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LINCOLN-DOUGLAS DEBATE
DEFINITION: Lincoln-Douglas debate is a competitive activity that weighs propositions of value, as opposed to propositions of fact or policy.    

GOAL: L-D debate is designed to engage students in a myriad of different fields in philosophy and politics and also to promote critical thinking and logic in both the creation of and attack of an argument.

NOTE TO THE TEACHER:  This curriculum resource guides assumes that the basic Argumentation unit has already been covered or is being interwoven with this unit.  L-D debate can be initiated as a classroom activity and then (if desired) developed more fully as a competitive activity with OSSAA and/or NFL.  Please check the online resources listed at the end of this curriculum resource guide - they are plentiful and very helpful.
OBJECTIVES:

1. Identify the differences between propositions of fact, value, and policy.

2. Identify the appropriateness of each type of proposition.

3. Identify the rules of debate (structure and procedure) in L-D format.

4. Develop research skills.

5. Develop a more thorough understanding of contemporary issues by researching and advocating both sides of those issues.

6. Improve argumentation skills and develop a more sound logical structure.

7. Develop skills for delivering a written speech (the constructive speech).

8. Develop skills for delivering an impromptu / extempore speech (rebuttal speeches).  

9. Develop cross-examination skills.

10. Increase note-taking skills.

11. Identify weaknesses in arguments.

12. Identify logical fallacies.

13. Write an affirmative case for each resolution that is the appropriate length.

14. Write a negative case for each resolution that is the appropriate length.

15. Participate in a L-D debate.

CONTENT OUTLINE

I. Lincoln-Douglas debate deals mainly with propositions of value.

A. In most instances, resolutions ask the debaters to establish a value hierarchy.  For example: Resolved, that when in conflict, individual liberty ought to be valued above community standards.
B. In a few instances, resolutions ask the debaters to prove whether or not something exists (this is more accurately a proposition of fact), for instance, a benefit or a detriment.  For example: Resolved, that the tenure system degrades the quality of higher education.
C. “A value premise should be the ultimate value that you seek to uphold and/or achieve in the debate round. Examples include things like Justice, Morality, Societal Welfare, Individual Welfare, or Liberty. Some debaters tend to use more obscure values, but sticking to the basics is generally preferable unless you have a specific goal in mind. It is important to remember that your value premise must be a VALUE, and not something else like the Social Contract which is an IDEA but not a value in and of itself. Every argument that you make in a debate round should relate to this value premise. If you cannot show how your side better achieves your value premise, then you (ideally- if you have a good judge) should lose the round. Therefore it is very important to choose a value premise wisely and never forget that your arguments should focus on it at all times.” [Taken from Leslie’s Debate Page website on August 6, 2002.  The page was last updated on July 18, 1999. http://www.mindspring.com/~dbn/everything.html]
II. L-D debate follows a specific structure.

A. There are two debaters per round.

1. The affirmative advocates the resolution.

2. The negative seeks to prove the opposite of the resolution.

3. An individual, not a team, carries out each side.

B. There is a specific structure in which the debate round takes place.

1. The affirmative constructive speech. (AC)

a. This speech is 6 minutes in length.

b. The purpose of this speech is to both set the parameters of the round and advocate the resolution.

2. The negative cross-examines the affirmative. (N C-X)

a. This period is 3 minutes in length.

b. The purpose of this period is to clarify any points made by the affirmative and set up the groundwork for the negative position, and 

3. The negative constructive speech. (NC)

a. This speech is 7 minutes in length.

b. The purpose of this speech is to both establish the negative position and attack the affirmative position.

4. The affirmative cross-examines the negative. (A C-X)

a. This period is 3 minutes in length.

b. The purpose of this period is to clarify the negative case and set up the groundwork for the affirmative rebuttal.

5. The first affirmative rebuttal. (1AR)

a. This speech is 4 minutes in length.

b. The purpose of this speech is to both attack the negative case and to rebuild the affirmative position.

6. The negative rebuttal.  (NR)

a. This speech is 6 minutes in length.

b. The purpose of this speech is to both attack the affirmative remarks and rebuild the negative position.

7. The second affirmative rebuttal.  (2AR)

a. This speech is 3 minutes in length.

b. The purpose of this speech is to highlight the important issues in the round and defend the affirmative position.

C. Each side has generally adhered to burdens (duties) that they must fulfill.

1. The affirmative must prove the resolution to be true.

2. To do this, the affirmative must offer a value and a means of weighing that value (criterion). 

a.
“A value premise should be the ultimate value that you seek to uphold and/or achieve in the debate round. Examples include things like Justice, Morality, Societal Welfare, Individual Welfare, or Liberty. Some debaters tend to use more obscure values, but sticking to the basics is generally preferable unless you have a specific goal in mind. It is important to remember that your value premise must be a VALUE, and not something else like the Social Contract which is an IDEA but not a value in and of itself. Every argument that you make in a debate round should relate to this value premise. If you cannot show how your side better achieves your value premise, then you (ideally- if you have a good judge) should lose the round. Therefore it is very important to choose a value premise wisely and never forget that your arguments should focus on it at all times.”  [Taken from Leslie’s Debate Page website on August 6, 2002.  The page was last updated on July 18, 1999. http://www.mindspring.com/~dbn/everything.html]

b.
“The next step in preparing for a new resolution is deciding on a criterion. A criterion is a way in which you can define and achieve your value premise. More specifically, it is the key to a winning a debate round. A criterion should be the mechanism by which you weigh the values at stake and ultimately come to the conclusion that your value premise is achieved. Examples of criterion include the social contract, giving each his due, protection of individual rights, etc. A criterion should not be another value such as fairness or legitimacy. Instead, it should clear up all the questions that proposing a huge, overarching, undefined value premise like Justice raises. And remember, if you want to have more than one criterion, the plural form is "CRITERIA." It is important to pay attention to little things like this so you will appear more knowledgeable.”   [Taken from Leslie’s Debate Page website on August 6, 2002.  The page was last updated on July 18, 1999.  http://www.mindspring.com/~dbn/everything.html]
3. The negative must prove the resolution to be false.

4. To do this, the negative should also offer a value and criterion.

*Note that, with the exception of the time limits, these rules are not written within the rules of L-D debate, but are accepted norms within the debate community.

III. Researching the resolution.

A. There are five resolutions per school year for L-D debate for OSSAA and NFL competition.

1. Each resolution is debated for two months.

2. Each resolution comes out the month before it takes effect, i.e., the resolution for Nov/Dec comes out in Oct, the resolution for Jan/Feb comes out in Dec, etc.   

3. The resolutions are selected by a committee within the National Forensic League (NFL) and are voted on by NFL member schools.

4. The resolutions are available at the NFL web-site, http://debate.uvm.edu/nfl.html  (you can also visit this site if you have any questions about how to join the NFL).
B. As each resolution is made available, it should be researched immediately.

1. Scholarly journals, recent books, and established reference material make excellent sources.

2. These types of resources can be found at a local university library or on-line.

3. Because there is only one month to prepare for the tournaments, research should be immediate in nature.  

C. Preliminary preparation should take place in the form of “briefing” research.

1. Find articles, books and reference material that are relevant to the resolution.

2. Find the quotes within this evidence that most clearly states the ideas expressed within the work.

3. Copy the evidence.

4. “Cut” the evidence by quote and paste it onto another sheet of paper.

5. For each piece of evidence, cite the source using author, journal title, title of article, date and any other identifying factor relevant to the source.

6. For each piece of evidence, briefly sum up the argument that the quote makes.

7. Make copies of your “briefed” evidence for all the members of your team.  This will lighten research burdens on each student.

D. Additional preparation takes place in the form of anticipating opponent’s arguments.

1. Brainstorm a list of all possible arguments that opponents could make.

2. Answer each argument with several of your own (usually 2-4) that fits within the following framework.

a. Non-unique.  This argument states that any advantages or detriments that the opponent claims could also be obtained through the other side.

b. Not True.  This argument points out that the opponent’s statement is false.

c. No Impact.  This argument states that even though the opponent’s argument may be true, no real harm or benefit exists.

d. No Significance.  This argument states that even though the opponent’s argument may be true and there may be an advantage or disadvantage, the weight of such an advantage is insignificant.

e. Turn.  This argument states that everything about the opponent’s argument may be true, but the advantage proposed is really a disadvantage or visa versa.

f. No Link.  This argument states that skipping a step creates a flaw in the opponent’s logic.

3. Photocopy and share argument “blocks” with members of the squad who helped on their creation.  

IV. Writing Cases.

A. As in any good speech, something is used to grab the audience’s) in this case, judges) attention.  A quote, statistic, or other opening is usually used to accomplish this task. 

B. After the introduction, it is customary for the affirmative to offer definitions to establish what the resolution means.  If this is done in an unfair manner, the negative may wish to offer counter-definitions in his case to redefine the perimeters.  

C. After the definitions, the case should state the value and criterion and show how they support the side that one is debating.

D. After the value and criterion, the debater should offer areas of analysis, or contentions (the actual arguments) to support his side.  (See Appendix A for an example case.)

1. Each contention should have a brief “tag” line that tells what the contention is about.  This will help the judge and both debaters know where attacks are being made.

2. Within each contention, there may be sub points.  These can also be given and should also be tagged.  

E. There should also be a conclusion to sum up the ideas expressed by the case.

F. For examples of cases, see Leslie’s Debate Page website (last updated on December 17, 2001) at http://www.mindspring.com/~dbn/cases.html.
V. Debating the cases.

A. Practice rounds are vital to success with your squad.  As soon as cases are written, students should begin debating each other in class to point out weaknesses within their cases.  A third student (preferably one who is more experienced) can judge the two debaters and also offer suggestions on how to strengthen the ideas.  The benefit of doing this in an in-class setting is that at any point, the debaters can stop and talk about other ideas in an environment more conducive to learning.

B. Tournament rounds give students the opportunity to test their ideas out against students from across the state and often times, from other states as well.  Many times, ideas that no one on your own squad would have thought of are expressed here, so it is a good way to get familiar with new philosophies and concepts.  

VI. Tournaments.  

A. Area schools throughout the latter part of the first semester and the early part of the second semester host tournaments.  In the OSSAA, these tournaments are regional qualifying tournaments and depending on the size, offer a different amount of invitations to the regional tournament.  

B. The conduct at a tournament is to be professional, both in behavior and appearance.  

C. In OSSAA tournaments, there are 4 guaranteed rounds (preliminary or prelim rounds) per debater.  Then, based on how many competitors enter the tournament, the top debaters will be invited to continue debating in a single elimination bracket, or “break” rounds.  As students continue to break in debate, they come closer to placing and therefore qualifying for the regional tournament.  

D. The regional tournament is different than the qualifying tournament, but varies in procedure periodically.  Consult an OSSAA handbook [http://www.ossaa.com/] or your regional director to find out how it is currently being done.  Whatever way it is done, the top 8-10, again depending on the size, qualify for the state competition.  Both the regional and state competitions are held in second semester in March and April.  

ACTIVITIES

1. Assign different research duties to different groups of students by subject and have them find evidence in the library.  (2,3)

2. Schedule a guest speaker who has debate experience to come and give a lecture on how to prepare for / carry out a debate round.  (1,12)

3. Schedule a guest speaker who is qualified to speak on the subject that the resolution uses.  (3)

4. Have students break into groups of 3 and conduct a practice round with a judge.  (4,5,6,7,10,11,13)

5. Plan a field trip to the nearest university library to do research.  (2,3)

6. Ask students to read their cases and have the other students conduct an intensive C-X period.  (6,9,10,12,13)

7. Conduct a discussion session and talk about favorite arguments for both the affirmative and negative positions.  (1,8,10,11,13)

8. Require each student to create and turn in a brief of a book, article or reference work.  (2,3)

9. Require each student to create and turn in a block over a specific affirmative and negative argument.  (8,13)

10. Require each student to create and turn in both an affirmative and a negative case on each resolution.  (3,10,11)

11. Read a sample case and have the students brainstorm attacks against it.  Then, discuss the validity of the arguments posed by the students.  (4,5,8,12)

12. View a tape of the national championship debate round.  (12)

13. Have a flowing exercise where students watch either a debate round or a newscast and have them get up and recite the basic ideas discussed in the order that they were given.  (12)

14. Go to local debate tournaments.  (1,3,4,5,6,7,8,10,11,12,13)

15. Host a local tournament and invite area schools to participate.  

16. Have students practice writing their own resolutions of value and fact.  (9)

17. If your school is a member of NFL, enter in the NFL districts competition.  (1,3,4,5,6,7,8,10,11,12,13)
APPENDIX A

SAMPLE CASE

Written by David Galoob, University of Central Oklahoma & Norman North High School

“Tenure is neither a bulwark of academic freedom nor a banner to continuous improvement in education” These words from Shane Premeaux and Wayne Mondy, faculty at McNeese State University in Louisiana, express my feelings and warrant the avocation of the resolution, 

Resolved: That the Tenure System Degrades the Quality of U.S. Higher Education.

For the purpose of fair evaluation, I suggest that today’s debate be evaluated on the basis of cost-benefit analysis.  I intend to prove that tenure has significant harms to both the research and the teaching components of education while offering no unique benefits.  


The value that the affirmative will uphold today will be education for two reasons.

First, education must be the primary concern of any university or other institute of higher learning and second, the resolution asks us to evaluate tenure on the basis of its effects on education.  


There will be three contentions put forth by the affirmative.  The first, that tenure harms the research component of education.  The second, distinct harms exist within the classroom with the tenure system.  And the third, Institutional harms exist with tenure.  

Before I begin with the Affirmative contentions, I’d like to offer a brief overview.

Overview: Tenure changes the focus of scholarship. Let’s first look to see what tenure consists of.  The tenure “track” is a method of evaluating faculty on an up-or-out system, meaning that scholars have a limited time to demonstrate proficiency in research, teaching and service in order to be granted permanence within an institution.  The natural result is that tenure encourages publication for the sake of employment rather than expanding knowledge.  This idea was most succinctly put by William Bevan when he stated, “[Tenure] is geared to producing career academics rather than scholars or intellectuals.”  Simply put, tenure as an evaluation system commodifies scholarship by forcing publication for the sake of employment rather than academic advancement.  This change in focus is, by its very nature, a means of decreasing the quality of higher education.  

Contention 1: Harms of tenure to research.  The focal change of education brought on by tenure has two distinct harms to publication; it makes it both trendy and premature.

Outside review boards are necessary for tenure to work, and they must have some sort of objective standard.  One means of evaluation of work is the source of publication of that work, since many journals are more prestigious than others are.  The problem is that the articles published within these journals are often thought of as more important due solely to the journal publishing them.  

Time limits placed by tenure create the specific problem of trendy scholarship, or changing the type of research to fit the desires of specific journals.  Some journals may wish to publish critiques on the nature of education in an attempt to revolutionize that field.  This would place burdens on scholars to write articles on that field of study for the sake of employment rather than a desire to change the way people view that particular field.  

Additionally, some works take longer to produce than others do. Edward Wood, professor of psychology at the University of Wisconsin, states, 

Until the “publish or perish” dogma of tenure…even at so called teaching universities, is relaxed, we can expect more of the same over-specialized, trivial, and contrived science-by-the-numbers, connect-the-dots-to-security work in our discipline (and others as well).

The harm to education is clear, when lackluster literature, brought on by the need for employment, runs rampant, its effects go beyond the university walls.  All research material suffers and entrenches poor scholarship.  

Contention 2: Harms of Tenure to the Classroom.  

Sub point A: Self-Censorship.    It isn’t hard to see that those faculty members being considered for tenure would naturally want to play the political games involved with appeasing the current administration.  This includes not being vocal about certain issues so as not to offend anybody.  Notice that even if the negative argues that once tenured, they will be able to voice dissent with security, any act of self-censorship at any stage of teaching is a clear degradation of quality.  In a non-tenured system, those who disagree with the administration would still be able to voice their opinion.  As Jagdish Bhagwati and Brenden O’Flaherty, professors at Colombia University, state,

Academic tenure is not necessary to protect free speech. In fact, tenure is an extravagant way of protecting it. Granting people lifetime tenure so that they can express themselves freely about public issues is like giving people Rolls Royces so that they can use the cigarette lighter in the dashboard. In the academic setting, contracts and laws forbidding universities from dismissing professors based on the exercise of First Amendment rights would be about as effective -- without any of the heavy costs of tenure.

Effectively, tenure rewards those who would self-censor.  

Sub point B: Mediocre Teachers (not dead wood).  Because of the outside review process and a focus on research, it is likely that those who are good researchers and poor teachers would get tenured faster than those whose strengths lie in teaching.  Shane Premeaux and Wayne Mondy concur.

It is notable that both [tenured faculty and non-tenured faculty] agreed that teaching is extremely important, more so than either research or service.  Possibly, however, tenure permits bad teaching because many universities grant tenure to professors who are only average teachers but prolific researchers…even when good teaching occurs, it is unlikely to be rewarded with either financial incentives or tenure.    

Clearly when the quality of the professorate diminishes in its teaching capacity, the quality of higher education is diminished.  This kind of diminishment is only possible with the tenure system.  

Contention 3: Harms of the system of tenure to the institution.

Tenure is expensive.  As David Leslie, professor at the college of William and Mary states, 

Tenure in its traditional form may be a relic of past battles that no longer serves its original purpose--and that faculty who are forced by "the system" to compete for tenure in frenzied research and publication may be disserving their students and the public. On the other hand, the academic community is willing to employ substitute, temporary, and part-time faculty--faculty not eligible for tenure--on a proportionately massive scale, thereby tacitly acknowledging that the enterprise really cannot afford to do its business under the traditional constraints of the tenure system. The reality appears to be that tenure as commonly implemented has become too expensive and too rigid. 



Moreover, tenure is expensive in its inflexibility.  As Michael McPhereson, president of Macalester College, suggests, 

The institution of tenure clearly does raise the cost to management of undertaking certain kinds of actions.  Most obviously, it is quite costly to dismiss a tenured professor.  But the institution of tenure also restricts administrative discretion over the duties assigned to tenured faculty members: it limits administrators’ freedom in reducing salaries [when necessary]; and it adds to the costs of adjusting the composition of the faculty, since management cannot…close a department without incurring substantial costs in either providing new positions to tenured faculty in that department or offering them substantial settlements.  

When universities are not allowed to use their resources as effectively as possible, it harms education by not allowing technological innovations or an increase in faculty. It also increases the costs of admission, therefore limiting the accessibility of higher education or requires more students to generate more money, resulting in grade inflation and a general degradation of the worth of higher education.

THE BASICS:  Everything You Need to Know for Your First Tournament

[The following is taken from Leslie’s Debate Page on August 6, 2002.  The page was last updated on July 18, 1999.  http://www.mindspring.com/~dbn/everything.html]
What is LD?

Lincoln-Douglas debate is one-on-one debate and is primarily focused on competing values. Every two months, a resolution is decided upon by coaches across the nation and it is debated at most tournaments within that two month period. Resolutions generally take the form in which two values are pitted against each other. A great example is the recent resolution - "Resolved: A just social order ought to place the principle of equality above that of liberty." In this resolution, the value of liberty and equality are at odds, and the goal of the debate should be to determine which value is of greater importance in a just social order. Other resolutions may not be as clear or blatantly straightforward in establishing what values are in conflict. Examples include: "Resolved: Secondary education in the United States ought to be a privilege and not a right" or "Resolved: When they are in conflict, a business' responsibility to itself ought to be valued above its responsibility to society." After an examination of these resolutions, underlying values will emerge. Debaters then write cases (the affirmative should write a 6 minute case and the negative should write a 3 and 1/2 minute case) that they present and continue the debate in the form of spontaneous rebuttals that should not bring up any new arguments that weren't already addressed in the cases. 

In LD, the format of the round is as follows: 

· Affirmative Constructive- 6 minutes 

· Cross-Examination- 3 minutes 

· Negative Constructive- 7 minutes 

· Cross-Examination- 3 minutes 

· First Affirmative Rebuttal- 4 minutes 

· Negative Rebuttal- 6 minutes 

· Second Affirmative Rebuttal- 3 minutes 

· Prep Time - Varies depending on the tournament (see below) 

More information will be given later about what to do in all these speeches. Most tournaments give each debater 3 minutes of "prep time" that you should use before your speeches. Use all your prep time- it can only make you speak more effectively and no judge in his or her right mind will penalize you for using it! Some tournaments give 4 or even 5 minutes of prep time- cherish them! You can divide up your prep time however you choose. 

What is a Value Premise?

From all these values that arise, your first goal should be to decide on a "value premise." In some regions, debaters refer to their value premise as a core value, but the term value premise is more generally recognized. A value premise should be the ultimate value that you seek to uphold and/or achieve in the debate round. Examples include things like Justice, Morality, Societal Welfare, Individual Welfare, or Liberty. Some debaters tend to use more obscure values, but sticking to the basics is generally preferable unless you have a specific goal in mind. It is important to remember that your value premise must be a VALUE, and not something else like the Social Contract which is an IDEA but not a value in and of itself. Every argument that you make in a debate round should relate to this value premise. If you cannot show how your side better achieves your value premise, then you (ideally- if you have a good judge) should lose the round. Therefore it is very important to choose a value premise wisely and never forget that your arguments should focus on it at all times. 

What is a Criterion?

The next step in preparing for a new resolution is deciding on a criterion. A criterion is a way in which you can define and achieve your value premise. More specifically, it is the key to a winning a debate round. A criterion should be the mechanism by which you weigh the values at stake and ultimately come to the conclusion that your value premise is achieved. Examples of criterion include the social contract, giving each his due, protection of individual rights, etc. A criterion should not be another value such as fairness or legitimacy. Instead, it should clear up all the questions that proposing a huge, overarching, undefined value premise like Justice raises. And remember, if you want to have more than one criterion, the plural form is "CRITERIA." It is important to pay attention to little things like this so you will appear more knowledgeable. 

What is a Contention?

After you have decided on a value premise and a criterion, the next important thing to do is think of two or three main arguments (preferably 2) that you feel are the most important. These should become your contentions (they are called justifications or points of analysis in some parts of the country). Contentions make up the majority of the case and all your important analysis should be in the contentions. You can add subpoints to your contentions, but it is not required, although it does make for a better case. Each contention should have at least one quote in it to back up your argument with something other than your own words, but several quotes (more than 3) is often overkill and a waste of time. 

What do I do now?

After you have formulated your contentions, value premise, and criterion, the next step is to put them in case format. The ideal affirmative case should be structured as follows: 

· Opening Quote - 30 seconds 

· Definitions - 30 seconds 

· Value Premise and Criterion explanations - 45 seconds 

· First Contention - 2 minutes 

· Second Contention - 2 minutes 

The case should be as close to 6 minutes as possible, but allow yourself at least 10-15 seconds leeway in case you speak too slowly in a round so you don't run out of time. 

The ideal negative case should be structured a little differently because of greater time constraints. In the negative constructive speech, you have 7 minutes, but you must read your own case and then attack the affirmative's case, so it is vital that you allocate your time effectively. The best negative case should be about 3:30, although it can vary between 3 and 4 minutes. The structure should be as follows: 

· Opening Quote - 20-30 seconds 

· Value Premise and Criterion explanations - 30 seconds 

· First Contention - 1 minute 15 seconds 

· Second Contention - 1 minute 15 seconds 

One quick word on definitions - the affirmative should define all the key words in the resolution and the definition must be from a source of some kind (preferably Black's Law Dictionary, Webster's, or American Heritage). The negative should only define terms if the affirmative has used an abusive, unfair, or just plain wrong definition because of the time constraints. 
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How to Flow

Flowing is probably one of the most important things to know how to do well in LD. Flowing is simply a method of taking notes in an LD round. It consists of a series of columns and boxes where you write down your case and your opponent's case in an outline fashion. For more info and a more comprehensive look at flowing, go to my Flowing Page to see actual copies of my old flows as well as sheets showing you how to set up your own flow. 
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How to Rebut Arguments[image: image3.png]



The key to LD is CLASH. In order to clash with your opponent, you must directly refute the arguments they present as well as defend your own arguments against the attacks your opponent has made on them. Because LD is a very structured and organized form of debate, your attacks and speeches must be structured as well. The easiest way to stay organized is to "go down the flow." This simply means that you attack your opponent's arguments in the order they present them. Start with the Value Premise and show how your value is more important or how your criterion better achieves their value premise. You can also show any potential contradictions between the value premise and criterion they present. If there is a contradiction, you must IMPACT this argument and show how it means they can't win the round now. There are several ways to attack or deal with value premises. They include.... 

· Subsuming their VP if yours is more inclusive or superior. 

· Accepting their VP if yours is similar or the same and then showing how you achieve it better. 

· Using both value premises (your and theirs) and achieving both. 

· Point out contradictions or inconsistencies between their VP and criterion. 

After you've dealt with value premises and criteria, move on to attack their contentions. Always SIGNPOST.... i.e. tell the judge where you are on the flow and what argument you are attacking. For example, say "My opponent's first contention is _____. He states in the first subpoint that ________. This is wrong because _______." It's important that you be that blatant because your judge cannot flow the round if they don't know where you are on the flow. 

There are several steps to attacking an argument. It is not simply enough to say that your opponent is wrong. You must show WHY the argument is flawed and then IMPACT this. Impacting means showing how they cannot win the value premise now because this argument is necessary for it. Without an impact, you can rarely win debate rounds against good debaters. 
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Time Allocation Tips[image: image5.png]



Time allocation is a very important part of LD, especially as you become more experienced and have more to say. In order to win debate rounds, it's important that you lend equal time to each of your arguments and your opponent's arguments to ensure that everything is attacked properly. I've seen many a person lose a debate round because they ran out of time and didn't get to attack one of their opponent's contentions. So, it's important to take mental note of time signals and make sure you are moving along quickly enough. The hardest speech to do this is 1st Affirmative Rebuttal (1AR). You only have 4 minutes to rebuild your case and attack all of the negative's case. I recommend allocating time as follows: 

· 0:00-0:30 - Attack your opponent's value premise and criterion. 

· 0:30-1:15 - Attack your opponent's first contention. 

· 1:15-2:00 - Attack your opponent's second contention. 

· 2:00-2:15 - Touch on your own value premise if necessary. 

· 2:15-3:00 - Rebuild your first contention. 

· 3:00-3:45 - Rebuild your second contention. 

· 3:45-4:00 - Sum up your arguments, any last minute comments. 

For the negative rebuttal, time allocation is also important. Roughly 2 to 2 1/2 minutes should be spent on each case and the remaining 1-2 minutes should be spent crystallizing (summing up) the round. Don't use all of your time on the cases and then not have any time to deal with the bigger picture. 
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In addition, wise time allocation also should be applied to your prep time. Prep time is such a valuable commodity in LD, and how you use it can make or break the debate. During this time, you should write out your responses briefly on your flow, prepare for the next speech, and collect your thoughts. DON'T use it to go to the bathroom in the middle of a round or something... I know that sounds crazy, but I've seen people do this! Most debaters I've seen tend to use half of their prep time before each speech. At a tournament that gives 3 minutes, then an affirmative speaker would tend to use 1 1/2 before the 1AR and 1 1/2 before the 2AR. Although this is certainly fine, I tended to use a somewhat different approach. I would always use 2 minutes before the 1AR since it is the most difficult speech of the round. This was extremely helpful once I was an advanced debater, because I had to organize my 1AR speech very well to avoid running out of time, as mentioned above. The 2AR, which involves a lot of summing up, doesn't need such intense preparation, so the 1 minute left over tended to be more than enough. For the negative side, I had the opposite approach. Because the NC was already half planned (i.e. I had already written my case), I didn't need as much time to prepare for this speech. I usually used 1 minute or 1:15 for it. Because the NR is such a difficult speech (you have to defend your case, re-attack your opponent's case, and then crystallize), the remaining 1:45 or 2:00 was very helpful. Whatever you decide to do with prep time, make it work for you! 
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What is crystallization?[image: image8.png]



Crystallization is the term used for summing up the reasons why you have won. Debaters should make up several points (usually 3) that they have been winning throughout the debate and show why they are winning these points and then MOST IMPORTANTLY... why these points are so important to the big picture. This means that you should IMPACT the points to your value premise and show that because of them, you win the value premises and the round. If you simply list arguments that you've won, no judge is going to be convinced. 

Because the crystallization points are ARGUMENTS and will ultimately all tie in with the value premise, my personal philosophy is that the value premise should NOT be a crystallization point. The value premise isn't an independent entity in the round - it should be connected to everything you say, so it's odd and rather pointless to try to make it independent when crystallizing. A lot of debaters tend to make the VP a point, especially when they are novices or don't have a coach. If you watch final rounds at any national tournament (Emory, Bronx, Wake Forest, Stanford) however, notice that virtually none of these debaters will do this, so that should be all the convincing you need. 

Crystallization should be done at the end of the debater's last speech. For the negative, this means at the end of the NR and at least 1 minute (if not 2) should be allocated for crystallization. The affirmative should spend almost all of the 1AR's 3 minute time for crystallization. Keep in mind if you are negative, that the affirmative will have 3 minutes to do what you must do in 1 or 2, so make your crystallization count. Don't forget, crystallization is always a must for a debater... if you don't sum up why you have won the round for the judge, why should any judge take the time to have to do it for you? It's your responsibility to make it crystal clear.... 
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My Personal Tips and Pet Peeves- The Do's and Don'ts

This section is a a bunch of tips that I personally believe in, but they are not universally accepted. Of course, they are RIGHT, but that is beside the point. :-) This part of the page is likely to be controversial, so let me know of things that you disagree with. These tips are probably important for those of you debating the national circuit or in Alabama- I've had some experience at larger tournaments as well as in my own state (see My LD Biography Page if you question my credibility). These tips are EXTREMELY important if you ever get me as a judge (yes, I'll still be around occasionally, especially at the Yale tournament) and want to win my ballot. I think that these tips are generally ways to keep the debate good, clean, and fair. Read on for more... 

· Define your terms from a notable source. This means Black's Law, Webster's, American Heritage, Oxford, or any other decent dictionary. It is not acceptable or ethical to make up definitions. A debater from my team once won a round at Wake Forest because her opponent claimed a definition came from Black's Law and it wasn't. My teammate had a Xerox copy of the definition and the judge asked to see it after the round. Needless to say, my teammate won! Of course, you can compile two definitions if you want to define a phrase, but state that you are doing so. 

· Don't make up quotes. Talk about unethical... Sometimes you can get called on this and you don't want to create a reputation for yourself that you are a sleazy debater. Do research and I bet that you can find a quote with what you want to say. Or, if not, don't use a quote in this part of your case! Easy, huh? 

· Balance Cases are a no-no. Balance cases are negative cases in which a debater claims that the two competing claims in the resolution are equal. If the resolution says something like "Liberty is more valuable than equality," the negative debater can't simply insert the word "not" and then say the values are equal. If the affirmative has to take a position, the negative does too! Unlike policy debate, there is no burden of proof in LD, so don't try to get out of someone accusing you of running a balance case by saying that the affirmative has the burden of proof. The negative must argue that "Equality is more valuable than liberty." Do this!!!! 

· Don't mis-call dropped arguments. There is nothing worse than a sleazy debater who stands up and spend his or her entire speech saying that their opponent dropped this and that argument when their opponent hit everything. If your judge has any brain in his or her head, they will remember which arguments have been responded to, or better yet, have the responses written down on their flow. Don't try to get away with attempting to make your opponent look bad by mis-calling drops. 

· Don't spread. There is a big difference in spreading and going fast. I was guilty of going too fast as a debater... rarely was I guilty of spreading. Spreading is simply spewing little undeveloped arguments out and hoping that your opponent will drop them and you can win on this. Some people call this technique "blipping." It's for policy-debaters, so leave it alone. Have one or two responses to every subpoint, develop and impact them, and move on. If I ever see someone three or four-point an argument, I will get very mad! 

· Avoid the Philosopher-Soup case. This may be a little confusing, but let me explain. Many debaters think that the more philosophers they put in a case, the more credible they sound. Not true- some of the best cases I've written don't run philosophies at all (usually, I quoted philosophers or implicitly ran their philosophies, but I didn't say, "my first contention is the categorical imperative" or something like that). Anyway, there is a huge danger that you run into when you use more than one philosopher in a case and that is: OFTEN PHILOSOPHERS CONTRADICT EACH OTHER. I can't tell you how many rounds I've won because I've simply pointed out these contradictions and showed how they impacted the round. You just can't run utilitarianism and Locke's social contract, you can't run communitarianism and Locke's social contract- they CONTRADICT each other. There are many more of these contradictions, but I'll leave it up to you to determine this! 

· Don't run more than 3 contentions. The type of people who usually spread think that the more contentions that they run, the more likely it is that their opponents will drop them. That's right, but it also makes it WAY more likely that they will drop them too. If you are affirmative, there is no way that you can cover more than 3 contentions in the 1AR speech; if you can, then that means that there isn't enough in your contentions to start off with and they are better as subpoints. Time allocation is hard enough in LD without sleazy debaters trying to purposely throw you off. I would suggest using two contentions, three at most, but it is okay to put maybe two subpoints in each contention (three if it's REALLY necessary). This is fair for your opponent and reasonable enough that you will be able to cover and support your own case. 

· Don't run a weird value premise. It makes for bad debate, since ultimately everything should be impacted to the value premise. And the value premise is supposed to be a goal that all people would want to achieve, like Justice. You may throw less experienced debaters off by using off-the-wall value premises, but better debaters will be able to smash you and judges who know what they are doing will scoff at you. I've heard some really weird value premises out there (e-mail me about ones that you've heard and I'll keep a running list of the weirdest ones!)... just don't do it! 

· Run a Negative Case. Most people consider this a given, but I've noticed several people saying lately on the web that negative cases aren't necessary. THEY ARE. It is incredibly unfair for the negative to spend the entire 7 minute constructive speech attacking their opponent's case and then for the affirmative to only have 4 minutes in the 1AR. In addition, there is no burden of proof in LD (like I've mentioned before), so it is important for the negative to prove his or her side, not just disprove the affirmative side! 
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Don't kiss up to the judge. There is nothing hated more by the debate community than a brown-nosing debater. When you come into a debate round, it is fine to talk to your judge in a friendly way if your opponent hasn't arrived yet, but the following should be avoided... 

· Casually mentioning the tournament you won the weekend before. 

· Using a notepad from nationals or TOC's the year before the subtlety hint at how great you are. 

· Going WAY out of your way to be amusing, cool, etc. 

· Shaking your judge's hand (this especially goes for after the round is over when your judge has to be interrupted while they are writing the ballot.) 

· Saying little cheesy comments like "Thank you giving of your time and for judging this round." (The "thank you for judging" comment even bothers me... a nice quick thanks or nothing at all is better.) 
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· National Forensics League website:  http://debate.uvm.edu/nfl.html  
· Debate Central website:  http://debate.uvm.edu/learnld.html
· LD Debate.org:  http://www.westman.org/
· West Coast Publishing:  Has books for sale, links, occasional analysis.  
http://www.wcdebate.com/
· CDE Website:  Has 100 plus direct links and 92000 plus secondary links, books for sale, free blocks, research series, summer L.D. camp information and enrollment form.   http://www.cdedebate.com/
· Leslie’s Debate Page. Has tournament information plus a Links page. --Links are rated for quality.  http://www.mindspring.com/~dbn/debate.html
LINCOLN DOUGLAS PHILOSOPHY LINKS
· Ayn Rand Institute. Ties objectivist philosophy to debate. Essays, links, ordering information. http://aynrand.org 

· The Big Philosophical Internet Search Guide. Includes general philosophy guides and search engine, other useful search engine connections, search tips, meta-encyclopedia of philosophy. Loaded with good search tools  http://homepage.eircom.net/~cgs/archv/4-00/search/index.htm 

· Blackwell Publisher’s Guide to Online Philosophy Resources. Wonderfully thorough links. Recommended. http://www.blackwellpublishers.co.uk/philos/ 

· Episteme Links. Philosophy sources on the Internet. Thousands of links. You can select from theme chart or search the entire site. http://www.epistemelinks.com/welcome.htm 

· Guide to Philosophy on the Internet. Includes quick access to the Hippias search engine. Has good Table of Contents. http://www.earlham.edu/~peters/philinks.htm 

· HIPPIAS. Philosophy search engine plus good associate site notes and links. http://hippias.evansville.edu/ 

· The International Directory of on-line Philosophy Papers. Has direct and secondary links to whole articles you can print off the computer for your research needs. http://hkusuc.hku.hk/philodep/directory/ 

· Master. Compares topics in several encyclopedias and dictionaries of philosophy. http://www.ditext.com/encyc/master.html 

· My Virtual Reference Desk. Good alphabetical list/links of dictionary, web sites, topics. http://www.refdesk.com/philos.html 

· The Philosopher’s Magazine. Articles and links to over 200 philosophical resources. http://www.philosophers.co.uk/info.htm 

· Philosophy Links. http://soli.com/philo.htm 

· Philosophy Sources on the WEB. Has a search function, abstracts, periodicals index, dictionary, more. http://www.lwc.edu/administrative/library/philosop.htm 

· The Worldwide Web Virtual Library: Philosophy. An overview of the various Internet sources related to philosophy. http://www.bris.ac.uk/Depts/Philosophy/VL/ 
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