DEBATE MANUAL:

I.  What is debate?  

Definition: Argumentation:  Is the art and science of using primarily logical appeals to secure decisions.  

Definition: Debate:  discuss; engage in an argument for and against; dispute; contend, reflect; consider.  A controversy; a contest by argument, a quarrel.

Debate can and is often used to come to a decision either by an individual or by groups of people.  

II.  Why debate?  What do I get out of it?  

1.  Debate is preparation for effective participation in a free society.

Our constitution provides for the freedom of speech.  Ideas are discussed and challenged in one form or another by debate whether in law, business, or politics.  Voting is the end result of citizens debating the merits of a proposition and declaring a stance.  

2.  Debate is preparation for leadership.

ATT once defined executive ability as:

“The ability to state a goal and reach it-

through the efforts of other people-

and satisfy those whose judgment must be respected-

under conditions of stress.”
President Kennedy:

“I think debating in high school and college a most valuable training whether for politics, the law, business, or for service on community committees such as the PTA and the League of Women Voters.  A good debater must not only study material in support of his own case, but he must also, of course, thoroughly analyze the expected arguments of his opponent.  The give and take of debating, the testing of ideas, is essential to democracy.  I wish we had a good deal more debating in our educational institutions than we do now.”

3.  Debate develops proficiency in critical thinking.

Looking at a topic from multiple points of view, formulating a position, and defending that position requires skill in logic and proper construction (flow) of thought leading from a premise to a conclusion while defending against an opposite view.

4.  Debate encourages mature judgment and social maturity.

Many problems in the world result from misevaluation and misunderstandings that comes from considering complex problems in the context of a one or two-valued orientation.   One learns to look at a problem from many points of view.

Some topics you will be presented with generate strong emotional feelings and dogmatic views.  Learning to think about the other point, understand that point, and argue for that point will enable you to develop a critical leadership skill – placing yourself into the shoes of another person.  How can you as a free citizen possibly make a decision that could impact the nation without honestly understanding the opposite view?  How can you compromise without such a skill?

5.  Debate develops confidence and courage.

In a debate, you must formulate your case, think under pressure, adapt to a changing environment, defend against strong opposition, and turn the tables on your opponents.  Your reward is personal growth from participating in a challenging situation and gaining leadership skills.

6.  Debate develops and encourages effective speaking delivery and logical construction.

Part of the skill of the debater is based upon a clearly formulated logical argument.  Arguments that cannot be readily followed or are fallaciously formed will result in a challenge to effective persuasion. Likewise, a clearly formulated argument may founder if the speaking skills are inadequate.  Poor posture, “hiding” from the audience, mumbling, and monotonous speaking tends to bear against even the most effective logical arguments.

III.  What are the elements of effective persuasion?

Aristotle, in Rhetoric, mentioned three types of “proofs”.  He wrote that proofs are the interpretations of “evidence” that provide listeners with reasons for accepting a speaker’s recommendations.

Logos:  Rational appeal – facts, figures, theories, logical developments, inductive and deductive reasoning.

Pathos:  Emotional appeal – stories, lessons, the human dimension.

Ethos:  Credibility appeal – poise, professionalism, reliable and credible sources, power, “strength” of character when speaking.

In persuasive speech, including debate, an effective use of these three factors is needed.  One cannot be expected to reach full potential by using one of these at the expense of the others.  

IV.  Affirmative Side (“Pro”)

A.  Description:  

Has the burden of proof.  By design, the pro-side must convince the audience (judges too) that their stance is the one to choose.  If the pro-side were to say nothing, the con-side by default should be declared the winner.  

The pro-side should design their arguments to explain their stance and to show why that its adoption (or continuance) will be advantageous.  It also asserts why the status quo (if there is one) is inadequate.  The pro-side is analogous to the prosecuting side in a trial.  The affirmative attempts charge the current system is failing to accomplish a desired outcome.  Because of the attack role, the pro-side has to speak first because the con-side is not able to counter until the opening salvo (pardon the military speak) is given.  Of course, the con-side is likely to have figured out the reasons the pro-side will use and vice-versa.

B.  Building the Affirmative Case (Pro-side):

There are two main types of cases useful for the pro-side, the needs analysis and the comparative analysis.

1.  Needs Analysis:  Need, Plan, Advantage (very common in Jaycee debate)

Elements of Needs Analysis:

Need:  Arguments to establish the need for changing the status quo because of its inherent disadvantages.  Establish a foundation for why the status quo is unacceptable.  

Plan:  Establishes the plan for improvement and supporting evidence for the usefulness of the plan.  Often the debate topic is a summary of a plan but must be expanded upon.

Advantages:  Establishes the advantages of the need and plan over the status quo.  

Types of needs analysis:

Classical Needs Analysis Affirmative:  Status quo is completely unacceptable and the only solution is the plan called for in the resolution.

Modified Needs Analysis Affirmative:  Status quo has some advantages but is outweighed by some inherent disadvantages and that the best solution is the plan called for in the resolution.

Moral-Issue Needs Analysis Affirmative:  Status quo is pragmatically ok, certain injustices exist and the plan called for in the resolution is morally the best solution.

Each of these, the need, plan, and advantages, must flow in logical order and are interlink successfully.  

2.  Comparative Advantages:  

Used when there is a better way of obtaining the goals of the status quo.

Status Quo has certain advantages but it maintains that its plan in comparatively advantageous.  The affirmative argues that its proposal can do more for us or can reach our agreed goal more quickly, more efficiently, or in some way that is more beneficial.

Stages of use of Comparative Advantages:

1.  Pro-side identifies and accept the specific goals and assumptions of the status quo that are relevant.  The “ends” and “goals” are often agreeable to the con-side.  In a sense, the con-side may agree with the pro-side’s specific ends and goals.  It will of course disagree with the overall conclusion.

2.  A plan must be presented that is consistent with the specifics outlined above.

3.  The proposed plan must produce advantages.  The advantages must be inherent to the plan and must be significant.  

4.  The advantages have to prove that there are comparative advantages.  The advantages must be better than any advantage under the status quo AND any advantage that would coexist with the status quo.   The advantages proposed must also outweigh the disadvantages.  

In short, the advantages must produce a net gain, for the plan proposed often results in some loss of advantages as compared to the status quo.  The net gain thought is needed because the con-side is often capable of tearing the pro-side’s plan apart bit by bit unless there is a strong case built that relies on the net gain of the proposed plan.

V.  Negative Side (“Con”)

A.  Description:  

Has the burden of refuting the proposition given by the pro-side.  When the pro-side gives its charges against the current status-quo (there should be one in a properly formatted topic) or asserts its stance for a particular action, the con-side must employ a number of alternative methods to defend the present system or the opposite of what the pro-side is advocating and state why the adoption of the pro-side’s resolution is not in the best interest.

B.  Building the Negative Case:

The pro-side has the burden of proof but the con-side has the burden of rebuttal.  There several plans for use by the con-side.

1.  Classical Negative:  The main line of argument is that the status quo is acceptable.  The main attack on the affirmative is on the “needs” analysis.  Subordinate arguments attack the plan and the advantages used by the affirmative.  Often the plans and advantage analyses are attacked as creating disadvantages or irrelevant advantages are created.  Often used to battle the need, plan, advantage strategy of the pro-side

2.  Repairs Negative:  The main line of argument is that the status quo is generally sound in principle and that a few minor changes would make it acceptable and desirable.   This is often used when one must admit that the status quo has some shortcomings.  This is often acceptable to the audience but the danger is that the con-side concedes something to the affirmative.  Often used to battle the need, plan, advantage strategy of the pro-side.

3.  Five types of negative strategies

a.  Attack on the Need:

Con-side builds the case that the needs advocated by the pro-side are not needed or so nothing to warrant changing the status quo.  

b.  Attack on the Plan:

Con-side builds an attack that the plan will create greater and more serious disadvantages and weaknesses than existing under the status quo and often the plan is viewed as unworkable or undesirable.  Con-side usually concedes that the status quo could benefit from minor changes.  This is usually the most effective strategy for attacking the comparative advantages strategy of the pro-side. 

c.  Need-Plan Wedge:

States that the pro-side’s plan, even if it could do what is claimed, it would not solve the need even if the need existed.  The link between the need and plan is attacked most heavily with this type of strategy.  If the plan is incapable of addressing a need, then advantages cannot occur.

d.  Running Refutation: 

The con-side attempts to strike at each stage and not focusing on one area more so than others.  (Often used in JC debate).   This strategy introduces counter evidence and counter argument for each issue and element of the affirmative case as it is presented.  This plan requires close coordination for the con-side speakers.  Often used when the con-side has thought out all or most of the variants raised by the pro-side.  The con-side can often be buried in multiple ways and leaving the burden of proof too overwhelming for a victory by the pro-side.  

e.  Mix and match of the four above strategies.  

The con-side needs to be careful that the mix and match doesn’t create a self-contradictory stance.

4.  Counter-Plan

If the con-side determines that the pro-side has incorrectly identified the status quo needs or goals then a counter plan may be possible.  The con-side has a counter-plan that identifies the need or goal but the pro-side’s plan is incapable of solving or attaining it.  If the con-side’s counter-plan is as good as the pro-side’s plan, then the pro-side has failed to meet the burden of proof.  The need or goals are redefined, a counter-plan is proposed that is inconsistent with the resolution.  The counter-plan produces advantages and that the pro-side’s plan has irrelevant advantages or disadvantages.

It (counter-plan) can be a dangerous idea because it may appear as a concession when the needs or goals are being redefined.  The proposed counter-plan by the con-side must be inconsistent with the pro-side’s proposition otherwise it will be taken for use by the pro-side!   The pro-side and con-side’s plans are often exclusive.  

VI.  Rebuttal (both Pro and Con)

Rebuttal embraces the processes of the following:

1.  Overthrowing the opposition’s evidence by showing it is invalid, erroneous, or irrelevant.

2.  Overthrowing the opposition’s evidence by introducing other evidence that contradicts it, casts doubt on it, minimizes its effects, or that it fails to meet the tests of evidence and

3.  Overthrowing the opposition’s reasoning by showing such reasoning is faulty/

4.  Overthrowing the opposition’s reasoning by introducing other reasoning that in turns it to the opposition’s disadvantage, contradicts it, casts doubt on it, minimizes its effect, or shows that it fails to meet the tests of reasoning.

5.  Rebuilding evidence by introducing new and additional evidence to further substantiate it.

6.  Rebuilding reasoning by introducing new and additional reasoning to further substantiate it.

7.  Presenting exploratory refutation offered for the purposed of probing the opponent’s position for clarification or force the opposition to make it more definite.

VII.  Jaycee Debate Structure (copied from the MIJC Competitions Manual)

MIJC debate format:

15 minutes preparation, two-person team

Affirmative Opening Argument 3 minutes

Negative Opening Argument 3 minutes

Affirmative Rebuttal Argument 2 minutes

Negative Rebuttal Argument 2 minutes

Affirmative Closing Argument 1 minute

Negative Closing Argument 1 minute

NOTE:  MIJC debate competitions are currently structured differently than the USJC debate, college or high school debate.

USJC debate format:  

15 minutes preparation, three-person team, one of which is a coach or idea person not allowed to speak!

Affirmative Opening Argument 5 minutes

Negative Opening Argument 5 minutes

Affirmative Rebuttal Argument 5 minutes

Negative Rebuttal Argument 5 minutes

Negative Closing Argument 3 minute

Affirmative Closing Argument 3 minute

(Note that pro opens AND closes the debate)

	Debate Competitions 

GENERAL INFORMATION: Each debate team will have 2 members. Pro and con sides will be determined by a coin toss not less than 15 minutes prior to the beginning of the competition. The pro side will speak first in each section of the competition.

The debate itself will be composed of three sections: 

1. Opening speeches: arguments are constructed (3 minutes)

2. Rebuttal speeches: defend the issues raised in the opening (2 minutes)

3. Summary (1 minute)

Visual time prompts will be displayed and speakers will be expected to stop promptly at the expiration of their time.

DUTIES OF AND HINTS FOR SPEAKERS: 

All Speeches: 

· The cases should be easy to follow and should make sense on the first hearing. 

· The speeches should keep the audience in mind and not use jargon. 

· The speeches should be well rehearsed and meet the time limits. 

· The delivery should be in an eloquent and persuasive manner. 

· Speakers should remain professional and considerate of the audience. 

· A couple of minutes will be allowed between each presentation for the next team to prepare their argument. 

Constructive Speeches (3 minutes): 

· Should build an argument for or against the proposition. New facts and ideas are presented. 

· Both teams should have a prepared presentation for the pro side in case they are chosen to begin the presentation. 

· Negative side should focus only on the ideas presented by the affirmative side and persuade the judges away from the affirmative. 

Rebuttal Speeches (2 minutes): 

· Only deal with the main arguments that were presented in the constructive speech, no new facts or ideas should be introduced. 

· Re-establish case and refute arguments. 

· Indicate arguments that opposing side has misinterpreted or dropped. 

· Extend preliminary arguments rather than repeating information or initiating new topics. 

Summaries (1 minute): 

· Use the strongest of the previously presented arguments to persuade the judges to vote for their position. 

· The final opportunity for each team to persuade the judges in their favor. 

· No new facts or ideas may be presented. 




VIII.  Tools of Logic 

Because of the nature of debate, logic must be sound.  If there is a flaw in the logical construction of an argument, then the argument is weak and likely to fail.

1.  Independent confirmation of the facts (often difficult to do in the Jaycee debate format because the debate topic is not given more than 15 minutes in advance.)

2.  Arguments by authority carry little weight in of themselves.  At best, there are imperfect experts. 

3.  If there is something to be explained, think of all the different ways it could be explained.  Think of tests by which you might systematically disprove each of the alternatives.

4.  Challenge your own hypothesis and compare it fairly with alternatives.  If you don’t “bullet-proof” your argument, your opponent will shoot it full of holes.

5.  If there is a chain of reasoning in your argument, every link must be sound including your premise.  

Deductive Logic: Theory leads to hypotheses, hypotheses leads to observation, observation confirms theories.  

(Law of gravity – predict a tossed ball will fall back to earth, toss the ball, ball falls to earth, confirmation of law of gravity)

Inductive Logic:  Observations lead to patterns, patterns lead to hypotheses, hypotheses lead to a theory. 

 (Ball tossed falls to earth, multiple tosses of balls fall to earth, something drags balls back to earth, a law of gravity exists.)

6.  Is the hypothesis at hand, at least in principle, falsifiable?   Ideas that are untestable, or unfalsifiable, are nearly worthless.  

IX:  Logic Blunders

These are sometimes used purposely in a debate since the art-form aspect of debate sometimes can allow one to get away with logic blunders.  An appeal to the ethos can persuade a judge or person if they miss or ignore the logic blunder.  A skillful debate will make sure that logic blunders don’t occur OR are swiftly dealt with by the opposing side.  It is very risky to commit some of these errors as they can be used as a rebuttal with devastating effect.

1.  Attacking the arguer and not the argument (ad hominem), and “you also” (Tu Quoque) blunders

Ex 1:  “John Smith is a convicted killer.  His views on capital punishment are predictable and worthless.”

Maybe John Smith’s opinions aren’t so predictable.  Why are they worthless anyway?  Perhaps there is a bit of reasoning or fact that we have no so far heard or thought of.

Ex 2: “You cheated on your taxes.” 

“So do you!”  

Just because Bill cheated on his taxes doesn’t clear the assertion that Mary cheated on hers as well.

2.  Argument from authority.  

“The CIA has files on Iran’s state-sponsored terrorism; going after Iran’s government is the best thing to do.” 

Is the CIA perfectly correct?  What do those files really say?  Is there a political agenda that may bias what is in the files?  Can CIA agents testify to the claims made in such files (assuming in such a way so as to not compromise their security)?

3.  Argument from adverse consequences.

“The democrats must be elected.  If they are not we will continue to lose jobs.”

What are the statistics on job loss under democratic presidents, governors, etc…vs. Republican presidents, governors, etc... ?  How much of that job-loss is due to some other factors and what weights do those factors have?  
4.  Appeal to ignorance (absence of evidence is not evidence of absence)

“SETI (Search for ExtraTerrestrial Intelligence) has not detected a single signal from an intelligence outside of Earth.  Such civilizations don’t exist.”  Could it be we just haven’t looked long enough?  Maybe we are searching in vain because our technology is not suited for looking for what may be used by another civilization. 

5.  Special Pleading

“I don’t understand why the State Jaycees do that over and over again.”

“You will when you become one and really will not understand it until then.”

Could I be taught to understand it now?  Perhaps being a State Jaycee would give me a particular bias towards a certain methodology.  Maybe that bias is a problem, maybe not.  Explain it to me.

6.  Begging the question (also known as assuming the answer)

Ex 1: “We must have the death penalty to discourage violent crime.”

Does the crime rate fall or is low in places where the death penalty is in place?  If so, is it because of the death penalty works or is it from another factor(s)?

Ex 2: “We should give most of the taxes back to the middle class so as to stimulate the economy.”  Does the economy generally react well to having a richer (by way of tax relief) middle class?

7.  Observational selection (also known as counting the hits and ignoring the misses or vice versa)

“Weather forecasters don’t get it right.  They predicted rain and it snowed a foot instead.”

How many times did they predict rain and it rained?  How often is a precipitation-type forecast (rain, snow, sleet, etc…) correct or incorrect?

8.  Statistics of small numbers

“How can 500 people surveyed actually assess the feeling of the American people on the economy?  We have almost 185 million workers!  I don’t believe it.”   If the survey was conducted scientifically and selected its population randomly, then it is very likely to be accurate.

9.  Misunderstanding statistics

Ex 1: President Eisenhower expressed astonishment and alarm when he found out that fully half of Americans had below average intelligence.

Ex 2: “I met someone at this party of 31 people that has the same birthday as me…wow!”  (In a party of 31 people, the chances of someone at that party meeting a fellow party-goer with the same birthday is 71% - pretty high odds!)

10.  Inconsistency

Ex 1:  Attribute the possibility of a universe that will exist in the future forever but deny the possibility of an infinite duration in the past.

Ex 2:  Attribute the declining life expectancy in a communist nation to the failures of communism but ignore the highest morality rate in the capitalist world to the failures of capitalism. 

Ex 3:  Plan for (budgets) for the worst-case possibilities that a potential military opponent is capable but thriftily ignore the possibilities of the projections of global warming because they are not “proved.”  

11.  Non-sequitur (“it doesn’t follow”)

Ex 1: “Our nation will win this war because God is on our side.”  Is God on our side?  Has there been real confirmation that God is willing to make us prevail?  The Union and Confederate governments both said this to their respective peoples.  One may have been right and one might have been wrong…could God been on neither side?  Such statements are often used (effectively at times in the realm of debate, because of the ethos or pathos impact).

Ex 2: “How can scientists claim that we will get a warmer world with more storms in the United States fifty years in the future with their computer models when they can barely forecast the weather one week out with computer models?”  

Prediction of climate uses different tools and different approaches to the physics involved in both weather and climate.  An analogy is turbulent flow in a pipe:  I cannot tell you where a particle will be at every given instant.  I can tell you that over time it flows downstream and can predict the particle’s “long-term” position very well.

12.  Post Hoc, Ergo Propter Hoc (“It happened before, so it was caused by” or correlation vs. causation)

Ex 1:  “There was a missile attack on a road and the investigators that came to the site found a burned out car that crashed into a nearby building.  The missile was involved in destroying the car.”  

Could the car have been destroyed and burnt before the missile impact?  Could the car have crashed and burst into flames after the missile impact but before the investigators arrived?  (This is taken from an actual news item in the Gaza strip.)

Ex 2:  “Children that watch violent TV tend to be more violent when they grow up.”

Did the violent TV cause the violence as an adult?  Is it possible that violent adults preferred watching violent programs as a child?  (Remember that both statements could be true.  Avoid the false dichotomy blunder!)

13.  Excluded middle or false dichotomy, slippery slope

Ex 1: “America, love it or leave it.”  (What about working to change or improve America?)

Ex 2: If the state prohibits partial birth abortion then soon the state will over turn Roe. V. Wade.  (It is possible, but evidence needs to be found to assert such a claim.  Does the state really want to, or is capable of changing Roe. V. Wade?)

14.  Straw-Man

Ex 1: “Environmentalists care more for trees than people.”  (Do all of them think this way?  Is there a survey that indicates the percentage of people that call themselves environmentalists care more for trees than people? )

Ex 2: “Evolutionists create a logic blunder by saying that a rock is x-number of years old by noticing the fossil in it.  They then say the fossil is x-number of years old by noticing the rock that encases it.  This is circular reasoning therefore they are wrong.” 

(The quoted statement is indeed a blunder of circular reasoning but this is not what evolutionists assert. What makes the fossil age-dateable is not the rock itself but the multiple independent techniques that can be used to date the encasing rock.)

15.  Suppressed Evidence or Half-Truths

“Osama Bin Laden was shown on TV today proclaiming another attack will be made soon.  He is alive!”  (When was the TV program filmed?  Maybe it was filmed five weeks ago and he has since died.)

16.  Weasel Words

Ex 1: “It (Korean War) is a limited “Police Action.”  (How does this differ from a war?  If it is a police action, can we send cops?)

Ex 2: “We must defend “American Interests.” (What are these interests?  Is there something hidden in what is otherwise a patriotic phrase?)

Ex 3: “Compassionate Conservatism”  

(Is conservatism normally uncompassionate?  What is compassionate vs. uncompassionate conservatism?)

17.  Anecdotes do not make truth (or science).

“Aunt Judy watched Seinfield episodes and it cured her cancer.”  Has this cure for cancer been tested?  Was there a test where a 100 people with cancer watching Seinfield, 100 not watching Seinfield, and 100 watching something else set up to test this possible remedy?

18.  Bold statements don’t make truth (or science).

“We made cold-fusion work.”

This actual statement was the beginning of the demise of two scientists’ careers when their results was never successfully duplicated by any other person.  The theory they proposed was controversial but that is acceptable in of it self.  But the inability to successfully reproduce the results indicated a terrible flaw in the methodology and the bold claim was worthless.  

19.  Scientific or fancy language doesn’t make truth.

“We have begun to see the beneficial possibilities for the future when the long slumbering higher-order frequencies of this planet’s energies are released, predicted to be within the next 30 years.  The resonance of human psychic energies with Earth’s energies will create a great future for us, for there will be no limits on what positively charged people can do.”

What?  How can a frequency, let alone a higher-order one be slumbering?  A frequency by definition is a property of a wave in motion, not rest.  Psychic energies?  Ok, lets assume for the moment there is psychic energy.  How do you measure it so as to make sure it resonates with Earth’s higher-order frequencies?  How on earth (pardon the pun) do you measure a planet’s higher-order frequencies?  Are we saying that human psychic energy is nearly the same frequency of earthquakes?  Regardless, how are we measuring limits with positively charged people?  Could one batch of positively charged people repel another group of positively charged people?  Are we speaking of nuclear, kinetic, chemical energies – what kind of energies?

The point is that none of the quoted statement makes sense because of two main things.  1.  Terribly flawed science and 2. No definition of any of the scientific lingo is given when it is out of agreement with established definitions.
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