ACS Debate Manual

Mr. Greer

Resolved: that an international body should assist 

non-nuclear countries in the acquisition of civilian nuclear technologies.
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THE CODE OF THE DEBATER

I am a debater. 
I attempt to be worthy of this title by striving to observe the code of the debater. 

FOR MYSELF: 
I will research my topic and know what I am talking about. 

I will respect the subject matter of my debates. 

I will choose persuasion over coercion and violence. 

I will learn from victory and especially from defeat. 

I will be a generous winner and a gracious loser. 

I will remember and respect where I came even though I am now a citizen of the world. 

I will apply my criticism of others to myself. 

I will strive to see myself in others. 

I will, in a debate, use the best arguments I can to support the side I am on. 

I will, in life, use the best arguments I can to determine which side I am on. 

FOR OTHERS: 
I will respect their rights to freedom of speech and expression, even though we may disagree. 

I will respect my partners, opponents, judges, coaches, and tournament officials. 

I will be honest about my arguments and evidence and those of others. 

I will help those with less experience, because I am both student and teacher. 

I will be an advocate in life, siding with those in need and willing to speak truth to power. 

EMAC Debate Overview
EMAC Debate consists of two, two-member teams debating a resolution where one team, the affirmative side, has the burden of proof in support of the resolution.  The other side, the negative, has the burden of rejoinder (or refutation) of whatever the affirmative argues in a particular round.  It is a policy debate where the affirmative must argue that the status quo is not working and must offer a plan to solve the problems surrounding the debate resolution.  


In addition, there is cross-examination where one side is able to directly question the other side after it has given a specific speech.  As well, each team will debate both the affirmative and negative sides during the tournament.  The tournament consists of 4 preliminary rounds, after which the top 8 (or 4 depending on the number of teams participating in the tournament), will advance to the quarterfinals (or semifinals) where one loss means you are finished.  Teams that earn a spot in the elimination rounds are determined by 1) win/loss records and 2) total team speaker points.  

During the preliminary rounds of the tournament, normally 1 judge will hear your debate.  He or she will cast their ballot after the debate for the team that did the better job debating and will award individual speaker points to each speaker.  They will not inform you of the results or show you their ballot.  During the elimination rounds you should have 3 judges hear each round.  


In debate there are two awards a school can earn at the conclusion of the tournament: one individual debate team will win the debate tournament champion (for winning the final debate) and a school will win the debate sweepstakes trophy for winning the most debates in all rounds during the tournament.  This year the tournament will be hosted by the American School of Doha from 19 to 23 November 2008.    

EMAC Debate Format

1st Affirmative Constructive Speech
6 minutes

Negative Cross-Examination 

3 minutes
*N2 should conduct this CX

1st Negative Constructive Speech
6 minutes

Affirmative Cross-Examination

3 minutes
*A1 should conduct this CX

2nd Affirmative Constructive Speech
6 minutes

Negative Cross-Examination

3 minutes
*N1 should conduct this CX

2nd Negative Constructive Speech
6 minutes

Affirmative Cross-Examination 

3 minutes 
*A2 should conduct this CX 

Time Out



2 minutes

Negative Summation


4 minutes

Affirmative Summation


4 minutes
*Aff gives last speech because it has burden of proof

Debate Practice Schedule Fall 2008

1. Debate will meet three times a week from 3:10 to 4:30pm on Monday/Wednesday and 10am to 12pm on Friday.   

2. All debaters are expected to attend each practice unless it has been previously excused by Mr. Greer.

3. No more than 3 excused absences will be allowed.  After that you will be dismissed from the debate team.  

4. Debaters will need to bring the following materials to each practice: 3 ring binder, loose leaf paper, USB drive, debate manual, file with briefs.  

	Sunday
	Monday
	Tuesday
	Wednesday
	Thursday
	Friday
	Saturday

	14 September
	15 September
	16 September
	17 September
	18 September
	19 September
	20 September

	
	
	
	Overview 

Debate Resolution
	
	Speaker Roles

Affirmative 

Negative 
	

	21 September
	22 September
	23 September
	24 September
	25 September
	26 September
	27 September

	
	Stock Issues 


	
	Plans

Evidence Pt. 1
	
	Evidence Pt 2

Making Briefs 
	

	28 September
	29 September
	30 September
	1 October
	2 October
	3 October
	4 October

	
	Making Briefs


	Eid Break
	Eid Break
	Eid Break
	Eid Break
	Eid Break

	5 October
	6 October
	7 October
	8 October
	9 October
	10 October
	11 October

	
	1ACs Due for each team; 1 AC defenses 
	
	Cross-Ex Practice
	
	Debate #1 

Debate #2
	

	12 October
	13 October
	14 October
	15 October
	16 October
	17 October
	18 October

	
	Refutation Pt 1


	
	Refutation Pt 2

Counter Plans
	
	Debate #3

Debate #4 
	

	19 October
	20 October
	21 October
	22 October
	23 October
	24 October
	25 October

	
	2nd 1 AC’s due for each team; 1AC defenses
	
	Debate #5
	
	Debate #6

Evidence 
	

	26 October
	27 October
	28 October
	29 October
	30 October
	31 October
	1 November

	
	Review Briefs

Refutation Practice 
	
	Debate #7
	
	Debate #8

Debate #9
	

	2 November
	3 November
	4 November
	5 November
	6 November
	7 November
	8 November

	
	3rd revision of 1AC’s due; 1AC defense
	
	CX and Refutation practice 
	
	Debate #10

Debate #11
	

	9 November
	10 November
	11 November
	12 November
	13 November
	14 November
	15 November

	In-Service 

No Classes 
	Debate #13


	Forensics Night 6pm
	Debate #14
	
	Debate #15

Debate #16
	

	16 November
	17 November
	18 November
	19 November
	20 November
	21 November
	22 November

	
	Final 1AC due for each team
	
	Depart for Doha
	EMAC Tournament
	EMAC Tournament
	EMAC Tournament


Debating as a Team
You don't debate by yourself, you debate as a team. Good teamwork prepares you to succeed in debate and to succeed in life. Here is some simple advice on how you and your partner should prepare to debate together. 

1.  Decide on Speaker positions. Don’t be afraid to share the 2’s, making one person the expert on the negative and the other expert on the affirmative. 

2. Make agreements between yourselves: 

A. How much work you want to do on debate. How committed are you?  

B. Division of labor -- who is going to do what? Negotiable as you go along. 

C. Schedule time to work together on arguments and files. 

3. Respect your teammate – share the work in research and preparing for practice and the tournament.  

General Speaker Duties

1AC Speech (detailed below)

1 NC Speech 

1. Refute 1AC case and attack plan

2. Support the status quo or outline counter plan

3. Give evidence for status quo or counter plan

2 AC Speech

1. Address 1NC rebuttals to shore up solvency, inherency, and harms

2. Extend aff case with additional evidence

2NC Speech

1. Refute new evidence and continue to attack solvency/plan and inherency, harm argumentation

2. Extend SQ support or for counter plan with additional evidence

Neg Summary – given by 1st Negative
1. Refute aff’s case 

2. Persuade judge(s) why he/they should vote for your side

Aff Summary – given by the 1st Affirmative 

1. Refute any comments in Neg Sum and previously

2. Persuade judge(s) why he/they should vote for your side

During Cross-Examinations

1.  The speakers not asking or answering questions should flow the answers (both sides) 
First Affirmative Constructive Speech

The Only Memorized or Pre-Written Speech of the Debate!
1st Affirmative Constructive Speech needs to:

1. establish advocacy of resolution

2. define key terms - topicality
3. there is a problem that could be solved – significance, harm, advantage
4. the status quo is not going to solve problem without change – inherency
5. our proposal of what ought to be done – plan (outline of entire plan must be covered in this speech)

6. our plan will solve the problem – solvency, topicality 
A Plan usually includes: 

1. agent - something that produces an effect or change 

2. action – what is done to produce effect/change?

3. extent – how far does the plan go towards producing effect/change?

4. funding – how will your plan be funded in order for it to work?

5. enforcement – who or what organization will compel obedience/adherence to plan?
* PLAN 

Your plan is what you really advocate and is the most strategic portion of your affirmative case. Make sure it is clearly and carefully written. Here are some suggestions for plan construction. 

* MATCH THE RESOLUTION 

Use as many of the words in the resolution as you can in your plan, because it makes it sound a lot more topical. 

* AGENT: SINGULAR OR INCENTIVE ORIENTED 

You need some agent to carry out your plan. Certainly you need to use the agent identified in the resolution but beyond that you should indicate what part of that agent will implement the plan. As well, you might want to have the agent in the resolution give incentives to other groups or levels of government to carry out the plan. 

* ACTION: WHAT, HOW MUCH, NOW LONG, MODEL, ADVOCATE 

You need to specify the action in your plan. What is it that will be done? How much will you do it? How long will it take to implement the plan? You might consider using a model program as a guide for your plan ("We will do internationally with the United Nations what NATO does in the Balkans"). This makes it easier to defend your plan as working, since it works in the Balkans. You might also want to identify an advocate, probably someone you have good solvency evidence, by saying "We will adopt the school funding proposal presented by Dr. Ivan Feelgood of the University of Montana." Again, that may make proving solvency easier. 

* FUNDING: NORMAL VS. TARGETED 

You need to pay for the plan. You can do that by either using "normal means"(money gets appropriated by Congress like normal) or you can have targeted funding (such as cuts in a new and expensive bomber for the military). Either way, you need to be able to say how you pay. 

* ENFORCEMENT: NORMAL VS. TARGETED 

You need to make sure the plan has the force of law, or else people/countries who don't like it will simply ignore it. You can utilize normal means for enforcement (international courts/blocks of countries) or you can have a specific agent to enforce it (the United Nations). 

* INTERPRETATION 

Your plan can never be complete because your speech is limited in length. You might indicate in your plan that affirmative speeches will clarify plan particulars if necessary. After all, you don't want the negative clarifying what the plan does. 

* SOLVENCY 

Solvency is the most important of the stock issues the affirmative must prove in 1AC. You get no credit for pointing to a problem, only credit for solving it. This is also the stock issue the negative is most likely to attack. 

* HOW IT HAPPENS AND WHY 

Make sure your solvency evidence and your rhetoric explains to the judge how and why your plan solves the problem or gains the advantage. These explanations will help you defend against negative attacks. Judges hate to vote for plans when they don't understand how they work. 

* RANGE OF SOLVENCY 

Indicate how much of the problem you will be able to solve. Don't worry that you can't solve all of the problem, because your plan will still be a good idea even if it isn't perfect. However, you need to be able to indicate a range of solvency: we solve some important part of the problem, we solve half the problem, we solve almost all of the problem, we solve all of the problem. As long as you can solve SOME of the problem you have met the solvency burden, but the more you solve the better off you will be. 

* USING A MODEL OR EXAMPLE 

Feel free to copy some plan which has already shown itself to be successful. Then read the results of that specific program as your solvency evidence. 

* SOLVENCY ADVOCATE 

While not essential, judges generally like it and many negatives will demand it -- some specific author who says your plan is a good idea. 

* OVERCOME THE INHERENCIES 

If you identify inherent barriers make sure your plan can overcome them. 

* FRONTLOADING: MOST NEEDED EVIDENCE FOR 2AC 

Also put evidence in the 1AC which you can use later. Hide it somewhere, and then in 2AC you can use it without having to waste the time reading it. For example, you can hide evidence to turn the disadvantages, evidence to rebut the negative’s counterplan (if applicable), and independent solvency evidence. Often a good place to hide such evidence is near the end of the 1AC because the negative is all concerned about what they are going to say in the 1NC and the bottom of the 1AC is probably the last place they will get to in their 1NC. 
Stock Issues of Debate

In debate, the stock issues (also known as voting issues) are the criteria by which the affirmative organizes its case and how a judge usually justifies a decision in a debate.  Look for arguments and evidence from both sides to prove and refute:


Harms – is the present system (status quo) creating problems?  


Inherency – the present system is not able to solve identified problems.

Solvency – the proposed plan solves the identified problems (doesn’t have to be a 100% 

 
       solution) 


Topicality – definitions for key terms and does the plan address the topic while giving the 



        negative side equal room for debate?  

Stock Issue Focus: Topicality

Topicality is the issue of whether the affirmative plan supports the topic or not. It is not often understood very well by debaters or judges.  Look at the following example to better understand topicality:

Resolved: That the United States should abolish the death penalty.
The resolution could be interpreted to mean:

1. the US Congress using its lawmaking power to abolish

2. US Supreme Court could make a ruling overturning it

3. state legislatures or state courts could overturn it

4. the executive branches of either the federal or state levels could abolish it
Wait a minute, how can the term “death penalty” be interpreted?  Which of the following are interpretations of the term that you would consider to be “on topic”?


Capital punishment

estate tax


Factory farming


NCAA college sports scholarship termination


Animal experimentation
Think about what is the best interpretation of the motion? The 1st Affirmative constructive speech should try to answer this question when decoding and speaking about the resolution.  The negative should ask itself after their opponents’ 1AC, is the affirmative on topic?

What could be possible interpretations for the resolution: 

Resolved: That we should see a movie?

A negative topicality argument is constructed in the following way:

A) Read a definition for the term that contradicts the Affirmative’s definition

B) Explain violation of topic based on the Negative’s definition

C) Cite standards as in “our interpretation is better b/c it is more predictable, more fair, more debatable, and or better divides ground for each side to debate”

Definition of Evidence

Evidence is any matter of fact used in gaining the belief or changing attitudes of others. It is any factual matter used to prove a proposition. Reasoning is a process of drawing conclusions from facts or truths. We often call the conclusion drawn by this process inference. When an inference is drawn from facts or truths and used to gain belief or change attitudes, we have the process of argument. Thus, evidence is a dominant element of argument. A distinction may be made between the use of evidence for argument and the use of facts in general study. 
Argument is a process of communication, a process of gaining the belief of other people, and facts are necessary to it. In general study and in discussion where we are not trying to change attitudes, facts are used to substantiate conclusions. Here the process is one of reasoning from facts to conclusions. The advocate, then, uses the same process as we do in general study but be demonstrates her/his process to an audience or to listeners in order to influence them. 

Examples of Evidence

1. Factual Examples. A factual example is evidence because it was an actual occurrence

2. Statistics. Statistics constitute evidence because they are a summary of things that did occur.

3. Opinions of Authorities. Opinions of authorities constitute evidence in that the opinions are presumably based upon the research they have made

4. Testimony of Lay Witnesses. These witnesses are untrained observers and are called "lay witnesses." As long as they report their own observation and not their inferences, their testimony is factual in nature. Public opinion polls are but the gathering of the testimony of average citizens.

5. Documents, Legal Papers, and the Like. Many kinds of documents and legal papers, utilized for proof, constitute evidence.

Arguments to Validate Evidence from Authorities

1. The Authority Has Made a Study

2. The Authority Was Trained in Research

3. The Authority Is Free from Prejudice

4. The Authority Is Free from Exaggeration

5. The Authority Is Consistent

Arguments to Invalidate or Refute Evidence from Authorities 

1. The Authority Quoted Did Not Make a Study

2. The Authority Quoted Was Not Trained in Research

3. The Authority Quoted Is Prejudiced

4. The Authority Quoted Is Guilty of Exaggeration

5. The Authority Quoted Is Guilty of Inconsistency

Sorting Research

How to sort the evidence you find?
Sort evidence according to each stock issue:
 “Stock issues” - Standard points of controversy in policy disputes, around since classical times: harm, Inherency, solvency, plan, advantage, disadvantage. 

After you have some evidence you need to sort it based on what it says. The best way is to sort it out based on stock issues. You should have categories like: significance, inherency, solvency/plan, for status quo (negative) and answers to disadvantages.  Always think about what argument the evidence relates to when sorting it, do not sort it based on key words. For example, it would be a mistake to put all the evidence about "teachers" in one pile, as they might say teachers are good, teachers are bad, teachers hate the plan, the plan improves teaching, and so on. You need to sort evidence based on how you will use it in the debate.  Refer to your debate terminology sheet to understand each term mentioned.  

Remember that you are looking for evidence that are:

1. Factual Examples. A factual example is evidence because it was an actual occurrence.
2. Statistics. Statistics constitute evidence because they are a summary of things that did occur.

3. Opinions of Authorities. Opinions of authorities constitute evidence in that the opinions are presumably based upon  the research they have made

4. Testimony of Lay Witnesses. These witnesses are untrained observers and are called "lay witnesses." As long as they report their own observation and not their inferences, their testimony is factual in nature. Public opinion polls are but the gathering of the testimony of average citizens.

5. Documents, Legal Papers, and the Like. Many kinds of documents and legal papers, utilized for proof, constitute evidence.

What Makes a Source Qualified?

With the increase in Web publishing, anyone can now easily become a published author. But just because someone has published something on the Web, this does not mean the author is automatically a good source. One critical question you must face when researching and citing works is deciding which authors will count as qualified sources and which will not. Here are a few tips to help you decide if you are citing qualified sources.

Field Matters

Let’s say you want to cite an author who has a doctorate or is otherwise well-known. You must try to make sure that the author is writing in her field of expertise. For example, while it might be wise to cite Julia Roberts on the craft of acting, it might not be wise to cite her on engineering effective nuclear disarmament. In general, you might want to consider the following considerations when determining field:

· Does the author hold an advanced degree (M.A., M.S., PhD., M.D., etc) in the field about which they are writing?

· Do the authors have extensive experience in the field? Have the authors done extensive research in the field they are discussing? (NOTE: you can usually find out what else the author has published by doing a simple Google search on the author’s name)

Peer Review Matters

There is a big difference between regular publications and publications that are peer-reviewed. When an article is peer reviewed, it is evaluated by peers of the author to determine whether the article should be revised. Reviewers usually do not know the identity of the author. This is to ensure that their reviews are neutral and fair. Many journals on the Internet and elsewhere are peer-reviewed. Most scholars agree that publications that are peer reviewed are subject to more rigorous criticism and evaluation.

Is it Fact or Opinion?

Sometimes an author will be writing from her own opinions. This might happen when she is writing an editorial piece for a newspaper or a commentary for a Web site. Other times, an author is simply reporting the facts about an issue or situation. So, for example, the author might be summarizing information gleaned elsewhere without trying to put a particular spin on this information. If you know what sort of piece this writing is meant to be, you can more fairly assess whether or not the author is qualified to write it.

Who Are They With?

Sometimes authors who seem very qualified can be associated with organizations that are very biased or less than objective on the issues. It is important to know what organization the author is with and to find out about that organization, if you can. Most of the time, a simple search in Google will tell you what you need to know about the organization. Look at the rest of the Web site, if you found the article online. Who else is posting on this Web site? What are their qualifications? Sometimes it’s important to know the company that your author keeps.
How old is it?

It is important to know when your article was written. Has it been republished since its original publication date? Are there more recent articles that support or contradict the author’s point? Recency matters. If evidence is more recent, then it can sometimes be said that it trumps older evidence.
Can you find the same information in another source?

Sometimes it is useful to try and find the same information in another source. If multiple authors are citing the same information, it is more probably true than false. This kind of fact-checking can be very useful if you want to make sure your sources are air-tight.

Contacting “Expert” sources
Experts in the field will appear over and over again during your research.  Record their names and, if possible, their email addresses.  Then as a team, we can pose some specific questions relative to the debate resolution to them, and use their answers as evidence during our debates.  Contact of these sources should first be done through Mr. Greer as a way to introduce ourselves to the source.  

What Makes Good Evidence?

	BAD
	BETTER
	BEST

	Press Release on policy from the White House.
	Newspaper Article discussion reactions to the new policy.
	Economics Professor discussing the effect of the policy on the economy.

	Web site discussing why unilateral action is bad.
	Webpage from a professor’s personal website discussing why unilateralism is bad
	Website from an academic journal discussing why unilateralism is bad.

	A socialist arguing why the Federal Government is oppressive
	A socialist analyzing why particular policies dealing with resources can and have oppressed people.
	An expert in socialist ideals and capitalistic ones discussing when and how the market can be effective with resources.

	Lists of spending appropriations from the congress for the current year on clean air act enforcement
	Article discussing how the congressional appropriations were fought hard for and are supposed to improve air quality.
	Think Tank analysis claiming the appropriated amount is a symbolic gesture and will not solve any environmental problems.

	Editorial from an online journal.
	Editorial from an online journal that is peer-reviewed.
	Editorial from an online journal that is peer reviewed and in print.

	Evidence that is 2 or 3 sentences long.
	Evidence that is a paragraph or two long.
	Evidence that is at least 2 paragraphs long and provides strong evidence and reasoning.

	Speech from a congressperson
	Speech from a congressperson being reported on in a paper with reactions.
	Same speech being used in an academic/political journal to prove a greater claim.


Evaluating Evidence

Debaters should strive to obtain a thorough knowledge of the topic and the highest-quality evidence to support their arguments.  
In order to evaluate each piece of evidence found ask yourself the following questions:

1. What does the evidence say?

2. How does the evidence say it? (no one has the right to rewrite the evidence to make it easier to understand)

3. What will the evidence do? (does it support an aff or negative argument?)

4. How good is the evidence? (will it be easy to cast doubt on it? Does it fit or contradict other evidence gathered?)
Kinds of Evidence:
A.  Empirical Evidence – based on controlled observations and factual and inferential data 

(has the experiment been replicated with same results?  Can the results be generalized to more than just the cases that were used in the experiment?)

B.  Opinion Evidence – usually judgmental in nature 

(expert testimony vs layperson opinion)
As a rule empirical evidence is better to have/use than opinion evidence.   
In a debate look for the following to undermine evidence given by the other side:
1. look for inconsistencies in the evidence

2. did they cite a source?  What kind of source (qualifications) and what is that source’s relation to the topic?

3. can you turn their evidence to help support one of your arguments?

4. was their evidence specific to one area or can it be applied to all over the case?

5. did they relate the evidence to their argument or just say it?

Debate Brief Production Process

Station #1

To Be Read
· Raw published materials collected

· Bracket materials when reading and write something in margin to tell what/how it applies

· Once bracketed put in station 2

Station #2

To Be Approved
· Check that each article has been bracketed and that it is appropriate 

· If good put in station 3 if bad put back into station 1

Station #3

To Be Cited
· Each citation needs to be complete and typed

· Cite each bracketed part of each article and paper clip

· (last name, qualifications, year published)

· Paper clip the citation to the bracketed article and put in station 4

Station #4

To Be Cut/Processed
· Cut up each bracketed article and citation

· Tape each together to form a “card”

· Place finished card in station 5

Station #5

To Be Sorted
· Sort each card relative for each issue/stock issue 

· Put cards into the respective envelope for the stock issue

· Think about how each card will help you in a debate as you sort (to make it easier)

· DO NOT TAKE ANY OF THE CARDS OUT OF THE CLASSROOM!
Station #6

To Be Briefed

· Open the envelope and read each card

· After reading each card turn it over and write a brief sentence long tag (a tag is a summary of the evidence contained in the card)

· Each tag should be different

· Then after considering all the cards put them in order from best to worst in stack (better cards incorporate the ARE principles)

· Take a piece of the stock brief paper (it has our info on the top) and write the tag, then tape the citation and bracketed article directly under the tag

· Try to fit 2-3 “cards” on the same page (if possible)

Station #7

Briefs to Be Approved
· Check to see that cards for each topic are best to worst and if tags matches the bracketed evidence

· Both debaters and the coach will be involved in this process

· Questions to consider:

· Does each tag match the bracketed article?

· Do all the cards belong in this brief and go together?

· Are the cards organized from best to worst?

Station #8

Approved Briefs
· All briefs must be seen by the coach 

· Create a table of contents/index for the brief (a brief may contain one or several pages of cards)

· Paper clip all pages together of brief with index page on top and place in station 9

Station #9

To Be Copied
· All briefs will be copied and distributed to each debate team by the coach

ARE and Refutation

	Elements of an Argument
	Assertion
	Reasoning
	Evidence

	                           A

R

E
	An opinion or claim
	Analysis of the issue; explanation 
	Material verifying reasoning 

(e.g. historical example, statistical support, expert quotation, model program)

	4 Step Method of Refutation
	1.  They say…
	2.  But …
	3.  Because…
	4.  Therefore…

	Types of Refutation
	Relevance
	Significance
	Capture other side’s argument for your own
	Answer to challenge by other side


ARE/Refutation Examples:
1.   David Beckham is not a good soccer player

2. This is true because he does not perform well in big matches.

3. Evidence of this was when, in Euro Cup 2004, Beckham missed his penalty kick that would have won the match for his England soccer team.  

1. The aff plan has the UN as the agent for their plan but we think the UN would not be effective as the agent for their plan. 

2. This is because the UN does not have the enforcement power to regulate the equitable access part of the resolution for groups that are not recognized nation-states

3. According to the UN official website, visited on 4 Oct 05, the Palestinian Authority is not recognized as a state by the UN.  Further evidence is that in 2003 negotiations with the State of Israel, according to Ambassador Stanley Smith, a UN Chief Middle Eastern Envoy for Resolution of Arab-Israeli Water Claims, states that he had to deal with the Palestinians through the Jordanian delegation because, “…they (the Palestinians) were not recognized by the UN as a state…”

4. Therefore, the negative has shown that the aff plan will not solve the problem as they have described it because the agent of their so-called plan would not be able to enforce any aspect of the resolution between a country and group that is not recognized by the UN and is not a member of the UN.

Cross Examination in Debate
In EMAC Debate, there are 4 question periods dispersed throughout the debate.  These occur after each constructive speech for a duration of 3 minutes.  There are many purposes for these cross-examinations:

1.  Questions are asked to gain clarification about a point explained in the previous speech.
2. Questions are asked to help set up upcoming arguments, points, or evidence for the questioning side.

3. Questions are asked to gain concessions or agreement from the other side and to show contradictions in what the other side is arguing (such as confusing statements between A1 and A2 speeches). 

4. There are two types of questions asked in a debate: open and close ended.

a. A close ended question is usually a “yes or no” question.

b. An opened ended question usually begins with “how” or “why.” 
During this question time, the side asking the questions controls the time.  What this means is that the debater asking the questions of the other side’s speaker, who has just finished his/her speech, can politely interrupt when the other person is in the middle of answering a question.  Generally, when time expires for this question period, if the debater asking questions is in the middle of asking a question, they must stop.  However, if the question has been asked, the debater answering the questions is expected to finish answering the question even after time has expired.  Also debate etiquette requires that the debater asking questions stands up to address the speaker.  

During cross-x, the debater answering questions cannot receive help from his/her partner.  Your partner may hand you a piece of evidence to help you respond to a question, but they cannot answer the question for you.  If you are next to ask questions of the current debate speaker, flow their speech and think of questions to ask as they are speaking.  That way, when you stand up to begin asking questions, you will have many that you could ask.  

Most importantly, LISTEN to what the debater answering questions says.  In fact, your partner should be flowing their answers as you ask your questions because you don’t have time to ask and then also write their answers down.  Oftentimes, there is much ammunition in answers that can really damage a side’s case.  However, much of the time, this ammo is not then incorporated into the next speech for the side that asked questions.  Listen, listen, listen to what they say.  

Cross-X Strategies
When it is your turn to ask questions keep in mind the purposes for doing it.  Also if you pose a question that takes 30 seconds to finish saying, you are also wasting your time.  Remember to break your questions into smaller chunks.

Sample questioning for clarification: 

“How did your team define sanctions?”  

“Regarding your plan, did you specify how much of the problem would be solved?  

“You did say that sanctions were a disadvantage, didn’t you?”

Sample questioning to set up an argument for your side: (your 2nd Aff speaker will bring in new evidence to extend the harms argument about nuclear plant contamination affecting ground water in the Ukraine and causing cancer among hundreds there)

“Is the status quo working?”  Yes
 


“So you disagree that thousands are contaminated by nuclear energy?” Yes  

“Are you aware of the fact that hundreds die in the Ukraine from nuclear contamination each year? No 

In the next speech state the evidence and then mention that during cross-x the negative did not believe there were any additional harms related to nuclear energy.

Sample questioning to expose a contradiction (walking them to the Pit of Doom): 

“Is Dr. Smith the authority your side believes you should base your plan on?”  Yes from his book


“What’s the name of the book?  Blah, Blah

“So which chapters talk about his plan, the one your team is copying?”  Blah, Blah later chapters on how to revise and make world safer for nuclear energy


“Okay, but what do the first 3-4 chapters discuss?” the evils of nuclear energy and how it’s harming the world


“Hasn’t your side’s expert just proven that there are harms in the world related to nuclear energy?  BAM!   

In this line of sample questioning, you are breaking up the questions into much smaller bits in which you are not giving away your aim of getting them to agree to your side as in the example above.  When the debater answering the questions does not realize your goal for a series of questions, you will be able to dump them into the “Pit of Doom” nearly every time.  AND it is always better to prove your case/side’s arguments using the other side’s evidence!  If you were to first ask if their expert’s book also proves your harms, they may wiggle out of the answer you want.  That’s why you must break down your objective and “walk them unknowingly to the Pit of Doom.” 
Cross-X Scenarios: What do I do?  
1. When you want to interrupt a debater answering your yes or no question: Say “thank you” to interrupt and then pose your next question.   Don’t waste time saying “my next question…” or allowing them to continue when you have asked them a “yes or no” question.   This wastes your time.  

2.  When you want to interrupt a debater answering your open ended question: Listen for the answer (or at least enough of it) so that you understand the answer to your question and then say “thank you” and go on to pose your follow up question or another question.  

3.  What if the questioner is only giving a rebuttal/response and not asking me questions? Ask the questioner if they have a question for you.  This will politely remind the judge that, during cross-x, the questioner should only be asking questions. NEVER remind a judge of what they should be doing.  

4. What if the questioner is really very aggressive and is continually interrupting me, even for opened-ended questions? In this case, remain calm, and try to answer the question they have posed.  If it is an open-ended question, remind the questioner of that and ask them to allow you more time to answer before interrupting.  NEVER lose your calm.  

5.  What if I didn’t understand a question that was asked of me?  You have the right to ask them to rephrase their question if you didn’t understand it or to ask them to repeat it again if you didn’t hear all of it.  Also this is a good stall tactic to use if you need more time to think about an answer to the question (if you’ve actually understood it the first time it was asked).  Just be careful to not do this for each question you are asked.  

Logical Fallacies
A fallacy is an error of reasoning. It can be used against you in an argument, but if you are familiar with them, you will be able to refute the fallacious argument. Likewise, if you are clever, you can use them to convince others.

Fallacies fall into two major categories:

Fallacies of Relevance
Fallacies of relevance occur when the premises of an argument are irrelevant to the conclusion. 

Fallacies of Ambiguity
Fallacies of ambiguity occur when ambiguous, changeable wording in the propositions can lead to there being more than one meaning in an argument. 

Here are examples of each of the major fallacies. Reflect upon them and write in a definition that makes sense to you.



Fallacies of Relevance 

1. Argumentum ad Bacculum (appeal to force) 

"Pay back the loan and 10 % daily interest by Thursday, or be sure that you have you hospital insurance paid up."

2. Argumentum ad Hominem (abusive) 

"Don't believe anything John says; he's a nerd."

3. Argumentum ad Hominem (circumstantial)

"Of course he thinks fraternities are great. He's a Phi Delta."

4. Argumentum ad Ignorantiam (argument from ignorance)

There is no proof that witches exist; therefore, they do not.

5. Argumentum ad Misericordiam (appeal to pity) 

"Your honor, how can the prosecution dare try to send this poor, defenseless child to jail for the murder of his father and mother. Have a heart; the boy is now an orphan."

6. Argumentum ad Populum 
"Don't be left out! Buy your Chevette today!"

7. Argumentum ad Vericundiam (appeal to authority) 

Joe Namath selling pantyhose; Joe DiMaggio selling Mr. Coffee.

8. Accident 
"What you bought yesterday, you eat today; you bought raw meat yesterday; therefore, you eat raw meat today."
9. Converse Accident (hasty generalization) 

"That man is an alcoholic. Liquor should be banned."

10. False cause (Post hoc ergo propter hoc) (Many of our superstitions stem from use of this fallacy.) 

"A black cat crossed Joe's path yesterday, and he died last night. The black cat caused Joe's death." 

11. Petitio Principii (begging the question) 

"It's time to come in the house now, Billy."
"Why?"
"Because I said so!"
"Why?"
"Because it's time, and I said so."

12. Complex Question 
"Have you given up cheating on exams?"

13. Ignoratio Elenchi (irrelevant conclusion) 

In a law court, in attempt to prove that the accused is guilty of theft, the prosecution may argue that theft is a horrible crime for anyone to commit.



Fallacies of Ambiguity 

1. Equivocation 
Some dogs have fuzzy ears. My dog has fuzzy ears. My dog is some dog!

2. Amphibole (grammatical construction) 

"Woman without her man would be lost." or "Save Soap and Waste Paper."

3. Accent 
"We should not speak ill of our friends."

4. Composition
"Each part of this stereo weighs under one pound. This is a very light stereo."

5. Division
"Purdue is a great engineering school. Mike went there; he must be a great engineer."

 Listen to your roommate, the TV, and even your teachers. You'll be amazed how many fallacies we encounter each day. 

More important, check your papers. Does your argument have premises and conclusions stated properly? Have you been guilty of fallacious reasoning?

The Counterplan
Sometimes the status quo really is a bad system, and it is difficult for the negative to defend it. To avoid giving the affirmative an advantage in such a situation, the negative may offer their own proposal -- a counterplan. 

In some debates the negative chooses not to defend the status quo (the present system) but wants to defend something else. When this is the case, the negative responds to the affirmative's plan with the negative's counterplan. 

Definition: A counterplan is (generally thought to be) a non-topical reasonable alternative to the affirmative plan. 

The counterplan must be presented in the 1NC, and then becomes the policy system defended by the negative. The counterplan has a specific "plan" just like the affirmative, explaining what the negative thinks should be done and how. 

After presenting their counterplan proposal, the negative has a number of other obligations to fulfill in order for the advantage of the counterplan to be weighed against the advantage of the affirmative plan.  Also it is inherent that the negative then will concede the stock issues of harms and inherency to the affirmative.  
1. In general, the counterplan has to be non-topical.   However, EMAC judges will accept topical counterplans if they are competitive (see below) because that is sufficient to divide argumentative ground in the debate. 

2. The counterplan has to be competitive. There are a couple of ways to think of this concept. 

• The counterplan must be an "alternative" or "substitute" for the affirmative plan. 

• The counterplan is competitive with the affirmative plan if it would be better to adopt just the counterplan instead of BOTH the affirmative plan and the counterplan.

There are some standard types of arguments which are used to show the counterplan is competitive. 

• Mutual exclusivity: the counterplan and the affirmative plan "cannot" coexist. 

• Net benefits: it would be better to do just the counterplan than to do both the counterplan and the affirmative plan. Often this is shown by having a disadvantage which applies to the affirmative plan which did not apply to the counterplan. 

There are other, weaker, competitiveness arguments. 

• Philosophical competition: the philosophies behind the two are contradictory. Contradictory thoughts, of course, have never been a problem for some people, especially policy makers, so this standard is of little real use. 

• Topical competition: if the counterplan is not topical, so it cannot be adopted by the affirmative. Wrong, the test is "substitution" of one for the other, not topicality. 

• Redundancy: there is no need to do both, because doing just one solves the entire problem at hand. Wrong unless the counterplan has 100% solvency, which is difficult to imagine.

The affirmative generally answers competition with the "permutation test."  Remember, it is only a test. Here, they try to suggest ways in which we could "do both."  If they show that they can and should "do both" then the negative loses the competition of the counterplan, and it becomes irrelevant for the debate. These "perms" suggest ways in which both could be done. Suggesting a permutation of the counterplan does not indicate advocacy of it, just testing it for relevance. Here are the generally accepted types of permutations. 

• Logical permutation: do both at the same time. 

• Time permutation: do one first, then the other. 

• Partial permutation: do the counterplan everywhere except in the area of the affirmative plan. 

Other, weaker, types of permutations include: 

• Restructuring permutation: change the plan in major ways so that it can be done at the same time as the counterplan. Wrong. This involves an advocacy shift. The affirmative presented their plan and shouldn't be allowed to rework it just because they don't know how to answer the counterplan. 

• Non-topical permutation: change the plan into something non-topical and then argue that the two can be done at the same time. Wrong. The affirmative still needs to be topical to win the debate, presumably.

The counterplan may "drop out" of the round if it is not relevant. If it is not competitive, then it is irrelevant to the decision. Negatives may "kick out" of a counterplan by conceding competition. 

3. The counterplan must have an advantage. In other words, it has to address a problem and actually solve it. Or, after having been adopted, the counterplan would have to produce an advantage. The counterplan, therefore, needs to have significance and solvency just like the affirmative case. The affirmative may wish to argue that the counterplan has no advantage because it "doesn't work."  The advantage of a counterplan may be a disadvantage it avoids that the affirmative plan does not. 

4. The counterplan may have disadvantages alleged against it by the affirmative, just as the negative has disadvantages against the affirmative plan. 

5. The counterplan is often effectively used along with a disadvantage. If there is a disadvantage to the affirmative plan which does NOT apply to the counterplan, then that makes the counterplan net benefits competitive. This way the counterplan solves for the affirmative advantage, may even have another advantage, and also avoids the disadvantage which applies to the affirmative plan. This sort of integrated strategy can be very effective. 

EXAMPLE OF COUNTERPLAN DEBATING: WHAT SHOULD WE DO TONIGHT? 

The arguments surrounding a counterplan seem complex and confusing, but like many debate concepts, once you apply them to everyday situations they make a lot more sense. 

· The affirmative says that we should to go a movie tonight. That is their plan. 

· The negative counterplan is that we should not go to a movie, but go out to dinner. 

· The affirmative response is that the counterplan is not competitive, because we can do both - go to dinner and then go to a movie (LOGICAL PERMUTATION). 

· The negative replies that we do not want to do both (LOGICAL PERMUTATION) because we cannot afford to do both (NET BENEFITS COMPETITION), but also we can't do both because dinner and the movie are at the same time (MUTUAL EXCLUSIVITY COMPETITION). 

· The affirmative replies that we do have enough money to do both (NOT NET BENEFICIAL TO DO JUST THE COUNTERPLAN, and that we can go to dinner and then see a later showing of the movie (TIME PERMUTATION). 

· The negative finally explains that the disadvantage of going to the movie is that it is a TERRIBLE movie full of racism and sexism (DISADVANTAGE TO THE PLAN OPERATING AS A NET BENEFITS ARGUMENT). 

Answering Counterplans 

Counterplans must meet certain burdens in order to beat the Affirmative plan, therefore it is the job of the affirmative to show how the counterplan does not meet these burdens. Affirmative answers should expose the flaws in the counterplan and show why it is a bad idea. 

Affirmative answers can be found while looking at different parts of the counterplan. 

1. The counterplan is topical. 

The affirmative should make sure the counterplan is non-topical. If the counterplan is topical, it should not be accepted, because only the affirmative gets to defend the resolution. The negative has everything else to choose from. 

2. The counterplan is not competitive. 

Affirmatives should argue that the counterplan is not competitive with the affirmative plan. If we do not have to choose between the plan and the counterplan, then it IS NOT A REASON TO VOTE AGAINST THE AFFIRMATIVE CASE. In order to do this, affirmative teams have three choices. 

A. Prove it is not mutually exclusive. We CAN do both at the same time. 

B. Prove it is not net beneficial. We SHOULD do both at the same time. 

C. Offer permutations: Permutations are an affirmative's special weapon against counterplans. Permutations are arguments that prove the entire plan can be combined with parts of the counterplan in order to gain the advantages of the counterplan without rejecting the plan. 

REMEMBER TO USE THE DIFFERENT TYPES OF PERMUTATIONS LISTED ABOVE. 

3. Solvency 
Affirmatives can argue that the counterplan does not solve. The affirmative should look to see if the counterplan solves the affirmative advantage, the advantages of the counterplan, and avoids the disadvantages. 

4. Disadvantages 

Counterplans, like affirmative plans, can have disadvantages. The affirmative should argue that if the counterplan is done something bad will happen that wouldn't otherwise happen if the affirmative plan is done.

A Few Words on Judging


During the EMAC Tournament, the host school is tasked with finding and training the judges that will evaluate the debating (and other events) that occurs during the tournament.  Oftentimes, many of these judges were former debaters and or have some experience with debate.  However, a lot of the time, some of these judges have only had a session or two of training on how to judge debate with no prior experience – lay judges.  No matter how experienced, all judges will be treated with the same respect in all cases what so ever.  

Each team should keep a copy of the EMAC “Rules of Debate” to refer to in cases when the other team is not following the rules – talking out of order, not giving whole plan in 1AC, etc.  Politely remind the judge of the infraction that the other side has committed and quote from the rules.  


As your team will not know the results of the debate until you are able to see the ballots after the tournament has concluded, do not approach the judge to ask his/her opinion of the debate.  If there are any issues that occur during a debate, talk to Mr. Greer first, who will then take up the matter with the tournament administration.  NEVER argue with a judge.  


As well, there may be some terms and concepts that we have learned (such as a counterplan not being competitive or a permutation where both the plan and counterplan can be done) that you will have to spend some time explaining to a judge so that they can understand your reasoning as to why they should vote for you.  If you know that the judge is a coach from another school’s debate team, you might not have to waste time doing this.  However, it is always better to err on the side of explaining rather than not explaining, if you don’t know.  


Generally, in EMAC Debate, unlike debate in the US, sides don’t share the evidence they have brought to the tournament.  However, ask your judge before the debate begins if you would be allowed to ask the other side to see their evidence should the occasion arise during the debate.  If you think that the other side has made up evidence, the source, or other, bring this to the judge’s attention, asking the judge, AFTER the debate, to look at the other side’s piece of evidence in dispute.  Falsifying evidence results in an immediate forfeit for the team doing it and probable disqualification from participation in the rest of the debate tournament.  

On the next few pages are information given to judges that you should become familiar with so that you know better how to debate.  

EMAC Debate Ballot

Affirmative Team Number _______________


Negative Team Number ________________

Round ________
Room __________


Judge _______________________________
      
1A _______     2A _______



            1N ________      2N ________

	
	
	Analysis
	
	

	
	
	Reasoning
	
	

	
	
	Evidence
	
	

	
	
	Organization
	
	

	
	
	Refutation
	
	

	
	
	Delivery
	
	

	
	
	Cross Exam
	
	

	
	
	TOTAL
	
	


Rate each member of the debate team in each category above on a scale of 1 (poor) to 5 (excellent) points.  
In my opinion, the better debating was done by team ______________ representing the ___________ side.
Comments:






Comments:
1st Affirmative ____________________



1st Negative ____________________________

2nd Affirmative ___________________



2nd Negative ____________________________

Reasons for Your Decision: 

JUDGING POLICY DEBATE
Explain in, at least, a paragraph, which issues convinced you to vote the way that you did. If you need more room, write on the back of the ballot.

HOW SHOULD I MAKE A DECISION?
 List out the advantages and disadvantages of the plan as argued by both sides. Do the advantages of the affirmative policy outweigh the disadvantages? Does the affirmative plan support the topic? Does the affirmative win on all voting issues?  Did the negative win one of the voting issues?  USE THE NOTES YOU TAKE DURING THE DEBATE TO HELP. Here is an example decision:
· "I felt the affirmative showed that their privacy policy would stop intrusive searches. The negative tried to say that police officers would still intrude. But the affirmative evidence showed that officers using the plan have improved. The affirmative showed that officers change their behavior. So, I voted affirmative."
WHEN YOU WRITE YOUR DECISION
· Remember that this is a learning experience.  The more specific advice you can offer will help the debaters learn how to debate more effectively.  
· Explain why you voted the way you did. Did the affirmative prove all the stock issues? (Remember that in your opinion, if the negative wins ANY of the stock issues, you should vote negative) Why did the advantage outweigh the disadvantages? "I voted affirmative because they showed a new math program would . . ." 

· Explain why you did not vote for the arguments of the losing team. Try to point to arguments that the winning team made that convinced you against these arguments. "The negative arguments about lowered achievement ignored the three affirmative studies showing improved achievement." OR  "The negative needed better evidence that showed why these programs would not work." 

· If the affirmative does not present at least an outline of their entire plan in the first affirmative constructive, your decision should automatically be for the negative.  This is inherently unfair because the affirmative is really only giving the negative one constructive speech in which to refute the affirmative plan.  
CAN I INTERJECT MY OPINION INTO MY DECISION?

You should not make a decision based solely on your beliefs. The issue is not that you, as judge, agreed with a team’s argument, but that did the other team rebut it or not. For example, it would be wrong to vote against a case simply because you didn't like it. DO NOT MAKE ARGUMENTS AGAINST A TEAM. Make your decisions based on the arguments that the teams present in the debate. Now, if you find one team's arguments unpersuasive, then that is okay. Also if something that was said was incomprehensible, then it is as if it was not said at all.  If a speaker was rude during cross-examination in the debate, for example, deduct speaker points but do not let that behavior effect your decision.  Be open minded, but if a team tells you that economic sanctions have never hurt anyone or that schools do not exist and that is why you should vote for them, you do have the right to say this is not a persuasive argument. On the other hand, if a team gives a good reason for something AND their opponents do not respond, you probably should vote for the team's argument even if you do not agree with it. Blame the opponents that couldn't even make a response to the weak argument and include that point in your comments for improvement for next time.  

GIVE COMMENTS ON WHAT THEY DID WELL AND HOW THEY COULD IMPROVE

· Avoid vague "you need to improve" and "you did a good job." Be specific--"You need to give a specific piece of evidence for your 2nd agrument" and "Your reasoning was very strong because you explained how the negatives’ assumption was, in fact, a contradiction."

· Avoid leaving people without a way to improve. Give specific suggestions--"You should address what the opposing team said or incorporate answers in your speech from the cross-x."  "Flag your points or arguments so they are easier to follow."

· Avoid commenting on things like "Your voice just sucks." Focus on things people can change.  "You need to rework your argument.  Focus more on…”

Hints for Judges New To Debate

1. Debate is not a speech event.  The winning team is the one that provides the most convincing argument.  This is a very important point to remember because you will, at times, see a very good speaker presenting a weak argument.  While delivery accounts for 10-20 % of speaker points and enables you to recognize effective speakers, the majority of your effort should be concentrated on following the flow of what is said, not how it was said.
2. The status quo, which means the current system, is assumed to be working as well as possible (unless the affirmative proves otherwise).  If the affirmative shows no problems in the status quo, then the negative wins even if they make no defense or mention the status quo.  The burden of proof is on the affirmative to demonstrate a problem exists in the current system.
3. The affirmative must attack the status quo.  In addition, they must also present a plan that results in a system that demonstrably works better than the status quo.
4. It is possible for the affirmative to win with a very poor plan.  This happens when the negative spends all their time attacking the affirmative’s plan but makes no defense whatsoever of the status quo.  This occurs at times.  In this scenario, if the affirmative has shown serious weaknesses of the status quo, without answer from the negatives, you should give the debate to the affirmative even with a terrible plan. 
5. Negative Argumentation During a Policy Debate:  The negative’s main task is to refute the affirmative’s case and plan but it must also choose one of the following lines of attack when dealing with a policy proposition, and it must stay with that line of attack throughout the debate:

a. The status quo is satisfactory.  This approach involves defending the present order or structure of things and, hence, forces the negative to show how good it is.

b. The status quo is unsatisfactory.  This means that the negative accepts the harms and inherency argumentation of the affirmative side.  It also means that the negative must give a superior counter-plan to solve the problem and, in effect, it becomes a second affirmative team.  Because of this, the negative also takes on the burden of proof but still must rebut the aff (as the aff must rebut the neg’s counter plan).  The plan which is proven to solve more of the problem should be the one that wins the debate.  
6. If both sides pretty much do their jobs (the aff attacks the status quo, the negative defends it, the aff gives a plan, the negative attacks it), the winning team is simply the one who better attacks and defends.  In this case, the judge mainly needs to record the flow of argumentation. 
7. It is the debater’s job, not the judge’s, to attack weak evidence and logic.  Judges will sometimes note poor logic or evidence in their comments, but if the other side fails to attack the weaknesses in statements, the statements have to stand.  This is why you’ll often hear experienced debaters in rebuttals remark, “They never attacked our statement that … therefore we have to assume that it stands.”
8. The affirmative does not have prove that their plan WILL be adopted, only that it SHOULD be adopted. This is referred to as “Fiat” power.  For example, if the negative says “The Senate is now ruled by Republicans.  It would never vote to raise taxes,” the affirmative response should be, “We don’t have to prove that the Senate WILL vote for this.  By Fiat, we need only prove that it should be adopted.”  You may hear debaters say “that’s a would-should argument.”  They would need to explain this for it to make sense.  
9. All evidence should have sources and dates.  Both sides can attack evidence as well as its sources.

10. Some statements are “common knowledge.”  There is no need to cite evidence.  For example, if debaters state that Clinton was a US President, no evidence is needed to prove this.  However, if a debater states that Clinton was the “best president,” then the debater needs to give evidence to support that claim.

11. Remember to write lots of comments on your ballot.  Debaters like to hear where they went wrong and what you were thinking, even if they lost and or did a substandard job of debating.  Make it a beneficial debating and learning experience.  

EMAC Ballot Evaluation Criteria 

Score each category between 1-5 points with 1 being poor and 5 being exceptional job.  The winning team normally has at least one more point than the losing side.  

Analysis – in this category consider if debaters explained why a problem existed, or how the present system was not addressing it, or why their opponents’ counter argument is weak, contains a contradiction, or actually helps their own line of argumentation.

Reasoning – closely tied to analysis, in this category, debaters are providing their rationale for why things aren’t working and why a certain plan is needed.   

Evidence – consider the amount of evidence given, was it from different sources, was it relevant, was it adequate or not enough (hasty generalization); also consider if debaters excelled at providing dates and sources for evidence given.

Organization – did the debaters enable you, as the judge, to follow their line of argumentation and reasoning.  Did speeches follow a kind of organization or were debaters randomly addressing whatever popped in their heads?  Could you follow a development of a case begun by the first speaker in the second speaker’s speech?

Refutation – though this is the main task of the negative, both sides must engage in refuting the other sides assertions and evidence.  Listen for debaters to identify the issue, argument, or specific piece of evidence they will refute and their accompanying explanation how it has been refuted.  Keep in mind that the only speech that should be given from memory is the 1AC.  The rest of the speeches should typically begin with refutation of what the other side has just said, include cross ex answers, and then continue to develop the case.  

Delivery – in this category consider pitch of voice, clarity of speech, confidence in their presentation when rating a debater.  Keep in mind that a good speaker is not always the most effective debater.  Don’t let an articulate debater who you would score high in delivery influence his/her scores in other areas.  

Cross Exam – in this category look for effective questioning for clarification, setting up arguments for the other side, getting the opponents to concede part of the ground of debate.  Also listen that debaters have used the potentially harmful answers of their opponents in later speeches to complete their refutation of their opponents.  The debater questioning controls the time and can politely cut off their opponent, especially if they have asked a yes/no question.  If they ask an opened-ended question (how? Why?) then they should not hastily cut off the their opponent.  Points can be deducted for rude behavior in this area in particular.  

What are Voting Issues?

In debate a voting issue is the criteria by which a judge justifies a decision in a debate.  Look for arguments and evidence from both sides to prove and refute:

Harms, Inherency, Topicality, and Solvency
In your opinion, after the debate is finished and you’ve reviewed your flow sheet:

a) if the affirmative has proven each of the 4 voting issues and the negative has not really cast any doubt on them – vote affirmative

b) if the negative has won on any of the 4 voting issues – vote negative

c) if neither team really provided any evidence to prove their arguments or rebuts – vote negative (because the aff has the burden of proof)

d) if neither team has really clashed with the other over arguments and the affirmative has provided some evidence for each voting issue– vote affirmative 

e) if the neg counter plan solves more of the problem than the aff’s plan– vote negative
Automatic Decisions for the Negative Side:

1. If both teams simply sat in their chairs and no one spoke you would be obliged to vote negative.  This is because the affirmative has the burden of proof so if they don’t identify and prove a significant problem with the status quo and give a plan for solution of it, you should vote negative.  

2. If the affirmative does not at least outline the general aff plan in the 1AC then you would be obliged to vote negative.  This only gives one speech (2NC) for the negative to attack the plan which is unfair under the rules of debate.
Automatic Decisions for the Affirmative Side:

1. If the negative says nothing about the affirmative’s case – vote affirmative (as long as the aff has given some kind of evidence to prove it).  

2. If the negative gives a counter plan and does not begin to critique the aff’s case – vote affirmative because the negative has the burden of rejoinder (rebuttal of the aff’s case) and there really has been no “debate,” just presentation of two different plans.  
Typical situations that will occur during debates at the tournament:
1. Both teams really don’t refute each other because they are new to debate.  The 1NC may be a prepared speech that develops a counter plan and therefore contains no real refutation of the affirmative’s case.  If the negative only tries to develop their plan and does not directly attach/clash/rebut the aff’s case, you should probably vote affirmative in this situation.  The only prepared speech in any debate should be the 1AC.  The decision in this case is made much more difficult by this lack of clash. 

2. Both teams are very experienced and so you feel that after each speech you could vote for that team.  Look at your notes and consider which team won each voting issue in your opinion.  If aff won all 4 issues vote aff; if the neg one at least one issue vote neg.  

3. Topicality arguments – these are when the negative argues that one or more definitions of key terms by the affirmative are unfair or not relevant for the topic or the plan does not address the topic.  The debate becomes a debate simply about definitions and this should be avoided by debaters.  Generally, if the aff’s definitions make sense for the topic the negative should accept them.  

Debate Terminology

General definitions of concepts every debater needs to know about the affirmative and negative sides of a debate.

Affirmative cases 

This is generally used to refer to the part of the affirmative position which demonstrates that there is a need for change because there is a serious problem (need) which the present system cannot solve (inherency) but which is none the less, solvable (solvency). 

Plan 

Proposal for policy action presented by the affirmative. Usually includes: agent, action, extent, funding, enforcement, etc. 

Inherency 

Basic component of an affirmative case. Explains why the problem identified persists and why it is not being solved. 

Solvency 

Usually a component of the affirmative case -- an explanation as to how the plan proposed by the affirmative solves the problem they have identified. 

Stock issues 

Standard points of controversy in policy disputes, around since classical times: harm, Inherency, solvency, plan, disadvantages.  Also known as voting issues for judges consideration. 
Topicality 

The notion that the affirmative plan/negative counterplan should/should not fall within the conceptual boundaries of the resolution. 

Status quo 

The way things are now, as the debate does on. 

Burden of proof 

The debater who offers an issue for consideration in the debate as the burden of proving it. 

Evidence 

Authoritative quoted published material entered into the debate to support the arguments being made. 

Cite 

Where a piece of evidence (or "card") came from. Usually includes author, title, date, page number. Should be sufficient to allow someone to locate that evidence again. 

Enforcement plank 

A part of the affirmative plan providing assurance that the plan's mandates will be carried out, usually through a directive that a particular agency will oversee and ensure compliance with those mandates. 

Funding plank 

The part of the plan naming or listing those sources from which the money the plan requires will be garnered. 

Extension 

Continuing to advance and elaborate on an issue through several speeches of the debate. 

Impact 

Explanation of why something is important, and thus how it influences the outcome of the debate. Usually impacts need to be proven, not just assumed. 

Flow 

Notes taken by debaters during the debate and then used as their notes while they speak. There is a specific technique to flowing you will need to learn. 

Flow sheet 

Paper used to keep track of the arguments in a debate. 

Permutation
This is an affirmative argument given when a neg’s counterplan can be done in conjunction with the aff’s plan.  This means that the Neg counter plan does not force an opportunity cost (what did you choose to give up by doing something else?) and therefore, is not competitive with the aff plan.  
Reasonability 

A topicality standard which indicates that the affirmative only need offer a definition which is not excessively broad and would appear legitimate at first glance. 

Concepts associated with but not limited to the Negative Side:
Competitive 

Refers to a counter plan and if it is better than the aff’s plan.  If a counter plan is competitive, it must be a better plan than what the aff offers AND cannot be done simultaneously with the aff’s plan.  It forces an opportunity cost decision that cannot be done by doing both the aff plan and neg counter plan.  
Disadvantage 

Argument that the plan proposed by the other team will cause bad things to happen which would not have happened otherwise.
Link 

A causal or correlative relationship between two ideas. Usually the negative looks for a "link" between the affirmative plan and their disadvantage. 

Political disadvantages 

These are arguments which indicate that the political consequences of passing the plan will lead to impacts which will outweigh the case. 

Presumption 

Presumption is usually an assumption that we should stay with the system which we have now and operates against change and untried policies. 

Refutation 

Answering or criticizing ideas and issues presented by the other team. 

Flowing a Debate
Flowing is a term for taking notes during a debate.  Judges and debaters usually flow debates to organize all the information begin given.  
Tips for Flowing:
1.  Turn a blank piece of paper sideways and draw 4 columns for each of the 4 constructive speeches.  

	A1


	N1
	A2
	N2


2.   Fold a piece of paper into 4 parts to delineate the 4 columns in which you’ll record information. 

3.   Use a different piece of paper for each side in the debate or use a different piece of paper to flow each 

      argument given by each side.

4. Use different colored pens to show answers to cross-x questions or refutation.

5. Don’t try to write every spoken word – it’s impossible.  Instead listen for the tasks that each speaker must accomplish in their speech and record what they say trying to get the “big ideas” down. 

6. Try to write down all letters and numbers for each argument; try to flow and organize information in the way it is given by each debater.

7. Leave space after each point or argument so you can add additional info from later cross x and speeches. 

8. Use symbols and abbreviations for concepts and debate terms to record information more quickly.

Create your own abbreviations for topic and debate terms so you will save time flowing a debate:
Topicality - 


nuclear technologies -


evidence – 

Non-nuc countries - 

change - 



increases – 

Decreases - 


equal to - 



greater than – 

Less than - 


status quo - 



counter plan – 

Plan - 



harms - 



inherency – 

Solvency - 


because - 



advantage – 

Disadvantage - 







Sample Brief
Reasons for world taps running dry

Kirby, BBC News Online environment correspondent, 2003

(Alex. "Why world's taps are running dry." BBC 20 June 2003. 31 Oct. 2005
     <http://news.bbc.co.uk/go/pr/fr/-/2/hi/science/nature/2943946.stm>.)
Water-borne diseases already kill one child every eight seconds.  Two-fifths of the world's people already face serious shortages, and water-borne diseases fill half its hospital beds.   People in rich countries use 10 times more water than those in poor ones.
The world cannot increase its supply of fresh water: all it can do is change the way it uses it.   Its population is going to go on increasing for some time before there is any prospect it will stabilize. 

But there is certainly room for better management of water in agriculture - which currently takes ups 70% of the water we use.   There is some good news. Clean water and sanitation are getting to more and more people. But you may not have noticed, because the number of people benefiting was outstripped by the growth in human numbers. 

Because the world's water suppy is finite, most of life's other necessities are finite as well. In China it takes 1,000 tonnes of water to grow one tonne of wheat. 

If we do not learn to live within our aqueous means, we shall go hungry as well as thirsty. 
If nothing is done about the scarcity of water in the Middle East, war is inevitable.

Welsh, BBC Middle East Correspondent, 2000

(Paul. "Water wars: Part l - The Middle East." BBC 15 Mar. 2000. 2 Nov.
     2005 <http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/low/world/middle_east/677547.stm>. )
These waters are a source of great tension between countries, not because they are holy, but because they are scarce.

As Meir Ben Meir, Israel's Water Commissioner prepared for retirement, he painted a gloomy picture of possible conflict over water between Israel, the Palestinians, Jordan and Syria. 
"At the moment, I project the scarcity of water within 5 years," he says. 
"I can promise that if there is not sufficient water in our region, if there is scarcity of water, if people remain thirsty for water, then we shall doubtless face war." 


Several regions worldwide are in danger of facing conflicts over water.

Welsh, BBC Middle East Correspondent, 2000

(Paul. "Water wars: Part l - The Middle East." BBC 15 Mar. 2000. 2 Nov.
     2005 <http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/low/world/middle_east/677547.stm>. )
The Jordan Valley is not unique. In other ancient water systems - the Nile, the Tigris and the Euphrates - there is also a danger of conflict over water.

ASK Debate
October 2005 

Affirmative Plans

	
	Plan #1
	Plan #2
	Plan #3

	Agent of Plan 
	International Transboundary Water Commission
	New Organization under the United Nations
	New Organization that collaborates with the International Law Association

	Action
	1. Experts arbitrate among interested countries/groups

2. Arbitration decision is for 10 years with annual monitoring of decision


	1. Set restrictions on depriving country of water through dams and pollution


	1. Experts provide research and data that is presented to members of the ILA

2. The ILA will conduct the arbitration of the issues and make a decision

	Funding
	International Monetary Fund

United Nations

World Bank
	International Monetary Fund

World Bank


	International Monetary Fund

United Nations

World Bank

	Enforcement


	Non-compliance leads to economic sanctions by the UN Security Council
	UN Charter 

UN Security Council
	UMMMMMMM

	Extent
	Ensure that approximately 100 million more people in contested areas gain equitable access to the fresh water over the next 5 years.  


	Provide ____ more people with equitable access to freshwater by the year _____.  
	1 year to collect research

Decision can be appealed at 5 yrs

Decision is in force for 10 years and at that time a new round of reevaluation and arbitration process is begun anew.

	Incentives
	1. Reduce possibility of competition over finite water source and lessen chance of armed conflict

2. Richer countries would go along because they can benefit from participation and have to pay less money in times of war caused by water fights
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2008 EMAC Debate Resolution: How to Begin? 
Resolved: that an international body should assist non-nuclear countries in the acquisition of civilian nuclear technologies.

Step 1: Define key words and terms in the resolution to become more familiar with it.


International body – 


Assist – 


Non-nuclear countries –


Acquisition – 


Civilian – 


Nuclear technologies – 

Step 2: Research current treaties and organizations that promote or regulate nuclear technologies.  Start with the UN but also look up current US and EU policies to learn what the “status quo” is.  

Step 3: Identify ideas or plans that discuss the sharing of technologies between countries.  

Step 4: Look for research that is linked to the resolution.  Sort it in to stock issues later.  Be sure to record all citation information (author, date published, publisher, website URL, when modified, when visited, etc) .

Step 5: Create an aff plan to solve __ % of the current problem.  Then create a 1AC speech for your debate team. 

Debate Planning

Debate Teammate: ____________________
Email Address: ___________________________________

Telephone Number: ____________________________

Mutual Times to Meet to do Research: ________________________________________________________

Who is the 1st speaker and who will be the 2nd speaker?

1st Speaker ___________________


2nd Speaker _______________________________

What is your affirmative plan?

	Agent of Plan 
	

	Action
	

	Funding
	

	Enforcement


	

	Extent of Solution
	

	Incentives
	


What is your team strategy for the negative? (check one because you cannot do both) 

Defend status quo? ___

Accept Harms/Inherency and go with a counterplan?  ____

POLICY DEBATE


6 minutes first affirmative


3 minutes cross-examination


6 minutes first negative


3 minutes cross-examination


6 minutes second affirmative


3 minutes cross-examination


6 minutes second negative


3 minutes cross-examination


2 minute break


4 minutes negative summary (either speaker)


4 minutes affirmative summary (by 1st speaker)


WHAT ARE THESE WORDS THE POLICY DEBATERS KEEP USING?


SIGNIFICANCE: Whether there is a significant problem.


INHERENCY: Is the present system solving the problem? (stock issue)


HARMS: Is the present system creating problems? (stock issue)


SOLVENCY: Will the plan solve the problem? (stock issue)


DISADVANTAGE: Will the plan cause new problems?


TOPICALITY: Does the plan address the topic? (stock issue)  Are the definitions relevant to the resolution?  Does the affim give the negative enough ground in which to debate?


DROPPED: An argument that a team did not respond to.


PLAN: The affirmative's plan of action to solve a problem.


PULL ACROSS: Remember this argument, it is important.


VOTING ISSUE: Any of the stock issues that must be proven by the affirmative or refuted by the negative.  
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