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This applies to any resolution – save it and use it for any debate season
Negative teams, when they don’t have anything better to argue, often whine about “Quantification.”  Whatever evidence you read in your AFF case, Negatives will argue that you didn’t “quantify” the harms or the advantages or something else, and that this failure to quantify justifies a NEG ballot.  This brief gives you a list of responses you can use to defeat the “quantification” arguments.  Not all of it may apply to every case or every round, so be sure to consider carefully which ones to use in any situation.  But I recommend you use more than one, so that whichever ones they drop (most likely in the 1NR but possibly in 2NR), you can claim victory on those and not waste time having to think up responses and spending time on it in 1AR or 2AR.  It’s unlikely a NEG will be able to respond to 3 or 4 or 5 of these, so you can win on whichever ones they don’t contest.
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[bookmark: _Toc97830330]AFFIRMATIVE:  Quantification Responses
[bookmark: _Toc97830331][bookmark: _Toc489643395][bookmark: _Toc490574600]RESPONSE 1.  Advocacy proves significance
The fact that the experts we quoted say our plan is worth doing proves it is significant enough to warrant an AFF ballot.  Experts don’t go into print putting their profession reputations on the line and spending all those hours researching and writing published articles, for things that don’t matter.  If our evidence sources themselves think this plan is worth doing without quantifying to the Negative’s satisfaction, that proves the Negative is wrong for demanding it.  The experts disagree with them, and they’re more qualified than the Negative debaters to tell you what’s worth doing and what’s not worth doing.  If they think the numbers don’t justify the plan, it’s now the Negative’s burden to prove it.

[bookmark: _Toc97830332]RESPONSE 2.  Synonyms prove significance  

Our  evidence for our (harms / advantages / whatever) uses words like (_____ , ______) to describe the (problem, harm, advantage, need, impact).  Those words, even if they don’t contain exact numbers, are enough to prove the plan deals with a significant issue.  Numbers are not the only way to prove something is significant or worth doing. There are lots of words in the English language that prove the same thing, and we have them.  Negative needs to refute them, not just complain that they don’t like them.

[bookmark: _Toc97830333]RESPONSE 3.  No Affirmative burden

When the Negative demands “quantification” as an absolute requirement for an Affirmative ballot, they are imposing an extra-topical and unjustifiable burden on the Affirmative team and we reject it.  There is nothing in this resolution that says we have to quantify anything to win.  And there was nothing in your Judge Orientation that told you to vote Affirmative only if we quantify everything to the Negative team’s satisfaction.  We don’t have to quantify to win and there is no rule in team policy debate that says otherwise.

[bookmark: _Toc97830334]RESPONSE 4.  Bad policymaking

Judge, you absolutely don’t want to live in a world where policy makers like Congress and the President demand every problem be quantified before we take any steps to solve it.  And fortunately you don’t.  We don’t know how many people would be killed in a nuclear war –it’s impossible to quantify.  But it would be ridiculous to tell policy makers that we should take no steps to prevent nuclear war, since we can’t quantify it.  We certainly wouldn’t wait until after a nuclear war, when all the dead bodies have been counted, and then conclude that now we have a significant problem and we should do something.  Policy makers in the real world look at problems, and if they look significant enough, they take actions to solve them regardless of whether anyone quantifies the exact number of people or dollars that would be affected.  You, Judge, are acting in the place of Congress or the President, and you should handle policymaking the same way.  Here are some examples:

[bookmark: _Toc496443756]RMS Carpathia:  Should Captain Rostron have waited until he knew exactly how many lives would be saved before going to rescue Titanic survivors?  
BBC News 2012 (journalist Jim Clarke) 11 Apr 2012 “Titanic disaster: How history has judged Bolton's sea captains” http://www.bbc.com/news/uk-england-manchester-17678822 (accessed 27 July 2023)
As water poured into the stricken ship, the Titanic's crew fired off distress flares and hammered out SOS messages on the ship's wireless. The Carpathia, more than 50 miles to the south-east, picked up the messages and raced to the rescue through the ice field. All non-essential power on the ship was shut down as Rostron pushed his ship to the limits, ordering his crew to prepare hot food, blankets and medical care for the survivors. 
[bookmark: _Toc496443757]Historically, we saved millions of lives by taking action with the best information available, rather than waiting for absolute certainty
[bookmark: _Toc472781466]Dr. D. J. Wagstaff 1986 (DVM, PhD; toxicologist with the Epidemiology andf Clinical Toxicology Unit, FDA) “Public Health and Food Safety: A Historical Association” PUBLIC HEALTH REPORTS Vol 101 Nov/Dec 1986  https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1477676/pdf/pubhealthrep00180-0062.pdf (accessed 27 July 2023)
But of greater importance than apportioning credit for improvements in public health is the protecting of gains that have been realized from improved public health. Courses of action for doing so should be based on the best information and the best evidence available when decisions must be made about the kinds of controls to use. If certainty had been a requirement for implementing the health reforms of the late 1800s and early 1900s, hundreds of millions of lives would have been lost. 

[bookmark: _Toc97830335]RESPONSE 5.  Negative doesn’t meet their own standard

Look at the Negative’s evidence on _____, _____, and _____.  Their evidence doesn’t quantify anything either.  If quantification is a voting issue in this round, then you certainly can’t cast a Negative ballot.  And until Negative quantifies everything, they need to drop quantification as a voting issue, because they don’t meet their own standard.

[bookmark: _Toc97830336][bookmark: _Toc486156345]RESPONSE 6.  Nothing to lose   [If there are no Disads or if you have beaten them all]

Since the Negative has no disadvantages that would create any problems if our Plan were enacted, regardless of the quantification of its benefits, you have nothing to lose by voting for it.  If our plan produces any benefit, even if we can’t quantify it, then you are better off with an Affirmative ballot.  You have nothing to lose.
[bookmark: _Toc97830337]RESPONSE 7.  Reverse voting issue or RVI   [if you have more quantification than NEG does]

If Negative insists that “lack of quantification” is sufficient to change the entire outcome of the round, we’ll accept that as long as they agree that it’s a Reverse Voter Issue if we win it.  In other words, they win if we don’t quantify, and we win if we do or if we do it better than they do.   Fair is fair, and if they want it to be a voting issue, it should cut both ways.  If we quantify, then we win.  If they don’t quantify, then we win.  If we quantify better than they do, then we win.  Let’s see if they still want it to be a “Voting Issue” if the entire round depends on it and we do it better than they do.
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