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Isitjustmyimaginationorarenega-
tive teams increasingly losing higher and
higher percentages of debate rounds. It
couldbemySoutheastern perspective,but
giventhefact thatinmy partofthe coun-
try, teams in break rounds almost always
opttodebateontheaffirmativesideofthe
resolution,something mustbeup. Thisseems
trueevenoflastyear’s energytopic, though
perhaps abitless so. Those teams whodo
opttodebatebreakrounds onthenegative
areinvariably those who intend the offer a
Kritik position, and have the Kritik as the
onlymeaningfullyextended argumentinthe
2NRargument...lnotherwords, thoseteams
that desireto debate onthe negativeina
policydebateround arethosethathavean
essentially hon-policy position to offer. |
wouldventuretoguessifthoseteamsknew
thatthejudgewas aversetoanegative po-
sition that dealt with philosophy and as-
sumptions, ordidn’tevaluate claims of in-
roundabuse, thosesameteamswouldmuch
prefer to debate on the affirmative. But
this article is not a condemnation of the
Kritik. 'l leave thatimportant responsibil-
itytothosemorearticulatethanmyselfon
this question. Thismodestarticlepresents
both an evaluation of the negative decline,
and some suggestions of how that decline
canbereversed.

ifthe Southeastern experienceisin-
deed indicative of the rest of the nation,
thenthecriticalquestionis:whathashap-
penedtonegativedebating?Whatisrespon-
sible for the increasing preference for the
affirmative in the minds of debaters and
critics?Sevenreasonspresentthemselves;
thefiretthreehad anearlierancestrythan
the final four, but they are all perhaps of
equalimportance.

First, 5 Minute 1AR’s.

When | started my debate coaching
career, the four minute rebuttale were the
rule. Negative teams won many rounds, in
my experience, because the overburdened
1ARwouldfailtoansweranimportantissue.
The extended time uniquely assisted the
affirmative, as the negative hardly needed
fiveminutesinthe INR, and onlyneededita
little more in the final negative rebuttal.
Thelaw of unintended consequences really
presented itself here, with a clearly detri-
mentalimpactonthenegative.
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Secondly, Resolutions With

Minimal Case Ground.

Thisis perhapshotsotruethisyear,
and the Kritik has offered a non-policy ex-
tensionofnegative turf. Butindaysofyore,
the resolution represented a controverey,
hotnecessarilyaproblem.The negativecould
actuallywinaroundwitha solid harms ar-
gument.orareasonable inherency position
since theredidn'texist a public consensus
nsgardingtheieaueundsrcon@idcration.Not
somuchinrecentyears. Additionally,judges
don’trequirea'rea5onablcthrcshold’forthe
affirmativecasesidepositions. Existential
levels of inherency are enough, minimum
present or even future harms are enough.
Mitigation of the affirmative case sig nifi-
cancehelpstheweighing processattimes,
but can’thopetowinmanyroundsbyitself.
Inshort,resolutionsdon’tprovidemucharea
for case debate, and judges seem to have
raisedthebarabovewhichacaseargument
isworthmaking.

Thirdly, The Abandonment of

Presumption.

What happened to the affirmative
burden of proof? An entire debate can be
fought onnegative ground, with only nega-
tiveissuesbeing argued. Affirmatives, inthe
eyes of many critics, hever need to extend
thecaseadvantages. lftheaffirmativede-
feats the DA's, demonstrates the moronic
nature of the Heidegger Kritik, andis topi-
cal, they probably winl As a consequence,
plans that are offered represent a hand-
written sentence devoid of any additional
information such as mechanics and meth-
odsofimplementation. Theyare verypoorly
constructed, probably because there is
little requirement that they be well-con-
structed. Affirmatives simplydon'texpect
togetattacked. Theroundisaboutdefeat-
ing thenegativebyreducing riskprobability,
demonstrating topicality, and minimizing
theKritik. [tisrarely about the affirmative
proposal ascontainedinthe plan,whichdoes
little more than mandating solvency and
providing spikestotheoff-case arguments.
Areasonable burden of proof, orevaluating
the prima facie nature of the affirmative
appearstonolongerberequired.

Fourth, The Presumption

Against Generic Argumentation.
iWssortofachickenoreggquestion.

Do negatives lose generic arguments be-
causetheyaresoridiculousandfarfetched,
orbecausétheyareoffered sothoughtlessly

and introduced and advocated so poorly?
Do negatives obligatorily read the pre-de-
signed Clinton shell at light speed without
evenattemptingtobringlifeorrelevanceto
the issue because they know it's a bad is-
sue? Ordoes it notwinbecause theyrunit
sopoorly?Logicdictatesthat themorege-
nerictheargumentis, themoreintelligently
it should be presented in orderto compen-
sateforitsweaknesses. Negativesseemin
anawfulhurrytomakebadargumentsbadly.
But how can they make good argutrents
when the INCis simply a reader, taking no
preptime,andsimplyspewingwhattheyare
told to spew? They can’t. How many lost
rounds before negatives realize that ite
hardtovoteongenericargumentemadeso
poorly?

Fifth, The Teaching At

Summer Institutes.

Don't get me wrong, summer insti-
tutes provide an important service to the
debate community...Butforwhat theycost,
students should get a lot more than just
theresolutionallinks tothe Clinton DA and
the other perfunctory generic arguments,
updatedbutrarelyreevaluated. itwouldbe
hice if every summer institute went about

thebusiness of developinginthe participant '
anintellectual understanding of the reso-

lution prior to worrying about debating it.
Bring in experts to deliverthe substantive
lectures on issues like energy. College stu-
dents or even college debate coaches are
seldom intellectually qualified to familiar-
izethestudentwiththeconcepts underly-
ing the problem area. Invariably, their lec-
turesfocusonhowyouusetheresolutionto
win debate rounds. Any wonder negatives
can'targuecase. Theyknowalmosthothing
aboutit. Debateinstitutes haveaneduca-
tional not just aforensic obligation to the
participant.Largely,Ithink, theyfailtomeet
that obligation.

Sixth, No Negative Division of

Constructive Labor.

When exactly did it start? Where is
itwritten?Whyis it thatallfrontline nega-
tive positions need to be advanced in the
INC? [t was always theoretically justifiable
toinsist that counterplans and topicality
be advancedintheINC,but DA's and case?
What is the theoretical defense of placing
theseargumentsinthe INC? Particularlyin
light offiveminute1AR's? Constructivesare
for constructing arguments, presurnably
well-developed arguments, some of which

heedtimeduringtheroundtoprepare.These

days, affirmativeswillscream abusetothe
godsifnegatives darerun anew argument
during that second constructive speech.
More and more, judges seem to feel that
hew 2N positions violate some ethic. What
ethic? Andfromwherediditemerge? What-

everitsorigin,itseffectisclearlyaverseto

theinterestsofthenegative

Seventh, The Trend Toward

Negative Disclosure.

This never ceases to amaze and irri-
tate mel An always prompt judge, | amin-
variably sitting in the roomwhen the affir-
mative strolls in and announces the plan.
This announcement s a relatively new phe-
homenon but probably contributes to the
search fortruth. At least affirmative plan
disclosure is theoretically justified, given
the other affirmative advantages and the
fact that they go first. Its not as though
theyhavetolistentoanyargumentsbefore
deciding on the affirmative 1AC. But then
strangely, theaffirmativewill askthenega-
tive what they are running, and negatives
will tellthem! Beam meup Scotty! Doesn't
the negative have to actually listen tothe
1AC and thoughtfully consider which argu-
ments are best? Negatives seem to have
theirlistless andlifeless canned arguments
readyupon theaffirmative announcing 'bio-
mass'? Does this somehow make for good
debate? This year | had the misfortune of
hearing a round where the negative argued
a definition of topicality in the INCwhichl
suspect they argue every round. It was a
bizarre definitionthat suggested thatyou
had to have multiple specific types of re-
hewable forms of energy advanced in plan.
What was weird was that the negative ran
this against the only case on the circuit
thatmettheobjection. Tneaffirmative, an
inexperienced but talented duo, read six
minutes of plan which, as | remember, ad-
vanced 12 specific renewable energy types.
The negative, blissfully uninterested in the
1AC, never picked uponwhateeemed an ob-
vious disqualifier tothatepecifictopicality
argument. They extended the argument
throughout the debate, blissfully unaware
that they were offering an argument that,
tactfullyspeaking, lackedintellectual orfo-
rensic credibility, as any non-debater lis-
tening to it would immediately conclude.
Could anyone from the public sit.in onthis
kind of debate and enjoy it? Ferhaps that
should provide a test. Nevertheless in my
role as a critic of high echool debate, | am
constantlyforcedtolistentotheworsteight
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minutes of negative debating possible, the
contemporaryINC.lhopeteamsdon'tmind
ifldon’tflowmuchortaketheirarguments

too seriously. It's amazing that no matter
how bad and generic the presentation of
INC's argumentsare, the 2N stillfeelsthey
havetoanswerthecross-examinationques-
tions, further devaluing the 1N, the sub-

stanceofthespeech and theindividualwho
gaveit.

Faced with the new axiom that in-
structs us that all negative positions, at
least in part, need to be advanced in the
INC (an axiom worthy of significant chal-
lenge),whatcanbedoneabsentchangesin
resolutional constructionoralterationsin
rebuttal times, to promote theinterest of
thenegative? Ofthetwochanges proposed
here, oneis relatively minor, though | might
suggest significant, whereas the other in-
volves a major reevaluation of negative du-
ties. They are complimentary proposals
thougheithercanbeadoptedtothebenefit
ofnegativeteams.

FIRST PROPOSAL

Thefirstproposalissimplynottore-
vealthenegative argumentationbeforethe
round. Ilt'sevenbetterifthenegativekeeps
anopenmind,listenstothel1ACforthetrue
nature of the affirmative proposal for
change, any alteration in the proposal if
heard before, or any huance that could im-
pact on the negative argumentation. No
doubtthatpriortotheround,thenegative
should have a philosophy or a general ap-
proachtotheaffirmative,but tolockthem-
selvesintohardcore, inevitablygeneric po-
sitions priortoathoughtfullisteningforthe
1ACiscounterproductive tothe pointofbe-
ingludicrous.

Additionallythecriticisforcedtolis-
tentothelACandthe INCwithoutanyhope
ofspontaneity,withoutthe prospectofany
lifebeingbroughttotheissuespresented.|
Jjustcan'tdecide whether this style of de-
bateis moreboring ormore offensive.

As acorollary, considerthe devalua-
tion of the cross-examination of the 1AC.
Where the cross-examination should bein-
teresting,itoftenbecomestediousandper--
functory. The judge is clearly tipped off to
thefactthatthecross-exis nothingmore
thananattempttoallowthe1NC, presum-
ablythe slower, morementally deficient de-
bater, tofind the necessary files. But how
aboutthosetimeswhenthecross-exofthe
weak1ACispenetrating, whenconcessions
are elicited, when the affirmative proposal
isclearlyindicted orminimized. Alas,itmat-
ters not. Such substantive, thoughtful in-

spectionis quickly forgotten as theINCis
goingtoreadwhattheINCisgoingtoread,
regardless of whateverthe 2N obtains from
thelAC. Ahdwhyshould itbeotherwisecon-
sidering that the INC is regarded so often
bythepartnerasastooge,a chump,anin-

' effectual reader,whomerelyreadswhatthe

ever-wise 2N decided before theroundheor
she will read. Of course we know that the
INR will never be allowed to extend a sub-
stantive, potentially winning issue in the
block. The 2N probably will not even flowit,
proclaimingtothejudgethathisorherpart-
ner, in case there was doubt, is indeed the
junior member of the partnership, if part-
nershipis toostrong aword. Thejob ofthe
Nistoread,anythinkingwillbedonebythe
2N, and don't countonmuchofthat.

Before thesecond proposal, asitua-
tion report. The wise actor in the negative
drama,the2N hasputthenegative sideof
theresolutionin a uniquely tough position.
Having the IN merely read lifeless generic,
scripted, andnon-adapted arguments, the
2Nisforced to pick the best of agroup of
bad arguments in the block. The 2AC hae
undoubtedlydamagedthelifelessnegative
arguments, sincebeyondthe perhapeobliga-
toryextensionofcase advantages, themain
goaltheyneedtomeetisthe minimization
ofnegativearguments.And goodnessknows,
they have had time to prepare responecs,
giventhattheyknewtheargumentsthenega-
tivewasgoing toofferbeforetheround. So
by the time the stronger negative speaker
standstopresentthe2NC, the negativeis
devoid ofmomentum and perhapsthegood
will of the person adjudicating the dispute.
Additionally, they had to endure what is
probably a meaningful cross-examination,
weakening themfurther.

Nowjustbeforethesecond,andcru-
cial proposal, a moment of reflection. It ie
forensically and educational appropriate,
andstrategicallybeneficial, thatall debat-
ersintheroundaresignificantand empow-
ered.Yerygoodteamsaretrue partncrehipe.
Good 1A's read well and answer questions
thoughtfully, andin the1AR, they coveris-
sues articulately and thoroughly. They aré
part of the decision-making process
throughoutandbetweenrounds.Goodnega-
tiveteamsshouldbe thesame. Thereshould
benoassumptionthatone negativespeaker
is the real debater, whereas the other, in-
variably the 1N, is less. This weakens the
negative, diminishes the potential contri-
bution of ohe-halfoftheteam,demoralizes
a student participant in the activity. This
mindsetwillcarryovertowhenthatteamis
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debating on the affirmative, hurting them
therebut perhapsnotas much. Empowering
the partnership is critical, ethically and
competitively.
SECOND PROPOSAL
Nowforthemuchawaited second pro-
posal.lt'sreallyverysimpleandlogical. Given
the current debate reality, the most im-
portant negative speech in the round
must be the INC! How many rounds must
negative teams lose before they see that
their doom began with the thoughtlessly
read INC? The 1N should be the experienced
debater, prepared to confront and assail
theaffirmative’s searchfortruth. Thefirst
negativeshould takepreptime,considerthe
affirmativeproposal,construct meaningful
casearguments, thoughtfullylink the affir-
mativeto DA'swithlogic, analysis,and per-
hapsrhetoricandhumorexplainwhytheaf-
firmative violates the standards of the
Kritik, and articulate just why the affirma-
tive really is non-topical. Suddenly the ge-
neric,iftheyexist,don'tsoundgeneric. They
sound thoughtful. And the non-genericare
interestingtolistento,andtoconsiderand
evaluate. Additionally, the cross-examina-
tionofthe1AC, acrucial opportunitytorob
the affirmative of momentum could actu-
allybeincorporatedinto the now attentive
1N,empowering bothnegative debatersand
enhancing thenegativesideofthestruggle.
Thenegative,underthisscenario,isthought-
fully attacking the affirmative early in de-
bate, indicting them immediately rather
than waiting for the 2N to hopefully say
something meaningfulnearlyanhourintothe
round. Thisforces thejudge totake notice
andallows himorhertotakeanintellectual
interestinthenegative arguments.
Inthisscenario, thejobofthe 2ACIs
made infinitely more difficult. Not knowing
what to expect was bad enough. Now they
arefaced with arguments that cut to the
essence of what they propose. No generic
sounding DAs.Nowthe DA's arethoughtfully
linked and carefully explained, The solvency
arguments havesinewand substance. They
are really indictments of the specific sol-
vency, not just a bunch of generic solvency
cards. Given prep time, along with a
careful listening to the 1AC and com-
munications with the partner, the ex-
perienced negative debater in the INC
cah make the quality of arguments
worthy of the activity. The 2AC will be
required to think and not just read blocks.
Odds are they will be unable to make this
adjustmentwell. Asaconsequence, theaf-
firmative replaces the negative as thebor-
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ingandtediousteamtolistentoandevalu-
ate.

ConsideralsothattheINwillbecross-
examining the bewildered 2AC. Conceding
that the IN is the more experienced of the
two,oratleastanequal partnerinthenew
scenario, would this not be a particularly
importantcross-examination?infact,both
negative cross-examination periods should
become more significant and penetrating,
andelicitadmissionswhichcanbeincorpo-
rated. Before, even if the crosse-ex of the
1AC was good, it was ignhored. Now both
cross-examinationsbythenegativebecome
meaningful andrelevant. Judgeswill bedis-
tinctly more inclined to pay attention and
considertheinformationthatflow fromit,

Nowthat the affirmative,inthe 2AC
was not provided an easy opportunity to
dismantle the INC's generic, lets examine
whatshouldhappenintheblock. Fresuming
the negative followed current debate con-
ventionthatallargumentsareinitially pre-
sented in the IN, the 2NC in concert with
thepartner,choosesoutofavarietyofsolid
negative positions.Evenifthe2Nisless ex-
perienced thanthe 1N, they should be able
to rebuild certain negative positions that
were probably notwellindicted by the 2AC.
Thismindless IN debaterisnowathought-
ful 2N, making argument extensions that
may ormaynotbetherealissuethenega-
tiveis goingfor. Justasimportant,the INR
becomesacrucialepeech,madebythemore
experienced debater. No longer can this

speechbeignored.itcould possibly, perhaps
probably,containthemostimportantnega-
tiveissue(s). Thecriticalnatureofthefirst
affirmative rebuttal, offered by the affir-
mative reader’, becomesevenmorecritical
since the tactical choices available to the
negative, approaching the 2NR, have been
enhancedandcannotbesoceasilyassumed.
Suddenlythat23minutesofnegativetime
intheblockhasacompellingimpact,insharp
contrasttothesituationtoday.
Considermostjudgestoday, particu-
larly the college judges but also to an ex-
tenttheadults.Inmanycircuits, theround
is decided onthe flowwith some consider-
ationforqualityofexplanation.Good argu-
tente appearon the flow along with mind-
less ones, thoughthey must psychologically
havegreaterweightduetotheexplanations
provided. The very thoughtful arguments
advanced in the new 1N are not rhetoric,
theyaresubstantive. Theywillbeevaluated
as the judge examines the flow. Fure rhe-
torical arguments and gushing oratoryare
not evaluated seriously, at least in most
circuits, Podiumbangingmayhaveitsplace,
butisconsiderablylesscompellingthenwhat
appears ontheflow. Sol offerthefollowing
proposition. The negative victories are at-
tained inthe block, they are no longer at-
tainedinthe2NR, thatmoreoratorical and
persuazivespcech,atleaetnotasoﬁen as
theyusedtobe.TheideathattheZNRhas
to inoculate the judge against the
affirmative’slastlie,matterslesssincethe

argumentsareontheflow. The2ZNRhasvalue,
buttheblockhasmore. The 2NR, evenifiess
experienced has time to collude with their
partner,andassesswhatnegativepositions
need to be extended, and decide how they
will be extended on the flow with explana-
tion.lfrhetoric and compelling oratorycan
be included, so much the better. Themain
Jjobofthe2NR canbedonebytheless expe-
rienced debater, whose final negative posi-
tionsfind theirwayontheflowtobeevalu-
ated.In stateswhererhetoric and oratory
matter more, the ZNR will have to adapt.
But the more experienced partner would
have to adapt as well. Undeniably it would
be betterif the more experienced negative
speakergaveeveryspeech.Butchoicesmust
be made.

Debatewillbeenhancedbythesepro-
posals. Asdebatepeople,we hearthe same
complaintsabouttheactivitytimeandtime
again.We must reach out to alarger audi-
encewhileretainingourbasic analyticalfo-
cus. We are an activity about argumenta-
tion. We will be a better activity if we are
aboutgood argumentation. The affirmative
hasallsortsofobligationstoassistinthe
improvement. of our endeavor. Foorly con-
structed and underdeveloped plans, nearly
absent solvency, and ridiculous advantage
scenarios are abig problem. But these will
beaddressedbystrongerandlessgeneric-
sounding arguments onthe negative, forc-
ing the affirmative to join in a thoughtful
searchfortruth.
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