Chapter 3:  The First Affirmative Constructive
Is the 1AC speech difficult? 
In many ways, the First Affirmative Constructive (1AC) speech is the easiest one in the debate. As the Affirmative team, you get to define the specific issues that will be discussed: that’s an advantage that the Negative team lacks. More importantly, you can map out the 1AC speech in detail before the debate even begins. All other speeches in the round will be improvised on the spot; the 1AC should be well polished and easily delivered.
 
How does the resolution affect the content of the 1AC speech? 
We will assume that you’ve done a lot of background reading on the topic, and have started accumulating evidence. You can’t expect to write a case without knowing the issues of the topic.
Look at the resolution. 
Your first concern in developing the 1AC speech is to discuss with your partner just what the resolution requires you to do. Lately, many resolutions have been result, rather than process, topics, but either type can occur.

How do I begin writing a First Affirmative Constructive? 
Decide, with your partner, what harms under the topic are the most important. 
	Develop a structure of harms. 
Let us suppose, for example, that this year’s Resolved requires the Affirmative to
provide a program to guarantee employment for all U.S. citizens now in poverty.
You might consider all of the many problems associated with poverty: homelessness, malnutrition, alcoholism, drug abuse, violence, poor education, and even suicide. 
Structure the major harms into an outline form: 
1. Poverty breeds significant harms in American society. 
 
A. Poverty implies inadequate shelter. 
 
B. Poverty leads to malnutrition and starvation. 
 
C. Poverty leads to psychological harms. 
 
 
1. Substance abuse.
 
 
2. Mental illness 
 
 
3. Domestic violence. 
 
 
4. Suicide.
The main point, "Poverty breeds...," is called your first contention, since it is a claim that the Affirmative contends to be true. It is supported by three subpoints, and the last of these three is supported by four subpoints of its own. 
Next, we must add supporting evidence. You will need at least six pieces of evidence to prove this harm contention. Points A and B each need one quotation; each of the four points under C needs evidence as well. Taken as a whole, each of the A/B/C subpoints proves your main argument, so you don’t need direct evidence under contention 1 itself. 
The next step is to develop an inherency contention:  locate the causes of the harms, and show how the harms are direct outcomes of current laws and policies. What causes poverty? Lack of jobs, for a start. But what about people who have low productivity, and thus are earning low wages? Such people often have large families, so that their tiny paychecks can’t stretch far enough. And what about federal programs to relieve poverty? They function, but they don’t reach all the poor, and they don’t usually give enough money to end poverty. The inherency contention might put this all together. 
2. Poverty is ingrained in the status quo.
 
A. Millions of people are poor.
 
 
1. The unemployed live in poverty.
 
 
2. Those working for low wages are often poor.
 
B. Government poverty-relief programs have failed.
 
 
1. Rules exclude many of the working poor.
 
 
2. Benefits are inadequate.
This is a sketchy analysis, but the kernel of an inherency argument is there. Point A Establishes structural inherency: poverty exists because of economic conditions. Point B is gap inherency: solutions have been tried, but they fall short of working.
You should have also noted that the points and subpoints are all complete ideas – usually complete sentences – written in a compressed headline format. This is known as labeling the argument, and is a vital skill for the successful debater. 
 Does the plan come next? 
It certainly does. The material you have so far proves a significant harm is rooted in the system. The last issue, solvency, deals with the effectiveness of the plan at combating the problem. But until you have a plan written, you cannot decide whether it will work or not. 
Like the case arguments, the plan is structured into an outline form. Instead of contentions, the main points of a plan are traditionally called planks. Unlike the contentions, the plan never includes evidence. A little thought shows us why: evidence that the plan would work fits into the solvency part of debate; evidence that the plan would or would not have harmful side-effects would fit into the disadvantage arguments presented by the Negative; evidence that the plan is or isn’t needed fits into the harm and inherency points. 
The plan is a series of commands that will be made into law. Within the limits of law, though, the Affirmative can do absolutely anything it likes in the plan. Anything. 
There are six types of planks that most Affirmative plans have: mandates, administration, funding, enforcement, spikes, and intent. Not all plans will have each. Ms. Carlino’s class will be focusing ONLY on four of these.  
Mandates are the basic provisions of what the plan should accomplish. Every plan will have mandates. They are the reforms that the Affirmative team is proposing; they are the actions that will put the Affirmative resolution into effect. Often the mandates are very complex, with many subpoints and details. 
Administration planks define who is to operate the Affirmative plan. Often, the Affirmative will want to set up a special federal office or governmental agency, and will offer an Administration plank to specify how many people will be elected or appointed, the length of their terms, and so forth. In many cases, the Affirmative is content to rely on a status quo agency; this plank could be omitted. 
Enforcement provisions say what the penalty will be for violating any laws proposed by the Affirmative’s mandates; these planks may also specify what agencies will prosecute cases. In many cases, it’s sufficient to say "Enforcement will be by civil and criminal penalties." 
Funding. Often funding is the most controversial plank of the plan. Not all plans need funding, but most need some source of money to put the mandates into effect. Funding planks are controversial because Negative teams will argue that any means the Affirmative uses to raise money is going to be counterproductive. Of course, Affirmatives are always free to spend money without raising funds elsewhere, thereby increasing the federal debt. But the hazards of such action are known widely, and Negatives will be prepared to crush any Affirmative that deficit-spends. So most Affirmative teams opt to offset their new spending plans with some form of revenue-raising.
The Affirmative is generally limited to three methods to finance their plan: 
(1) raising taxes, 
(2) redistributing money from current government programs, and 
(3) relying on gifts. 
Taxes are the most commonly used approach - you can choose to raise the rate on an existing tax, or concoct some new system of taxation. You may also choose to cut back on one or more existing governmental programs, and funnel the savings into your plan. Gifts are unreliable as sources of steady income, but two methods have been successfully defended by debaters in the past: rewarding corporations and businesses with tax incentives to contribute money, and instituting a national lottery system (technically, a gift, since nobody is obliged to participate).
You need not stick to only one method. You can use any or all of these to finance your plan. It is important that you have available an estimate of the cost of your plan, and an estimate of the money raised.  Negatives and the judge will certainly be interested in that information.
[Spikes and Intent would go here, but they are beyond the scope of our task right now.]
 
What does a finished plan look like? 
Here’s an example, based on the harm and inherency contentions presented earlier: 
Plank One: MANDATES. The U.S. Department of Labor, using minimal increases in staff, will oversee the following reforms.
 
SUBPOINT A: A national computer system for all available jobs will be instituted to link all state employment bureaus and work referral agencies.
 
SUBPOINT B: A comprehensive program of job training will be established to provide career skills to any adult citizen desiring to participate. 
 
SUBPOINT C: The federal government will serve as employer of last resort for any citizen unable to find a job; wages will be sufficient to raise the employee above the poverty line.
 
SUBPOINT D: A program of income supplements to any employed person below the poverty line will provide sufficient money to raise his income to $1 above the poverty level. Supplements will be in the form of a monthly check.
Plank Two: FINANCE. Funding for the Affirmative plan will come from the following five sources:
 
SUBPOINT A: A five percent increase in the corporate income tax. 
 
SUBPOINT B: Institution of a three-percent national sales tax on any luxury items, with any single item costing $500 or more subject to the tax. 
 
SUBPOINT C: User fees will be imposed on any person enrolling in the federal training program if the enrollee’s income is 10% or more over the poverty level, with such fees equal to 1% of the enrollee’s gross annual income. 
 
SUBPOINT D: All federal funds currently devoted to subsidizing the tobacco industry will be rechanneled into the Affirmative plan.
 
SUBPOINT E: Institution of a national lottery, with 50% of the proceeds used for prizes and the remainder devoted to lottery administration and the Affirmative plan. 
Plank Three: ENFORCEMENT. Civil and criminal penalties will be imposed for fraud and misuse of funds, following normal statutory means.

As you can see, the mandates section can be quite complex. Note that there is no separate administration plank – it’s been merged with mandates, since the U.S. Department of Labor is handling the job. Plank 2/Point B defines what a "luxury tax" entails, which is more desirable than saying only "a luxury tax will be imposed" and assuming that the judge and Negative team know what you mean.

Can we do Solvency now? 
Yes indeed, now that we have the plan. The solvency contention has the same structure as the harm and inherency contentions - but the purpose is to show that the specific actions taken in the plan will relieve the harms. You will need to find evidence from experts that the programs you propose will be effective. The solvency contention for the poverty case might look like this: 
3. The Affirmative plan relieves the burdens of poverty. 
 
A. Job training is the key to adequate income. 
 
B. Computer-linked placement assures employment. 
 
C. Adequate income relieves the harms of poverty. 
It’s worth stressing again: solvency evidence is not the same as inherency evidence. For example, to support point 3C, you might need to produce evidence that alcoholism and drug addiction are put aside if an individual escapes from poverty; this would be difficult evidence to find. At the very least, you would need to show that, if fewer people were poor, fewer would take refuge in drugs and booze. This is not the same as inherency evidence, which shows that poverty now is leading to harms now.
Too often, Affirmative teams give scant attention to solvency - yet that stock issue is the key to winning debate rounds. 
It is necessary that the solvency evidence match the specific details of the plan to the specific harm arguments already given. 
If the Affirmative gets creative in inventing their plan, finding solvency evidence in support of the plan’s provisions will be a challenge. That’s why it’s often best for the plan to mimic a real-world proposal that has been discussed by political leaders and public-policy experts. If you use such a proposal as the model for your plan, the statements these experts have made in support of their proposal can become evidence for the solvency issue in your Affirmative case.
What if my plan can cure a number of different harms?
In these examples, we’ve shown only one set of harm/inherency/solvency contentions. But if you will have time in the speech, you may wish to propose other harms that the plan can solve. Every particle of harm that the Affirmative plan cures will make you that much more likely to win the debate.  It is recommended to limit your harms to 3 based on the time you have.
 
Doesn’t the speech need some sort of introduction? 
Yes, and the time to write that is now. The introduction to your speech is known as the Affirmative Philosophy. Make it short, interesting, and to the point. Don’t allow it to become debatable in itself. A few sentences to preview the harms your plan will solve will be sufficient. The last sentence of the introduction 
will be a formal statement of the resolution, word for word.
 
Definition of Terms:  How do I know if I have met the terms of the resolution?
The Affirmative has the right to interpret the resolution in any reasonable way. Before you assemble the contentions you have developed into a 1AC speech, stop to ask yourself: is the meaning I’ve given to all the terms clear? Or are one or more terms of the resolution vague or ambiguous? 
Perhaps the resolution says you must "guarantee" employment for all citizens. If one person refuses to work, does that mean the plan fails? The Negative may want to persuade the judge that "guarantee" means "require"; the Affirmative will want the judge to know that the word really means "provide access to." The safest way to do this is to find a definition for the term and incorporate it into the introduction of the speech, following the formal reading of the proposition. 
It’s quite possible that all the terms in the resolution have a commonplace, everyday meaning, and you don’t feel that they need special definitions. That’s fine, too. Just say in the introduction that "all terms will be operationally defined" -  in other words, the meaning of the words should be clear from the context in which they are used. These operational definitions are just as valid as formal definitions.
 
What does a completed introduction look like? 
Here’s an example: 
"Many, perhaps most of the people in our society reap the benefits of the prosperous American economy. Yet all too often, those left behind by the economy suffer the most. The unemployed and the impoverished form an American underclass, a separate society ruled by death and drug addiction, by homelessness and hopelessness, by disease and despair. Because my partner and I feel that this agony in the midst of prosperity cannot be allowed to continue, we stand resolved that the federal government should implement a program to guarantee employment for all United States citizens living in poverty. 
"One term in the resolution needs clarification, and that is the word “guarantee.” Webster’s Seventh New Collegiate Dictionary defines the term to mean “to engage for the existence of.” All other terms will be operationally defined in the context of the affirmative case and plan. 
"The dimensions of the problem are best seen by turning to the first line of Affirmative analysis: CONTENTION ONE: POVERTY BREEDS SIGNIFICANT HARMS IN AMERICAN SOCIETY. We will explore three major justifications of this claim. The first of these is SUBPOINT A: POVERTY IMPLIES INADEQUATE SHELTER. Helena Thurgood, dean of the Crisis Exploration Center of Columbia University, writes in last summer’s edition of THE JOURNAL OF SOCIAL RESEARCH that, “No problem underscores the failure of the American economy as does homelessness. For over three million Americans below the poverty line, the daily choice is between a place to sleep at night and food to eat. It is not surprising that over eighty percent of the homeless population is below the federally defined poverty level.” Dr. Thurgood’s testimony is straight to the point: “poverty is directly responsible for homelessness..."
And so on. After the harm contention is presented, inherency will follow, followed by the plan, and finally the solvency contention. 
Several factors are important to note. The outline form developed in writing the case is still retained. This technique, mentioned earlier, is called labeling. Each major point and subpoint has a letter or number, and each has a short headline attached to summarize the importance of the evidence. 
The counterpart to labeling is signposting: telling the judge at all times where you are in your analysis, and forecasting what points are to come. This can be as simple as saying there will be three subpoints under contention one, as in this example. 
Also note how evidence is used. After the point to be proven is introduced by label, the speaker gives the biographical information about the evidence to follow: author, credentials, and source and date. The text of the quotation follows. Finally, the speaker shows just what the evidence means. Together, the analysis and the evidence add up to proof. 
How does the speech end? 
Conclude with a simple summary of the issues, to show that a prima facie case has been presented. The conclusion should be similar in style to the introduction: concise and direct. Often, Affirmatives will also appeal for the judge’s decision. An example: 
"The horrors of poverty and unemployment cannot be allowed to continue. But currently, the status quo is incapable of ending either of these blights on the economy. Because the resolution will alleviate the suffering of millions of people, we will ask for an Affirmative decision at the end of today’s debate."
 
Can you summarize the structure of the Traditional Needs case form? 
Introduction / Affirmative Philosophy 
Statement of the Resolution 
Definitions 
Harm and Inherency contentions (one or more of each; the order may vary) 
Plan 
Solvency contention(s) 
Conclusion
 


