary debate practices that were not anticipated in earlier works. o e o
reganding the legitimate use of the counterplans can be used to xd}:ntxfy ol e
e mi’ﬂigld:ln counterplan and the possible ways in which it can be reconcep::a iz tc.)
‘\:/e:l:l;f w?th I:ebccaZa Bjork, “when debate pract_ice o'l'.xtstrips the ability of current theory
account for innovations, the theory should be modified” (p. 363).

THE DELAY COUNTERPLAN

A wide variety of counterplan strategies have been mtro@ugcd S}n;ebtliebxni;gtrxlzrtx u(:ef
lan practice. Roger Solt describes counterplan classgs as dxstnnguxg a yZmizatiorls
Couméfpf : eal. Most notable are those fiating international actors, private org n aré
s s appll as the offset and exception (exclusion) counterplans (pp. 1?:9‘39). ere ©
— athfcounterplan variants that could be conceptualized gnder Sqlt S tz&xon(:hmyi 385
?1:?3:2; (::oumerplan is only the most recent and salient, given its pf:ml(rjle:c: aiitanteof -
CEDA National Tournament. The delay counterplan could be cgnsxth erero e
s, or procedure, counterplan, of which the st'udy copnterplan is the p; Agt o sa,mc s
s for the timiI;g of adoption of the affirmative policy (Solt, p. 124). ume;
Y o lsiCim well into Walter Ulrich’s three types of counterplans: counter agent, clo o
“ do“ oy rocedure counterplans (p. 166). Although similar to other counterp an;
p()hcyrespects’ - 00‘1‘&:“ pare some unique characteristics that distinguish the dglay cognterplan. 1or
o I unlilze tf: study counterplan, it does not argue that the substfmtlve merits of t};esg ;x;
Cxaml;( ef be improved with additional action (study) prior to the implementation ; ome
aunspecrc . v i Apl it differs from the referendum and other process couqterplans eC
lﬁed' ool 1 o d counterplan tumns on the question of when plan action s'hould occur,
” compan;;nl Of‘spl:trilvznmecharﬁsm of adopting some type of speculative plan action. I;: st}}on
z?gzﬁ is m:tg:iltemative policy, alternative agent or alternative procedure, but 1t is the time
i i i discussion.
orpien afIlﬁPgOF thczgu:tsﬂrslg: gz;ycio::esd:iﬁf flaws in the present system cxi;t and that ;ﬁz
i aH:d te'o:yby the affirmative may well be the most appropriate amehqratwe s‘t:;p(s).f e
oo heoretically, needs to make no claims against the substantive mer! oL e
COUDterP_lan, ; eob ar, y1’ng only that affirmative action should be fj:elayed fo.r some de mi !
afﬁ_"mat;:’; ¢ anz’itize wg:uld certainly be served by attempting to mitigate the 1mph;attl‘o:sa o
e e’ negcasc as the negative team did in the 1995 final round of CEDA 1 atio mé
e amrmatwte icall’ this argumentation is subordinate to the overall strategy of QGhaifﬁng the
};(Xif:sg Slzgplan?/i:or the delay counterplan, only the date of adoption distinguish the p
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and the counterplan, Delaying the action is the net benefici
argue that the counterplan captures nearly the entire affirmati

affirmative advantage limited to the interim period b
of the affirmative and the time chosen for policy imp

team offers precisely this risk analysis in defending
net benefits.

The self-serving analysis allowed by the delay fiat lacks theoretical grounding in the
existing body of literature in addition to suffering from numerous other weaknesses. Certainly
issues of timing in the political field are important. This claim to legitimacy, however, begs the
question concerning the educational merits of appropriating all but the time of affirmative action
as the counterplan strategy. Also, the strategy may be used to imposes an arbitrary time on
many affirmative interpretations of the resolution. Some affirmative cases may call for
immediate adoption of an action. Perhaps these cases are more argumentatively susceptible to
the claims of the delay counterplan. However, there are numerous pedagogical implications to
the strategy that must be considered. The delay counterplan is a

n abdication of the negative's
burden of rejoinder and obligation to research the substantive merits of affirmative proposals.

etween the proposed adoption of the plan
lementation by the negative, The negative
the competitiveness of the counterplan by

THEORETICAL AND PEDAGOGICAL CONCERNS

Despite the importance of understanding policy making, the educational values of the
field of academic debate ought to considered thoughtfully. The primary argument against
testricting the fiat of the delay counterplan, we believe, is that the debate process should
consider current political issues and procedures. While recognizing the importance of such
arguments should be considered, it begs the question of whether the fiat of delayed action is
educationally sound.

As a community of forensic educators, our focus should be on the actual debate
practice, rather than current congressional exigencies or procedures. The role of the critic is not
that of a policy maker, rather the critic is an educator assessing the strengths of arguments
advanced by debaters. The field of communication is distinct from the field of policy sciences.
Critics, although certainly knowledgeable about many fields, are best prepared professionally
to educate students about argumentation. Moreover, this is widely considered their primary

institutional responsibility (See, for example, Cox and Honse, pp. 48-49: Hollihan and Baaske,
p. 161).
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There is clearly a difference in efforts to improve the argumentgt;\:i (s)l:lﬁi::; :;2:;2;:
and the actual processes of policy implemcntat}on. gnr}:xﬁscaﬁ;:::x;: ?f)?l:) A
OO“H‘CTP‘@S,. b P;Stﬁotili:f ';.:f tsvuf;g/s:l 2e::;2.'? Furthermore, Ulrich recognizedmthatt the
i Sklnsfzn ac;ggg:;e is not the actual implementation of a policy, but rather thgt t;, ezrlrsx
o rcst‘;kti(:\ :u : jor argumentative skills is awarded a victory (p. 167). The educational go
g?:ifl?zsxteaought g:r:/alued above extant political issues. Solt argues:

a long term normative focus is more importar}t for debatcgs than }::Vsehxc:;t st}i::t
political realism. Political realities are transitory, apd del atcrﬁ S

influence on policy anyway. It seems more mtellccmav ly © o
:ieznt:s to acquire a general understanding of the range of pphcy alterna n;l s
b::t}z: radical and mainstream, proposed for dealing with a given p;;?]en:; ez;r:
it is for them to acquire an intricate knowledge of the politics of the p

Congress. (p. 132)
Counterplan Burdens and The Delay Counterplan

te

The scholarly discussion of counterplans began severa\l/v Qecalc-les belf(;ﬁ f;.e \:{t‘r; tiz
B o oty of counteplons, (Lam'l)enszrtli’vipghig;:tziéal ;i:cea’cg? .have emerged and
b POpUla{’lt_y 0; ?:utﬁéc;’i}:;;ts&rza’?‘){x;:;;cal contributions to counterplan t.heory havc;
ha.Ve b'cen Sm:it'mlztccd at improving the pedagogical value of the cqunterplan. While many1 :n
?hnmaggnl::lnablgve uses of the counterplan have received attentlox?, the dek})[/1 Zo?;tzr?the
s o s ot B b vty o dscussion regardin e
5‘1‘?5‘3{1“31. hfﬁfa?“iﬁ“ c?;r;tleﬁ::;l:?gg ;nd none explicitly add.rgss the delay_ countc:rplixinﬁe;st
D ently pract e% "l:"{xe substantial discussion regarding topicality, competitiveness a'x:‘1 :
v pracnced th uestion of when in time the plan and counterplan shogld be consi ;re .
paven giirz?:; rocx:d?xres are intended to promote a symmetry of argumentative b\txr;iz;s,s r:::i
hy ount of Speaking time allocated to each team to theT roughly equal u'}r;]e zoumerp; e
) C;‘: the affirmative and negative sides of the resolutional guesl}on. - efor o
?iiiramgre is also replete with discussigrés é)fl tsymm;:;r; la;;i Sf;irhoc;tg (166.,6 5 The deioy
HerbeCk’lKat'SUhranzt%):sZ?(:;lp:);xirsnsetryf R(:xtl;g'pit assumes a profound asym_metry:er"l"/};:

zca?itxl:::rt?vzne:rcise of policy fiat is confined to one point in time, while the negative res
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for itself all subsequent points in time. In traditional debate theory, the universe of policy
options not outlined in the first affirmative constructive, within other theoretical limits such as
fiat, belong to the negative. With the temporally based strategy, the affirmative policy is
essentially added to this universe of negative options. With this usurpation of ground by the
negative, the affirmative is rigidly confined to defense of a point in time, rather than a defense
of policy. The theoretical discussions in the counterplan literature have been directed at
improving argumentative clash by encouraging argumentative symmetry and parity. The issue
of symmetry in argumentative burdens has been an undergirding rationale for topicality and
competitiveness counterplan standards,

Topicality

Non-Topicality is one of the central traditional standards of a legitimate counterplan.
The reasoning is simple; the counterplan should not be an action that supports the resolution
statement. The goal of non-topicality, as a division of ground and advocacy, is to promote
argumentative clash by clearly dividing argumentative burdens (Kaplow, p. 215). This standard,
therefore, preserves symmetry in debate complimenting the original goal of having a resolution
as a division of ground. Despite the importance of this standard, it has been increasingly
challenged in debate practice. Edward Panetta and Steven Dolley present a strong case for the
legitimacy of topical counterplans arguing “that the topical counterplan promotes the
educational value of the debate while maintaining ground for both ... teams” (p. 165). The
argument is that topical counterplans provide a strong test of affirmative proposals but still
maintain an equitable division of ground.

The delay counterplan. however, does not preserve these educational goals. The issue
of the importance of topicality should, at least, be enforced selectively. Given that the norm of
topicality helps enforce the "discussion-directing” role of the resolution, the fundamental co-
optation of affirmative ground by the negative is likely to direct the substance of the debate to
questions involving net benefits that are unrelated to the resolutional question, seriously
undermining the pedagogical rationale for having a resolution (Solt, p. 126). The standard of
non-topicality should be more rigorously defended by the affirmative if the counterplan
appropriates the substantive aspects of the affirmative course of action. The “argument”
advanced by debaters, that “competition checks the abuse of the counterplan” may not be a very
accurate claim in the case of the delay counterplan.
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Competition

The primary theoretical requirement for a legiﬁmgte counterplan is that k:he lc‘:io::;:?;a;
te with the plan. To be considered as genuine refutation, the f:ounterplzz.n shou d consiinie
compeon to reject the affirmative plan. Allen Lichtman and Daniel Rohrer's bslemm ema’tive
Z}Zena:ral Theory of the Counterplan,” defends the counterplan asa valu? ° ; u;:fru;lans‘ e
articulating competitiveness standards to assess the lchgxmaf:y of co o cally
Strrimaryategy’ f mutual exclusivity and net benefits as theoretical innovation ¢ ;
Pc:rc:asedsmndam's‘0 o f the counterplan as an argumentative strategy. Hence fo?ﬁgm and
gohrcr hagfgzg‘nncx?:gte(c)l with “the boom in counterplan use and theory (Branham, Editor’s,
P ite Lichtman and Rohrer's bold assertion that their competitiveness startx;‘iarc(iisid t;lz:)r:
1 pc‘zpz:dvocatcs through every argumentative situation," it seems clear that ( e}:] B The
: early gt::thc rise of the delay counterplan as a successful argu;ncntatxve strateg}; {ih I ;;iew
am'mpzl for their standards is the preservation of argumentative clash (p. 77). In her thé
'r'anon it olicy proposals” are those which "rival ecach other to the extelzn thas the
ComPCth; Ix)n: i:y tar?tamount to the rejection of the other” (p. 70). In every examp e Lic nan
:ﬁpfi?hi: uze to illustrate their competitiveness standards in application, they presupp

i i i ir net benefits
negative advocacy of an alternative course of action. Moreover, in defending their n

« i " would concoct counterplans that
standard for competition, they “fear that ... negative teams™ wou

i " i blem
ermit them to ignore the substantive aspects of the afﬁxmgtxve case (p. 76)53:;;1 ;:)rroe e
pseems articularly acute in the case of the delay comtemlaq, in which Fhe n;:gation oy
b: talr)ltive claims of the affirmative and focuses on the time f’f policy adop Th,e The deay
- sterplan clearly does not advocate the rejection of the affirmative plan per se.
coun ]
the time of plan action. . -
toplen ogldyt}fc??gis&ruczgg;(laplow first a]zivzmced a permutation test for compet;nven;ssétli)ﬁaj:
Herbeck later more fully developed this standtahrd,' ax'lgli{ing ti;ast Z rg:g:gg?niﬁcoi i pof e
i hypothetical formulas, s, of th
Coumefpllan 63‘01:: at:zi gj«:i)rlfxi,n::dtrg:t%:g tr};%itional competitiveness tests as tio sxmgngi
ao?xlc;nt:zrsgdag:c irrelevant distinctions (Kaplow, p. 217, Herbgck, PpP. 112-1"9%. Hfgt;e‘ir oarn%;k st
legitimate counterplans "must constitute a reason to reject tbe plan %.e ma.de O o,
deiemxination he proposes that affirmatives employ permutation tests. B e of the
however, of th; timing of the permutation or the point of plan or counterplan adop
OWeVer,
imi i d negative fiat. ' "
s Ot;{i:ii:zﬁflsvienz?ght hgas led to an argumentative strategy ‘of temporaldpenn:;?tégﬁsfgr
counterplan analogous to the delay counterplan, If the resolution or case does
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immediate action and the delay counterplan is simply the affirmative case adopted at a later
time, it raises the question of why the affirmative cannot simply adopt the delay as their
permutation test. Of primary importance, however, is the educational merit of the delay
counterplan. The delay counterplan, if it does not allow the affirmative to permute the time
question, guts the affirmative ground to advance permutation tests.

Central Educational Concerns

Three primary educational benefits debate has laid claim to are training in
argumentation, advocacy, and research skills (Rowland, pp. 98-99). The ultimate goal of debate
activity is to train students how to be effective producers and consurners of argument, which
relies substantially on encouraging meaningful argumentative clash and the cultivation of
advanced argumentation and refutation skills, The field of academic debate has established
forms and norms that are intended to encourage the development of these skills. To this end,
theory focuses on argumentative parity. It is further the responsibility of forensic scholars to
maintain the educational value of the debate activity.

The promotion of substantive clash seems to be one of the most deeply held and widely-
shared convictions within the forensic community, constituting the raison d'étre of academic
debate. "The very notion of debate," Kaplow contends is "to promote argumentative clash" (p.
215). At the most basic level, an argument involves mutually exclusive claims. When agreement

is present, argument ceases to exist. One of the strengths of academic debate is that it
encourages conflict between competing claims, to enhance the critical thinking skills of its
participants. The adversarial nature of debate is intended to encourage friendly disagreement,
in order to test and hone the students' argumentation skills (Patterson and Zarefsky, p. 89). The
educational benefits of debate, through an adversarial dialogue, are enhanced by the rigorous
and constant scrutiny of arguments. An understanding of the strengths and weakness of one's
arguments help individuals determine which aspects ought to be modified and which deserve
to be preserved. Thus, over the course of a debate round, tournament, topic, or year, the
sophistication of one's understanding of their arguments and those of their peers is enriched.

A prerequisite for argumentative clash is an appropriate allocation of affirmative and
negative ground. Basic guidelines governing the equitable division of affirmative and negative
ground are necessary, because both the affirmative and negative teams need to be aware of the
types of arguments they are allowed to advance in pursuit of their competitive goals (See, for
example Herbeck, Katsulas, & Leeper, p. 151). Guidelines to this end have been established by
the forensic community. The most basic of these is that the affirmative is assigned the role of
defending the resolution. The resolution is desi gned to place somewhat predictable limits on the
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kinds of argument the affirmative is allowed to present. Once it has been established that the
affirmative plan is consistent with resolutional limits (topicality), the negative is obligated, by
the burden of rejoinder, to respond to the substantive aspects of that interpretation. In terms of
policy action and argumentation, ground is a significant issue; it is the key to maintaining
symmetry and argumentative clash. “For meaningful argumentation to occur, a clear focal point
for clash is necessary” and the affirmative plan is the key “focal point” in the round (Herbeck,
Katsulas, & Leeper, p. 152). Ulrich also argues that the “focus of the debate™ should rest on the
affirmative policy (p. 166). Simply put, the affirmative should be allowed to defend the
substantive merits of their plan.

The delay counterplan stands in direct opposition to the goal of promoting
argumentative skills through the clash of competing claims. The negative can fully admit that
the affirmative’s need and solution are appropriate and simply incorporates a generic argument
regarding the current congressional state of affairs, for example, to reject the present
consideration of the plan. Indeed, the negative avoids clash with the affirmative, focusing
instead on temporal aspects of political issues. The negative strategy does not identify the
weaknesses of the affirmative, but rather shifts the discussion to an issue which they feel more
comfortable defending (the net benefit). This strategy raises the issue of what the negative is
negating. The key implication is that the affirmative is not allowed to defend its policy, it is only
allowed to defend the immediacy of the plan action.

One of the primary goals of academic debate is to instruct students in research methods
and encourage rigorous research. Resolutions change in order to facilitate periodic shifts in
research regarding a variety of contemporary issues. Numerous objections have been raised to
educational practices when a potential disincentive to research is present (for example, in the
literature opposing the use of generic counter-systems counterplans). In general, scholars have
argued that the educational goals of the activity are jeopardized when the same counterplan can
be run against every case, not to mention every resolution (Herbeck, Katsulas, and Leeper, pp.

155-56). The resolution should bind affirmative and negative argumentative strategies (Solt, p.
126). By simple extension, the research burdens imposed on affirmatives and negative
counterplan strategies should be applied to the delay counterplan.

The delay counterplan does not require expansive research. Negative research efforts
may focus primarily not on the multitude of affirmative policy options which, after all, the
negative intends to embrace and co-opt, but rather on a generic disadvantage as a net benefit to
delaying affirmative action. There is, in fact, a strong incentive to research the net benefit at the
expense of the full range of affirmative and other policy options, given that research time
constraints apply to all participants. It is true that the negative must routinely obtain new
evidence supporting the net benefit, and affirmatives should research responses to the generic
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The
argumentaﬁvecizzz t;:!?;x:gt}e!rplan poorly serves th(? gga] of developing critical thinking and
of he g st t}s,);r;n;x;tlr:i ::; zelzxp};lrogltt}ly, x;f represents a significant abandonment
e negati S0 with affirmative advocacy, and i i
p _agog.xcal value of debate as 3 research-oriented activity. It is, of cgurztdilr:slixnf?izlij;?f;

IOngUCaI appeals Oi the plaﬂ and the counter P]aﬂ ASymmetr lcal ﬁat a pealS as dlSCuSSed mn
P >

; _ System counterplan dermi i

discourage Tplans, undermine argumentative clash

o e e U b T e

! 0 time with regard to poli i
Pr, ; 1Ie Wiih reg, Ppolicy action.

of fiat best scwmesvmi :};])med;:ctry' z::d reciprocity with respect to the point in time for the exercise

obviousty e o gogical objectives of academic debate, While such an approach would
¢ option of the delay counterplan, it would serve the larger purpose of
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i 1 i the
focusing comparisons of plans and counterplans on their subgtantxve .rfr'lents. B:;l:s the
affirmative and the negative would be required to invest time researghmg specific arguxr; s for
and against specific policy proposals drawn from}be relevant literature, instead ot n
questions of procedure and ephemeral political realities.

The Delay Counterplan as a Disadvantage

A solution to the problems presented by the delay countc?rplan, whillle rectog,nrxlzl&g altsh<:;
importance of timing of policy action, is to require that the negative argue t ebr;e ) t:n oltas
disadvantage that stands or falls on its own merits. The ncgatw;t }fho:ﬂds Sg:tz;n:e Oef ety

i ial disadvantage without a .
the strength of their net benefit as a substantia _ L o
counterp%;ﬁ Eliminating the delay fiat preserves argumentz.;al?vc symmetry and maintains the
: i i - licy making,
ts of understanding the salient trade-offs of po : [
benefi This approach to counterplans is supponed‘ in the literature. Branhgm aliiﬁe(s‘ ‘%z:;
counterplans can be viewed, generally, as opportumtylf:tosti to thgrzrfli}'zrrnnauc\;: gudcs b
lan,” pp. 61-66). Reviewing the relevant literature, > th
Soouxg:trfm?tl; co‘s)tp theory best describes the way in which cqugtcrpl?ns currently ;mt:,‘eo:o 1511
dcgapte " He asserts that negative "counterplan advocacy implxcxtly snpulaFes ,fhi; eds” )
of the Afﬁrmative plan lies in the foregone benefits of an available alternative Z(mh oa uomg.
In his discussion of the role of competition in this vision of the counterplan, Branham, q

May, rightly points out that:

Securing approval or implementing a poligy prpposal mvplvesd a pntcee,susxt(t)l::
form of policy or other concessions that d1mxm§h th.c policy a v&zica o s store
of political capital. Even if enacted (afxd certainly if not enacted), roeﬁ o e
opportunity costs of not giving attention to other, perhaps more p

issues. (as cited in “Roads,” p. 253)

. . ves: the
i i " forced among competing alternatives;
An opportunity cost arises because "choice is _ ; e
value of one i: tli'xc; cost of the other” (“Roads,” p. 249). As Branham argued in an earlier wor

Adopting a plan entails the risk that another pqlicy rr.ligh‘t not be ﬁsufturt;i lz;s
a result. The counterplan is a means by. which this ns_k may be od Thz
assessed, but contributes by its text only an idea of what might be misse .f i
assessment of the degree of risk involved requires a demonstration o
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increased probability that this alternative will be ignored or avoided. (“The
Counterplan,” p. 65)

By this view, the negative always defends the present system--whether for its own merits or for
its comparative likelihood of implementing the counterplan” (Solt, p. 135). Thus, the relevant
evaluation of the degree to which the counterplan represents an opportunity cost disadvantage
to the plan requires both a link to the net benefit and a disputable assessment of the likelihood
that the present system (status quo absent the affirmative policy system) will at some future date
adopt the counterplan (in this case, the plan).

The description of the counterplan as a disadvantage seems to capture much of the logic
of the delay counterplan. The Branham model does not, however, provide the negative with the
power of fiat for absolute co-optation of the affirmative plan and ground and is, therefore, a
more theoretically sound justification for the delay counterplan (as disadvantage) than exists at
present. The delay fiat should be curtailed because of the educational implications discussed
above. The net benefits argument can be run as a disadvantage to the plan. This preserves a

consideration of the timing in policy advocacy and preserves symmetrical fiat power for the
negative and affirmative.

A Less Restrictive Approach

An approach less restrictive than functional abolition of the delay counterplan could
require high standards for the counterplan’s link evidence. Link evidence could be required to
the affirmative plan specifically in arguing that immediate action would produce some
undesirable consequence and therefore ought to be delayed. Negatives could be required to
present evidence advocating that the affirmative plan be delayed in the interest of avoiding some
disadvantage. Binding the negative to this restrictive evidence burdens would avoid several of
the deficiencies of the delay counterplan described earlier. Negatives would be required to
provide a justification for a delay in affirmative action by asserting a disadvantage that is
specific to the plan, and not merely to any action within the status quo. Such restrictive burdens
would substantially reduce the ability of the negative to avoid fundamental clash with the plan
and to avoid gathering evidence through specific research, thus better preserving the pedagogical
function of debate.

Solt's limitations on negative counterplan advocacy could be applied to the delay
counterplan. He suggested that counterplans "should be constrained by the relevant policy
literature” (p.135). Such a standard serves to uphold the educational "discussion-directing” role
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i " ini at least some

of the resolution (p. 136). This standard would impose "the minimum te?ttetr}xx‘z;tﬁve” ey
i ust have considered the counterplan to be a germane altern: c o0
pUbllShmMrmsoumeﬁm applying this standard to the delay counterplan would require the rxeidi e
introduce evi:e;: sxfgljgesting that, given the issues at the heart of .the re;;)_lunosr:, }:;noxlntopic
aetion is disadvantageous. Consider, for example, the 1995 Naflonal ' igh P s
fCUOU . : 'I:at‘:ha: U%xited étatcs should substantially alter its foreign p_ohcy towars Den.g
eyt i e that because of the approaching political transition in Chma }z:s Do
D?bat{éfs mlghti artiu and the possible turmoil that may ensue, the afﬁmatxve action shou o
oaopg nears'l :hae internal power struggle is resolved. More spec'x.ﬁcally,' the negaftxvi f;)n an
POStPOI;l@dt ut}?:Unitcd States ought to delay a plan to pressure Beijing to 1mprov§ i Z umen
o o tices (to select one possible plan), because such actloq, at the present ﬂ11mt ,wamng
s prac&:«:e essive political forces in the country. The negative cquld argue Z waiing

S::ﬁgg‘fnnore r:i%irerate regime has been consolidated, which appears likely in the abs

a tagonistic U.S. policies (uniqueness), is thf: net bc.:netjxcxal pohcy: s for caution as the
e The foreign policy literature regarding China is replete w1t.h ca lsm or cautlon a8 e
r transition approaches. In this instance, the delay cognterplan is gro e
Pt f the resolution and in the body of literature surrounding the foreign policy (he Unied
‘Sstsautceg towafr&c: China. Clash and the sophistication of argument would bte etr;‘}éa:;:dﬁ gs uer 2
dard. Counterplans ought to be resolutionally germane or germane to e e

aff i lan. Negative, as well as affirmative, argumentative strategies, s ! o hav
ot e odlg shiﬂ’s in resolutions. Imposing such a requirement on negatives o e1 i

N a‘:ﬂpt e pfl::n wguld promote focused, responsive research, encourage argumentative clas

:nd:i: Ztci(c):lngpnking, and better serve the educational goals of debate.

CONCLUSION

Only i itici i derstanding and appreciation
scrutiny, criticism, and dialogue can our un ‘ "
f debate theo thra(:x‘zigr}:on'ns foz practice improve. The activity of dcbat; QH1ves V\lflhen esf:ort:s?erd
0made c sur?e uitable affirmative and negative strategic opportunmes..We avs xgigsgcd
thm;er; cou?xterplan suffers from a variety of weaknesses and undermines sutt:. :;n;; resse
i n
thatl Zf a::ldemic debate as the preservation of argumentative symmetry, th&i3 :21 150hnions -
gOgumca : tation skills, and the pedagogical benefits of research. We propose s::v1 solutions to
: eduzational imp’lications presented. Our hope is that the standards o_f eva poans ering
f:’ ed for the delay counterplan will add to the already healthy discusst
r .
ZO:nterplan strategy in general and the delay counterplan specifically.
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Maps As Argument
Don Brownlee

One of the most popular children's books in 1992 was Dinotopia, the fictional story
of a lost island where dinosaurs and humanity live together in a mutually beneficial relationship.
Before children read the first page about the discovery of this land by a shipwrecked Boston
scientist and his son, they see a map of Dinotopia with a green colored rainy basin, a tan colored
Great Desert, a dark brown Ancient Gorge, all surrounded by a light blue colored ocean. They
understand something of the nature of this world whether or not they can read a word of the text.
The maps that mark the worlds of The Hobbit, Winnie-the-Pooh, and Treasure Island are
familiar substance to America's school children,

We grow up with maps and they often fascinate us. Joseph Conrad, in what may be an
autobiographical passage from The Heart of Darkness, has one of the characters say, "Now
when I was just a little chap I had a passion for maps. I would look for hours at South America,
or Africa, or Australia, and lose myself in all the glories of exploration” (10). 1, too, recall
staring at an early 20th Century map of Asia wondering of the life in a far off territory called
Tannu Tuva.

We learn of maps, but we learn little of their power as arguments. We may learn
something about how to get from point A to point B or learn that the crossed shovel and pick
on the map of Death Valley indicates the site of a mine, but we never realize how these maps
and their accompanying signs make claims about the world. It is more than likely that we are
oblivious as to how maps are "weapons of persuasion and deception” (Monmonier,
Cartocontroversy, 1996).

Two authors, Denis Wood in The Power of Maps and Mark Monmonier in Drawing
the Line, attempt to remove from maps and mapmakers the mask of ultimate authority. Wood,
a museum curator, and Monmonier, a Professor of Geography at Syracuse University, take
different paths to lead the reader to the same, inescapable conclusion: maps are powerful
arguments. They are the substance of controversy, as emphasized by Monmonier, and the
thetorical tools of those who participate in public discourse, according to Wood.

Don Brownlee is Professor of Speech Communication, C alifornia State University, Northridge.




