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anaytojudqetbequalitycfthemgativ'eteanistowatcawhat
happens in the first recuttal Speech. Because the negative

speakers follow each cther, teamwork is extremely important. If
thesecandconst:uc:ivemakerbasal:eadysaidaud:e:eisto
say about the affirmative's case, the first rebuttalist will have
nothing to add to the debats. It i3 a sign of a weak team if the
second negative constructive Speaker merely summarizes what the
previocus speaker has said. Also, it's a sign of a weak team if
theﬁ:stmgativer&mtalis:hasbee:leftwithtoommsay
in the short rebuttal
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Once students have been introcuced to the fundamentals of college debats,
cne of their first concerns is invariably “what do we do during the negative
block?® mpuqmummudmadmmm;'aivméwe

1C ’ 1IN 2AC 2nC 1NR 1AR 28R 2AR
Problem No Yes No Yes No Yes
(Case)
Salution No Yes No Yes
(Plan)

OCr, when the necative employs the Emory shift Strategy of Fxesenting plan
attacks first:

1ac lEZACZ)ClmlARZLRZAR

Problem No Yes No Yes
{Case)

Solution No Yes No Yes No Yes
(Plan)

In either case, the necative in a policy debate has an unambiguous strategic
mandate. B.n:wt:atisthenegativetoﬁinavalued&ate? In the absence of
some division of labor, the neqative runs into. the faollowing situaticn:

ixc inc 22C a IR
Case No -~ Yes No ?
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And what is the firse rzgativerebuttalisctocio? If the first negative is to
avoidraisingnewatgumentsinrebuttal,bectshemsteithe:: ’
l. Downgrade the 2NC— My partner blew it, so let me correct...®

2. Be redundant/summarize—"My partner already told you this, but let me
say it again.”

3. Embellish—? ; '
Since the first two strategies are cbvicusly poor, the 1NR should develcop the
neqative position with greater force. But what are the rules/strategies/
tactics of embellistment? Perhaps we need more theory on the subject. Another
problem with embellishment is that it runs counter to the idea that rebuttals
should limit and synthesize issues (embellishment sounds more like an NDT than
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a CEDA strateqgy).. On the other hand, Idc;mtbelievee!bdlishmmistne
strongest use of the negative block. The most intelligent alternative, to my
way of thinking, wmldbetocevelopavaluedebatecountezpa:tforthecase/
plan strategy in policy debats, The problem becomes how to divide a value
attack into two parts which meet the following criteria:

1. 'n:e. division should result in approximately equal burdens for
the two neqative speakers, ,

2. The two negative poaiticns should be non-redundant:,
3. Both negative poaitions should be relevant to the resclution,

4. Atleasta‘nofthenegativespmke:sshouldadd:essthe
affirmative case directly,

5.. The negative division should appear reasonable to the
audience/judge, and

6. The audience/judge should be able to follow/flow the negative
arguments without undue confusica.

This essay will suggest three basic negative strategies which meet these
Criteria,
, Types of Value Debate

For thegxtposesafdiswssimtwillmkeadistimtimbetweenm
‘tyres® of value propositions, “true-value® propositions and :pol.i:cybvalue"
propogitions. A true-value proposition takes the form XaValys. In this form
the resolution identifies an existing event (using the term "event® in the
scientific sense) and assigns a value to that event. The event may be an
existing policy (Reaganomics is bad), an existing institution (The Supreme
Court is bad), an existing issue (Abortion is bad), or any other debatable
event.3 The core expression in any true-value proposition, however, will
always involve the XaValye form. All other terms in the resalution will serve
as modifiers for one or another of these three co:e.tems. Por example, if we
take the core *Reagancmics is bad,® it can be modified in three basic ways
corresponding to the three terms:

X—Dapestic Reaganomic policies are bad.

=—Reaganomics is usually bad.

Value—Reaganamics is bad for foreign investments.
'metestofat:ue-valuepropositionisthatitcana.lwaysbereducedtotne
core XaValue form by eliminating modifiers and that X will always represent an
existing event.

. True-value propositions should be worded in the negative to allow proper
division of presumption and burden of Proof between the affirmative and nega-
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tive. If X is currently sancticned we must presume the present system s:.ippo:ts
it and thus the affirmative has the burden to prove the present system is bad
in this particular and the negative enjoys the presumption that X is goed, or
at least not bad. Conversely, if X is currently proscribed we must presume the
present system opposes‘it and the affirmative must take the position that X is
in fact good. _

Using this analysis we might criticize our most recent CEDA resoluticn as
unfairly distributing the affirmative and the negative burdens or at least in
being overly ambiguous. The resoluticn, “"that federal govermment censorship is
justified to defend the national security of the United States,* when reduced
to the 4=Yalue form is “Censorship is Justified.® As an existing event (e.g.
the govermment censorship of the Grenada invasion) this resolution asks the
affirmative to support the present system thus giving them presumption and
requiring the negative to shoulder the burden of proof. As a nomexisting
event (e.g. the goverrnment would be justified to, or should, censor publication
of the names ana addresses of our overseas agents) the resolution has became a
badly worded policy or policy-value proposition. . In either case, many or most
ofthedebatesllistenedtomthistopicbecameboggeddowninextensive
discussions of definition and of who should have what burdens.

Policy-value debate takes the form ¥ would=Value, where ¥ represents a
proposed policy change as in "No fault J.nsurance would be desirable.* In this
form the resolution identifies a proposed policy change and assigns a value to
that change. In the case of the policy-value resolution, the wording should be
positive to allow proper division of burden of proof and presumpticn; i.e., any

- proposed change from the present system is de facto suspect. The affirmative
should have the burden to prove such a change would be desirable and tbe nega—
tive enjoys the presumpticn that it would not be.

The policy-value resolution differs from the policy resolution in one
important respect: the affirmative only defends the general concept of change
and not a specific proposal. The key distinction in terms of the wording of
the proposals is that policy-value resolutions take the form “A proposed change
would be desirable,* whereas the policy resolution takes the form “A proposed
change should be adopted.®

Some resolutions, such as "Censorship is justified,* are ambiquous. “Just-
ified* can be interpreted to refer to either existing or pr:cposed events. In

. this case it is important for the negative team to cetermine what interpre-
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tation the affirmative has used and to launch an appropriate attack. Many of

the debates this season suffered because the affirmative was defending cne kind
of resolutional interpretation and the negative was attacking the cther. This
produced either endless quitbling about who had the right to & what, or, more
often, two ships which passed an the flow.

Given these three forms of propositicn — true-value, policy-value, and
policy =~ I will suggest three negative strategies for debating value reso-
luticns to parallel the.case/plan strategy used in policy debates.

Negative Strategies for True-Value Debates

I believe that there are at least two legitimate strategies which may be
used by the negative in debating propositions of true-value: Theoretical
Division ana Counter Resaluticn.

A Theoretical Division might take any number of forms. These would vary
from topic to topic and case to case and would serve to divide the affirmative
ground into two thecretical areas or conceptual levels. A generic theoretical
division might be philoscphic/pragmatic. For example, if the resoluticn were
“Reaganomics is bad,* the first rxegativg might defend Reaganomics in terms of
economic theory while the second negative de.fended Reaganomics in terms of
econamic conditions. The illegal immigraticn topic could have been divided
into Human Rights/Economic Effects or into State Considerations,/Federal
Considerations. In any case, the negative team has the burden of satisfying
the six criteria listed above. One pragmatic consideration is how the negative
team can clash directly with the affimmative case and keep their arguments well
organized, clear, and distinct on the audience/judge’s flow. One possibility
is to have the negative speaker with lesa material incorporate that into an
affirmative case analysis/attack. Ancther possibility is to have that negative
speaker present an on-case analysis/attack and then an off-case theoretical
division analysis. The best answer may be to develop cne theoretical divisicn
as ant:.—case and the other as anti-resolution, this being the basis of the
Counter Resolution strategy.

The test of the appropriateness of a theoretical division lies in the
subjective opinion of the audience/judge — that is, in whether the auditor
intuitively grasps and accepts the theoretical distinction being made by the
negative team. The theoretical division strategy can, therefore, carry a
certain risk for the negative. The audience/judge may reject half of the
negqative argquments if the division is not acceptable. The theoretical divisicn
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strategy would take the following form:

1aC Inc 2 iy ol INR 1AR 2R 22R
Case Nowith . Yes No Yes No Yes
or and
Division I _
No going off- Yes No VYes
case Division II

The second negative strategy in debating true-value resolutions involves
the defense of the Counter Resolution. This strategy is based upon the premise
that cne cannot assess the “value® of X unless cne examines both the harms and
benefits of X. When the resolution is of the form X=Bad, the negative may
legitimately arque that X=Good (and vice versa). In fact, the negative could
argue that an affirmative team which only presented the harms of X without
éxplainimgwhyX(wbichhasthep:esumpticnoﬁd:ep:esentsystgn) has no
redeeming benefits has failed to present a prima facia justification of the
%=Bad resolution. If the affirmative presents a case in the form:

I. X causes significant harms
IT. X results in insignificant benefits

III. Therefore X is Bad
the two negative speakers -should have no tactical or strategic problems in
dividing the case along the harm/benefit lines as naturally as a policy case
would be divided between case and plan. If the affirmative presents a case in
the form:

I. X causes significant harms

II. Therefore X is Bad
the negative should have the right to argue prima faciality and to introduce
arguments concerning the benefits of X off-case. Introducing the penefits of X
is synonymous with defending the Counter Resalution, X=Good, or at least X#Bad.
Such a defense could take either of two forms depending on the nature of the

affirmative case:

1AC INC 23C 2NC INR 1AR 2NR 22R
X causes No Yes No Yes No Yes
harms

X has no No Yes No Yes
benefits

. X=Bad No Yes No No Yes No Yes
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1aC 1nc 2C i o] INR 1AR 2MR 2AR
X causes No Yes No Yes No Yes
harms
«*.X=Bad No Yes No No Yes No Yes
No going off- Yes No  Yes
Sazge X causes
benefits

In both defenses the negative has the option of arquing the counter resoluticn
in either speaker position. Indeed, if the affirmative remains silent on the
Subject of X's positive values, it makes sense logically, rhetorically, and
strategically for the first negative to defend the counter resoluticn, probably
in conjunction with a prima facie amalysis of the affirmative case.

The Counter Resolution strategy is based on the assumption that if the
counter resolution is true (or at least as true as the resolution), then the
resolution cannot be accepted as an accurate value claim. This strategy has
the advantage over the Thecretical Division strategy in being more universally
applicable and potentially more acceptable to a wide range of audience/judges.
Most values in X=Value resolutions have a polar negative (Reaganomics is
bad/good, deleteriocus/beneficial, inefficient/efficient, etc.) and resolutions
which do not have polar negatives could always be presented in an X=Not Value
form. The negative, in adopting the Counter Resoluticn strategy, has the
burden to propose and defend an acceptable counter resoluticn. And while this
burden is subjective in temms of what the audience/judge will accept, it is not
nearly as subjective as the burden to present and defend an acceptable theoret-
ical division. (I should also like to note in passing that the stock second
neqative issues in a policy debate are all counter resolutional: “The plan
should pot be adopted because® it is unworkable, will not meet the need, will
result in unacceptable disadvantages, etc.)

Negative Strategies for Policy-Value Debates

Both the Theoretical Division and Counter Resolution strategies are ap-
propriate to use against policy-value resolutions. The Thecretical Division
strategy is just as idiosyncratic and problematic for policy-value topics as
for true-value topics. aAnd the Counter Resolution strategy still involves
presenting and defending an acceptable counter resolution (i.e., the policy
change would not be desirable). The Counter Resolution strategy on policy- .
va.lué topics can focus on either the proposition in general or the policy
effects of that proposition. (The proposed policy would not be desirable be-
Cause the present policy is better, as opposed to, the proposed policy would
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not be desirable because that policy would have detrimental effects.) It is
the latter, policy effects, aspect of the C&unter Resclution strateg;r which is
the proper hame for *value cbjecticns.®

In policy debate the affirmative is forced to defend a specific plan and
the negative can attack that plan in detail (plan cbjecticns or plan attacks).
In true-value debate the affirmmative argues X=Valuye but makes no claim as to
what shculd be done about it. Negative attempts to issue value cbjections
against a true-value case should run into serious trouble because the affirma—
tive has so many options for evading the cbjections. ALl value cbjecticns are
based on assumptions about what the affirmative plan would be or must be if, in
fact, there were an affirmative plan (i.e., "0.K., so you don't like the pres—
ent system——what's the alternative?). When presented with a would pe attack
the affirmative may arque that the would be assumption is in error, that the
plan would not take the form assumed by the negative, and that even if the
assumption is correct, the attack is not significant (would not be accurate,
serious, unique, uncorrectable, etc.). When presenting a must be attack, the
negative has a tremendous burden to prove the truth of the assumption that zoy
affimmative plan must of necessity involve same specific cbjecticnable aspect.
The negative .attack must be general enough to cover all possible ‘affirmative
plans and yet still be specific enough to demcnstrate unique and significant
barms. The negative is called upon to carry the burden of proof on both the
necessity and abjecticnability of the value in question. It is relatively easy
for an affirmative to turn even the most determined must be attack into a would
be attack by merely suggesting some example of a plan which would not involve
that value cbjection (and then disclaiming any intent to dffer that example as
the affirmative position) or to suggest possible minor repairs which would
ameliorate the value cbjection (and azga.:.n disclaiming this position). Such an
analysis proves that the value objection gust not be inherent in the affirma-
tive position and leaves the affimmative free of defending a plan. 2nd it is
relatively easy‘ in a true-value debate for the affirmative to completely disarm
would be attacks by arquing that X is still bad whether oz.not anything can be
done about it and therefore the resolution, X=Bad, is still true. For example:

Aff: Resolved: Cancer is Bad. (true-s}alue)

Neg: Value Chjection—Any attempt to cure cancer must be worse
than the disease.

Aff: In the first place this is pot always true; in some cases it
would De true but it must not always be true. (Examples/
evidence of cures that have worked). .
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Furthermore, cancer is bad whether or not it can be cured —
all the negative is doing is demonstrating just how bad it
really is; i.e. all attempts to cure are bad, -

In policy-value debate, though, the affirmative is forced to defend a
general policy direction if not a specific plan. In a well-written policy-
value resolution the details of that general policy direction are clear and
unambiguous enough that both teams have equal access to information about the
System in questicn. Inatrue—value@batethatsystanistheptesent system,
in a policy debate the affumat:.ve has the burden of presenting a plan which
Specifies the system they intend to cefend, but in a policy-value debate the
resoluticn must specify the system to be defended by the affirmative. The
negative may not offer plan cbjectiocns, but may offer value cbjecticns based on
the éazamete:s of the policy inherent in the policy-value resoluticn. In
debating the resoluticn, “that Federally set minimal educaticnal standards
would be desirable,” the negative would have a difficult time raising the value
cbjection that the committee which set these standards would be unworkable,
since no committees are mandated by the resolution and the affirmative is pot
called upon to defend such; but the negative could raise the cbjecticn that any
standards would tend to work a selective hardship on minorities and would
therefore represent a serious threat of discrimination, since the setting of
standards is inherent in the resolution.

The question of resoluticnal inherency of value cbjecticns should, of
course, always be a stock issue in policy~value debates. In issuing value cb-
jections, the negative has the burden to Frove that the policy being cbjected
to is inherent in the resalution and that the policy is seriocusly cbjection-
able. So in addition to the Theoretical Divisicn and Counter Resolution
strategies appropriate for use in true-value debates, the negative in policy- -
value debates may employ a Value bjection strategy: ) .

1aC Inc . 28C 2xC INR 1AR 2NMR 22R !
Case No Yes No Yes No Yes

No going off- Yes No Yes

Case Value

Cbjections

As in the case of the Counter Resalution strategy, either negative may
raise the value cbjecticns, however, using policy debate as an appropriate
model we would generally expect to see the case argued by the first negative.
The three strategies of Theoretical Division, Counter Resolution, and Value
Gbjection may, of course, be used in combination, but it is a negative burden
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to insure that their attacks are well coordinated and presented from a consis-
tent philosophic position. The pragmatic criteria for consistency was outlined
at the pegimning of this essay, i.e., an approximately equal divisicn between
the two negative speakers, non-redundancy, relevancy, refutation, reascnable—
ness, and clarity. I believe the strategies cutlined above may be considered
legitimate for negative teams to employ in debating propositions of value.
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