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Introduction.
This isaguide to university debating, written ostensibly for young debaters, but along
the way | think all but the most seasoned debaters and adjudicators should find
something of inters in hereThe aim is to publish an update before Australs, so your
feedback is welcomed.

There are really two types of debaters. There are those who think debating is just a
hobby, something thatos fun and Iramks good
in the grand scheme of things, and then there is another group.

The second group think debating is more than fuggthies,travelling overseasr

having the best matter file§o this second group, debating actually has some inherent
meaning andmportancel not because the outcome of any given debate ever really
changes much, but because in its totality, debating changes everything. Unlike any
other hobby or sport, debatirigif done wellT will shape your personality, your
intellect and your bedifs. And if we ever want to live in a world where decisions are
made on the basis of logic and persuasion, not force or intimidation, then we need to
take things like debating seriously.

For that reason | t hearm todebate @&k Atdebatdrs at a | t ha
DLSU (Philippineg have a mottd i ma ke t he g a ang whileladoubti f ul o
that my involvement ever made debating pre

with integrity. Every debater needs to find their own style, and licetth y don 6t wan
everyone trying to sound like me in debates, but | would like to think that most
debaterswill eventuallyrealise the importance of what they are doing, and the skills

t hat t heylBsincerdylhepa thisiguidegwill go some way tavds that goal.

Before | |l et you get to the good smuff | 6d
happyt o see this guide distributed wiatdel vy, | ¢
anyreproductions of this work any formatcarry aproper attribution of its source

Secondly 106d ask that any c capdstibuted,ben part

done so on a strictly ndor-p r o f i t basi s. I donoét i magi ne
problem, since very few of us have ever madelmmoney from debating (in fact in

my experience its been quite the opposite)
and so 16ll be damned if anyone el se wil/l!

And finally | should thank all the people, past and present, who helped me draft this

guide and who helped me learn the skills. There were a great many people from

whom | learned tricks, or discussed ideas over the years, and they each deserve a slice

of the credit (or blame, as the case may be) for this work. So as not to offend anyone |
mght | eave out | wondt name nateamsnatesbut | t
and foes know who they are.

Enjoy.
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Chapter One: Definitions.

Under eidhei nédeemir imost reasonabl eo defi
common rules for universitcompetitions), the fairest and most effective way to
define a debate is the same. Apply two tests:

Most Reasonable Definition
(1) Context & (2) Spirit of the Motion.

Context. Simply put, what is happening in the world or a specific region that relates

to the topic? It could be a new law or ruling being debated by a
government/organization. It might be a conflict has flared up or been the subject of
significant medi a at t e rtandiogproblevhehgshegentlyt 6 s | u
gotten worse, or a particularly bad example of aigoing problem has come to light.

In any case, if a significant event has occurs that seems to be related to the topic, then
those are the issues that should mostly be the focus of the debabgect to the
second test.

Spirit of the Motion. The &éspiritd of t lore of debateiwvasn me an s
envisioned when this motion was chosen? This test relies on the assumption that

topics are chosen for a good reagsamamely that a particular issue or conflict would

make a good debate. Part of mswedmatsyoung t he
definition will generate a good, reasonably balanced debate, with
interesting/important issues that are complex or sophisticated enough to be sustained

over the course of the debate. There is no point defining the debate to a very
controwersial issue, which nevertheless is basically a single issue, and cannot be
effectively extended i nt-eachaaisidgenbwaidsiees. wi t h mu

So, if the context to the debate suggests that a certain issue or situation should be the
focus of the debatendthat would be sufficient to meet the spirit of the motion, then
assuming you applied the tests correctly, you have a good definition for the debate.

NOTE: it is important to be aware of the cultural and political differences thmt ca
exist between participants at a given tournament. For example, when assessing the
context to a debate, if you are at a national tournament, then issues that are
dominating the domestic media are naturally reasonable basis for deciding the context
to yourdefinition.

However at a regional or international competition it can be more difficult to avoid

operating under the assumption that issues that are controversial in your country, are

al so controversi al i n ot her a aldefinitionse s . Oof
must be about the US or some oth@rcBuntry so as not to disadvantage yourself or

your opponents, but you incorrectly assessing the context of the debate idieesure

way to violat e -stehted Apurnofvaiisriloyn sploafc et he r ul es.

The basic test of whether a plaet definition is fair is not whether or not your

opponentsio know anything about that issue, but where it is reasonable to assert that
theyshould,basedn the competition and the experience of your opponents.
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For example it is reasonable to assume that debatémld have a working

knowl edge of the political sitwuation in |s
media. However, the conflict in the region of Nag&@rabakh between Armenia and

Azerbaijan idar less widely known by even the most well read members of society.

So if a topic relates generally to separatist confligts, Cﬂgﬂﬂ”
and significant events have occurred in both ISre@RMENIA .
and NagoreKarabakh (context test), then it woul By

be fair, and wise, to defe the debate as relating 1Q_,+ichevan L MAGORNO
Israel because it is more likely to yield a good KARARS
debate (spirit of the motion test). AZERBAIJAN

IRAN

[

Naturally, with a more tightly worded topic the
applying the tests might indicate that the Nagdawabakh conflict is the appropriate
definition, but make sure you are fairly applying both tests and not just looking for an
opportunity to show off your knowledge of obscure places.

The more vague ofr 6opend the topic 1is, t h
available to you (i.e. the one open a motion is, the greater the number of options that
technically will be equally valid as result of applying the definitional tests). So your
obligation is to pick a defevendebate vaguet h a't [
principles and idesi trust me, it wont be a good debéataail the principle down to

something specific and practicalas you will see in the example below) and then

choose the definition that will give the best chance of creating a good debate; which is

a definition thatyou can reasonably assume your opponents can understand and
respond to properly.

Otherwise the result might be a definitional challenge (which ruins the debate and
your speaker scores) and/ or angry and conf
reputdion as a team that plays diitye ven i f you didndét mean it

Example: AThat we spend too much money on

Since 6starsd could relate to astronomy or
applying the two tests.

(1) Context Has thee just been a
significant event relating to either field
(eg, the explosion of a space shuttle, o
a controversially expensive film or
contract)? Basically has there beer
something in the media that seems
relate to this topic?

7/

N 3 7
1§\ e
AA AN W
1 i ‘

If only one meaningoftn t erm O0starsd6 has a st
basis, then most likely the definition should go in that direction.
In either case, apply the second test.
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(1) Spirit of the motion: if there is a relevant context to the debate, then ask
yourself which definition wil yield the best debate? Which has the most
interesting, controversial, debatable issues? Which has issues that both sides
shouldbe aware of?

If one answer stands out on both tests, then you have a winner. In the event of a tie
(think carefully, make g it really is) then either is a good definition, but make an
extra effort to set the debate up clearly and explain the relevance of the definition.

What do you need to O0set upd a debate corr
you should explairthe context you used to form that definition (as well as the

definition itself) in the first minute of your speedks part of establishing the context

you shouldalwaysexplain what the status quo [&cause as you will see later, your
understanding othe Status Quo might not be the same as other people in the room

(for reasons of culture, religious, etc) but if you explain your understanding of the

status quo, then everyone will understand where you are coming from when you set

up your model.

This might sound like a minor point, but making sure both sides agree on what the

status quo is can often be incredibly important. One reason is because the nature of

the status quo defi nes hadwhichisthe sllfjectofr O6sof t
the nextchapter.

_-—“
~—SADDAM
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Chapter Two: Hard/Soft Lines and Models.

The terms oOharddé and O6softd in reference t
how profound the change is that is being proposed. A very small modification to the

status quo isoft while a big change ibard. The status quo might be in terms of legal
principle or in terms of peopleds attitude
your line, it should be relatively easy to create your moalkidh is the subject of the

next chapter

Generally speaking these terms do not imply how difficult it is to argue for that level
ofchangeée si nce often it is easier toilrgue a ¢
weodoll get to that | ater.

Example: For the topecthidhasi abj sbbdlboweas
definitions you might choose.

Soft line --------------m-m-mneeo- Moderate ling-------------------------- Hard line
Restricted to ioredibly Allowed to the terminally Available to anyone
sick people, who areery ill, who have very low diagnosed with a
close to death, and wh standard of living and terminal or debilitating
have no hope of cure or little-to-no hope of a cure. or degenerative illness,
decent standard of living whether physideaor
Patients need the conse Doctor & psychologist mental.
of multiple doctors and consent. Doctor assiste Need a medical consent
psychologists. Passiv euthanasia allowed
euthanasia onlyi deny Doctor assisted or self
food/medicine administered.

A smart team will stay somewhere between the moderate and théneand every
debat e, because itbés both the fairest thin:

Fairness The problem with the soft line is that will virtually always fail both tests

of a good definition. It will rarely be a contextually bas#finition or model,

because a plan so close to the status quo would rarely be controversial enough to

illicit serious media attention or public debate. Obviously in terms of the spirit of

the motion, a soft line is highly unlikely to yield a good, compdebate with a

range of important issues. It is by definition not particularly controversial, and
therefore is a poorsafhtoilciene 00 dielbhaClragtsere

Tactically: A harder line is usually easier to defend because it is more
philosphi cal ly consistent (coupled with the
you should never again run an inconsistent case), and more closely bridges the gap

bet ween the scale of the problem-and the
SolutionGp@ 0 i n Chapter Six).

Also a hard(ish) line pushes you further away from your opposition, and that means
youol | need to argue why your model has mo
by which this issue should be addressed (see Trends, norms @ind ppints). The

single biggest problem with running a soft line, is that you will run out of (smart)
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arguments. Just like with a truistic definition, it might seem like logically a truistic

definition is best, but in terms of filling-8 minutes withire | | i gent anal ysi s,
impossible if what you are saying is simply, irrefutably true. So running a hard line

means both teams will have a better debate, because they will both have the scope to

make strong arguments, with sophisticated analysisdButn 6t push this rul
or youo6ll end up running 6insaned definiti

The extreme ends of the spectrurh the status quo and insane definitions.

(1) Status Quo: simply put, the Aff should never run the status quo unless
compelled to by the topiavhich usually would mean it was a bad topic).

Oppositions can run the status quo, but there are several strategic factors that need to
be weighed up before you make the decision to dbistssed in Chapter Thjee

Obviously the status quo is attteve to teams who are not well prepared for that
particular topic. This is because any decent Aff will explain the status quo in their set
up before outlining their alternative and a smart (bdihfttrmed) Neg can use that
information, but portray it aknowledge they had all along.

However this needs to be weighed up against the fact that the Neg do not in fact know

much about the details of the status quo, and risk being caught out in a lie or
misrepresentation of the status quo by the Aff. They asdobeing made to defend

all eged O6harmsé (established at the start
debate in the first place) of the status quo which may be exaggerated or incorrect, but
which the Neg team will not be equipped to refute effetyi

Conversely, if the Neg invent theirowncounten d el t hen t here are pr

The benefit of countgproposing an original model is that will negate much of the

Af f O-prepprederiticisms of the status quo. The downside is that anadngodel

concedes that the status quo is a failure and therefore weakens the burden of
plausibility (the likelihood based on current trends that their model will ever be

i mpl emented) on the Aff. I n ot her ewords it
mo d e | wont work or wild/l never happen, i f
therefore vulnerable to exactly the same
usually more ambitious than the others, weakening the burden of plausibility can be
dispropationately beneficial to one team (usually the Aff).

of course Oplausibilityd is a relatively
model s must still be analysed as though it
(for example, proposing a hdirte euthanasia model is almost impossibly idealistic

when judged against the current norms and trends in society, but if you get hung up on

that fact you will forget to engage in the debate!).

(2) Insane lines: Although hard lines are good, and usuallse tleea positive
relationship between the 6édhardnessd of
consistency, there is a point at which this relationship breaks down. Past a
certain point a definition or model st o]
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Thereaf ew ways to judge if your Iine is &ins
opposition (and audience) |l augh when you p
that you have stepped across the line (it may be the way you explained the argument,

but n#e ert hel ess it 6s a good i ndication). Se

seriously uncomfortable making the argumen
be flexible and willing to argue countattuitive positions, but if a reasonable person
is offerded or disturbed by your case, then you have a problem.

ltés fine to argue for things thatly are unl
unlikely to happen, but you should think carefully before arguing in favour of
something that isicredibly unlikely to happen.

The best test is to remember that the model is not the debate. Your model simply
exists to clarify and focus the terms of the debate. If you are spending all your time
defending the reasonableness of the terms of your model, then yeuprabhably

gone too far (or debating against terribly pedantic, inexperienced debaters).

Using the previous example of euthanasia as a guide, the insane line might be;
providing O6suicide pillséo, on request t o
d agnosis of a serious medical probl em, whi
just too far fetched.
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Chapter Threei Search for a SuperModel (it was a funny name once)

There seems to be a fair bit of confusion about what a model is, howstuz one
and what to do with it once you have it. Models are an extremely important and useful
part of debating, so let me try to clear up all those questions.

The first question isvhat is a modelThe answer is simple. A model is a specific set

of practical actions proposed by a team in a debate. So it means that instead of just
arguing that a certain idea is good, the team actually set up a particular type of system
that they support for reasons that are linked to various parts of the model.

For exanple, the heroin trials' d e b a That wé suppert safé@ heroin injecting

r o o mis ang where there is room for a range of models, because there are many
important questions about the practical application of the idea. For instance, teams
should choos bet ween a model of gover nment sup
systemi i . e . a O0no questions askedd policy ab
long they use them in the safe injecting rooms.

Both thesemodels have strengths and weaknesses. gidlvernment supplied model

will generate criticism on the grounds that it turns the government into a drug dealer,

as well as questions of how long the government can afford to maintain such a system
(esgecially if the number of users grows a resujt However this system does

effectively put many drug dealers out of business and it also means that users will

al ways get pure heroin and not the o6dirtyo
a major cause of overdoses). So you see the choice of magdlemely important,

because it can change the focus of the debate, and bring in (or cut out) various issues.

Building your model.

There are many way® construct a modgethe easiest of which is to steal someone

el sebds! T he v a d)tthe oedbates ydu ltddy are(real, comemporary |
issues. That means that they are being debated in the public arena right naw. So it
perfectly legitimate for you to take the side of one of the groups who are publicly
lobbying on this issue. Take tmepubic referendum held a few years ago. At that
time debates about a republic were obviously common and the model you picked was
critically important. But thankfully the&Constitutional Conventioproduced a wide
range of models representing the ideas of eftherepublican groups represented at

the convention. So by keeping up to date with the news, and becoming aware of the
various proposals being suggested by different groups in society, you have ready
made models just waiting to be debated!

Alternatively, you can modify an existing model. 8once youdve stol en a
political parly or whoever you might be able to think of ways to improve it or expand

it Thatdos fine too. Just howioarvessiona&d t hat vy
the modeis different to the group that you stole it off.

The only other way to come up with a model is to invent it from scratch. This can be

time consuming, but rewarding in many ways. What it requires is for you and your

team to really talk about the issuestie debate. Remember that most debates stem

from 6éa probl eméb, ei ther a real or percei
problem, you might be able to come up with a solution. The best thing about invented
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models is that they are original. That mearet our oppositiorw o nhe tprepared
for them (whereas they can be prepared for a common model) and you have a chance
to have a truly unique debate, on issues that you have established.

| strongly encourage teams to come up with their own model, bechst®ws
research{no matter how smart you think you are, there is no substitute for learning the
details of an issuejhought and a genuine attempt to tackle the issues, however | have
one warning. Keep it real. Make sure your model is realistic andigakcBy
realistic, | mean make sure that you are taking into account the way people really
behave, otherwise your model will be hopelessly flawed (for example the counter
model toattacking Iranis not "world peace" because aistipoint in history it is
simply unrealistic). By practical | mean that it should be possible given the resources

t hat currently exist. Donot propose a mod
require technology that doesndét exist, or |

How to useyour model

The model should always be presented by the first spdaddere they present their
substantive argument$his is because you want your model to frame the debate, and
structure which i ssues ar edothanpywurmadelt t o
comes out at secorgpeaker Nevertheless the important thing to know about models

is that they are not the O6be all and end
where a good model will win a debate all by itself. The maglel tool to structure

debates and focus them aroumgportantissues. It is the analysis of those issues that

will be the deciding factor in most debates. A model makes a debate clearer because it
tells the audience precisely what the debatbisut butyou still have to show why

t h

a

thatds a good thing, and why the benefits

Final Tips on Models
1 Negative teams can have a -modalandl aree o0 .
just as effective as an Affirmative team nebd

Th

9 Don6ét get too hung up on how much a mod

as the benefits of the model are worth the cost, (and the cost is realistic) then
its really not that important. Lots of programs cost the government a lot of
money, but thewre important and worthwhile.

1 A good way to attack a model is to look at what assumptions the team have
made when they constructed it. Did they realistically assess how individuals
and groups act in society? Is it really the role of the government (er oth
organisation) to do what is being proposed?

T It is OK for opposing teams to concede some of the benefits of a model as
long as they show why the problems the model will create are worse than
those benefits.

Models are a great way to show your ideasmactical and possible, and in any case
where you're proposing tsignificantly change something, a model of some
description is a musBut again, the model is pretty useless without strong arguments
tobackituppand thatdés theasenbject of the next
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Chapter Four: Making Arguments from First Principles.
Before we get to first principles theonyou need tknow the difference between an
argument and an assertion. In simple terms an assertion is something that is stated as
true, withoutenoughanalysis to demonstrate that it is reasonable to believe that the
statement is I|Iikely to be true. Il tds a st a
To avoid using assertions, you need to undetsthe anatomy of an argunent

The O60Anahomygafmeat 6

Whereas an assertion is simply a statement of fact (or in slightly more sophisticated

terms, an assertion can include simplistic/superficial andlysis e 6 Ca s u a | Causa
bel ow) a proper oOargument 6 ( innott hilewes ehnasde aon
argument the other dayéo) has the foll owin
IDEA
ANAE(SIS equals onargument
EVIDENCE

Different people will use different labels for the various sections of an argument, but
this basic format is nessary to have a properly formed argument.

IDEA refers to the concept or proposition that you seek to proitemight be a

principle, such as fAthe government has an
might just be something that would be helpfut o your side of the de
death penalty is an effective deterrent fc

ownT it maybe true, or it might not. The point is that you and your team want people
tobelievet hat i toés true.

So how doyou make them believe it? Well you start with some ANALYSIS of why it

is likely to be truei why it i s | ogical and reasonabl e
involves saying (out |l oud or in your head)
you an exam@ in a moment.

Finally there is the EVIDENCE. | put it last for two reaséns i r st because it
least important, and second because it should be the last thing you worryi about

focus first on having the right IDEAS about what your side needs teeaemd then

spend your time coming up with smart analysis to make it sound reasonable. If after

that you have time for thinking up evidenc:

EVIDENCE can be statistics (boring, but can be helpfike the unemploymentate

before and after a policy, or the percentage of people affected by a particular problem,
or the costs of a proposal) or quotes (not direct quotes, but knowing what important
people have said about an issue). But at university level evidence is mar®clym
presented by case study or analogy. So having an example of a similar situation or
policy can be very handy if you can clearly draw the link back to the issue at hand.

! See Appendix Three far similar discussion, just with a simpler example!
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NOTE: 1t really should go without saudi ng, b ut
neverinvent evidencé firstly its just poor form. You should have enough respect for
your opponents not to try and cheat or <che
experienced debaters/adjudicators get, the better equipped they becomeiray spott

l i es. ltds pretty humiliating to have some
know the real details of a given situation.
Letdbs bring all t hat toget her by wusing a

aff i rmati ve of AThat we should stop protect
handy to be able to show that sralidget, local productions can compete with big

budget importsi since fear of competition is the rationale behind government
protection§ o t h at 0&islocdl meslia daDderApete with foreign imports).

How would you go about demonstrating an IDEA that is a little counteitive?
Well youdd need some | ogical analysis mixe:

AThe f ear tedfbreign medel sparticularly Americani stems

from the belief that bigger budget productions are inherently more attractive

to viewers Al t hough i1 tds true thaadenpeopl e dc
films and TV, there is plenty of reason to believettleaen without

government protection, local media can survive and even prosper. Why?

Because beyond the superficial desireséethings blow up, what really

attractsviewers is media that ieelevart to their interests and culture. For

instanceone of themost popular shosvon the ABC is Gardening Australia

T it consistently outates the news, and every other competitor that rival

networks have run against it. It might seem like an odd choice for a hit

show, but it has ver yvarldttotarinterestise wer s beca

Similarly the ABC had a major hit with the drama series Seachangmgch

was not only well written, but it so actually tapped into the mood of the

times that it has sparked the rkal f e Aiseachangeo and it
p h e n o meimwhiohécisybased people move to beachside or rural towns

to enjoy the same lifestyle they saw on the show. At the other end of the

scale there is Neighboursalthough ifs routinely the subject of ridicule, it

has been one of the most consistentlgypar shows in Australian television

history and has launched the careers of many Australian actors andi artists

you might think its | ame, but to 15 year

None of this should be surprising, since although American culture is almost

universally popular, people from all over the globe respond to stories about

their own country, and their own cul tur
government protection to be competitive, it just need good writers and

talented actors which the evidenceh®ws that we havie abundance .

Note that the argument doesndét have to rig

I butyou should be able thearlyi dent i fy the key el ements of
argumento within that exampl e.
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Making Arguments from First Principles

As a novice or even intermediate debater vy
enough to debate most topics to their full poteritaln d unf ortunately t ha
how to you fix that lack of knowledge? You focus on firshpiples.

First Principles has two key elements:

(2)A good understanding of the principles of logie knowing how to showhat
an argument is logically flawedithout knowing any facts/matter about the igsus

(2) A good understanding of the kegnceptghat formt he f unda me
the debate (see Appendix One for a basic Jist

Simply put, you can't prep a good case without having good and consistent IDEAS
about a topic, and short of being an expert on every issue; these two elements are the
best way to generate those ideas in prep.

NOTE: The | anguage tamdt DPohadt i weory about
labels/jargon used in Appendix Ongps the IDEAS contained in those theories that
are important.

None of this is meant to suggest that you
even go further than that and sjfieally go and research issues that you think might

be usefui of course you should do thagoing But t ha
throughout your debating career. At the start you want to give yourself the best

possible chance of building good eason a wide range of issueand first principles

is the best way to do that.

The case prepping method outlineddppendix Twois designed to show you how to
build up a case by approaching it from first principlescorporating both logical
progreson of ideas, as well as being able to identify and understand the
philosophical clash that lies at the heart of any debate.

There are few short cuts to learning first principles. The best ways are to read and to
pay attention during debates/adjudicatioA debates are built on a foundation of
conflicting ideas and theories about how to solve problefit® how to best run the
economy (e.g. Keynesian or Néberal?) or the best principles for a political system
(e.g. communitarian or liberal?), etdhd@se ideas might sound complicated, but for the
purposes of debating you just need to undersiamétey concepts in each thebry

So what is an example of first principles theories in action? Well many of'the 1
theories relaterueddroespet e$i abdhyeucznoh e r d me nt
learn the fundamentals of dozens of debates, but just mastering a few simple

concepts.

2 For more examples of how specifit B theories relate to a range of debates, see the matter articles in
the Members section of the MAD site, on democracy and secularism (etc) www.monashdebaters.com
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First Principles i The Role of Government
At some pointeveryonelearrs a b o u t l i beral i sm ngtihe mal | ol 6
Liberal Party . Obviously becaudemdarsaayad,i at hes cao nc
of liberalism must have a lot to do with how we conceive of the proper role and
responsibilities of government. But what does it mean? Well, liberatig@ans
Asmal |l g O giveng individuals @ much freedom as possible (as long as
that freedom woul dnot be used to hurt ot he
believe that when given the choice between banning something or merely
regulating its usegovernmentsshould choee to regulate it, because banning
something implies that the governmasttelling you what sort of behaviour is
acceptable or beneficitdr youi and liberals think thawrong

Sowhile it might save lives and money if we banned smoking and drinking,

liberals would argue that these things should be regulatagl greventing

children from using them) but otherwise if people want to choose to do something

that will do them harm, thatossdaldngi r choi c
as adultdully understand the choice they are making, then they should be free to

make it. For examplesverybody knowshat smoking is incredibly dangerous. If

they still want to smoke, t, 6 lbecausetithamm gover nm
6informed choiceo

Converselytherar e peopl e who are sometmares call ed
broadly, ,whetoxkealtilsd s@mpposite view. They f a\
a government that actively involves itselfshapingthe choices that peoptan

make, in an effid to create a society that promotehr e fisoci al goodo

So it was Obig governmenté socialists who
be compilsory andthat getting immunised for diseases should be compulsory

That s the governmmestforypuidli tibsg t heu gelatr @ sne
sayiWegrie not going to take the chance tha

the obvious benefits of wearing a seatbeftwe 6 r e goi ng to make it
then punish you iIif you dondét do it.
This clashgbeée¢ weamdsindai § governmento i s a c

of Australian politics. In practice e o p | ealwdys support one philosophy
consistentlybutboth sides are always represerntegublic debate.

Think about it. Regards of whether the topic wasw gun control, gambling,
pornography, drugs, smokingeto, the core of the debatds the samei big
government versus small governme@n top of thatcore clash you would
includeany specific knowledge you might have the harms or benefttseding
in question but each debate would be a clash of the same two principles.

Once you learn a few™P i deas, youol | start to see t
debate you do. Even if no one ever mentions the names of the theories involved,
youoll s egic ofthose ideéapesmedtes evergrgumentmade.lt would

be great if you any expert on drugs, guns, gambling (etc) but in the meantime,

learning these two®1P ideas will allow you to build a strong case in any of the

i nnumer abl e &6r acbates.lowill algpdelpeyourdeniserdabidttal.d
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Chapter Five: Rebuttal from First Principles.

Once you understand the anatomy of an argument, it should be relatively simple to see
how best to attack an argumertppendix Threeexplains in detail how to dst
damage and hopefully destroy an argument in the most efficient and effective way.

But in just the same way that you can (and
your arguments, there some fundamental, logical principles by which you cah atta
argument s. So even i f you donot know anyt.l

youdve never heard that type of analysis b
notes, then you might find one of the following flaws has occurred in the argument.

5 common flaws with arguments which anyone should be able to spot regardless
of how much you happen to know about a topi¢ this is just logic.

1) Assertioni 't he ar gument I's 1 n fact not an ar
assertion, and as such there is rgidal reason given to believe that is it true.
Simply point out why there has not been any/enough analysis to demonstrate
the validity of the assertion and then provide a reason why the assertion is not
obviously or intuitively true.

2) Contradictioni The argument may be valid, but it is in contradiction with a

previous argument. Tobearéabr o f ul | bl ownd contradi cf
the case that it ismpossiblefor the two
arguments in question to both be true
simultaneously. So it cannot logicalbe
both cheaperand more expensivat the
same time to do a
calling every argument you hear
contradiction or you will look foolish. If it

cause massi ve damag®t bnent 6s
case, but ifi t i snoét, '
accusation can cause massive damagé
your credibility!

But spottingi and pointing out a contradiction is only the bening, if you want to
fully exploit it you have to explain to the adjudicator exactly how this compromises
the credibility of their case.

So donét just say Afirst they said their p
would be really expensive, but is worth the morieyt hat 6 s a pretty

contradictiono, foll ow i whichmipitthen? ®ne afo me an:
them clearly doesnodot reall yifadchehepragrarand t he
can be effective, then why 1is this she tr

money to resolve t he prwouldltasers lot df moneyitof s heds
make a dint of this problem, then everything the first guy said is rubbish. Hopefully

their next speaker will tell us which of his team mates knows what they are talking
about, and which one was just making stuff
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You ne@ to make it as uncomfortable for them as possible, and try and force them to

not just retract the statement, but concede that a number of their arguments are

i rrel evant (they wusually wont say that o ut
arguments o one side of the contradictiont hat 6 s when you know t he
and you should listen closely to how they defend themsélifebey stop mentioning

certain arguments then attack them for abandoning a chuck of their case).

NOTE: The most impoent thing is that you can clearly and simply explain the

contradictioni i t 6s absolutely <critical t hat t he a
youT so explain it slowly and carefully, and keep your eye on the adjudicator to see if
theydre following you.

As you can see, a contradiction is such a serious flaw in a case, so if an opponent
accuses your team of running a contradiction it is very important that your side
respond as soon as possible and attempt to demonstrate how the two arguments in
questiomare not contradictory.

3) Casual Causatiofi Essentially this is a lack of analysis. It occurs when
someone tries to draw a link between two events, without showing how the
former event actually caused thedatevent to happen.

A classic is when peoplegue that the introduction of the death penalty for murders
causes a reduction in the number of murders. Never mind the fact that there are
instances in which introducing the death penalty has precedied @ the murder

rate, this is simply not reason believei prima faciei that the death penalty is a
deterrence. There may have been a reduction in murders the following year for any
number of reasons (it depends entirely on why people commit murder in the first
place). Between 1996 and 1997 there wasnatic drop in the number of murders in
Australiai but the death penalty was abolished here in the 1970s. So what happened?

We | | in 1996 there was the HAPort Arthur m
people in Tasmania. Immediately after that inctdae Federal Government instituted

strict, uni form gun | aws, which saw thousa
buybacko scheme and it became much harder t

home. Without wanting to say too much about guntras, the point of this example

is that there can be many reasons why the crimei ragpecially the murder raie

goes up and down. So be careful not to be too quick to assume that one factor is more
important to the outcome than another, unless yoe k@ analysis to show why that

is the case.

4) False Dichotomy This a particular type of mischaracterization of a debate or
problem. It occurs when someone says that there is a choice to be made, where
the only options ar e Gadrnttheonlycidides when
available.

This can occur because a speakers is trying to assert-sesaifg dichotomy (in

effect they are saying, Athis debate/ argur
positive to address this problem, or simply letting thg s g et in avdeceste 0

debate this wont be true, its almost always a choice between two options designed to
improve a situationOr a speaker can offer a false dichotomy because they are
stupid/lazy and donét undealstand the debat
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Either way i1tbés i mportant to recognise whe
the debate into two positions, one of which is either not what you are arguing, or not
whatanyonewould argue. Be very clear at all times about what your tedryimng to

prove and you should be able to deal with this situation easily enough.

5) Straw Mani This is another type of misrepresentation or j#
mischaracterization of an argument. Basically the straw mag
is when a team set up an argument (which you have /&
made, and donodot intend t oo)*

Sometimes this happens when a speaker takes an extreme exa#yg
of your proposal, sometimes it happens when they misrepresent somethlng you said,
sometimes it happens when they were hoping you dvatgue a certain thing, and

you actually proposed something slightly d
important to point out when a team is not engaging with your case, because if you let

a straw man argument be beaten to death without pgirdut thati t réotsyour

argument in the first place, a weak adjudicator can assume that it was part of your
case. Al so ités important to point out whe
thatodos a critical part of having a good de|l
A note for adjudicators: The 5 o6first principled rebutta
real ly just | ogi cal fl aws that can exi st
reasonabl e persondé should be bl e to spot
logical argumentsand not convinced by illogical arguments) and so even if an
opposition dondét spot a contradiction or a
speaker than made those arguments.

C
h

So if you hear an argument, @ gabd nptesusdb r e c o n
important) that its contradictory with something else said by that team, you should

penalise the speaker/team for that mistake. If their opponents also spot the flaw and

point it out, then you should reward them in the same way you rewgrgoad piece

of rebuttali but regardless of what the opposition do, logic is logic and if an argument

is clearly illogical then it should be marked down.

This isnot a Toven tdroonvoetr saidajlu diidceaat e from t he
believeanyhi ng |1 d6m tol d unl ess t highatowpuddesa t i on r
crazy and unreasonable way to judge. If a team said in a debate that Australia had the
highest unemployment rate in the entire world, even if their opposition was stupid

enough tabelieve them, you should still penalise them because that is obviously not

true. Logically flaws are no differerit they create an obvious flaw that renders an

argument either irrelevant (in the case of something like a straw man) or significantly

less pesuasive (in the case of an assertion).

But dondét take this too far. Adjudicator s
searching every argument for a logical flaw. But if you were properly taught the rules

(as set out in the Australiasia Debatiig Guide) then you should be evaluating each
argument based on t helogitawmreeencs,tamdrthese 5 o f ma t
categories are examples of the first part of that equation.
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Chapter Six1 Case Construction Tactics

If you have understood emghing so far about how to choose the right definition,

how to pick -tohgodd O6medi amd then h-ow to coc
rich arguments, then case construction is really just about how to bring all those things
consider in a way that isosistent.

Most of you wil!/| be familiar wil!/ t he Otre
for the first 10 minutes, then compare notes to come up with a definition and a

model é et c, etc) and that systemsimple fine f
and easy to foll ow. But experienced teams

wheels, the sooner you gain the confidence to move on to a more sophisticated
process the better. My system (explainedAppendix Threg is based around
maximum communication between teammates and a truly collaborate process which
IS meant to help you be more creative when thinking up arguments, while
simultaneously improving consistency amongst speakers (which is usually lacking in
inexperienced teams, and is abselyvital when debating strong teams).

In addition to having prep techniques that help you develop more innovative

argument s, there are some ‘tactics that y C
consistency and responsiveness to challenges. The firstatadgcision to make
regardsspeakingorderand t he second i s fiterstoe ammi d e nl

finally there is the issue of makirigctical concessions

In addition to those concepts, it is also vitally important that teams properly
contextialise their caseisto not only explain the factual context of the debate, but to
help build momentum for their argument, and set the tone for the debate. Three
factors that are useful to contextualising a caseTaemds, norms and tipping

points, which will be discussed later in this chapter.

Speaking Order and Filters.
Speaking Order- | t diffeult to generalise about speaking order, because each team
has its own strengths and weaknesses, but there are some things worth considering.

Ideally speakes should be capable of competently performing any of the speaker
roles (even if most people have a favoured speaking position) and young debaters
should set themselves the goal of gaining that level of flexibility and skill as soon as
possible. Being able speak in any position is crucial to developing a comprehensive
understanding of the dynamics of debates, which will improve your debating skills
(through better understanding of tactics and case construction) and is also a crucial
part of become an & adjudicator.

All things considered equal it is my view that more knowledgeable person on a given

topic should speak second. There are two good reasons for this. Firstly, it helps with
consistency because the first speaker can be briefed on theiisshe prep and then

because the"2 speaker was the principle source of that information they should be

well placed to avoid contradictions or inconsistencies as the case expands. Secondly

this configuration gives the team maximum flexibility when resjoog to the initial

attacks of the opposition. Since this person is the most knowledgeable on the issue,
they are best placed to reposition the teal
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I think this is a good rule for teams of all skill level, but esgbciar teams at the

ends of the spectrurii very inexperienced teams and very experienced teams.
Intermediate teams might find it more difficult to identify which speaker is the most
knowledgeable, and speakers at this level might have limited capabgyfiexible in

terms of speaking roles (whereas at the novice level speakers might feel more
comfortable in a given role, but few would actually have a significantly higher level
of competence in that role then they do in any other).

Of course a good sefp to a case is absolutely vital, and great care and attention
should be given to a first speaker during prep to ensure that they are ready and able to
fully explain all aspects of your definition and model. There is no point having
maximum flexibility atsecond speaker if the case has been badly presented from the
start. Againi all things considered equalthe most knowledgeable and confident
person on a given topic should probably speak second.

Finally a note about speaking third; a disproportiomateber of former high school
debaters consider themselves to be Onatur a
problem, and every good team needs a strong third speaker, but the reality of
university debating is that in most cases, third is the lastepto have your best

speaker. Especially in-8n-3 styles, the strength of the case and the sophistication of

the analysis early on are absolutefy vital
speaker will be unable to save that team from anyrdexgposition. Speakingand

even 29 can seem daunting or even boring sometimes, but at this level a great 1st

speaker is much more valuable to a team then a dfeat 3

FitersT A filter is simply a O6test &tamingst you e
your team mates) by which you will gauge your sides reaction to any question or
argument raised by the opposition. So itos

your team will navigate throughout the debate.

Applying a clear filter/s toyour case has two benefits, the first of which is that it
generates consistentyanytime the opposition ask whether your plan will include a
certain group you will know immediately what the correct/consistent answer should
be, even if ydiuduringgplep.6t consi der e

Secondly, and this is especially useful when debating with very inexperienced
speakers with which you need to spend a lot of time building up their understanding
of the fundamental issues in the debatélters give them clear boundasieand
confidence when delivering rebuttal.

Wh at are some exampl es of TEhat intellectually I n a
di sabled children shoul d Wwasruh a ADAMtIn i N mai
2005 and my team successfully employed a simple fittdeeep our case clear and

consistent allowing us to defeat a team wighhigher &veragglevel of experience.

The filter was simple and drew on the most obvious and relevant aralagyhe
affirmative team, we set as our guiding principle that we l&vawt accept any
restrictions on intellectually disabled children, which is not the norm for physically
disabled children.
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With that in place my team could focus during prep on developing ideas and
persuasive analysis (sé@pendix Twq. This meantthave d i d nrauchtimep e n d

thinking about the opposi t ideveldpedcase.gu ment s,

During the debate we were challenged on issues lil@dent students, severely
disabled kids, specialty staff and upgrades to facilities to nactmmate the
intellectually disabled, and every time my team ans@eonfidertly and consistency

ifeven t hou gdscusged many of thase issuesWe donodot tol erate

vi ol ent physically disabled childputen i n
severely physically disabled kids in mainstream schools (but the vast majority are

get in) and we wouldn 6tdlerate a child in a wheelchair being denied access to a
mai nstream school because the governnment
aide teacher so why apply different rules to the needs of intellectually disabled kids?

This is not to suggest that our case was

the point is that running every argument through a clearly defined Keteps your
responses consistent and relieves the stress on inexperienced speakers.

But can a negative team make use of filters? Absolutely they can and a good example
woul d be the topic AThat we should ban
c 0 e r cigedbimearly 2006 in a MUDS internal comp.

This is a difficult topic for the negative team; you need to clearly establish what sort

of pornography you are prepared to defend. Not everyone is knowledgeable about
various kinds of hardcore pornographyand 6 s not an area where
able to think of examples and evidence. But the filter is fairly obvious, a smart
negative would set as their test that we should only accept restrictions on pornography
if the same principle was the norm foamstream media. This gives the Neg a chance

to spend their prep time preparing the best possiblesfreech/pornography case they

can think of, without worrying too much about how they will cope with the arguments
that will obviously be raised by the Atfinative.

This filter deals eloguently with the issue of violericdealing with it the same way
as with other medi& namely that it should be assessed, classified and if necessary

access can be restricted (suceclamatingms t h R

a ban. However there is a limit to how much violence a mainstream movie can get
away with, and it should be the safheso grotesquely violent pornography can be
banned, but just like ultr@iolent movies, this is a minority, and lots of Mnce is

t

d

f

p C

p e

r

sti || all owed to be shown, and violent por

Just like the previous example, using this filter throws the onus back onto the
opposition to show how the analogy is inappropriag® in the first case they would
need to show why intellectually disabled children cannot be treated under the same
principles as for physically disabled children, and in the second case the Aff would
need to show why pornography is so special that adults are unable to process it in the
same way as they can watch violent action and horror movies without turning into
seri al kil l ers. |l tds harder t han it mi
simple filter for every case, but it 6s
rf

A

whereappropriate itdés a simple but powe
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Tactical Concessiong Tactical concessions are in the same tactics family as filters

because in both cases the issue is knowing how to choose your Hattle@s

possible or advisable to try and rebuery argument made by your oppositiom t 6 s

always better to prioritisthe argumentand focus on attacking the most potenes

your opponentsnade But which arguments should let through? Well there are two

answers to that those that are weak/stupiaind those that can simply be conceded.

Obviously weak or irrelevant arguments should be ignored if dealing with them was

an unreasonable distraction from more important issues (although sometimes its worth
pointing out quickly how stupid an argumentisito scr edi t your opponen
still only win the debate if you deal with their strongest points).

But the second option is to make a tactical concession. Basically is just admitting that
you happen to agree with a proposition put forward by ymponents. Some people
think it looks weak to agree with your opponents too often. | tkiwak as long as
youdre smart about it, then tactical concessions make you look reasonable and allow
you to focus attention on the true areas of clash in the debate.

So when should you conceded? There are two rules to concekssionsede if you
would | i ke stupid otherwise, and concede i
away.

So what are some examples? Well in 90% of debates both sides should agree with the
existence of a problem (you can still strongly disagree with the proposed solution). In

a debate about drugs, it would seem churlish to deny that there is a drug problem, or

in a debate about O6rogue statesoOpretendke | ran
that these states are not dangeroub u t admi tting that doesnéd
particular course of action is automatically the right response.

The second rule is more difficult to implement. Conceding in order to make
probl emati c vaayd meinn sotblger awor ds, |l ose r el
fine line. Often its better to concede that there is a moral imperative to act (in response

to some sort of problem or situation) than it is to fight it. But be careful.

If you are going to defenthe status quo, and an opposition is foaming at the mouth

about how terrible the current situation is, then it would be a bad idea to concede that

and then propose no change to the situation. But if both sides have agreed that there is

a problem,and botei des think the status quo needs
opponents go on and on about how morally superior they are. Concede that there is a
moral imperative to act, then remind the adjudicator that your side has a plan to tackle

the problem and yauopponents are really just wasting time talking about an issue

that everyone agrees on.
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Trends, Norms and Tipping points.
When building a case, the very first thing you should do is clearly establish the
context in which the debate occurs. This entallscussing some of the factual
circumstances that have led to the debate, but your case will be made more potent by
developing a sense of urgericg need to implement your particular poliogw.,

How can you do this? Wandthe naturé sf the prablem c a | t C
(seeAppendix Twoi step one) so that you can describe why something is a problem.

But simply pointing out a problem is often not enough, to make the case really strong

you need urgency, why should this plan be done now (edlyet its something that

has been debated many times before, like the death penalty, or euthanasia, etc). Well

one part of the answer can be to point to trends, norms or tipping points.

Trends The trends are the current direction of policy.

Following the terrorist attacks of-Bl there has been a clear trend developing of
governments passing ihereasi sqby | awst r(idcett
suspects, intrusive investigation powers, increased penalties) in the name of public

s af et year franmt tlleswvaycthat Australia has modelled some of its most recent
oreformsdé on | aws based in the UK, that th
becoming a cycle of increasingly stringent laws.

Some trends can be very broad, so sincetHegar 906 s t

amongst Western governments t pbres adé i s ndn
(privatisation, reductions in trade barrie
that this process has been universal, buleirty happening in the majority of cases

and regardless of whether it is good or bad, it is the reality.

here has been
o -l

Maybe you want to propose a policy that would be a change to this trend, perhaps
even reverse it. That 6s f i ntrends bbcause that 6 s | my
will help you understand what sort of problems your proposal will be likely face.

ltés perfectly fine to use the devel opment
you might say as part of yopmgowrdehelastp At her
decade for the United States to act militarily without the consent of the United

Nations (Bosnia, Iraqg, etc) and we think it is critical that we make reforms to the
international system so as to encourage the US to act more multijateradl to

strengthen the relevancy of the UN. We would do this by reforming the UN in the

foll owing wayé

Or AAs we have seen from the recent trend
Enron, HIH, etc) going bankrupt as a result of the serious mismanagdayent

Directors, we think its time to institute far harsher penalties for Directors who
deliberately run companies into the ground. Therefore we will be proposing the
introduction of laws to make Directors personally financially liable for acts of
deliberateni s manage that they conduct éo

But equally there is nothing wrong with proposing a case which would be an

extension of a current trend; you can use analysis a trend to add momentum to your
argument. So for example;
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AOver the | ast 1lr@rendemargiryy wheebylpaentesarea c | e a
increasingly being given access to reproductive technologies as a means to

better plan their families and ensure healthy babies (IVFnat&a genetic

screening, etc) and so we think that it is the simply the next ktgp to

give potential parents access to the next generation of reproductive
technology- which involves genetic manipulation of the foetus. Therefore

we support a parentodés right to genetica

This is an example of howyoa:n use a 6trend analysisdé to
objectivelyvery controversial, appear to be simply the next step along the path which
society is already on. It is analysis that will form part of the core of your case

genetic modification is notat different in terms of principle, from what we already

allow (if we allow a foetus to be screened for genetic diseases which might lead to the
parents making a decision to abort, then why not allow parents to use technology to
ensure that the foetushgalthy in more ways than simply avoiding disease?).

If you can demonstrate that the relevant trends are pointing in the direction of your
teams logic, then the task is that much harder for the opposition.

Normsi Norms are closely related to trendsthat norms are the status quo, or what
people are willing to accept now (the trend might be moving in any direction but at
any given moment a particular position wi

For instance it is a norm in our society that citizease equal rights. This seems
simple enough, but it wasnét always the <c
(globally) for women to be denied the right to vote, just 40 years ago it was the norm

in Australia for Indigenous people to be deniedigbtrto vote. Since those times we

have seen a growing trend towards greater equality but as it stands, the norm is that
neither group has reached a position of full equality. The extent to which society
accepts inequality i sthibhgsarendonirgisthétrendwhi | e t

Norms can be highly culturally specific. In Norway and Japan many people view the
consumption of whale meat as being little different to any other meat, but in Australia
the norm is for people to view whales as worthgécial protection.

Norms can also be influenced by economic factors (poor and rich people can have
very different ideas about norms) religion, ethnicity, nationality, etc.

It i s i mportant t o under stand nor ms fo
understand how OoOharddé, o6softd or oOinsane
is largely based on how different people perceive your case to be from the norm).
Secondly, at international tournaments norms are critical because your opponents and
opposition will usually be from quite different backgrounds to you, and you need to
understand what norms and assumptions they are likely to bring to the Hetmite

because you are constrained by those norms, but because you need to know how much
analysisyou will need to do to make a given idea seem plausible or reasonable.

Tipping PointsT A ti pping point I's basically what
momentum to the point where a major change is considered. Tipping points are
important because they@aveight and credibility to what might otherwise be seen as

;
0
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an unli kely or highly specul ative outcome.
case you obviously want to make it sound like the plan that you are proposing is going

to work - that people argoing to be fairly willing to do it and that its going to have

benefits. Sometimes this is hard to idespecially if you are arguing for something

quite hardline. So if you can describe the situatianr t he &épr obliemé of t
as beingi nagg paoifttioppt hen you can give your
credibility. These are both powerful things to have on your side.

So what are some examples of a tipping point? Well they occur when a situation has
reached a critical juncturé where policy makers are either forced to make a
fundamental choice (should we abolish voluntary student unionism, or should be
become a Republic) awdy d® hpoent s ©Oramhybao
events have quickly moved a situation forward, making preWoremote options

seem more plausible. Two recent examples of debates which somewhat unexpectedly
reached a tipping point is abortion and the Israel/Palestine question.

Abortion was a bit of noissue in Australian politics for many years, and with the
conservative Howard government winning control of both houses of parliament, most

people would have thought the issue would be largely ignored for the foreseeable

future. But because of pressure by a cqums alliance of MPs, there was a
6consci énc(eefvecei vel y) on t he |l egal i satio
| mmedi ately following that, MPs in Victor
relaxation on legal restrictions to abortion under State laws and for a moment it

looked like there might evehe a crosparty Private Members Bill introduced to

force a vote on the issue. That sort of series of related events could be said to be
moving Australia (or Victoria at |l east) to
abortion laws. Before the RU48®te it would have been hard to imagine how the

abortion debate could become a live issue in Victorian politics, but after the vote both

the leaders of the major parties were forced to discuss it and state their positions. By

the time of the Novembereleastn t he debate may wéeand r each
become an election issueeée

The second example is the situation in Israel/Palestine. Until quite recently it was very

hard to debate the situation in Israel because it was very clear (objectively) that

Pal estinian | eader Yassir Arafat wasnodt th
event the | sraelis werenot I nterested in o
any team who tried to propose a solution to the conflict had a hard time making it

sound even remotely plausible that the players involved would accept their model.

But then Arafat died and everything changed. The stalemate was broken and both
sides started acting in ways that were almost unthinkable a year ago. The Palestinians
held cemocratic election$ bringing the militant group Hamas to power (a radical
power shift in Palestinian politics) and the Israelis begun the previously unthinkable,
unilateral program of removing Jewish settlements from Palestinian lands.
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Then Israeli lader Ariel Sharon had a stroke and is in a coma, at a time when Israel
was weeks away from a general election! So thanks to all these dramatic
developments, some of the old reasons why peace plans were unlikely to work were
gone and a lot more options wera the table. So the Israel/Palestine situation is
clearly at a crucial crossroadlswhere decisions made now will affect the whole
region for the next 50 years or more. Both the Israelis and the Palestinians seem ready
to consider proposals which werepossible just months ago. This is a tipping point.

A single major event could cause a tipping poitike (to take an extreme example)

if Burma tested a nuclear weapon. You can imagine how strong the sense of urgency
would be to find new ways to restritte spread of nuclear weapons technology and to

do something about the dictatorship in Burma. It would make options like invasion or
attackmuchmore likely that they are at the moment. But usually a tipping point is the
result of a series of events thpbpel a debate into uncharted territory.
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Chapter Seven Classic Aff Mistakes and Opp Tactics.

Many of the mistakes that Affirmative (or opening government) teams make when
setting up debates are also the perfect weapons for negative (or opgpdasition)
teams to usé especially if they are squirreled or have limited knowledge of the
substantive issues in the debate. For that reason they are discussed here together.

Classic Trap One: The Problemi Solution Gap.

This mistake is most commondmost damaging when teams propose soft models.

Basically the trap is this, usually when a team propose a soft model they will start by
identifying a very real and important problem, but simply offer a soft soltition

worse still, offer a soft mechanismo si mply &éi mproved the s|
however is this, itdéds morally inconsisten
pressing problem, but then think it is defensible to do very little about it. The trap

grows stronger the more the Aff push therat dimensions of their case.

To give an obviously exaggerated example; if a team identify the context to the debate
as the growing problem of hunger and starvation in the developing world, and cite a
recent UN or NGO report filled with horrifying ststics of the suffering these people
endure. THEN the team propose a model in which rich nations increase the amount of
food aid they donate by some tokenistic amount.

It is certainly true that this tistatys amount
qguoo, but there is a vast i nconsistency b
identified and the solution they have offered. If they truly think the problem is that big

and that important than their model is unconscionable.

Realistically,ina 6 eut hanasi ad debate, if a team st e
the terminally ill in our hospitals and the desperate need to find a way to help these

people alleviate their pain and to have dignity in their final moments (a common and
reasonablevay to contextualise that debate), AND then they ran the soft model

described on Page 3, they will have fallen into the Probl&wlution Trap.

How to exploit the Problemi Solution Gap.
There are two ways to exploit this gap combination of the tavis most effective.

Firstly oppositions should attack the case as being unable to effectively make inroads
on the problem they themselves wanted to tackle. Pretty obvious but still worth doing.
You canét acknowl edge a s dnmadequatssolgtionob| em an

Secondl vy, (especially wuseful I f the oppos
simply countetpropose something that would be even marginally be more effective at

tackling the problem (but more effective the better). The tacticadradge of this is

that it totally neutralises the moral argument and in fact steals it for the opposition.

ltos the perfect opportunity to hijack the
debates after being sqguirrel e o ctad ® a
construction/rebuttal. It also works sometimes against-sdifalines.
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Classic Trap Two: The Ultra-Soft line

|l 6ve already discussed previously why it i
Affirmative team to propose the status quo lesrtmodeli and generally speaking

any halfcompetent topic selector will usually word motions so that running the status

guo I s i mpossible. But that doesndét stop s
very-soft line models which are almost the statjuo, but not quite.

This creates a number of problems for both teams, and a decent adjudicator should
expect something pretty special from the Aff if they are to win (so long as the
negative team dondét freak out and drop the

So what do you dwhen the Aff run an ultrgoft case?

First you can laugh to yourself, because the Aff are in a lot of trouble. The reason why
anultrasoft case is a bad idea is because th
debate and make it difficult fortteeams t o find any meaning
point of view of adjudication theory, the Affirmative team have an obligation to
provide the conditions for a good debatehich basically means a good, reasonable

clash (so there is a strong clash betweem#inmative team that is in favour of
freedomi and which asks the negative team to defend slavery, but that is an
unreasonabl ed clash and shoul dambngst puni s he
other thingg it breaks the definitional rule and probakig code of conduct).

ey
fu

But the negative team also have an obligation to come to the party and engage in the
debate established by the Aff, so long as the clash is reasonable.

However the tactical reason why Aff teams should avoid -slifalines is thathey

donét gi ve y ou enough opportunities for
definition, an ultrasoft line, a very small change to the status quo, is likely to be very
uncontroversial meaning that there is nothing much to say in favour of it!

fthe topic was dthat all public school s shc
team define it as ifisauccho nanso nn od rdéensasmes tbar nadnadr 6d
expensive jewellery, minimal make up allowed and only flat heeled, closed toe, single

colour shoeso. It mi ght seem | i ke an i mpossi
yourself, how many quality arguments can you make in favour of this standard? Can

you think of enough to fill15 minutes 1Aff, and half the 2nd Aff) of speeches,

withoutitge t i ng repetitive, simplistic or borin

Even assuming that the Affirmative team have done themselves a massive disservice

by runninganultras of t | i ne, the negative stildl neeo
victims of animploding debaté where the area of clash is small and gets smaller and

smaller until there are virtually no strong areas of difference between the teams.

Under those circumstances an adjudicator will have few good reasons to award the

debate and will pioably end up giving to the team which is penalisdfor ruining

the debate.
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As a negative team, your best tagtiander all circumstances, but most especially in
response to an ultsoft linei is to clearly create spacen the debate. That means
taking up a hard line (or at least a very firm line) to clearly delineate the stance of
your team from the Affirmative, and to give you a clear principled line to defend. In
effect the debate ends up being more about whether of not you can clearly amglain
strongly defend your line, than it is about defeating your opponents position (in a
normal debate those priorities are equally important).

Of course you still need to make a strong
but the centralhrust ofyour rebuttal tends to be that the Affirmative have based their

case on the wrong principlerather than the fact that the specifics of their case will

cause some great harm.

So in relation to our example, a negative team should run a fairly stroag,lioke

that students should be able to wear any clothing which suits them, without being
unnecessarily provocative or i nappropriate
coming to school wearing their pyjamas or dressed like prostitutes, but that still

allows a very wide range of acceptable attire). The neg would then focus on why it is
important that children be able to wear whatever theyilkeot h because itos
of personal expression, and important to the development of their personalities, plus

its important for kids to learn to cope with material differericeserywhere they go

after school the way they look will have an impact on their life, from job interviews

and workplace, to fitting in sociallyand school is a good place to learn thdskss

The attack on the Affirmative team is that any serious attempt to stifle the sartorial

freedom of students is simply limiting the development of their personal autonomy,

and making harder for them to learn how to interact with others in the celd. w

Which would be the same line you would run anyway, but the focus shifts from
comparing the potenti al Oharmsd of a prope
etc) with the dédharmsd of fre-grougpressue) (bul |y
and becomes more focused on whether of not freedom of dress/expression is the
superior principle to guide this particular debate than the alternative of uniformity of

dress.

The Affirmative teani being the soft and timid people that they obviously-axdl
probably try and have the best of both wor
gives children room to express themselvdsit this is the crucial thing, now they are

fighting on your terms! You need to keep your cool and simply point it th
hypocrisy of their positioii i f t hey think that free expres
have what amounts to a uniform by stealth. The more they defend the need for
students to have self expression, the more you can argue that students will
consisten§ bend and break their rules and that
that you are proposing.

Dondét get me wrong, | 6m not ®ooeateango hat t hj
ultra-soft its very rarely a good debate (which should be reeasongh to never do it
your sel f) but i t 6 s asoftflinegshan atteropt to suokrthei v a |

controversy out of a debate, and controversy is the oxygen of debate. So the best neg
tactic is anything that increases the controversy and injestsme more oxygen.
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Any decent adjudicator should reward a team that is trying everything it can to save a
debate fom imploding and so they will hopefully be generous towards you, but you
have to keep your cool and run a clear and consistent line.

Basi cally you should go back to shbuidr st pri
have been, then figure out which line you can run that will push the debate as far
towards that original level of clash as possible.
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Chapter Eight: General Tactical Mistakes

Mi st ake One: The fallacy of Omutual excl usi
The <concept of Omut ual exclusivityo ( ME)
misunderstood by debaters of all styles. This would be bad enough, but on top of that

there seems to be a relatively widesprbelief that ME is a powerful rebuttal to an

opponents casewhen tactically speaking it can be easily and effectively countered.

The problem of ME isthi§t eams t hink that if they <can
model is not strictly speaking, mutuallxausive (literally) to their own, then that
weakens the validity of their opponentos ¢

rhetorically but also argumentatively, but its overstated and quite simple to refute.

The first point is that ME is not affal flaw in an oppositions case automaticélly
only under certainly circumstances is it even a weakness.

For exampl e, if the topic was #AThat this h
the Affirmative proposed a model of licensed distributiondofigs like ecstasy

(essentially treating recreational drugs in the same way as cigarettes and-alcohol
regulated, restricted but commercially available) the Neg might ceprdpose a

model that is essentially the status quo, but with greater educatan thle harmful

effects of drugs and drug abuse to discourage their use.

Commonly the Aff would respond by say the
mutually exclusive to their own, because an identical education campaign would be
consistent with the aisof their own model.

While strictly speaking this is truke something can be legaliseshd there can be a
broad education campaign about the harms (eg cigarettes) the lack of formal mutual
exclusivity is not a fatal flaw, or even an effective attaddecausephilosophically

the two models are predicated on mutually exclusive concepts: the best way to limit
harm is to allow supply and encourage responsible use Vs the best way to limit harm
is to restrict supply and explain that generally there reallpassuch thing as
responsible use. These concepts are mutually exclusive.

Secondly, and flowing from the philosophical difference, there is a simple practical

di stinction. The Negbs model I's mutually e
campaign weks as well as it argued that it would, then there would be no need to

legalise supply of drugs as a harm minimisation strategf education does

effectively limit harm from drugs, then the only reason why you would go further than

that and legalise itsiif you thought people had a right to access it (which is an

argument exclusive to the Aff).
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Mi stake Two: The il lusion of O6samenessao.
Quite often debaters will analyse an entire category of thing, which should rightly be
seen as a wider number of dister entities that have a small number of things in
common but nevertheless possessing significant difference.

Some examples include, the media, corporations, developing countries,
racial/ethnic/gender/sexuality groups, etc.

In each of these cases thare commonalities between individual members that make

generalisations fair and accurate. For exa
driveno, because any corporation that does
make a profit, is not reallg businessi t 6s a charity, or communit
a oO0corporationé in the colloqui al sense of

pursuit of profit takes many formsc or por ati onés aim for di f f
cheap and low quality vexpensive and high quality) and operate under different

conditions (eg. Big business has large profit margins and massive resources vs. small
businesses that usual run on small margins and have limited resources).

Any time an opposition talk about a owé these categories as though they are

homogenous (fAwhat women want is to be repr
Papuands dondt want development, what they
traditional cul t ur e o) utte geonp in dquestiom you gan ow n o't

confidently assert from first principles that the situation is more complicated than that
(Amany WO me n ar e mor e concerned wi t h t h
representatives, rather t laeagrotptae farfrogender
united in their viewso) and then provide t
the group are reasonable, important and how they will complicate the fair application

of the oppositions model.

Mistake Three: The mythoftheifopposi ti onds onuso (or Push

This is one of those 6fine |ined issues in
team O6push debatingdé and when is it si mpl
fundament al 6clashod in the debate?

Push debatingan occur in many forms. Two of those possibilities were covered in

the previous section dealing with false dichotomies and straw imaen an

opposition are trying to force you to (or convince the adjudicator that you should)

argue for something totaliyr r ever ent , or to oppose a trui
this model can work, their onus is to def e

As an adjudicator or debater these are simple situations that really only require you to

have courage and to clearly explain whych dichotomies are ridiculous and
irrelevant to the real debate, then establ
back to defending your side of that equation.

But there are other, subtler forms of push debating that inexperienced speakers and
judges someti mes miss, and thatds when a t
oppositions either through an unfairly skewed definition of the terms of the debate,

or through the establishment of some sort of (unfair) test or criteria through whi

they assert the debate should be judged.
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Remember this simple ruieno one can tell you what your side needs to prove. You
neverhave to accept an oO6onusb6é or a set of (
opposition speaker. If your team has a goost §peaker, then they will clearly spell

out exactly what your side will be attempting to prove or which position you will be
advocating for, and thatodés what you shoul d

As an adjudicator you should rightly be wary of letting competitdrsytes how to

judge the debatd. t filesfor a team to point out problems with the opposition, or to

challenge their definition or their arguments, but in the end the only criteria that

matter when awarding the debate, are those set down in the rules. Thib e s n 6t me an
that every time a team try to set down fAcr
unfairi but in almost every case these criteria are irrelevant.

But there are subtleties to this, and as Yy
tell the difference between a team which is trying (consciously or not) to unfair push

their opposition, and when they are simply trying to establish the parameters of a fair

debate.

For exampl e, i f the topic was gfytohattheAust
affirmative team have the right to choose exactly how much nuclear eneagg

under what conditonst hey are willing to defend (that
or 6soft | inebdb they choose to be&dthdgyut t hey
canot say fAwe should |Iike to see the gove
Australiabds electricity through nuclear po
status quoi of virtually total fossil fuel usé as a better sishr at egy o
debating. I f the negative team want to def
but if they had a case based on some alternative (like green energy, or reductions in
energy use, or a modification t othenise st at u

their right to set the parameters of their case.

Al l you have to do as a negative team in t
and then reject 1it. For example, you coul d
are eager to see nuclgaower used in Australia and we reject that, but contrary to
what they think, our alternative is not a dirty fossil fuel energy industry, the
alternative that we wil/ be advocating i sé

Every time the affirmative try to sapdt your team is defending the problems with

the status quo, you calmly say #Adno, we wa
di fferent way, and here i1 s why our alterna
back to the debate. Sounds simple, but it ke guts when an opposition team is

yelling at you!

But there are times when an affirmative team is right to stake out the grounds of the
debate but this is only the case when the tofoccesthe negative team by virtue of
the wording of the motiortp specifically defend something.

So i f the topic was AThat the Singapore

puni shment for drug traffickerso tihen the
they have to defend the status quo. They might try arsg¢rtinsome minor
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modi fications (a better appeals process, e
use of the death penalty for drug traffickers then they have failed to engage properly
in the debate.

What you might have seen from the previou® t&xamples is that push debating

occurs mostly when the wording of the topic is focused on what the Aff should

def end, and doesndét say much about the nat
At hat we s h o uthapositionwfatltk Aff i$ maaleb\dous by the topic,

but the Neg have several options open to tliesanctions, economic engagement,

etc). Under these conditions some Aff teams will try and push the Neg, to limit their
choices. They might be doi nugofthetmotiorgorause t h
they might be doing it because they are trying to push them in order to gain some

tactical advantage. In any event the Neaglvgaysfree to reject the push if they want.

But on a final note | think its worth pointing out thatits me cessar il y O&6weal
accept a Opushed6é position. I f the Neg wan
the Aff, or they are willing to accept the test or criteria established by their opponents,

then its not inherently badtodose o d o n 6 t dawa, oriviewt them as weak

for doing it. The issue then is simply was it tactically smart for them to doaswl

sometimes the answer is yes, just as sometimes a tactical concession can help move a
debate forward, or neutralise an argument (see TaGmatessions in Chapter Five).
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Chapter Eight: Manner

What is good manner? Unfortunately, there are very few convenient tests or tactics

with mannerBut t hatdéds not to say that good manne
possi bl e t o tredstimicthere Is Bo single.definitidrdof good manner. You

can be loud or quiet, you can be funny or serious, and in some speeches you might do

all those things. If you made up a list of the best debaters in the VWowauld

include people witltrangeof styles. But that said, | think good manner is the right
combination of three thing®ersuasivenes€£redibility andConviction

Persuasivenes$ Persuasiveness is really about making your message appealing to

the audience. It incorporates all of thievious things that people taught you at school,

i ke; make eye conteact,Bprofjlkeatdoyourkeosayp
car is just a combination of turning a wheel and moving your headodt simplistic

and it sucks all of the art otbit.

The art is in the psychology of persuasion. For instéincgs v i t al that vyou

the difference between intuitive and couriteuitive argument$ Running a counter

intuitive argument is not bager sebut it is harde . | f youwledgewhért ackno
youodr e r un #ntuiivg argumenpoumdlelr never make it fly

But how to you make a countgrtuitive argument work? Well you have explain it
carefully and use strong analysis (discussed earlier) but from a mannerfpoew o

its cruci al t hat you choose your | anguage
more than is necessary, and most importaottkat your adj udi cators
saying it. You have to | earn tolookdked t he f

they understand you, then you need to slow down and try again until they get it.

Credibility i Learningto havegravitasis difficult, because t 6 s | persokaé d t o
maturity, w tugh dolit in yhe meartimentliete are some waysrtgept
the maxi mum amount of credibility that you:i

Rul e number one i s: Take it s el

Too often inexperienced speakers do everything possible to emphasis how

i nexperienced they are. That ds just count e
down whi | e gy.olThad soandsgobwviousrbut its astonishing how many

debaters wil|l make an argument, and then
really make sense did it?0 16m not sur e

misguided attempt to be endearing, éitther way you should stop it immediately.

Another classic example is deferring to your opposition. Soponentwill make

some arguments that sound good about say economics, and the next speaker will say
somet hing stupid | i k e h &b Ecbnonlics asahe dast k now
speaker, but 10611 have a go at rebwmtting h
weakens your credibility antlincreasesouro p p o naeedibilisy!d

% A counterintuitive argument is something that people will initially find difficult to acdept
something that seems to conflict with their gut feeling. See the example afianeat on p.11.
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lcand6t stress enough how mucdhitseansbkgae t hi s
small thing, but it can be devastating. The reason is because talking yourself down can

act as a subtle but powerful confirmation of any negative perception of you that an
adjudicator might already be harbouring. This is especiallyfttuESL speakers and

young female speakers. Il wish it wasnoéot |
fair and unbiased in terms of manner, but significant proportion of them under the
general principle that the older you are, the more credibleayguand that generally

men are more credible than women.

NEVERtalk down your speech, yourself or your ideas under any circumstand

Broadly speaking, the higher up the tab you move (which inséaseuality of your
adjudicators) the less important those stereotypes arewilbig there has been
enormous improvement in tlagjudicationculture over the years, t stllsnot perfect.

Rule number two is: Sound likeou know what youbd

So that means one of two thinigeitheractuallyk now what vyoudbye tal ki
working hard on learning first principles as well as specific knowlgdgasoundlike

you know whatyobr e t al ki ng about (the first i's be
avoiding simple mistake$ like make sure you gethe names othings righti
including pronunciation, and ugeent hem conf i dentl y. I f youdre

name of the Chinese Présnt is Hu Jin Tao or Wen Jao Bao, take a guess, but
whichever you choose, say it confidently!

The only sure wayo build up your credibilitystoreallyk now what youbre t
about but that takes timeMearwhile, focus on being confident, and remasn that
your adjudicatorsopposition will rarely know anything about youi if you look

confident, and Busuallythinkcyourafe codfielent , t hey 6
Conviction T is probably the most undeated facet of manneBasically, i f you dono
look ik e you care about the topic and you <ca

making, then why should anyone else care? Remember that adjudicators suffer from

all the same things that you as debaters endure at tourndnteite y 6 r e t i red, t
be bored, thg can dislike the topicki f you donét do everything
debate engaging and appealing then you can

t

There is dine like between sounding passionate and sounding ridiculous, but:

Your manner should snatfil amémr feng t

What 6 sfamenade® The di ff er dfferenee béetweenchigre r yt hi n ¢
school and universitgebatingandi t 6 s t he di fference between
and atruly great speaker.

Trying to persuademeans engaging in the issu@st and foremostand again you
should be trying to project the image that you care atbhemand that you genuinely
want other people to beliew®u 1 not just so that you and get another win for your
team, but because itsherentlyimportant to you that people believeuon this issue
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Alternatively you can try and win the debate, and that means doing everything you
can point out to the adjudicator why your team has scored more @oidtsyerything

you can to make your opponents look bad, instead of making thernwiook Donodt
tell adjudicators how to do their job, just focus on doing youri jbieing persuasive.

The rest will take care of itself.

So that means avoid referringsobodométfaat
high schoollike things, sucha@ wel come to todayo6sAsthebat e, t
first speakei tndys j ob t o e x p ljust gehtothehssuess dast @d yéuo

can. Use your context and sap to explain the debatet hat 6 s why you st
contextualise at the start of firstp e a k e r .drsteas ppés egatklabout how your

case expand$ ogi cal | y; i nstead of it appearing
distinction. Sound professional, sound sophisticated and sound genuinely interested.

Again these are subtle things amdd i vi dual i nst afoc e(st aolfk i ndge b
about the debat e, i nstead of t &, bdut ng abo
cumulatively they have a bignpact. They remind the adjudicator that this is just a

contest, andhe teams are just trying to se points. You can still win when that
happens, but youodl | never really |l earn to
be better than othéeami and someti mes thatés not saying

People often want ask howdsthowtdwpirullylafgee a ms aw
marginsi and the key to scoring big wins against good teasmsanner.f you can

master these three facets of manner, then when coupled with a strong case (which all

good teams havky virtue of experiengeyou will able to srash opponents, not just

beat them. But it takes patience, practice and perseverance!
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“See Jer eexgelleBarticleinElison 4 of the MDR
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Appendix One- First Principles Exercises

In 25-50 words describe the key features of the following philosophies/concepts, including an
assessment of the strength atle position.

Governance
1) Liberaldemocracy (theoretically, there are basi
but some | iberal democracies are more Ol ibe
2) SociaBldemocracy (there are many fASocilal Democr

what sort of governance system are they advocating).

3) Guideddemocracy (I dondt mean countries that
title but are total dictatorships)

4) Dictatorship

5) Communism

6) Regionalism

Moralit y
1) Kantian (Rights based)
2) Utilitarianismi (preference and hedonistic)

Environment
1) Humanist ecology (Sustainable development)
2) Technological ecology
3) Deepgreen ecology (humanist ecology is sometimes called shalbalogy)
4) Tragedy of the Commons

Legal

Economics 1) Social Contract theory

1) Keynesi an

2) Neo-Liberal ) Bims of the Criminal Justice System
Business(Corporate Governance) Security

1) Corporate Social Responsibility 1) Collective security

2) Stakeholder model 2) Cooperative security

3) Shareholders only 3) Democratic peace theory

4) Just war theory

Others 5) New Security Agenda

1) Game Theory 6) Golden Arches peacg theo
Political Science

1) Liberalism 1) Precautionary principle

2) Socialism/Communitarianism
3) Secularism
Australian Politics

Feminism 1) Federalism (states rights)
1) Liberal feminism 2) Centralised power
2) Radical feminism 3) Constitution (S 51109, 128)
3) Developingworld feminism 4) Mandates
4) Difference feminism 5) Party discipline (Aust Vs USA)

5) Power feminism
International Relations

Diplomacy 1) Rationalism
1) Bilateral 2) Realism (and Ne&ealism)
2) Regional 3) Necliberal Institutionalism
3) Multilateral 4) Dependence theory
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