GIVINGBETTER1AR'S

This month my am is to offer spe-
cific, practicd advicefor improving thefirst
dfirmativerebuttd. Thanksto the pressure
negativeteamsimposeduring theblock, the
1AR isoneof the most demanding speeches
given in the debate, and too many rounds
are decided based on technical problems
there. After reviewing someof thebasics, |
address four issues now receiving some
atention, dl of which ental debunking cer-
tain mythsabout good 1AR's. Then I'll re-
view some tricks of the trade, designed to
hep make the first afirmaive rebuttd a
speech of real beauty, as opposed to those
panful exercisesweveall seeninjug "get-
ting thejob done." What may sur prise you
is how easily these tips can be utilized in
your own debating.

Things YouAlready KnowAbout The
1AR,
But M ust Never For g&

If you've given even a single 1AR,
you under stand immediady the basic me-
chanics of the speech, which boil down to
this simple but hard reality: The 1AR has
fiveminutesto comprehensively extend ar-
guments made in thirteen. This basic and
brutd fact derails many otherwisegood re-
butta s when aspesker givesintothetemp-
tationtoover-explan, thereby misdlocating
precious speechtime. | argue later that the
time demands of the 1AR do not require a
totd absenceof explanation, but, tobesure,
the opportunities for explanation arein short
supply, and must be caref ully exploited.

You dso know, | presume, someother
1AR basics. There istheimperativeof part-
nership survivd: Cover, cover, cover! Ar-
guments dropped by the 1AR areespecidly
hard to recover from later in theround, since
judges expect to screen out new or resur-
rected damsinthelast afirmativespeech.
You know also that good 1AR's should
minimizetheir useof preparationtime, leav-
ing thebulk (though not necessarily all, as
| discuss momentarily) to their patner's
speeches. It is usudly, though not dways,
agood ideato avoid reading new evidence
inthe1AR, againsimply because of thetime
demands. If evidence isto be introduced it
must be concentrated on truly criticd is-
sues, under situationswhere you and your
colleague have honestly concluded the
round's outcomeis in peril if thekey card
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isn't read.

It is essentid to extend the basic net
benefit dams of thedf firmativecase, such
as impact evidence and solvency daims
where they have been contested. Certan
other negativepositions, becausethey have
a priori standing in any judges decision
making, such as topicdity, arguments that
"turn” the case, and some critiques and
dedision rule daims, must be answered or
thedebate will beinstantly lost.

At theend, so much of effective 1AR
ddivery is simply amatter of understand-
ing on€s limits. It issimply impossible to
extendevery dam, sochoi cesmus bemade.
With practice these choices can be made
inteligently, in away designed to put maxi-
mum pressure on the second negative
rebuttdist. And choices are madein many
ways: by consideration of what clamscan
beanswered quickly and which can be con-
ceded altogether, and by conscious and stra-
tegic decisions about where timeisbest in-
vested, to mention two of the most impor-
tant.

Effective 1AR's also come to the
speech with detaled knowledge of the &-
firmativecase. Nothing subverts argument
effid ency morethanignorance. And I'm re-
ferring to more than a basi ¢ under standing
of thecase damsand plan mechanisms; if
you have an intimateknow|edge of theaf-
firmative sources, your abilityto efficiently
referencekey damswill he pyou economi-
cdly movethrough complicated refutation.

Four Myths

Theimperative of achieving hyper-
efidency in the afirmative rebuttd has
givenriseto four points of view, sometimes
not expressed or often defended, but ap-
parently shared in many quarters. | describe
them as myths to be debunked athough
somemeakeforceful casesfor each, usudly
because they have seen a brilliant excep-
tiontha, inther view, provestherule

MYTH 1:
"My rebuttal will be better
if ddivered 'stand-up.™

Stand-up 1AR's are speeches deliv-
ered without useof preparaiontime Thear
appeal is obvious, and many debaters just
transitioning to open/varsity division com-
petition resolve to deliver stand-up rebut-

td s after seeing top-flight debaters do them
with gpparent success. Beyond the obvi-
ous benefit of saving vauable preparaion
time for the 2AR, it can disorient the sec-
ond negative rebuttdist a bit if the 1AR
stands immediatdy, since some rdy on a
brief prep period to tdk things over with
their partner. Thereis thus some case for
notetaking 1AR preparaion time, sinceit
canrobthe2NR of preptimeaswdl.
There is a considerable danger in
stand-up 1AR's, however, the danger of
nonextension. It happens in several ways,
andinmyview isdmost inevitabl e because
of one fundamental fact about stand-up
speeches: You cannot flow yourself and
someone else a the same time. The pros-
pect of not flowing the block, which isex-
plicitly advocated by some as a prep time
reduced (theadviceistojust listenandim-
mediatdy writeout your 1AR arguments),
invites disaster. Not having a flow of the
block makesitdmog impossibletogo back
and do moreserious prepping if it becomes
necessary. One-step prepping produces |l ess
well consi dered extensions, for onehastime
enough only to write down the first idea
tha comesinto mindbeforethe2NCor INR
is off to the next idea. Consideration will
amost dwaysimproveon thisfirst instinct.
| have acquired some confidence in
my own ability to tell when arebutta has
been prepped without flowing the block.
Such rebuttals are blippier and advance
clamsless coherent and strategicd ly sound.
Another dead giveaway isthat the timed-
location often precisdy reproduces the d-
location in the block. It should only teke a
second's thought to generate reasons why
thisfact might not favor theaffirmative.
The advocates of stand-up 1AR's
prepared in thisway strongly disagree with
me, to be sure. And, as one of them, you
may betaken withthe sheer thrill if jumping
to your feet the second the INR sits down.
If so, a lesst consider this compromise
Decideasthebl ock unf ol ds where thetime
isgoingto beallocated, and based on ther
decisions, chooseto flow someand not ath-
ers. There's nothing wrong with refusing to
take a detaled flow of throwaway case
clams you would want to group anyway,
and doing so can contributeto your prepa
ration and coverage efficiency. But deter-



mine to teke a good flow of the 2NR and
INR on the couple most complicated and
essentid arguments, so that a least there,
you have the flow necessary to generde
and extend your most sophisticated daims.
MYTH 2:
"I explain; thereforel fail."

Timead | ocation mistekes arethemost
commonerrors madeby 1AR's and wehave
grown so sensitive to the risk that we now
commonly tel 1AR'sto omit dl explanation
of any kind. "Just say it and moveon" is
now typical advice. Thisthinking is mis-
guided when stated so extremely, and can
produce speeches where explanaion has
been discarded along with reasons, war-
rants, data, and al the markers of thought
itsdf.

Thetrick is to know when explana
tion is appropriate, even conceding the
harsh timelimits that circumscribe opportu-
nitiesfor oratory. Sometimes explanationcan
increase efficiency. There are times when
simply articulating a complicated thought
once (say, inoverview, or at thefirst avail-
ableline-by-lineopportunity) can save you
timelater, if only preventing repetition. Of
coursethereis no timefor extravagant over-
view introductions, and they aren't strate-
gicdly wise so exrly in the rebuttds any-
way. Butacrisp explanation of aconfusing
link takeout, or an articul ate expl anation of
why atheory objection to the counterplan
should be voted on, can have enormous
effect.

MYTH 3:
"It ismoreeffident to have my partner
prep part of my 1AR."

This can be debunked the most eas-
ily, I hope. Rdyingon someoned seto script
the1AR (or any rebuttd, for that matter) is
aterribleidea in dl but the most extreme
circumstances:

(@ it divertsyour partner from flow-
ing you, a bad ideg;

(b) you sound worse reading
someoné's & sesbad handwritingthan mak-
ing your own arguments. The result?
Greater inefficiency and confusion. And,

(©) script rdianceincreases me tdown
risks. The process of ddivering ahigh speed
speech is stressful enough without the
added strain of sightreading a brand new
script. Don't let yourself be scripted!

MYTH 4:
"Alittle 1AR incomprehensibility
is a good thing."

Thisisthemostinsidious myth of dl,
in part becausewhilemany judges and de-
batersimplicitly endorseit, you won't often

hear this point of view openly expressed,
and so the occasions for debunking it are
rare.

Since you won't often hear a coach
advocate 1AR incomprehensibility (maybe
you'venever heard it), it seemsharder than
it isto explain thisparadox of top-flight na
tiond crcuit debating: Perfectly skilled de-
baters, ebleto give exquisitdy dear nega
tive rebuttds, suddenly turn into monsters
of spew in the 1AR. I think this outcome
happens becausewe implicitly endorseit in
our judging and coaching behavior: Al-
though we dl say we want perfectly dear
and understandable 1AR's (and in the ab-
stract, for the good of theactivity, I'm sure
we do), too often we encourage, or fal to
discourage incomprehensibility there. It
happens for reasons quite essy to see, which
proved| tootempting. Thedark secret, well
known to any skilled 2AR, is that a little
incomprehensibilityin the 1AR can bequite
he pful, and sometimes even al ot of confu-
sion can help theaf firmativemore than the
negative. 1AR incomprehensibility argu-
ably hurtsthe2NR more than the2A R: the
2NR doesn't want to waste his or her prep
time chasing down unclear daims, and
knows judges are usudly unpersuaded by
pleasfor mercy (most judges | know think
they sound whiny). This phenomena ex-
plans for somewhy 2AR's with basicdly
skilled but incomprehensible partners so
often do wd| in spesker award competition:
2AR's end up benefitting from their job as
clean-up artists. Incomprehensibility often
goes unfixed becauseit israrely pendized;
judges empathize with the pressures 1AR's
feel, and arel oatheto comedown too hard
on a1AR who was incomprehensible but
covered everything.

But 1AR incomprehensibility is on-
baance atarible thing. It degrades dl the
speeches that follow, as the last two
rebuttalists desperately struggle to turn
your undedci pherable Rosetta Stoneinto a
translateble document. Inarticulaie 1AR's
introduce a fata disconnection between
constructives and rebuttas, and the price
is usudly that much of the subtlety of the
2AC/2NC/INR gpeechesislost forever.And
while the occasiona 2AR is balled out by
the ability to artfully reinterpret 1AR
jibberish, the on-bdance effect is harmful
there aswedl. Judges usudly figure out the
new 2AR lies, diminatingany benefit. And
the points go down, down, down.

Themost fundamentd problem inthe
pro-incomprehensibility view isits conces-
sion that you are better served when they

don't know what you're saying than when
they do. What doesthis say about thequd -
ity of your arguments?

Tricksof thelAR Trade
TRICK 1: Cirdethe Best.

Here's a vary simple trick the 1AR
should usein preparing the speech: asyou
listen toyour partner givethe2AC, on eech
major position (disadvantage, topicality
violaion, critique, mgor case argument)
cirdethetwo or threebest or truest answers
made, or just circlethenumber of thosere-
sponses. After a coupleof debatesyou will
know these instinctively, since the experi-
ence you've accumulaed has taught you
what turns or permutations or takeouts tend
to work best over time. And you've seen
what your partner tends to beieve is the
truest answer, what s/lhesounds best in ex-
tending.

There are, of course, important stra-
tegic cdculations to keep in mind when
making this selection. In debating
counterplans, think carefully before you
committoextend i ntri cate theory objections
(such as that conditionality,
dispositiordity, negativefiat, or plan-indu-
sivecounterplans areill egitimate); they will
et up your timelikeno other argument, and
are often hard towin judgeson. Youwill in
dl likdihood want to keep a permutation
divein the 1AR. In critique debates, it is
usudly timeefficient for the 1AR to extend
so-called "permutations,’ or performative
contradiction dams, and not so efficient to
extend even intricate "wrong forum" argu-
ments. It may be best to kegp dive certain
‘counter-critique’ arguments, especidly in
debating Foucault on this year's education
topic. When extending disadvantages, be-
yond the obvious insight that good turn-
arounds shoul dbe extended, remember a so
to extend the relevant uniqueness re-
sponses, so theturn isuniqueand you pre-
sarve thepossibility of amargind net ben-
efit for theaffirmative

From the 2AC on, let those circled
numbers guide you. First, put your prep
priority on thoseresponses. M akesure you
are comprehensivey extending prioritized
argumentseven if your desireto limitprep
time use means those are dl you precisdy
script. Second, let those cirdes guideyour
eyes down the flow during your speech. If
you get to the last disadvantage with only
seconds remaining, instead of starting a
thetop, or forcing your partner to wave his
amsso you'll jumptotheright criticd re-
sponse (as in, "IDIOT: GET TO THE



TURN!"), just cover theisaues you've pri-
oritized. Your coverage may still be meta-
physicdly inadequate, but at lesst the es-
sentid arguments are extended for your
colleague.

Much of what you will want to say
on these highlighted arguments can be
prepped, by theway, in advance. Whilethe
2NC tekes hisor her coupleof minutes, the
1AR can often script avery concise sum-
mary statement of theargument, even writ-
ingit out word for word, so the temptation
to oraetoo muchiscorrected (that is, once
the1AR getsthere, just dearly read whet is
scripted, as opposed to trying to explan
thepoint over again). So often, critical dis-
advantage turns are simply mishandled in
the block, and a very quick and dear re-
statement of the argument in the 1AR can
be enough to win the debae on, since the
judge will often end up simply cdling for
the rdevant evidence and deciding theis-
suefrom there.

Thedircletrick solvesamaor source
of timemisdlocationinthelAR, sincetoo
much time is wasted extending so-cdled
argument "pimps,” those quickly made2AC
presses. 1AR's go for them because they
atract little2NCirk, so 1AR coverage seems
efficient, but the payoff isusudly notworth
it, and too much timegets wasted at thetop
of the argument as aresult. An important
daification: I'm not urging you to never
extend these fast asserted takeouts. If there
truly isno internal link to the disadvan-
tage, of courseyou should extend thepoint.
But letting cirded arguments s& your pri-
oritiesfor thespeech will force your aten-
tion to only the best of your partner's an-
swers. Herésatip, by theway, for the 2AC
who debates with aless experienced part-
ner: Before the tournament review what
these couple most important responses are,
soyour 2AR baseswill be covered evenif
the rest of the 1AR goes astray.

TRICK 2: Prep the Sequence

| hope this tip spesks for itsdf. Too
often 1AR's stand up and produce a road
map for the speech off thetop of the head.
Sometimes impromptu deci sions about the
road map doom the speech, leaving the
rebuttdist withtoo littletime a the end to
adeguatdy cover something criticd. It is
worth taking just acoupl e extraseconds of
prep timeto ta k through the sequence with
your partner. Proper sequence inthelARis
no less important than in ether of the last
two rebuttds; in fact it is more important
than 2NR sequencing, since the 2NR has

the luxury of picking and choosing what
shewill gofor.

Sometimes the problem isthat se-
guence ends up dictated by preparation (or
its asence), and so acriticd counterplan
will be sequenced last to give the partner
timetofill intheflow. Thisisamostdways
adisaster, sinceitkegpsthe 2ACfrom flow-
ing, and disorientsthe 1AR when the miss-
ing shedt is pressed into the order.

TRICK 3: Group WherePossible and It's
Almost Always Possible.

Consider grouping topicdity viola
tions and case positions, dmost dways.
That is, literdly say: "Group theviolaion,"
and then make six to ten global arguments
in response. Less frequently, but impor-
tantly, consider grouping mgor positions
(like off-case arguments) which received
atention in the block but which were hur-
riedly extended. It is rare that you would
want to group major positions receiving
mgor atention in theblock.

Grouping increases your time
economy in several ways, and is strategi-
cdly vauable too. Not having to signpost
to every singe 1INRtopicdity extension can
save you critica seconds. Grouping can
reduce prep time use (this is one resson
stand-up speeches are possible, since so
much prep timecan besaved in not script-
ing lineby lineyou can literdly writedown
answer's as the 2NC/INR spegks). Group-
ing can help your partner too, by giving
him or her someti mes essentid flexibility to
creativey aoply your answers where nec-
essary.

There aresomeimportant dangersto
be avoided. One is tha too much will be
grouped, making the 1AR sound blippy and
committed only to taglines, as opposed to
real argument extension. As | mentioned,
thisis one of the concerns which leads me
to oppose a generd "standup” strategy,
since too often it leads to overgrouping.
Thepoint to remember isthis: grouping isa
timedlocation aid becauseit freestimefor
the more important positions, not because
every argument should be grouped. The
other important danger is that grouped po-
sitions will not substantively advance the
argument. When a disadvantage is
grouped, for example, it can be too essy for
thelAR torevert to simply repeating 2AC
clams. When this hgppens, the job of the
2NR is made easier, not harder: he or she
needs only to extend their origind takeouts
and the debate is won.

TRICK 4: Prep the Endgame.

Try to debate in waysthat makeyour
partner's 2AR easier and more damaging to
mgor negativeclams. Convert arguments
which haveyou on the defensive, grinding
away a your speechtime, into offensive
voting issues for your side. If the negative
has made aparti cular decisionruledaminto
avoting issue, answer it but dso seeif you
can devise away to argue for ther defeat
based on the origind dam. Or try to shift
the argumentative ground onto issues
where you know you have alot more evi-
dence to read, if necessary, in thelest re-
buttd.

TRICK 5: Practice, Practice, Practice

The1AR can especidly benefit from
rebuttd reworks a home, in part because
so much of doing themwd | revol vesaround
larger skill and structural dimensions (the
basic level of comprehensibility,
signposting darity, and time dlocation, to
name three) tha an externd observer can
judge even without having seen the whole
round.

Thebasicrework drill isusefully re-
visad in two ways for 1AR's. If thereisa
mgor "overexplanation™ crisis, then requir-
ing that therebuttd be regiveninlesstime
can help. Cutting the speach down to four
minutes so overtaxes debaters with aten-
dency to overexplan that they are amost
invariably broken of the habit by the drill.
Of course, one must be careful inthinking
condensationisacure-all: if dl thedrill ac-
complishes is superfast or less coherent
taking, then it issdf-defeating. A second
revision can work better, and involves the
2AC as wdl. Instead of afull practice de-
bate, pick oneissuethat is debated through
ahypothetica 1AR. Sart withthe 2ACread-
ing scripted responses to, say, a Clinton
disadvantage, then have the appropriate
team member givea full 2NC blow-up, fol-
lowed by an abbreviated 1A R focused just
on thedisadvantage. Zeroingin on just one
issue in this way can promote useful dis-
cussions about strategic thinking,
signposting, grouping, the gppropriate use
of very efficent issue overviews, and the
adequacy of point-by-point explanation.

This last drill is sometimes resisted
by 1AR's, sinceit fails to reproduce both
theoverd| climateof pressuretypica of the
speech, and the norma sense of panic that
accompanies quick preparation. But when
one considers the percentage of debates
on thistopic which comes down to Clinton,
the Lopez counterplan, and the Foucault



critique, it is foolish not to carry out con-
centrated 1A R drill work on thisissues.

TRICK 6: See Targeted Feedback.

| often find mysdf in this scenario
when judging, and | don't think I'm done
After the debate I'll be asked by a debater
how they might haveimproved the 1AR. It
is agood question you should dways ask
if you givethe spesch. But theproblem for
most judges, unless someimmediae prob-
lem or compliment comes to mind, isthat
their thinking is understandably focused on
what hgppened in the last two speeches.
After all, those speeches dmost always
generae the find grounds for decision. |
confess| often hear mysdf say vague com-
ments, like "Well, you overall ocated a bit
to tha cheapshot topicdity argument. Oth-
ewise, pretty good!" But of course such
advice doesn't hdp much.

Smart debaersdon't let meor others
off the hook that easily. They may follow
up withthe question, "W, what one ma
jor change should | have made"! But this
may not work either, not becausethe ques-
tion is poor so much as that it, too, fals to
trigger full recollection of thespeechinthe
judgeésmind. Try thisinsteed: "May | ask a
favor?Would youmindlodkingat your flow
of meon the Clinton disadvantage? Do you
think I went for the right answers? Do you
see any particular place | screwed up and
over- or underadlocated time? Do you see
places on your flow whereyou found it hard
to make sense of my extensions?" It's not
necessay to wear ajudge down by going
through every major position to quickly
elict productive feedback. And focused
feedback of thiskind will bemuch moreuse-
ful than general diches.

Here'safind pieceof advice, though
it may seem a bit bizarre in a debatewor|d
used to giving the glory to debaters who
givethelast rebuttd: Work to become so
effective a 1AR that you are in contention
for mgor speaker awards. It happens every
now and then, and while its rare, judges
cravehearing alAR sowd | argued and d ear
they can justify awarding it a 29 or 30.
Wouldn'tit begreat to overcome thewor st
1AR mythof dl, that the 1AR isdwaysthe
"weaker" partner?
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