A.D.S.A.

Senior High

Advanced Strategy Booklet on

Debate
[image: image3.wmf]
[image: image1.png]



Student

Handbook
Revised July 2005 





©2005 Alberta Debate and Speech Association
Table of Contents

Biographies of Instructors and contributors

Demonstration Debate

1. Policy and Values Debate

1. How to Win Debates (by Martin Kennedy)

2. Building an Effective Case (by Martin Kennedy)

2.  Advanced Affirmative Strategies

1. Overview (by Martin Kennedy)

2. Needs Case (revised Step-by-Step Guide)

3. Goals Case (revised Step-by-Step Guide)

4. Criteria Case (revised Step-by-Step Guide)

5. Comparative Advantage Case (revised Step-by-Step Guide)

3.  Advanced Negative Strategies

1. Six reasons for Rejecting a Proposition of Policy (by Dr. Wesley Shellen)

2. Overview (by Martin Kennedy)

3. Refutation (revised Step-by-Step Guide)

4. Defense of the status quo (revised Step-by-Step Guide)

5. Counter-plan (revised Step-by-Step Guide)

6. Minor Repairs (revised Step-by-Step Guide)

4.  Advanced Tactics I

1. Effectively Arguing Your Case (by Jason Lucien)

2. Simplifying the Debate for the Judges (by Jason Lucien)

3. Sensing the Flow of Debate (Panel Discussion)

4. Adapting on the Fly (Panel Discussion)

5. Advanced Tactics II

1. Use Your Opponents Case to Win (by Jason Lucien)

2. Eleven Logical Errors (by Simon Muller)

3. Attacking on All Fronts (by Jason Lucien)

4. Controlling the Flow of Debate (Panel Discussion)

6. Advanced Delivery/Speaking 

1. Rebuttal Technique (by Emi Bossio)

2. Advanced Delivery (by Simon Muller)

7. Effective Cross-Examination*

1. Cross-Examination in Formal Debate (( Richard N. Billington 1995)

8. Advanced Research 

1. Advanced Research (by Chip Johnston)


( Alberta Debate and Speech Association, 1995  * ( Richard N. Billington, 1995.  Used by permission.  This article may not be reproduced without written permission of the author.  Excerpts may be quoted for purposed of critical review.



Biographies






Contents

1. Biographies of the Instructors and Contributors involved in the Battle Lake Advanced Workshop.

2. Rules and Regulations Associated with the facility.
INSTRUCTORS AND CONTRIBUTORS

John Baty is a teacher of English and the Junior and Senior High Debate coach at Crescent Heights High School in Medicine Hat.  Executive Director of the Association from 1979-1989, and former President of the Canadian Student Debating Federation, he is one of  the most accomplished educators involved in debate and speech in Canada.

In international competition, John was the coach of the 1988 World Championship Canadian Team in Australia, and was the organizer of the 1993 World Championships, held in Medicine Hat.  He has adjudicated international competitions in New Zealand (1994), Wales (1995) and is scheduled to judge the 1996 competition when it returns to Australia.  John has also provided international training to debate organizations in Israel (1993 and 1995) and Lithuania (1995).

John is currently serving a term on the Association’s volunteer board as Past President. 

Chip Johnston is an articling lawyer with the Court of Appeal of Alberta and the Calgary law firm of Bennett Jones Verchere.  An alumnus of Queen Elizabeth High School in Calgary, Chip completed undergraduate studies at the University of Calgary and law school in Ontario.

Chip competed in Junior and Senior High Debate, winning the Provincials, in both the Junior Beginner and Senior Open categories, and twice being named Top Speaker.  In interprovincial competition, he won the 1985 Westerns, and was the Second English debater at the 1987 Nationals.  During University, he represented the University of Calgary at two national university championships, and was awarded a Dickson Medal for oral advocacy at the Gale Cup Moot.
Chip is the contributor of an article on Advanced Research.

Martin Kennedy is currently the Provincial Program Coordinator for ADSA.  An alumnus of Archbishop MacDonald High School in Edmonton, he studied for a B.A. at the University of Alberta, and worked for two years in the field of native economic development.  He began working for the Association in July of 1995.

Martin competed in Senior High Debate from 1986-1988, winning the Provincials and National Invitationals in 1988.  He was a member of the World Championship Team Canada in the 1988 Australian competition, and has since adjudicated or competed at University debate tournaments in Calgary, Regina, Saskatoon, Montreal, Glasgow, Moscow and Kiev.  He is a recipient of the Province of Alberta Achievement Award, the City of Edmonton Award, and the University of Alberta Gold Key Award.  An 8 time University debate Champion, and Top Speaker at the 1989 McGoun Cup, he has instructed at workshops since 1988.

Jason Lucien is currently a management consultant for Canadian Offshore Financial Services.  One of the most successful debaters to come out of the ADSA program, Jason is an alumnus of Eastview Junior High School and Lindsay Thurber Composite High School in Red Deer, and has earned two degrees from the University of Alberta:  a B.A. in Political Science and Economics (1987) and a M.A. Summa Cum Laude in Economics (1989).

Jason competed in Junior and Senior High debate from 1976-1981.  A three time regional champion, he distinguished himself as the top-Albertan in the 1980 Western’s and as a delegate to the 1980 Nationals where Alberta made its most successful showing ever.  Jason continued his involvement throughout his University career, becoming a 15 time tournament champion, and winning the 1986 McGoun Cup (Western Championships).  No University debater in Alberta has matched his level of success.

Jason began teaching debate workshops in 1981, and has continued uninterrupted to this day.  During that time, he has written numerous articles, instructional materials and guides for competitive debate and speech.  Jason has contributed articles for the Advanced Tactics I and II sections.

Simon Muller was a lawyer with the City of Edmonton and is currently working for as legal representative for a large insurance corporation in their Calgary offiice.  An alumnus of Crescent Heights High School in Medicine Hat, Simon studied at Medicine Hat College before entering the law program at the University of Alberta.  Simon articled and later practiced with the City of Calgary legal department, and was called to the bar in 1994.

Simon competed in Junior and Senior High debate and speech from 1983-1988.  A delegate to the 1987 Nationals, and a three time Provincial Speech Champion (1985, 1986, 1988), Simon won the 1986 Westerns and the 1986 and 1988 Provincial Parliamentaries.  Named to Team Canada in 1988, Simon competed in the three-week high school worlds tournament in Australia, winning the first World Championships in the final against the Australian host.  Simon is a recipient of the Province of Alberta Achievement Award.

Simon began teaching at debate workshops in 1989, and has become well known as and instructor and as a University debater.  He was a panelist at the 1989 National Forensics League Convention in San Francisco, and is the 1991 McGoun Cup Champion the contributor of articles on Logical Errors and Advanced Delivery and Public Speaking.

Cass Lintott is currently studying at the University of Alberta and plans to pursue a degree in Law.  An alumnus of Crescent Height High School (1995), he competed in debate and speech in Junior and Senior High School from 1989-1995, and was a member of Team Canada at the 1995 World Championships in Wales.  

Cass has also represented Alberta at the 1998 Nationals in Winnipeg where he placed sixth, and has twice participated in the McGill Internationals.  He has competed in over 40 events, and ahs finished first and Third at the Provincial Model Legislature (1993 and 1994 respectively).  He is now an active alumni instructor and volunteer for the Association.
Ranjan Aggarwal is currently studying at the University of Alberta, and is an Executive member of their debate club.  A graduate of Old Scona Academic High School (1995), he compete in debate from 1992-1995, and is the 1995 Provincial Debate Champion and Second Place Speaker, 1995 Provincial Speech (Original Oratory) Champion, and a member of the 1995 Alberta National’s team.

Ranjan has also been a competitor at the 1993 and 1994 Provincials, a representative at the 42nd United Nations Seminar in Goldeye, and the winner of numerous other events.  He is now active as an alumni instructor and volunteer for the Association.

CONTRIBUTORS

Richard N. Billington was the President of the Alberta Debate and Speech Association.  He is a trial lawyer practicing with the firm of Burstall Ward in Calgary, Alberta, exclusively in the field of civil litigation.  He is a member of the Bars of Alberta (1984) and the Northwest Territories (1991) , and is an executive member of the Canadian Bar Association (Alberta) Civil Litigation Section in Calgary.  Mr. Billington is an instructor for the Legal Education Society of Alberta’s Bar Admission Course.

An alumnus of the ADSA, he attended at the Canadian high school nationals in 1976, the Canadian university nationals in 1978 and 1980, and the university world championships in Princeton, New Jersey in 1982.  He adjudicated at the World Schools Debate Championship in Medicine Hat in 1993.  He has maintained a continuous involvement in formal speech and debate since 1974, and has contributed an article on cross-examination debate.

Emi Bossio An alumnus of Archbishop Mac Donald High School (1989) in Edmonton, she completed a B.A. in History with Honours at the University of Alberta (1993).  She is currently articling with the Alberta Court of Appeal and the Calgary firm of Blake, Cassels & Graydon, and serves as the Vice-President of the Phi Delta Phi Legal Society, an Executive Member of the University of Alberta Alumni (Toronto) and Associate Chief Justice in the University of Toronto Moot Program.

Emi competed in high school debate from 1986-1989, participating in the 1988 Westerns, and served as Debate coach to the Archbishop MacDonald team from 1989-1992.  A volunteer with ADSA and an active member of the university debate club, she competed at the 1993 World Championships in Oxford, England.  She has contributed an article on rebuttal technique for this workshop. 
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How to Win a Debate:

Seven Tips for Success

1. Know your audience.

One of the worst mistakes a debater or any public speaker can make is to 

not know his/her audience.  Pay particular attention to :

(a) the debate experience of your judges (are they debaters or community member.  If they are not intimately familiar with debate and debate jargon, you will have to lead them through the debate by the hand).

(b) the age and background of your judges (are they old farmers, young professionals, reporters) consider their possible prejudices on the topic and their sensibilities.

(c) The audience.  In a debate with a substantial audience, their mood and support has a large impact on the energy of the competition.

Three actual examples from debate competition:

A Regional Championship

In a debate on another topic, a competitor made a flip reference to the “generally acknowledged low quality of the public education system.”  One of the judges, however, was a school trustee and took offence at the comments made about a system she worked very hard for.

An International Competition

In a debate on censorship, two of the judges were associated with a local newspaper.  The team advocating censorship limited their plan to “self-censorship” by media from a broader plan for legislation.

A University Debate
In a debate in which relationships were used as examples, debaters forgot to consider the sensibilities of their judges, who included a local chaplain.

2. Understand your arguments, not just your research.  Be able to talk about concepts. 

The reason you do all that research is not to have a big stack of evidence cards.  It is to have proof for the judges of ideas you already know are true.  Use the research to not only summarize the debate into a series of important issues or questions, but to be able to refer those issues back to larger concepts.

This is often the point where policy debate becomes linked to values debate, and where you are given the opportunity to link a technical debate with high-flying rhetoric.  Thus a debate about health care delivery becomes in part a debate about freedom of choice, the appropriate role of government in society and personal responsibility for decision making.

Unlike detailed policy questions, when you use these concepts you are dealing with an area where most people have a preference for one side or the other.  Link you side with the one most people prefer.

3. Use your time effectively.

First, establish your objectives for each speech:  know what information is most important, prioritize it and determine how much time you can give to each point.  Then stick to it.  Don’t get carried away with an early argument and suddenly discover you only have a minute left.  Learn to know how much time has passed, and watch the time cards throughout the debate.

Second, if you prepare your first affirmative speech, practice it repeatedly until you are presenting it a least a half minute under the time limit.  The natural tendency when you speak in competition, especially when you are nervous, is to speak more quickly.  Use the extra half minute to slow down your speaking even more than you normally would.  People listen at a much slower rate than you speak; when introducing new ideas to judges, slow down and give yourself extra time to lead them through your arguments.

Third, understand that the Affirmative and Negative each have built in advantages with their time and use those advantages to help you.

· The Affirmative can present the plan in detail at the end of the second constructive speech.  This gives the negative as little time as possible to prepare its attack on the plan before its speech.

· The Affirmative speaks first and last in the debate, giving the opportunity to both set the tone and sum up the content.  The rebuttal is a magnificent chance to say “let’s go back to the beginning of the debate.”

· The Negative has a “block” of time with the second negative constructive speech followed immediately by the negative rebuttal.  Negative team members should plan together to use this time effectively and present as many new arguments as possible during the constructive speech.  The short Affirmative rebuttal limits the time they have available to respond to your flurry of points.

4. Simplify.  Especially your plan.

No one likes being confused, particularly when judging a debate.  Number your points, and clearly state what part of your case they are attached to:  “our second need for change” or “the third element of our plan”.

Often the most complex part of the affirmative case is the plan.  Don’t fall into the trap of developing an intricate plan which only you understand.  Keep the plan closely tied to your needs/goals not being met, etc.  Be wary of making radical change to the status quo, it is harder to persuade people to make a radical change than it is to make a sensible, though major one.  You don’t need to turn the world upside down, just make a significant improvement.

5. The best affirmative cases are often those which are modified and to which new evidence and defenses are added throughout competition.
Don’t stop developing.  When your opponents raise an effective argument against on of your points, take it into consideration for future rounds and future competitions.  Rather than strike the point from your repertoire, modify and improve it.

6. Tell the judges what it is your opponents are required to prove to win the debate, then demonstrate their failure to do so.

7. CLASH.  Specifically.  Directly.  With Everything.

You are obligated to clash with each point raised by your opponents.  If you fail to speak to an argument, even a minor one, you will seriously damage your chances of winning the debate.  An unchallenged point is an unrefuted point.

Building an Effective Case



The affirmative attempts to meet the burden of proof, and present a prima facie case by showing that there are problems with the status quo which result from its structure.  To eliminate the harms they cause, the structure of the system must be changed exactly as the affirmative advocates.



Three “stock questions” can be used by both the affirmative and negative to evaluate the initial strength of the affirmative case.  These questions stay the same regardless of the debate, only the answers vary with the topic and your competitor.  Having a series of stock questions helps you as the negative analyze the affirmative case quickly while they are speaking, and allows you to sound organized when arguing against it.

1. Is there a need to change the present system?

2. Will adoption of the resolution solve the problems?

3. Will the plan be free of serious workability problems?

The first step in constructing an affirmative case is to find out as much about the topic as possible.  Brainstorming with your debate partner and team mates to determine the issues and areas of research, as well as examination of the research package, is a good way to begin.

While reading, several questions should be kept in mind to help in selecting the arguments  you can include in the affirmative case;

1. Does this particular area have any problems?

2. Do any harms result from this problem?

3. Is there any mechanism in the status quo which is capable of solving the problems if expanded, enhanced or modified?

4. Would there be any advantages gained from replacing the present policy?

5. What changes would be necessary to gain this advantage?

6. Has anyone suggested an alternative approach?

7. Do the alternatives have serious problems?

8. What would be necessary in order to adopt a new program- money, staff, enforcement?

If you find a part of the current system with serious problems, this is a good place to begin examining proposals for change which can form the basis of a plan.

Affirmative
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Overview



Advanced strategies are simply different ways of presenting your case; each one has built in advantages and disadvantages, and each one is more appropriate to certain topics.  Advanced strategies are not a way to reduce the burden of proof which is on the affirmative when it advocates change.  The fundamental obligations of the affirmative and negative do not change in debate, they are merely expressed differently in each case.  In any strategy, the affirmative must do the following:

1. Make a significant change to the status quo.
2. Demonstrate a need for that change:

(a) a need for change

(b) a comparative advantage

(c) an undesirable failure to achieve a goal or criteria

Many debaters ask “How do you know which strategy to use?”  Choosing a strategy should be based on a number of factors:

1. Your knowledge of the strategy and your ability to explain it clearly.

2. The experience of your audience in understanding and evaluating your strategy.

3. The appropriateness of the strategy to the topic in question.

4. The tactical value of the strategy (i.e. the surprise factor of using a counter-plan).

Most of these factors are self-explanatory.  Where questions arise, they are usually about the third factor:  appropriateness of a strategy to a topic.  There is a very basic evaluation which may help you decide if a particular advanced strategy might be tried:

Is there a predisposition to assuming the status quo is terribly flawed?  Do people generally think the system is failing?

YES  If there is a general public mood which believes a system is not working, the traditional needs case may provide the strongest expression of that problem and a direct statement of solution.

NO   If the problems in the system are not generally known or acknowledged, or if the issue is very complex, you may need to establish the goals or criteria of the system first for the judges, and then evaluate the system against those goals.

NO   If the system does not seem to have any major problems, but a plan has been proposed which would bring it great improvement, you will have the basis for a comparative advantage case.

An important point to remember about affirmative strategy in policy debate is that, regardless of the particular approach used, there are certain basic elements that must always be present:

i) A significant change must be presented.
ii) There must be a reason for that change.
The Basic Case:  Needs-Plan-Benefits

The needs-plan-benefit or, simply, the “needs” case is the most straightforward of the affirmative cases.  Like all the of the previous examples in this guide, its basic format incorporates needs for change, a plan, and benefits as the basic components of the affirmative presentation.

Rationale

The affirmative proposal should be adopted it provides the best solution to serious evils which exist in the present system.

Presentation
1. Substantiate the needs for change based on serious problem evident in and produced by the present system.

(a) A problem exists

(b) The problem is produced by the status quo.
(c) It is sufficiently widespread to cause concern

(d) The effects of the problem are so harmful that they constitute serious social, political or economic evils.

2. State the affirmative plan.

3. Describe how the “evils” would be remedied and new advantages might arise from the implementation of the plan.  Demonstrate that these gains would exist and are significant improvements.

The Goals Case



The goals case does not rely on the substantiation of explicit needs for change.  The goals case looks toward different programs to supply the benefits that are supposed to be inherent in the present system, but are, in fact, not being provided.  In using the goals case strategy, then the affirmative must find, state, and accept the goals that were established by the founders of the present system and then go on to argue that these goals would be better met through the resolution.  Consequently, this type of approach is particularly impressive with topics aimed at curing social ills or improving laws, where the resolution conforms to the philosophical basis for the existing infrastructure.
Rationale

The Affirmative proposition should be adopted if it can do a better job of meeting the present goals than the present system can.

Presentation
1. Clearly define the goals of the existing system.  (Many of these goals can be determined by researching, official documents or government papers.)

2. Explain why these objectives are valuable to society, and how the inability of established programs to meet these goals constitutes a major weakness in the system.

(a) Prove the present system cannot meet its own goals.

(b) Prove that failure to meet the goals is undesirable.

(c) Prove that failure to meet the goals is significant.

3. State the affirmative plan.

4. Prove that the affirmative plan can meet the goals.

It is suggested that the first affirmative speaker establish the validity of existing goals, reaffirm the importance of these goals to society, and then briefly outline the affirmative proposal.

The second affirmative speaker, then, can elaborate on the plan and discuss how it is better-suited to the realization of these goals.


It is not enough to demonstrate that the present system fails to meet its own goals.  You must demonstrate that this failure is significant and undesirable.  The goals case is a very powerful presentation method, and very similar to the needs case.


Example


“B.I.R.T. plea bargaining be abolished.”

1. Describe the goals of the criminal justice system, for instance, to determine the guilt or innocence of accused individuals, and to ensure equal and fair justice to all.

2. Explain how the very nature of the plea bargaining process defeats the very goals for which it was designed.  You might argue that justice is being manipulated by attorneys because the swift handling of cased has become more important than the fulfillment of the legal process.

3. You could then propose a plan to establish regulations which prohibit charge reduction prior to the preliminary hearing.  Charge reduction would only be permitted at the preliminary hearing if it can be proven that the original charge was in error.

4. Present proof which demonstrates that such a plan would be feasible, both economically and legally.

The Criteria Case

Through often confused with the goals case, in which the objectives of the established system, usually obtained from documents written by the founders of that system, are utilized as the basis for a new plan, the criteria case requires that you actually devise the requirements for an ideal system and then construct the system itself.  By doing so, you automatically justify the reasons for such major changes in policy.


Needless to say, this sort of approach requires a thorough understanding of not just the particular infrastructure being discussed, but of how systems operate in general.  At the same time, though, it allows debaters with advanced research and debating skills to be highly creative and take advantage of the element of surprise involved in this type of case.

Rationale

The affirmative proposition should be adopted if it meets the criteria for an effective policy better than the present system.
Presentation
1. State and demonstrate the validity of the criteria that should be used in determining the most effective policy for the system under discussion.

2. Explain why the present system is incapable of meeting the criteria.

(a) Prove that failure to meet the criteria is undesirable.

(b) Prove that failure to meet the criteria is significant.

3. Detail the affirmative proposition.

4. Describe how your plan would successfully fulfil each of the requirements and, therefore, how it is a considerable improvement over the status quo.

The first affirmative should present the criteria and the reasons for their acceptance, establish the significant and undesirable inadequacies of the present system, and introduce the plan.  The second affirmative, in addition to refuting the negative case, should clarify the plan and prove its ability to meet the given objectives.


Example


“B.I.R.T. Canada should pursue an alternative energy policy.”

1. There are four criteria for the best energy policy:

(a) the best policy is one that is most economical

(b) the best policy would be one that provides an infinite source of energy

(c) the best policy would be one that would provide enough energy for the entire country

(d) the best policy would be one that is safe.

2. Demonstrate that the status quo fails to meet these criteria, and that this failure is significant and undesirable.

3. Introduce a plan:  e.g.:  solar-sea power.

4. Demonstrate how this plan meets the criteria.  Produce evidence that: it is cheaper than nuclear of fossil fuel power; it is an unlimited source; there is enough energy for the nation; it is safer than the alternatives.

The Comparative Advantage Case


Sometimes affirmative teams are confronted with a resolution which does not justify the abolition of current policy so that an entirely new approach may be implemented.  In such cases, it is often appropriate to consider the issue from a comparative advantage perspective, in which the needs for change analysis is omitted and, to compensate, a strong plan offering new and unique benefits not currently available is suggested.  In this way, the needs are actually communicated implicitly, and emphasis of the debate is shifted towards the evaluation of the gains involved in making such revisions to the status quo.

Rationale


A greatly revised approach to current policy would result in additional advantages which, though highly desirable, are simply not available in the present system.  Although, at this time, there may not be obvious drawbacks to the status quo, it is desirable to alter current programs within the existing framework so that these new benefits may be realized immediately.

Presentation

1. Outline the affirmative plan.

2. List and rationalize the importance of the new advantages yielded by the plan.

(a) Prove that the advantages are desirable

(b) Prove that the advantages are significant

(c) Prove that the present system cannot provide the advantages

(d) Prove that the affirmative plan can provide the advantages

It is mandatory that the first speaker provide, at the least, a brief outline of the plan.  The more advantages he is able to cover, the more time the second speaker will have available for refutation and rebuttal.

For the negative, a very strong argument is that the benefits provided by the plan are not unique, but can be gained under the present system.  While the affirmative is not asserting a major defect or evil in the present system, it must assert that the present system is incapable of delivering the comparative advantage their plan provides.

Example

“B.I.R.T. Sunday shopping be permitted.”

1. Present a plan in which stores can determine their won hours, with input from employees.

2. Discuss how this plan is convenient for consumers, while acknowledging religious obligations of employees.  Present information which proves that many businesses and employees could profit from such a law.

Advanced Negative

Strategies
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Six Reasons for Rejecting a Proposition of Policy


There is no way, really, to understand the relationship among all of these cases without examining a very important fundamental.  It is a fundamental that goes back to the middle of the 1800s and a man named Archbishop Richard Whately from Dublin.  Archbishop Whately wrote a book he called The Elements of Rhetoric and in this book he talked about the concept of  “presumption in favour of any existing system.  You have probably heard that in a debate the affirmative team has a burden of proof and the negative team has presumption.  While that must strike you as a very convenient arrangement and an interesting tradition, and perhaps even an unusual rule, there is no way to understand the affirmative case without understanding why you have a burden of proof for the affirmative and why there is presumption in favour of the negative.  The guiding rule in debate is a little different than the rule that often we develop in our society.  In our society, for instance, we look upon change as an interesting, good thing.  We have seen so many things in our space age that we think change is exciting.


In debate, however, in fact in most of the halls of government, and even the decision making in industry and business, the reverse fundamental is true; and that is change for the sake change is bad.  Change for its own sake is not necessarily a good thing and let’s explain why that is the case.


First of all, without a good rationale for change it should be immediately apparent to you that the affirmative plans you have presented, especially for propositions of policy, often involve inordinate expenditures of money- it is terribly expensive to change the present system.  And so just to go around and capriciously change the present system, without having an awfully good reason for doing so, mean that you are going to be throwing all kinds of money away.


In addition to costing a great deal of money, changing the present system often involves months of decision making, delay, reorganization, and it often has a tendency to upset the wheels of government and industry.


Finally, there is a human problem.  I don’t know how many debaters I have heard who set up new agencies in their plans and pay for them by abolishing all the old agencies.  I get to thinking “Boy, I would hate to be working for one of those old agencies.”


If change for its own sake is so bad, then what do you have to do if you are an affirmative debater and you are going to propose change through a proposition of policy.  Well, you are going to have to show a strong need for that change, otherwise there is the presumption in favour of the status quo.  If you get up and tell me that you are going to propose a change and develop a proposition of policy, I am going to suggest that there are at least 6 reasons for not adopting you proposition of policy even before the negative says anything negative.

Number One:   We should not adopt your proposition of policy if you are incapable of justifying every part of your proposition.


Let me give you an American example.  The colleges in the United States debated the topic “Resolved that the Federal Government should control the supply and utilization of energy in the United States.”  I don’t know how many debates I have heard where the affirmative would get up and say that nuclear power or solar sea power or some other power like this is the only alternative to supplying the resources of the world, and therefore we should change from our present fossil fuel system and go to nuclear power, for instance.  As a judge I say yes, you may have proven your point so far.  But an interesting question:  even if I am willing to admit to you that are absolutely right about the need for alternative power, what does that have to do with the feral government controlling the supply and utilization?  Often times teams will develop only one part of the resolution.  It is necessary to justify all parts of the resolution.


The first reason for not adopting your proposition is if you fail to justify all parts of that proposition.
Number Two:  We should not adopt your proposition if it has no desirable effects.


In other words, if the proposition doesn’t do anything good then why have it?  “Resolved that all qualified high school graduates should have a guaranteed opportunity for higher education.”  We discovered that there were some 100 000 high school graduates who were qualified to go to college who could not go because they could not afford it.  So we thought we had a marvelously desirable effect by adopting our proposition which was that 100 000 more qualified students per year would go on to college.


Well, the negative teams finally got smart and asked “What is good about that?”  I mean it seemed self-evident to us that this was desirable but we had never thought about why it was desirable.  Then the negative teams pointed out to us:  “Hey, these 100 000 high school students are not just going off and digging ditches.  These people are becoming the core of our expert elite blue-collar workers whom we nee.  We need intelligent blue collar workers and we cannot consider a blue collar worker to be an inferior worker.  We need qualified workers at the bottom as well as at the top.”


Another thing we discovered was that these 100 000 were going into the arts and vocational training that college graduates didn’t go into and we need artists in our country.  These people were contributing greatly to the society, they were making every bit as much money, and so the question is if we could adopt a plan that would get all of these 100 000 high school graduates to college- so what?  What is desirable about that?


Many people simply assume things are good.  How many teams have you ever heard that said “One of the benefits of our plan is that it is going to eliminate bureaucracy.”  Now bureaucracy is one of those scare words in the English language.  It almost tells you that something terrible must be going on, yet it simply means an organization that is formed to administer a plan.

Number Three:  We should not adopt your proposition if those benefits are not significant.


After all, suppose that your plan is beneficial, good in some way, but its benefit is inconsequential and has very limited significance.  Should we spend all the money, make all the people unhappy, stop the wheels of government for months, or for years, for an insignificant problem?  So, even if it is beneficial and even if you justify all parts of the resolution-if it is not significant there is no reason to adopt it.  You must prove that it is significant.  It must be a large, widespread or important situation in order to warrant changing the present system because change is bad if it is only done for itself.

Number Four:  We should not adopt your proposition if the present system is perfectly capable of doing what you are trying to do.


If the present system is capable of solving the same problem or delivering the same benefit, there is no reason to change, is there?  It would be foolish to change.  You must prove that the present system cannot do what your plan does.

Number Five:
  We should not change if the affirmative plan is not workable.


In other words, if your plan-in spite of the fact that there is no great need for it-is incapable of delivering the benefits you are proposing, then we shouldn’t adopt your proposition.

Number Six:  We should not adopt your proposition if the disadvantages of your new plan outweigh its advantages or benefits.


If your proposition is even worse than the present system you have designed it to cure, then we certainly should not adopt it. 


I have given you six simple reasons here-any one of which would be sufficient to reject your plan simply because change, for its own sake, is not a good thing.  We need an awfully good reason before we change.  I present these six issues to you.  You can show every one of these within the traditional strategy for the affirmative, but you can also show these in each of the alternative strategies.


The best negative defense is to know what the affirmative is required to do.  In a debate, listen carefully to see whether or not the affirmative is proving everyone of these six issues that I have talked t you about just now:  Is it significant?  Is it desirable?  Can the status quo take care of the problem, et cetera?  Use all these issues almost as a checklist and if the affirmative leaves even one of these out then their case is not a prima facie case.  And by simply getting up and pointing out why their case has failed to prove one of these points, that in itself should be sufficient to defeat the case in theory.

Overview


The role of the negative in a debate is not as easily understood as that of the affirmative.  Many people (particularly judges) reason the following:

(i) The job of the affirmative is to introduce a significant change to the current system…

(ii) The job of the negative is to oppose the affirmative…

(iii) …Therefore the job of the negative is to defend the present system.

This conclusion isn’t wrong, but it isn’t right either; rather this conclusion is right in some cases.  Its important to realize that, whereas the scope of affirmative objective is very narrow, the scope of possible negative objectives is much wider.

The affirmative wants to convince the judges that their proposal (to change the system) should be adopted.

The negative wants to convince you that the affirmative proposal should not be accepted for one or more of the following reasons.

i) The Refutation Case:   There are inadequacies in the affirmative argument that    render the conclusions invalid.

ii)  Defense of the Present System:   The present system is superior to the system proposed by the affirmative.

iii) Minor Repairs:  The present system, although admittedly flawed, with minor repairs would be superior to the system proposed by the affirmative.

iv)  The Counterplan:  The negative accepts the need for change but argues that its plan (which is significantly different than the affirmative’s) better meet the need for change.

Let’s look at these strategies and the appropriate affirmative responses in more detail.

The Refutation Case

This strategy can be used in conjunction with all other negative strategies or by itself.  This approach deals not with the philosophy or principles of the resolution, but rather with the competence of the affirmative in presenting their case.

Rationale

The affirmative plan should be rejected because it is poorly constructed and/or the logic is faulty, and/or the evidence is poor.

Presentation

The negative should examine the affirmative case by asking themselves the following questions:

Has the affirmative presented significant “needs” or advantages that justify the adoption of the plan?  Are the needs really significant?  Do the needs necessarily imply the proposed plan?  For example:

1. Suppose the affirmative argues that the number of dangerous criminals escaping is a reason to introduce capital punishment.  The negative could argue that the need presented by the affirmative could be better  served by a review of prison security.

2. Are the definitions offered by the affirmative reasonable?  Do the Affirmative definitions limit the topic too much or give the affirmative an unfair advantage, or change the intention of the resolution?

3. Can the needs or advantages be gained within the current system.  (For example if an affirmative team argues that there should be harsher penalties for drinking drivers the negative could respond that strict penalties already exist and that what is simply needed is a decision to use the tougher penalties.

4.  Has the affirmative proven their case:



Is there evidence or logic for all major points?



Is the evidence current and from a credible source?



Do the disadvantages of the plans outweigh the benefits?

Application to Affirmative Cases


The refutation case underlines the need for complete affirmative preparation.  Arguments, definitions, and logic must be carefully though out and research must be comprehensive.

Defense of the Present System ( Status Quo)

This is the case that judges are most sympathetic to.  In many briefings this is the only negative case described.  For both judges and beginner debaters this is perhaps the easiest case to understand.

Rationale


The current system is preferable, either because is superior to the Affirmative plan, or because as a result of the use of negative refutation approach it is the only credible option left.

Presentation


The best approach with this type of case is to combine it with the refutation case.  Essentially the negative would argue that in light of the affirmative errors, and given the advantages of the present system, the affirmative case should be defeated.

Application to Needs-Plan-Benefits Case

The negative should attack the Needs-Plan-Benefits case by denying the needs for change and challenging the plan and its capability to improve the present system.

Application to Comparative Advantage Case


Since the affirmative agrees that the status quo is “adequate”, the negative will not be able to dwell on opposing needs for change arguments.  Instead, the negative must discredit the plan and prove that current programs, as well as delivering existing advantages, can achieve or already are achieving the advantages listed by the affirmative.

Application to Goals Case


Because an affirmative goals case is often based on objectives established by legislators as the foundation for the implementation of the present system, it is usual that the negative would accept those goals and, in defense of current programs, demonstrate how the goals are already being met through the status quo in an admirable fashion.

Application to Criteria Case


Since a criteria case is based on objectives established by the debater himself, it is advisable to first attack those criteria as poorly conceived, too broad or too limited, and then argue that “even if” one were to accept the criteria, they are already implicitly met through the present system.

The Minor Repairs Case

Unlike the defense of the status quo case, the only approach which requires the negative to completely oppose change, the minor repairs case allows the negative team to propose certain minor changes to be made within the existing framework of the status quo.  Because this approach dictated only a few simple repairs, it works especially well when there are obvious flaws in the present system or the affirmative team’s plan is unnecessarily complex or extreme.  After all, if the existing system can be amended in such a way, it will have a much more pronounced appeal than a completely redesigned system which proposed to achieve comparable results.  This case works well when used in conjunction with the refutation case.

Rationale


To become optimally effective, the present system requires only a few minor alterations in policy.

Presentation

The first negative must admit that the status quo, though inherently desirable, has some distinct and reparable problems and then propose the minor changes which will rectify these ills.  The second negative should proceed to elaborate on the minor repairs and explain how significant benefits may be realized without the drastic measures advocated by the affirmative.

Application to Needs-Plan-Benefits Case


The negative, as well as justifying both the minor repairs and, to some extent, the status quo, should contest the affirmative’s reasons for sweeping change, their plan, and their proposed results.  Although most of the standard negative attacks are still applicable, the negative philosophy must focus on the assertion that less change would be better than more change.

Application to Goals Case


The negative should accept the established goals but demonstrate that rather than submitting to the major upheaval involved in discarding the present system, it is much more sensible to see these same goals met, perhaps even better, through minor changes in existing programs.

Application to Criteria Case


The negative should question the criteria first and then argue than “even if’ the objectives given are acceptable, they could be more easily met through a few minor changes within the system.

The Counterplan Case

The counterplan case is, without question, the most unconventional and creative negative strategy.  Although it carries a great element of surprise and can make for exciting debate, it also greatly increases the responsibilities of the negative speakers.  For this reason, this approach should, more than any other, be used with discretion, and requires a firm knowledge of basic debate.


The counterplan case involves the introduction of numerous and significant changes by the negative team; in fact, it involves the introduction of a comprehensive plan.  However, in adopting the typically affirmative ideology that major changes, and consequently, the adoption of the resolution are necessary, the negative also adopts the “burden of proof” normally restricted to the affirmative side.  Because the negative presents a distinct vision for change of their won, they make themselves vulnerable to conventional negative attacks that will now be employed by the affirmative team.  Like an affirmative team, if they adopt such a stance they can utilize a needs-plan-benefits, comparative advantage, goals, or criteria case, but because the negative agrees that current programs don not have the appropriate solutions the negative must be very careful to present a plan that is significantly different than both the present system and the plan presented by the other side; otherwise, they will be corroborating either the present system and/or the opponents’ case.  It is clear that even though a counterplan seems straightforward in theory, there are subtleties and technicalities that make it extremely difficult to execute in such a way that judges view the result as an uncomplicated and acceptable alternative solution.


Despite the potential drawbacks, and the fact a counterplan simply is not possible within the context of resolutions which clearly dictate a single and specific plan of action, this strategy can be used to exploit the element of surprise, and provides a viable attractive alternative for the negative when the status quo is seriously defective.

Rationale


Serious, widespread problems exist within the present system that can be addressed either through the debate resolution or extra topically and a corresponding plan that will solve the affirmative needs more completely than the plan proposed by the affirmative.

Presentation


Ideally, the first negative speaker should preface the introduction of the counterplan with a brief conceptual explanation of counterplans in general.  The details of the counterplan must be fully revealed, and cannot be left for the second constructive speech.  Although the counterplan must conform to affirmative needs, the other standard refutation case procedures can be applied throughout the debate.  The second negative, in addition to returning the other team’s attacks, must prove that the negative plan better meets the needs than either the preset system or the affirmative plan and, as a result, has greater benefits.  Since such a debate involves the relative analysis of two plans, plan viability arguments are particularly relevant. 

Application to Needs-Plan-Benefits Case


The negative team must attempt to provide a better needs-plan-benefits analysis than the affirmative team.

Application to Comparative Advantage Case


The negative team must argue that more numerous and more significant advantages would result through their proposed changes.

Application to Goals Case


For a straightforward approach, the negative will essentially accept the goals unless there are significant ones that have been neglected.  The negative then demonstrates how neither the present nor proposed system meets the goals mentioned or other goals which were not mentioned and how theirs does meet the goals much better.

Application to Criteria Case


Here, the negative team has two basic options.  They can accept the criteria and present a plan which meets them better than either the status quo or the affirmative proposal, or they can contest the criteria, establish better criteria, and then introduce a plan designed to meet those objectives.
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Effectively Arguing Your Case


This section discusses how to effectively organize your case and contentions for presentation to the Judges, your audience, in a debate.

Tip #1 – Affirmative
The number of the count is three.  Thou shalt count to three and no more than three.  Three being the number of the count.

· Monty Python and the Holy Grail

The ideal presentation is based on triads of points.  Have at least three needs and no more than five needs for change, disadvantages or reasons the status quo doesn’t work.  Each point should be supported by three examples.  Each example should be backed up by three pieces of evidence (that’s a minimum of 27 pieces of evidence).  Similarly, your plan should have at least three and no more than five action items; one for each need for change, disadvantage or reason the status quo doesn’t work.  Depending on the strategy you use, each action item in your plan should generate three benefits, advantages, or ways it meets the goals or criteria.


Each contention you try to make in the debate also ideally has three pieces of evidence to back it up.  Even more ideally, your evidence consists of some logical reasoning, an expert opinion, and some statistical proof.

Pros:  This is a very tight and concise way of organizing your case.  It also makes 

you look highly organized, and therefore very competent and credible (very convincing).

It presents your case in a manner that is very difficult to attack.  Many of the defenses and refutations are already built it.  You know that when your opponent attacks your points, you have at least three pieces of evidence or arguments in reserve.

Cons:  I don’t have time to present three points, nine examples, and 27 quotes in 

an eight minute speech, and outline a plan with five action items that generate 15 advantages on top of that.

You’re right, but you don’t have to do it all in one speech.  The case can be presented over both speeches in its entirety.  Additionally, you may not have to present all the evidence.  The point is that you have it in case you need it, and you know which part of your case it is about.

The first few times you try, it will seem like a lot of work.  However, once you get used to the format, you will find that you save time, because you will have a sense of what you’re looking for, and what is useful or not.

Tip #2 – Negative

An argument is the considered discussion of opposing points of view, not the simple gainsaying of every contention put forward.

No it isn’t


- The Argument Sketch, Monty Python


The negative needs a case, too.  Even if the intended strategy is simply to defend the status quo, you need a case.


Remember that the negative case needs to be flexible.  The negative is obligated to respond specifically and directly with the affirmative case as presented (not what you thought it might be).  Therefore, organize your negative case by developing at least three and no more than five reasons why the status quo works, back up these with three examples each, and have three pieces of evidence for each example.  This will form the basis of your negative case, and can usually presented no matter what the affirmative says.  However, if you develop each reason independently of each other, you can mix and match the order of presentation and decide which reasons to use at all to more directly attack the affirmative.


The rest of the negative case should consist of anticipated attacks developed in the three points, three examples and three pieces of evidence manner.  These should be developed independently of each other.  As the affirmative presents its case, pull out the appropriate attack, and, voila, you have an instant negative case and speech.  In the extra time you now have, listen to the affirmative speech, decide what order to present your attacks, what modifications you need to make to your attacks, and deal with the unexpected.

Pros:  The affirmative usually has a huge advantage by speaking first and 

presenting/building something (often looking more organized).  In other words, they get a head start.  Coming out in a way that looks at least as organized and as powerful goes a long way in catching up.  If you have a prepared way of dealing with getting started, you can spend more time thinking of unpleasant ways of attacking the affirmative case.

 
Cons:  This is also a lot of work.  Hey, no pain, no gain.
Simplifying the Debate for the Judges


Tip # 1



Use examples that are likely to be understood by the judges and that they are likely to be familiar with in the first place.  Consider the age and likely experience of your judges.


USE




DON’T USE


Famous People


David Bowie



Kurt Cobain


Winston Churchill


Tommy Hilfiger


John Kennedy



Sherlynn Fenn


Gandhi 




David Hasselhof


Martin Luther King 


Anyone else from Baywatch


Lester Pearson



Snoop Doggy Dog


Charles Manson



Brad Pitt


Ralph Klein



Calvin Klein


Major Events


Woodstock ’68



Woodstock ’95


Apartheid



Lolopaloosa


Northern Ireland 


East Timor


Either World War


Last Weekend’s keg party


Cold War


German Reunification


If you use current events, make sure that they have had major news coverage, such as the War in Bosnia or the Quebec Referendum.

Tip # 2


Use Metaphors, Similes and Analogies to your advantage, but pick ones that typify very common and simple events.


It may be effective to say that, “The affirmative plan is like the moment after you accidentally drop a can of soup on your foot.  You can’t believe you were stupid enough to let it happen, and you know you’re in for a lot of pain that you can’t do anything about.”  You can now delve into the intricacies of some obscure 18th century law to prove your point, and the judges will remember and understand that it’s all like dropping a can on your foot.


It is not as effective to say that, “The last negative contention makes as much sense as firing a neutron at a Uranium 256 isotope in a super-collider.”  Now, it doesn’t matter if you use three word sentences and one syllable words for the rest of your speech.  The judges will still be wondering what you meant for the rest of the debate.

Tip # 3


Use dichotomies to polarize the debate in your advantage.  A dichotomy is a pair of fundamental opposites. I.e. good versus evil.


Tell the judges that your case represents a considered approach to managing change in a world that is increasingly more complex and chaotic, and that your opponents case represents inaction in the face of impending disaster.  In other works, we are prudent action, and they are naïve apathy.  To throw in an effective metaphor, we’re going to get off the road, and they are going to stare at the headlights.  The judges will get your drift.  And, at the very least, your opponents will have to spend more time explaining why they aren’t dumb deer, than the time you took in accusing them of it.

Tip # 4 

The more complex the topic of debate, the more simple examples, metaphors, similes, analogies, and dichotomies you will want to use.

The very best debaters will look at their case and ask, “Okay, where are we going to lose them?”.  In researching and thinking about your case, ask yourself what were the hardest things for us to understand?  Chances are that the judges, having done no research at all, will also have some difficulty with it.  Try the case out on your parents, coach and other debaters.  Ask them what make sense and what didn’t.

Review your case and think of ways to simplify it.  Then, simplify it again.  This does not mean you should “talk down” to your audience, but find ways to link your points to common and familiar experiences and themes.

Tip # 5

Ride in on a white horse and save the judges if they are confused (sometimes just assume they are confused).


If things get heated and there is a rapid exchange of contentions, or if you think that the judges are losing your case, take a moment and refocus them on your ideas.


Nothing is more effective than saying, “Let’s just take a moment and make some sense out of this debate,” then use those effective examples, those effective analogies, some evidence and points to sum up by characterizing your opponents as evil and establish yourself as good.  You are essentially telling the judges to forget what has happened and to listen to you.  Before they realize what’s happening, they are likely more than half way where you want them to be.

Small group exercise

Break into small groups.  Take a policy topic and brainstorm three reasons for change and three examples (one for each).  Do the same for the negative side.  Select three arguments from the previous work and simplify them with an analogy, simile or metaphor.  Sum the three arguments up with a dichotomy.

Sensing the Flow of Debate


A panel discussion on how to find the weak points in your opponents’ case and how to determine if the debate is going well for you or not.  

Moderator:  Jason Lucien

Panelists:  Simon Muller, Chip Johnston and Martin Kennedy.

Adapting on the Fly


A panel discussion on how to shore up and adapt your case if you think things are not going well for you.

Moderator:  Jason Lucien

Panelists:  Simon Muller, Chip Johnston, Ranjan Aggarwal

Advanced 
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Use Your Opponent’s Case to Win

One of the most effective arguments you can use in a debate is if your opponent makes (or can be made to look like he/she is making) your point for you.  Look for ways to hijack your opponent’s points.

Situation # 1


Your opponents argue that their case is going to improve service, save money and cure cancer.  You should argue that your case (even if it is just the status quo) does all these things, but better, or more easily.  Since they are arguing that these are the reasons they should win, you should win if you can do it better.  The advantage is that you don’t have to thing up counter-arguments to something like a cure for cancer, but you can focus and concentrate on building and promoting your own case.  This is a backdoor counter-plan, often used without a plan.

Situation # 2


Your opponent slips-ups and misquotes or gives an inappropriate piece of evidence that can interpreted to your advantage.  In this case, immediately respond in your next piece by showing how that piece of evidence actually supports your arguments, and since they raised it, they must agree with you point.

Situation # 3


Your opponents leave points in their case underdeveloped.  Go ahead and develop the points for them, again showing how they actually support your case.  This is great for rebuttal, but you have to walk a fine line.

Situation # 4

Your opponent has clearly confused the judges. They haven’t a clue what was just said.  Be a pal and clarify your opponent’s remarks.  Explain how he/she has thrown all his/her support behind your arguments.

Eleven Logical Errors

1. Faulty Premises

2. Faulty Conclusion.

3. Composition

4. Post Hoc Ergo Propter Hoc
5. Fallacy of Common Cause

6. Ad Hominem
7. Straw Man

8. False Dilemma

9. Reductio Ad Absurdem
10. Improper Appeal to Practice

11. Faulty Analogy

These are some of the most common and easily identifiable errors made 

by debaters in the presentation of their cases.  If you can learn to identify the and expose them to the judges for what they are, you will have added a very effective weapon to your debate arsenal.

Introduction


Many people believe that logic is not a form of proof.  They believe that somehow logic varies from one person to another or that it can be used to prove a number of contrary positions.  In debate the person who relies on pure logic is a shaman or snake oil salesman.


Well that is all myth.  Logic is a highly persuasive and accurate means of assessing an individual’s arguments.  Logic is more like a branch of mathematics that an area of philosophy.  It has distinct rules, a complex calculus, and will generate the same result in every situation.  Here are some basic examples of some logical truths.

1. A is equal to B.

2. B is equal to C.

3. Therefore, A is equal to C.

Or written as a mathematical equation:

1. A = B
2. B = C
3.  Therefore:  A = C

No matter how you try to argue that A is not equal to C, it is a truth that it is, and logic makes it so.


Such a simple transaction can translate itself into the debate world as in the following examples:

1. Reducing the Federal deficit without cutting services or raising taxes is beneficial.

2. Our plan reduces the deficit and does not cut services or raise taxes.

3. Therefore, our plan is beneficial.
The conclusions is arrived at through a sound logical calculus.


As debaters you are arguing that you cannot cut the deficit without eliminating services or raising takes, and that any plan that claims to do so is obviously a crock.  This may all very well be true, but the deductive process used to get to the conclusion is flawless.


So how do I attack the flawless logical process?

1. FAULTY PREMISES AND CONCLUSION

The basic construction of an argument and of the examples used so far is a series of premises leading to a conclusion.  Your typical argument looks something like this:


P1+P2+P3 = C1 (where P= premises and C= conclusion).


This should look familiar to anyone who has ever run a needs/plan/benefit case.  There are three fundamental flaws in the status quo.  Therefore we must significantly change the status quo.  We could diagram a needs for change argument like this:

P1+P2+P3=C1 (where P= a need for change and C= that we should change the status quo)


This sort of reasoning, where premises are used to draw a conclusion, is called DEDUCTIVE REASONING.  Deductive reasoning is the basis for all debate cases.  In essence you are trying to convince the judges that based on your arguments they should arrive at the same conclusions that you do, and change the status quo.  Further, based on the various points in your plan, the benefits you outline shall occur as a logical consequence.  You can have all the evidence in the world, but if your case is not logically sound, you shall lose the debate.


The most common form of refutation in a debate is to attack the various premises that go to support the other sides conclusion.  In other works most clash is focused at the needs for change or the points in the plan.  It is assumed that if the underlying reasons behind the affirmative case are faulty, then the conclusion that we should change the status quo does not follow.  If a negative team can show that there is no need to change the status quo, they will win the debate.


Likewise, the affirmative tends to focus its clash on the reasons why the status quo is faulty.  The assumption again being that, if the premises put forward by the negative in support of the status quo are wrong, the conclusion that the status quo need not be changed is also faulty.


In logical argumentation clashing with the underlying points of the opponents argument is called exposing FAULTY PREMISES.  By now everyone who debates should use this type of logical attack even if they do not know what it is called.


This technique can go one step further.  An advanced debater will move from attacking faulty premises to attacking faulty conclusions.  It is one thing to say that the premises underlying a conclusion are wrong, but it is quite another thing to say that the conclusion is wrong.  For example:


If one debate team argues that P1+P2+P3=C1, you may be able to argue that P1 and P2 and P3 are not correct.  But, does this necessarily mean that C1 is incorrect?  The answer is NO.  C1 may be correct if other premises are used to support it.


In a debate you may be successful in attacking only some of the premises that support the argument of the opposition.  They may still have one or two that you did not or could not attack.  What do you do in that situation?  


If you have been unable to attack all of the underlying premises of your opponents case you should still argue that the conclusion is faulty.  This is the logical error of FAULTY CONCLUSION. 

In exposing the error of faulty conclusion you have a number of approaches.  One of the best is the “even if argument”.  This argument goes like this:


“Honourable judges, even if you accept all of the needs for change of the affirmative (which we have proven are invalid), you still cannot rationally conclude that we need to change the status quo.”


In this instance you are inviting the judges to accept all of the affirmative’s premises, but argue that their conclusion is faulty i.e. that it does not logically flow from what they have said.


This is a fairly typical argumentation for a minor repairs or a counter-plan case.  In the minor repairs case you may concede some minor problems with the status quo, but you disagree with the conclusion that the status quo must be significantly changed.


In the counterplan situation, you are accepting all of the premises of the affirmative, but arguing that they have drawn the wrong conclusion as to how to change the status quo.


Both instances would look like this:


P1+P2+P3 does not = C1 BUT P1+P2+P3 = C2 or C3


The same premises can lead to the correct conclusion- YOUR CONCLUSION


While you can argue that the opposition is guilty of the logical error of Faulty Conclusion, most debate argumentation revolves around the premises that support the conclusion.  There are several basic logical fallacies that debaters can commit in formulating their premises.  We shall look at what these fallacies are.  Once you learn to identify them, and the fundamental flaw underneath each of them, you can expose the errors to the judges.  With this ability, only the best rationalized of debate cases should be able to withstand your scrutiny.

2. THE FALLACY OF COMPOSITION

This fallacy is behind most racist arguments.  The rational goes something like this:

1. John is a debater.

2. John is a thief.
3. Therefore, all debater’s are thieves.
This fallacy is usually readily identifiable.  It simply involves attributing a characteristic unique to an individual to an entire group to which that the individual also belongs.  Thus, because the group is composed of individuals, what is true of the individual must be true of the group.


It is fairly easy to see the logical flaw in this reasoning.  If we were to diagram the equation it would look something like this:


1. A is B  2. A is C   3. Therefore: C is B


As we already know, this is not correct.  The only correct conclusion could be that A is B or A is C.  There is no link between B and C.


No wonder racism is based on an illogical view of the world.


If you encounter this error in a debate merely expose it for what it is.  There is no need to call the other side racist or prejudiced.  Merely point out that they are judging everyone based on the actions or characteristics of a few.  For example:


“Honourable judges, the negative is suggesting that because Mr. Bouchard is a Quebecer who also supports Quebec sovereignty, that Quebec is a province of Sovereigntists.  While some Quebecers may support sovereignty it is illogical and wrong to say that all of them do.”

3. POST HOC ERGO PROPTER HOC FALLACY

This fallacy literally translates to “after that therefore because of that”.  It simply is a case of confusing the cause and effect of a relationship.  This flaw in reasoning is behind most superstition.  Let me demonstrate:

1. I walked under a ladder.

2. I then had a heart attack.

3. I had a heart attack because I walked under a ladder.

This sort of reasoning may seem very easy to recognize on the surface, but it is not.  There are many cases when post hoc ergo propter hoc may not seem to apply.  For example:

1. 9 out of 10 people who have heart attacks have high fat diets.

2. Therefore high fat diets are a leading cause of heart attacks.

On the surface this may seem like a logical conclusion to draw.  However, it cannot be said with certainty that the conclusion is correct.  High fat diets may have nothing to do with heart attacks.  It may merely be coincidence.  If only 1 out of every 10 people had  a low fat diet, then there is nothing in the statistic to suggest that a high fat diet is any more dangerous than a low fat diet.  The conclusion does not necessarily follow from the premise.  It is a hypothesis and not a conclusion.


How does one attack the post hoc ergo propter hoc fallacy?  Indicate to the judges that your opponents are asking them to draw conclusions that are not supported by their evidence.  The oppositions conclusions do not necessarily follow from their argument.  Here is how:


“Honourable judges, the affirmative would have you accept that the rise in youth crime is as a result of the implementation of the Young Offenders Act.  However, they have not proven that there is any connection between the two.  The statistics suggest that youth crime was on the rise long before the Young Offenders Act was past.  It is simply too easy to say that because the Young Offenders Act became law it caused a crime wave.  The one does not logically flow from the other.”
4. FALLACY OF COMMON CAUSE

This fallacy is often linked very closely with post hoc ergo propter hoc fallacy.  In analyzing this fallacy we are again dealing with how cause impacts on effect.  In this fallacy there are a number of causes that could have impacted upon the final conclusion.  In coming to the final conclusion, the argument links the incorrect cause to the effect or ignores other possible causes.  Here are some very simple examples of the fallacy of common cause:

1. The First World War was started because of the shooting of Archduke Ferdinand.

Obviously there were other causes:  German imperialism, Ethnic conflict in the Balkans, and many other causes that contributed to the start of WWI.  The shooting may only have been one cause.

2. Canadian Confederation occurred because of a mutual fear of the United States.

Again this may be true, but here were other causes:  a need for an economic union, dreams of nationhood, common history.


The key in diffusing this logical fallacy is to show the judges that it has been made, and that to say that there is only one possible cause for an event is simplistic.  Here is how:  


“Honourable judges, the negative would have you believe that NAFTA has caused the loss of thousand of jobs in Canada.  This is somewhat simplistic a view of our nations economy.  In their attempts to blame everything on NAFTA, the negative has ignored the massive downsizing of government that has been going on.  The Federal Government itself is laying of 45 000 employees.  The economy is sluggish, and interest rates are high.  It is not fair or accurate to blame NAFTA for the results of these other influences.

5. AD HOMINEM


Logical fallacies sound so much better in Latin.


This error in argumentation moves away from the realm of cause and effect, and towards basing an argument on irrelevant considerations.  Simply put, this error means “attacking the man”.  A person who is guilty of ad hominem chooses to attack the person making the argument rather than the argument itself.  For example:


“ It is obvious that anyone who quotes the CD Howe Institute is a right wing fascist.  Ladies and gentleman if you accept our opponents plan you will be accepting the right wing agenda.”


This sort of an attack is common in debate.  It allows for a flurry or rhetoric and you feel good about vilifying your opposition.  However, such an attack is not logically sound.  All that you have done in the above example is dismiss the study because it comes from the CD Howe Institute.  There has been no attack on the conclusions or validity of the study, only against who generated it.  This is not proper logical argumentation, and results in an attack against the person, rather than the study.


As with all fallacies, when you encounter one in a debate expose it for what it is like so:


“Honourable judges, the negative has either refused to or been unable to contradict any of the evidence put forward by the affirmative.  All they have done is try to label us as right wing lunatics without bothering to evaluate the evidence underlying our position.  Do not be mislead by their attacks against us personally, evaluate the evidence.”

Such a direction to the judges should go a long way towards uncovering the otherside’s intellectually dishonesty.

6. STRAW MAN
This logical fallacy is a cowards way out of a debate, and yet is exceedingly commonly made.  In this error the opponent brings up a point only directly related to the point at hand and then chooses to refute it instead of the main point.  This can also happen if the opposition characterizes your case more weakly than presented and then attacks their weaker view of it.  Let me demonstrate:


“The affirmative contends that children should grade themselves at school.  It is obvious that their case supports the abdication by authority figures in society of their responsibilities.  Would they have policemen let criminals arrest themselves?  Would children be telling their parents what to do?”


“In the above example, the debater has taken the affirmative’s case for student self-grading and ignored the main thrust.  Instead the negative chooses to focus on the unrelated and obviously absurd notion of the police allowing criminals to arrest themselves.  Obviously, the negative is afraid to meet the affirmative’s main contention head on.  This a straw man.


The best way to identify the straw man is to analyze the reasoning underlying the attack.  If it seems to you that they are not attacking your main issue, but are trying to confuse the issue with faulty analogies or absurd reductions (discussed later on ) then it is a good bet that the opposition is constructing a straw man to knock down.


The benefit in attacking a straw man is that it is so obviously fallacious once brought to the attention of the judges.  It can also make the other team look like they are afraid to meet your ideas head on.  Point it out like his:


“Honourable judges, our main thrust throughout this debate has been whether health care should be reformed.  The negative has continuously tried to suggest that to do so would be analogous to imposing a death sentence on the elderly.  This argument is not only a faulty analogy and an attempt to play on your emotions, it ignores the main thrust of the debate.  The issue is a very broad one dealing with all aspects of health care..  The negative has been too afraid to debate the issue directly.  Instead they have tried to create this false weakness with our case and attack it.  I know that you as judges would not be so easily duped.”  

7. FALSE DILEMMA

This fallacy is often used to frame an affirmative’s case and justify having it change the status quo.  It goes something like this:


“Ladies and gentlemen, we have two choices: to do nothing and continue on the path to economic ruin, or to adopt the affirmative’s plan and reform our social welfare system.  The choice seems obvious to me.”


Whenever you are given a choice between two alternatives, and one of them is damnation, you are being placed in a false dilemma.  The flaw in the reasoning behind this fallacy should be obvious to anyone who has run a minor repairs case or a counterplan.  Obviously, there are more than two alternatives.  This can be brought to the judges attention like so:


“Honourable judges, the affirmative gives you two choices; ruin or their plan.  We the negative are somewhat more forward thinking and give you a third choice:  keep the present system and fine tune it somewhat


or


“ Honourable judges, the affirmative is right in saying the present system is unacceptable.  However, there is always more than one choice.  The affirmative has looked at this issue in black and white, but we are going to fill in the grey areas with our counter-plan.”


These are effective ways to illustrate that the affirmative has used the cheap ploy of false dilemma without looking at all the alternatives.  If, however, you are arguing for the status quo, then all you need to do is point out that there are always more than two choices.  For example:


“Honourable judges, if the choices in life were always between an obvious evil, and the easy road to goodness, life would not be a challenge.  It seems that the affirmative would have you believe that choosing their plan would be as simple as choosing between good and evil.  Well, we all know life isn’t that easy, and the choices we make should be carefully evaluated.  So let’s evaluate the affirmative case…”


That should get you going. 

8. REDUCTO AD ABSURDUM

Yes, another cool sounding Latin Fallacy.  This one roughly translates into reducing to absurdity.  When someone is guilty of committing this fallacy they start with a premise and through a number supposedly linked premises end up at an absurd conclusion.  This is also a slippery slope or chain argument.  It looks something like this:

1. If we do not increase interest rates, our dollar will lose value.

2. If our dollar loses its value, we shall not be able to import goods cheaply.

3. We import most of the artificial baby formula that we use in this country.

4. If we cannot afford to import this baby formula, babies will die, 

5. Therefore, if we do not increase interest rates, Canadian babies will die.

You can see how an absurd conclusion is reached by jumping through a series of what could be rational premises.  The problem is that the result does not necessarily follow from the various links in the argument.


If your opponent uses this reduction to absurdity call them on it.  In cross-examination demand to know how they get from each conclusion to the next.  Put it to the that the conclusion is a bit ridiculous, and show how they missed obvious areas where their argument false apart.  In relation to the above example, it could go something like this:

Q. So you believe that a lower dollar means we will not be able to buy baby formula for import?

A.  It logically follows.

Q.  And it also logically follows that as a result Canadian babies will die?

A.  It’s a possibility.

Q.  And you do not think that Canadian industry would step in and start making domestic formula?

A.  They haven’t so far.

Q.  And it is therefore your position that the Canadian Government, industry, and public will simply stand around and let our children die?

A.  Uhh..

Q.   You don’t think that sounds absurd?


Try approaching it that way.  Challenge your opponents on their premises and their conclusions.

9. IMPROPER APPEAL TO PRACTICE

This particular fallacy deals with evidentiary issues.  A debater commits this fallacy when they appeal to an old way of doing things as being the best way to do things without proving why.  This fallacy is summed up in the phrase “because that’s the way its always been done.”  Reasoning like this argues against change and for tradition, so it is unlikely that the negative should ever commit this error.


Here are some examples:

1. Sikh RCMP officers should not be allowed to wear turbans as part of the uniform, because it has never been part of the uniform.

This argument does not advance itself any.  The premise is that we are going to change the uniform for Sikh officers.  The above argument says we should not change the uniform because it is the uniform.  Apart from being circular reasoning, it is an appeal to practice.  The uniform has never included turbans so it should not do so now.

The above arguments should instead deal with merits of changing a uniform.  It does not.

2. Universal health care should not be changed because it was a goal of our forefathers to provide universal healthcare to all.

This is a blatant appeal to tradition.  Because our forefathers wanted universal health care is no reason not to reform it.  How do their desires add anything to the debate fore or against universal health care.  It does not.


When confronted with an improper appeal to practice you should realize that it is an attempt to play on a person’s emotions.  You must acknowledge that when trying to diffuse it.  Here’s how:


“Honourable judges, the negative would have you believe that we should not allow Sikh Mounties to wear turbans because it goes against tradition.  Well, ladies and gentleman, the Mounties have a fine tradition, but that does not enter into the debate.  We are dealing with issues of police enforcement, security, religious and human rights.  And if the negative wants to argue that tradition is more important than these substantial issues, they may do so.  The affirmative chose not to.”


Or


“Honourable judges, do not let some emotional appeal to tradition stand in the way of progress and change.  The negative wants you to stick your head in the sand about fundamental human rights, and yet feel good about doing so in the name of tradition.  Well, slavery and human sacrifice used to be a traditional way of life for many cultures.  Is there anyone here who says that we should have kept those traditions for the sake of tradition?”

10. FAULTY ANALOGY

The last fallacy we shall deal with (and there are many more) is the faulty analogy.  This crops up in every debate as debaters try to compare something to something else.  Very often it is the opposition to Hitler.  The key words to picking up an analogy are: “like, similar to, or as in”.  If you see these words prepare for an analogy.  An example of a faulty one is:


“The affirmative plan forcing people to work for welfare is the same as treating welfare recipients like criminals.  Both have no choice but to do menial work for the government.”


The analogy between convicts and the “workfare” recipients is faulty in a number of ways:

1. Convicts are being punished by the government, welfare recipients are not.

2. Convicts are put to work by the government to defray the expense of keeping them confined.  Welfare recipients have a right to welfare through no fault of their own.  The whole purpose of workfare can be to give recipients a sense of accomplishment and job training.

3. There is an assumption that welfare being on welfare is a degrading punishment that can only be compensated for through menial work.

As you can see the analogy may not stand up upon closer scrutiny.  It is your job as a debater to scrutinize any analogy put forward by the opposition.  You can see them coming from miles away.  The key is to go through them and point out to the judges the fallacies in the comparison and not to be duped into the comparison.  Try something like this:

“Honourable judges, lets compare apples with apples.  The negative would have you compare welfare recipients with convicts.  While I personally find that comparison distasteful and insulting, it also clouds the issue.  Do not be lead down the garden path by the faulty analogies of the negative.  Lets stick to the issue at hand:  should welfare recipients have to do work to receive their benefits?”

CONCLUSION


We have only touched the tip of the iceberg of logical fallacies.  There are many more that debaters commit and others could explore.  The dozen that I have discussed in this paper are some of the basic and most common.  You shall become a debater if you learn to do these three things:

1. Identify logical fallacies

2. Expose the fallacious reasoning to the judges

3. Avoid committing logical fallacies yourself.

If you add these skills to your debate arsenal, you shall move from merely a good debater to a high calibre thinker.

Attacking on All Fronts


In the initial phase of the debate, you need to listen very carefully to your oppenent’s case.  It is important to be able to account for the whole case from the outset.  The key to attacking your opponent’s case is understanding it.


Create a mental check list of things to attack, and go get them.

1. Inconsistencies in statements and logic.

2. Statements that are unsupported or underdeveloped

3. Validity of any point.

4. Validity of logic

5. Quality of evidence.

6. Has a real need for change been established.

7. Feasibility of the action items.

8. What disadvantages would be created by their case? 

9. Does their case represent a net loss?

10. Overall, where does their case lead (a better society or worse one)?

            Your initial attack should try and encompass as many of these areas as possible.  Only by probing like this, can you determine the weak points in the case.  In later stages of the debate, you will want to focus on the fatal weak points and use them to pull the case apart.

Controlling the Flow of Debate


A panel discussion.

Moderator:  Jason Lucien

Panelists:  Simon Muller, Martin Kennedy and Cass Lintott
Advanced Delivery 

And Speaking




6

Contents

1. Rebuttal Technique

2. Using Drama

3. Using Humour

4. Techniques and Styles

5. Teamwork

The Rebuttal


The rebuttal is probably the single most important segment of the entire debate!  Not surprisingly, giving an effective rebuttal may also be the most difficult debate skill to master.  In the rebuttal all the skills and techniques used throughout the debate – refutation, case presentation, and summation- are all brought together in the final attempt by you, the debater, to persuade the judges.

An effective rebuttal will accomplish three objectives:

1) Refute:  it will refute the key arguments presented by the opposing team;

2) Restate:  it will provide a complete and succinct summation of the key elements of your case; and

3) Resound:  it will end with a resounding one or two sentence clincher!
Refute:


As its name suggests, the rebuttal is your last chance to ‘rebut-all’ of the other team’s arguments.  Remember though, you only have a very limited amount of time, so the trick is to pick the other team’s key points, or those you think may not have been dealt with in the course of the debate as thoroughly as you would have liked.  This is where your flow charting of the debate comes in.  Look at your flow chart and determine which of the arguments presented by the other team most require one last comment from you.  It is also a good strategy to highlight to the judges the number of arguments you feel must be refuted.  Fore example, you may want to start out by saying:  “the other team has made three main arguments in this case…”; and, then, to go on to address all three of those arguments.


One more thing, you don’t just want to comment upon other teams arguments, you must Refute them.  So, for example, you may want to counter a damaging statistic form the other team which one of your own statistics.  In this way, you are actually achieving two objectives: you are pointing out the weakness in your opponents arguments and at the same time, strengthening your own case!

Restate:


Just as you only have time to pick the key arguments of the other team’s case for one last comment, so to, do you only have time to summarize the key points of your own case.  Likewise, you may want to organize this section much like you would the one above.  So, you may start out by saying:  “we have made three key arguments in support of case.  They are…”  You may then want to go on to highlight to the judges why your arguments should be favoured over those of the other team’s.  For example, in a needs/plan/benefits case, you may want to outline the benefits your plan would bring as an example of why your position should be taken over that of the other team’s.


It is very important at this time to remember a key rule of the rebuttal.  The rebuttal is to be a summation of the debate.  Therefore, you must only Restate your arguments, you cannot introduce any new arguments at this time.  The rule, then, is that while new evidence may be introduced in the rebuttal, no new arguments can be made.

Resound


Just as you want to introduce your case before you actually present your arguments, you also want to sum up with a clinching one or two sentences.  Summarizing the essence of your case into one or two sentences is going to be pretty tricky, but the good news it that its something you can prepare in advance.  A good idea is to link your clincher to the introduction you gave.  Another technique that you may find helpful in thinking of a clincher, is to imagine that you have to write a bumper-sticker to sum up your team’s position in the debate.  All in all, you want to remember that this is you last word to the judges - - your last chance to persuade them to side for your case.
So remember:  REFUTE, RESTATE, AND RESOUND !!

Delivery


While most debaters have developed a good delivery style by this stage in their careers, it is always useful to review the basics and think of areas for personal improvement.  Remember the key to winning a debate is persuasion.  Anything that you can learn to help you better persuade an individual, the more successful a debater you shall be.


What follows are four basic rules that should enable you to improve your delivery.  As with any speaking comments, they can be personal and not apply to everyone.  I do, however, believe that there is sufficient truth in these four rules that every debater can take something from them.  I hope you do.

RULE #1:  KNOW YOUR PURPOSE


When a salesman makes a pitch, he is trying to sell a product.  When a professor gives a lecture, she is trying to impart knowledge.  A preacher inspires or comforts, and a politician persuades or lead.  What is the purpose of a debater?


On the surface you may answer that a debater is trying to convince someone to agree with him or her.  And on the surface you would be correct.  However, a truly great debater is always aware if the ebb and flow in a debate and adjusts speaking style accordingly.


During the course of a typical debate you may have several purposes.  In the beginning you may simply be trying to educate the opposite side as to what the debate is about.  Imparting knowledge is something that should be done clearly and simply.  No great gestures or emotional display is needed.  To do so would detract from you attempts to be educated.


Having informed the judges as to what they need to know, your next purpose may be to establish credibility.  This can be done by a very honest and straightforward presentation.  The needs for change can be presented in a straightforward logical manner that is earnest, but compassionate.


You may then desire to hammer home a particularly important point.  This could involve a change in delivery style to one more like the preacher than the professor.  Lastly, you may wish to make an emotional appeal or to leave that lasting impression.  Turn it up a notch and go straight for the heart.  All of this can occur during the course of one debate speech.  A good debater is aware of what he wishes to accomplish and adjusts speaking style accordingly.

RULE #2:  KNOW YOUR AUDIENCE


In a debate never forget who your true audience is…The JUDGES.  They are the ones who decide who wins or loses.  If they do not follow you or like you all is lost.  A wise man once said that “a debater should always remember that the judges are going to be two plumbers and a homemaker”.  Those are the people to whom you are speaking.

What follows from that are some basic steps:

1. Simplify the material for everyone.  Most people will not be as well researched in the intricacies of long term health care for the elderly, or know all the statistics regarding acid rain emission in Guatemala.  But you do.  Both in your delivery style and content you must make sure you do not isolate your judges.

2. Treat them with respect.  This means that you should not talk down to them.  Even though some of the material you cover may be complex, it is your job to make it presentable without being condescending.  Likewise, the judges will feel uncomfortable if you do not show similar respect for your opposition.

3. Your pace of delivery should be such as to allow the judges time to properly flow chart the debate.  Judges hate debaters who have so much information and present it so quickly that they are unable to keep track of all that is being said.  This can be avoided through great organization and awareness of your speaking style.

4. Invite the judges to believe you.  If you are too abrasive in your presentation or come  across as a huckster or salesman, you have no credibility.  Your judges will always be older than you are, so you have to bridge that credibility gap.  You can do so with a professional, well supported, and organized delivery.

There is another aspect to knowing your audience that goes beyond merely targeting the judges.  Judges do not sit in a debate room in a vacuum.  Usually there is at least one or two other individuals in a room, sometimes almost up to a thousand.  It is amazing how the reaction of an audience affects both judge and debater.  Therefore you must focus your delivery on the judges while still including everyone else in the room.  This is done through a number of methods:

1. Eye Contact.  This most fundamental of speech principles is still the only way to ensure that you keep an audience, large or small, involved in what you are saying.  In developing eye contact with an audience there are three steps:  GIVE IT; GET IT; KEEP IT.  If you can do those three things you will never lose an audience.

2. Modify gestures.  Large gestures in a small room can be distracting.  Some people can feel threatened by them and almost everyone will begin to focus more on the gestures than on what you are saying.  Likewise, in large rooms you need bigger gestures or you will be lost in the size of it all.  A guaranteed way to lose an audience is to be in a huge theatre and lifeless.

3. Projection and modification of voice.  In a larger room with more people you need to speak up generally.  However, you must also exaggerate your voice emphasis to achieve the desired small room effect.  Conversely you do not want to be shouting at an intimate room full of judges.

4. Use of space.  Generally pacing is not considered something that should be encouraged.  However, if you are in a larger space you may wish to consider using more of the space you have available.  This does not mean just pacing aimlessly.  It means moving with a purpose to specific point on the floor or stage.  This should be done with the intent to include part of the audience that is at the edges of your speaking area.  IF YOU DO PACE MAKE SURE IT IS TO ENFRANCHISE THE AUDIENCE, NOT TO RELEASE NERVOUS TENSION.

RULE #3:  KNOW YOUR CASE 


Only you know the strengths and weaknesses of your case.  You have to use your delivery style to highlight your strengths and hide your weaknesses.  There are two basic approaches to this.  Firstly, use your pacing, pitch, and volume to lead an audience to your point.  Secondly, use the same technique to cover your weaknesses only in reverse.


In order to emphasize a point it is important to use the three essential elements:

1. Pacing:  accelerate towards the point you want to stick in the judges mind.  (You can then slow down when you make it.)

2. Pitch:  do not drop the pitch of your voice until after the point has been made.

3. Volume:  getting louder as you approach an important point can bring the judges in to what you are saying.  Then try calming down and in a level voice deliver your point.

In order to disguise a weak point, try a flat, matter-of-fact tone.  This should indicate to the judges that this is not an important issue, and it is something to be dealt with out of hand.

RULE #4:  KNOW YOUR SELF


The bottom line in finding an effective speaking style, is to know yourself.  If you are comfortable being a bombastic, flamboyant speaker then be true to that.  If you are a meticulous, well organized and precise person, then your speaking style may very well reflect that.  Do not try to be something you are not.  Be what you are.


A classic mistake of any debater is to be labeled as a certain type of speaker and then live up to the label.  If you are considered a methodical presenter, and that is all that you are, chances you could also be labeled boring.  If you are the second coming of Martin Luther King Jr.  every time you mention a word, then you will be distracting and eventually off-putting.  In debate it is never in your best interests to limit your delivery style.


There are a number of reasons to vary your style of presentation.  Even if you speak a certain way for the majority of your speech, it is very effective to offer some variation throughout your presentation.  Some of the reasons are:

1. Keeping the interest of the audience.  If you are too monotonous in your presentation, you will lose your audience.  They will stop listening to you.  As your real audience is the judges, losing them is disastrous.

2. Contrast within the debate.  Remember that there are four people in a debate.  If someone on the other side has primarily the same style as you do, your speaker points can suffer if you do not find a way to stand out.  You may end up just another debater in the room.  If you vary your delivery, you will stand out against any other styles in the room.

3. Not every judge has the same taste.  Some judges may like your style, others may hate it.  You do yourself a favour by varying the styles you show to the judges.  By doing so you increase the chance of showing each judge in the room a style that they find appealing and effective.  This can make them more receptive to you as an individual speaker, and to the points you are trying to communicate.

4. Not every point should be made in the same way.  If you are trying to deliver a very logical explanation of the status quo, a heavily emphatic delivery would not be best suited to your purpose.  Likewise, if you wish to play to the audience’s emotions, a quite yet well thought out delivery may not be what you are looking for either.  It is always important to remember your purpose, and modify your delivery accordingly.

Lastly, if you do not do dramatic well do not try it.  An audience can easily pick up on a forced performance.  It seems contrived and insincere.  Do try provide entertainment and variety, but “to thine own self be true”.

Effective Cross-Examination
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CROSS-EXAMINATION IN FORMAL DEBATE

By Richard N. Billington B.A., LL.B.*
1.
THE PURPOSE OF CROSS-EXAMINATION


Whether in formal debate or in a court of law, cross-examination always has the same purpose.  It provides you with the opportunity to build your case in two ways.  First, by obtaining admissions from the opposing side which are helpful to your own case, and secondly by obtaining admissions from the other side which can be used to counter (or impeach) their own case.  On rare occasions cross-examination can also be an opportunity to merely clarify a point made by the other side.


As the questioner, you will employ either open ended questions or leading questions.  An open ended question is one which in no way suggests the answer which is sought from the respondent.  A leading question suggests the answer which is sought, or which strictly limits the latitude of the response in a way which, if used properly, will be favourable to the questioner.

2.
OPEN ENDED QUESTIONS

Open ended questions should be used sparingly.  They are dangerous to ask as they exert no limits upon the respondent.  The respondent then can take the opportunity to elaborate upon aspects of her or his case, or to embark upon an aspect of the respondent's case which has not even been mentioned.  For these reasons an open ended question usually serves no beneficial purpose to the questioner.  If the questioner does feel that it is necessary to ask an open ended question, then they should be prepared to strictly control the limits of the response.  Beware, however, that endeavoring to strictly control a response to an open ended question may be seen as an attempt to unduly limit a respondent's answer, and may be seen as a breach of courtesy.


Open ended questions should therefore be generally avoided.  The best place to use them is when you feel that you:


(a)
can reasonably limit the extent of the response,

(b)
are fairly certain that you anticipate the general nature of the answer that you will get, and

(c)
can then use a direct quote of the respondent's own answer to ask a series of pointed leading questions.

Open ended questions should not be used unless you are confident of all three of these points.

As a respondent, you should realize that when you are asked an open ended question, you are being provided with a golden opportunity to add to your case.  If for example, you are asked a question as pointless as "What is your plan?" you can then elaborate upon your plan as though your team has just been awarded an extra constructive speech.  Your answer might be along the lines of "Our plan not only includes the 4 points which I spoke of in my constructive speech, it also includes the elaboration of them which my partner was to be addressing.  That includes...(here you would be able to start elaborating upon your plan, freeing up your partner's time to either refute your opponent's points, or to further build up your own case.)  If your questioner tries to interject too early by saying that she has heard quite enough, then you should reply that you wish to exercise your right to fully answer the question posed to you.  This puts your questioner into a no win situation.  She asked the question, and now wants to cut you off.  This may displease some judges.  Others will not be displeased, but the questioner cannot score any points for this.  The questioner can at most hope to break even, and is taking a risk of losing cross-examination points.


Examples of open ended questions are:



i.
What is your plan?



ii.
Do you have any authority for your statements?



iii.
Why do you feel that this is a problem?



iv.
How can you pay for this?

3.
LEADING QUESTIONS


The most exciting and challenging aspect of a debate occurs when a properly prepared questioner skillfully asks leading questions of the alert respondent.  This results in a high drama cat and mouse game in which the heart of the debate, the clash, is most clearly articulated.


Leading questions suggest the intended answer. They might not always force the respondent to give the intended answer, but they do tend to limit the areas of response.  When a leading question is asked, it is more difficult for the respondent to avoid a direct answer or to engage in speech making.  


As a respondent, you must be on your wits.  Leading questions are designed to get you to agree with something that will harm your case or help the questioner's case.  However, it is a mistake to take the view that in order to avoid falling into that trap you should disagree with everything that the questioner asks you.  If you do so you will quickly be seen to be denying the obvious truth, and you will instantly lose credibility in the eyes of the judges.  


A good questioner will ask a series of leading questions with a view to getting the respondent to agree with him for the first few questions.  After lulling the respondent into a pattern of agreement, the questioner may pose a target question, hoping to have thrown the respondent off her feet, and have her agree before realizing what has been admitted to.  Once the questioner has received the favourable answer, he will immediately move to a new line of inquiry, distracting the respondent, and forcing her to concentrate upon a different topic before she has an opportunity to elaborate upon her earlier, harmful, admission.  


Example:


Q.
You would agree with me that your partner identified three needs for change in his speech?


A.
Yes.


Q.
And you would agree with me that the third need for change was that there was a need for any government program in this area to save taxpayer's money, is that right?


A.
Yes, in fact he said that the amount currently spent by government must be reduced by 25%.


Q.
Quite right.  And you said that your plan would save that 25% by eliminating the current government department which administers this area of responsibility and by contracting out to the private sector.  Correct?


A.
Yes I did.


Q.
And you quoted a study which showed that the current system costs the government $100 Million per year?


A.
Yes.  It was the Statistics Canada report prepared last year.


Q.
And you quoted that report because you know that it is important to accurately set out the actual costs of the status quo, it that right?


A.
Yes, and that is what I have done.


Q.
So by saving 25% of $100 million, you will have a program that costs only $75 million.


A.
Of course.  You get full points for math.


Q.
(Ignoring this taunt, and getting ready to pounce) Did you think that it was important to quote a study to show how much your program would cost is it was contracted out to the private sector?


A.
No such study has been done.


Q.
Oh?  If no study has been done, then was there anything other than your own judgment which supports that private enterprise could do this for 25% cheaper?


A.
Everyone in this room knows that private enterprise can do things cheaper than the government.


Q.
But you have not quoted any recognized authority to support your contention, have you.


A.
I already told you that no such study has been published, but we all know how inefficient government can be.


Q.
Then you are saying that government can't change its program to save money?


A.
That's right.  It cost them $100 million which is far too much.


Q.
I take it then that you are not familiar with this year's Statistics Canada report which shows the cost of this program for the last year?  It was published a month ago.  I have it here.


A.
No, I haven't seen it.


Q.
Then are you saying that you haven't seen that the government's cost of running this program has been trimmed by 12% in the last year?  It now costs only $88 million a year.


A.
Our plan is to drop the cost by 25% to $75 million.


Q.
But to drop the cost from $88 million to $75 million is only a 15% drop not a 25% drop.


A.
Our plan will save $25 million by the end of the year.

By this time the respondent's case has been seriously damaged by the most effective evidence of all, an admission by the respondent.  Such an admission is far more persuasive than a report, a statistic or a quote from a published expert source.  In particular, the respondent has had to admit:


(a)
that the government program is being reduced and saving taxes without having to be privatized;


(b)
that the most recent government report was not utilized and that the respondent's case is based on outdated information;


(c)
that the respondent cannot cite a study to support her assertion that private enterprise could assume the responsibilities of the government department, and that her conclusion that such savings could be achieved is mere speculation on her part.


All of these admissions have been obtained by using leading questions.  The first few of which were obvious.  The respondent would have looked foolish or unreasonable if she had disagreed with the thrust of those questions.  



4.
COURTESY IN CROSS-EXAMINATION

It is essential that a cross-examination be conducted diligently but courteously.  Remember, and there will be times when it will be difficult to overcome the very human impulse to the contrary, that the cross-examination is to expose flaws in the opposing case or to obtain admissions helpful to one's own case.  It is not to seek to embarrass, belittle or intimidate one's opponent.


Judges are clearly instructed at every debate tournament that discourtesy, by either the questioner or the respondent is to be severely penalized.  Also, a failure to act courteously inevitably harms your own case.  It distracts from the strength of your case and it prevents you from effectively exposing weaknesses in the opposing side.


Aspects of courtesy are to remember that it is the opposing case which is at issue, not the opposing debaters.  Aspects of courtesy include referring to the opposing debaters politely.  Appropriate ways of doing so include:



"The Negative contends that..."



"Your partner stated in her speech that..."

"But Mr. Kassam, have you considered the 1995 British study on  

  this point?"

"Is it the Affirmative position that the law should be changed?"


The dictates of courtesy however do not require that the questioning must be conducted meekly or that certain areas of investigation are not to be pursued.  One of the fundamental errors of cross-examination occurs where a question is posed, and the respondent is unable to answer it.  The respondent then either requests that it be responded to in a later speech, or he simply announces that that is how he intends to respond to the question.  The questioner then agrees to this clear evasion of responsibility, shutting down her own line of questions.  Some feel that this is the courteous thing to do.  It is not.  It is ineffective debating which is rooted in a disorganized case.  It is a waste of your precious time in cross-examination and it is a waste of the judge's volunteer time. 


Consider this situation:


Q.
Do you have a study to support your statement?  


A.
Yes.  


Q. 
Who published it, and when?


A.
(looking through papers, but cannot find it) I can't seem to locate it now.  My partner will find it and let you know in her constructive speech.


Q.
Oh. Okay. 

Here the questioner will be penalized for poor cross-examination and poor strategy.  The point of the whole exercise was to expose weakness in the opposing case and to obtain admissions from the opponent which could be used to discredit their case.  Now the questioner will never be able to critically compare his evidence with the opponent's evidence.  This represents a fundamental failure to clash with the other side.  This was the best opportunity to identify the strongest point in the opposition case and to meet it head on, but now that opportunity is lost.


Similarly, the respondent will be penalized for poor cross-examination, poor evidence and poor organization (these are three of the five categories of evaluation for personal speaker points).  The respondent has lost the opportunity to show how she is in command of her case and how she is ready to respond to the toughest challenge from her opponent.  


The above scenario should be handled by the questioner as follows:


Q.
Do you have a study to support your statement?


A.
Yes.


Q. 
Who published it and when?


A.
I can't seem to locate it now.  My partner will find it and let you know in her constructive speech.


Q.
Well I challenge the validity of your study, and I challenge your interpretation of it.  Are you saying that you cannot answer questions about it in this cross-examination?


A.
If I could find it.  But I am sure that my partner can respond later.


Q.
I see that you are unable to answer my questions about your study during cross-examination.  Although I wanted to give you an opportunity to respond to my concerns, I must move on because you are unprepared to answer basic questions about your study.

In this case the questioner is unfailingly courteous, but determined to get to the heart of the debate.  The questioner scores full points for exposing the inability of the respondent to defend an important aspect of the evidence supporting her case.  The respondent loses points for poor cross-examination, poor organization and poor evidence. 

5.
SPEECH MAKING IN CROSS-EXAMINATION

One of the great temptations in cross-examination is to use the opportunity to try to put additional information to your opponent.  Often a lengthy recitation of new information will be given, sometimes dressed up after the fact to make it sound like a question.  This is improper and will be penalized.  An example of this would be either of the following, which are unfortunately seen often in debate:


Q:
Were you aware that the Affirmative have proposed a four point plan which is designed to meet the three needs for change, which includes 1) the creation of a new Federal department, 2) the elimination of provincial programs which ineffectively attempt to address this issue, 3) a national education program and 4), which we have not mentioned yet, an inter-provincial volunteer coordinating body to organize private citizens who wish to solve this problem?


Q:
I would like to quote to you an article from the 1993 United Nations report on the status of refugees: (a lengthy quote is given, generally supporting the questioners case).  Were you aware of that?


In each of these cases, the questioner is clearly abusing his position, and has abandoned the search for useful admissions from the respondent.

6.
CONTROL OF CROSS-EXAMINATION


There are two rules in cross-examination which often conflict with one another.  The first is that the questioner has the right to control the cross-examination.  The second is that the respondent has the right to qualify his or her answer.  Let us examine these two rules.


The questioner has the right to steer the cross-examination in whichever direction he wishes.  He may employ open ended or leading questions, determine what areas shall be the subject of the cross-examination, decide whether to use short or lengthy questions, and to otherwise pursue the cross-examination in such a manner as shall best advance his case.  More importantly, the questioner may also direct the length or nature of the respondent's answer, within certain limits.  The best guide to determining whether the questioner may seek to cut off the respondent is that the respondent has the right to fully and accurately answer the question, and to qualify her or his answer. The respondent does not have the right to address the judges on more than that which pertains to the question.  It is up to the questioner to aid the respondent and the judges in determining when to conclude the response.  


Examples and commentary on this rather esoteric area:


Example 1:  A basic question and answer


Q:
Do you have any support for your contention that increasing foreign aid will bring peace to the recipient nation?


A:
Yes.  The United Nations 1995 report on Foreign Aid, chapter 3 shows that in one hundred and fifty cases where foreign aid was given to a nation, civil unrest was ended in one hundred and twenty-five of those cases, and civil unrest did not increase in any of the other twenty-five cases.  We feel that this shows that foreign aid and peace are clearly linked.


(Note:  This is a good exchange.  The answer, although fairly detailed, clearly stays within the confines of the question.  The questioner would be penalized for trying to end this answer earlier).


Example 2:  Limiting the response


(Same as example 1 with this added answer by the respondent):


A:
...This example goes to show just how effective our plan will be in bringing global peace, which was a need identified by my partner as our third need for change.  This plan of action...


Q:
(interrupting) Excuse me, but you have fully answered my question.  My next question is...


(Note:  This is an example of how to control the cross examination by the questioner.  The questioner waited long enough to realize, and to let the judges realize that the answer had strayed away from the question, and had become an opportunity to add to the respondent's case with an impromptu constructive speech.)


Example 3:  Challenging the limitation


(Continuing on from example 2)


A:
Excuse me, but I am not finished my answer.  I would like to qualify my answer, as is my right.


Q:
You have fully answered my last question, and I am not prepared to let you make a speech in cross examination.  I will therefore ask my next question, which is...

(Note:  This is a clash between the right of the questioner to control the cross-examination and the right of the respondent to qualify his answer.  In this case the questioner has demanded that the response cease.  The respondent must comply with her direction.  This becomes a critical area for the judges to determine.  Should the questioner let the respondent continue to answer, or was she correct in halting the response?  The judges will not interfere with the debate or provide a ruling, but will each determine whether the questioner was correct in her position in their ballots for speaker points.  It is suggested in this case that the questioner acted appropriately, and that a failure to restrict the response may have been penalized.)


Example 4:  Dealing with an offensive challenge


(Continued from example 3)


A:
(interrupting the questioner)  No.  I insist upon my right to further qualify my answer, and I want a ruling from the judges right now.


Q:
Of course the judges may not interfere with the debate and will have to determine which of us was correct in their final judgment.  My next question is...

(By this time, the respondent has gone clearly too far and will be penalized by the judges.  This is in fact evading cross examination.  It is essential for the questioner to remain polite but firm.)


Example 5:  Requests for personal belief


Q:
Do you personally believe that increasing foreign aid will result in peace in areas that have been the home land of centuries of ethnic wars, in both times of plenty and times of famine?


A:
What I personally believe is irrelevant to this debate.  I will say that the affirmative position is that providing such foreign aid is a stabilizing influence.

(Note:  The respondent has wisely avoided any discussion of his own beliefs, which are in fact irrelevant.  A debate is a clash of positions, and you need not say whether you personally support the case that you are presenting.  Remember that debate is an academic exercise in which you will be expected to argue on both sides, which is why your personal opinion is not of interest or relevance.)


Example 6:  Leading, and responding to a leading question


Q:
Your partner stated in her constructive speech that increasing foreign aid can be done without raising taxes, so you must be planning on cutting some other government programs.  Why have you not told us which ones?


A:
We will not be cutting any government programs.  Our plan its to increase foreign aid from non-governmental sources.  These don't collect taxes so there can't be an increase in taxes, nor will there have to be a cut in government programs.

(Note:  The question was a forcefully put leading question.  The respondent has utilized her right to qualify her answer by refusing to simply answer in accordance with the lines of response suggested by the question.  In responding to leading questions, always consider if they are framed in the form of the famous "Are you still beating your wife?" leading question.  It sounds like an question which can only be answered in a certain way, but if you follow that lead, your case will be seriously harmed.)


Example 7:  Dealing with the non-responsive answer


Q:
You have referred to a "governmental report" which indicated that juvenile crime was on the increase.  What was that report?


A:
It was the statistic that showed that juvenile crime was increasing an average of 8% per year.


Q:
My question was not about what the statistic was, it was asking you what report it came from.  Please answer that question.


A:
It was from Statistics Canada.


Q:
Statistics Canada produces numerous reports each year.  Again I ask which report this was from.

(Note:  Here the respondent seems to be interested in avoiding a direct answer.  She is trying to deflect the question.  The questioner is doing a good job of staying focused until the question is answered directly.)

7.
STRATEGY IN CROSS-EXAMINATION

Whether you are the questioner or the respondent, it is essential for the advanced debater to have a strategy in mind for cross-examination.  You must set your strategy based upon what has been happening in the debate.  In considering your strategy in either asking or answering questions, consider some of these factors:


-
Is the other side disorganized?


-
Is their research inferior to yours?


-
Are they prone to being argumentative and belligerent?


-
Are they operating poorly as a team?


-
Does your own case need more factual support?


-
Has your partner been undermined by a powerful cross-examination?


-
Do you need to change the tone and pace of the debate?


Each of these areas can be addressed in your cross examination.  If the other side is disorganized, you can focus your questions on matters that will highlight that disorganization.  Perhaps your opponents cannot readily cite the authorities they have been quoting.  Questions asking them to do so will make that disorganization clear.  So too will questions asking the respondent not about his own speech, but about the speech of his partner.


If the respondent's research is inferior, highlight that too.  This may be done as follows:

Q:
I noticed that you relied upon a 1991 study conducted in Denmark and Norway to support your contentions.  Is that the only study which you have relied on?

A:
Yes.

Q:
Do you recall that the study which my partner recited was a 1994 study conducted in western Canada and in the northwestern United States?

A:
Yes, but our study was of a much larger sample group and should be much more accurate.  Our study surveyed over 7000 subjects, whereas yours surveyed less than 800.

Q:
Which society is generally more like that of Alberta, Norway and Denmark or western Canada and the northwest U.S. as a whole?

A:
That's not my point.  My point is that our study is more accurate.

Q:
You have failed to answer my question.  I am not asking about your personal interpretation of the accuracy of each study.  I am asking about which study deals with a society most like present day Alberta.  Please answer that particular question.

A:
I think they both have striking similarities and warrant serious attention.

(Note:  there is little point in pursuing this farther.  You have shown the concern about to applicability of the studies to Alberta, and to go farther is to be seeking an admission that no one should ever give in a debate, namely that one's own case is weaker than one's opponents'.)

Q:
Well surely you would agree that our study is four years newer than yours.

A:
Yes, I would.


If the other side is prone to be belligerent, you may wish to ask (or answer) your question in such a way as encourages them to become rather offensive, without being offensive yourself.  


If the other side is operating poorly as a team, focus your questions on the inconsistencies between the respondent and his partner's speeches.  The respondent may not have been listening to his partner's speech, or to his answers in cross-examination.  Or there might be a direct conflict.  This could be handled in this way:

Q:
I notice in your speech you have called for the creation of a new government department to handle these new responsibilities, is that right?

A:
Yes.

Q:
And would I be correct in concluding that this is a wholly new department, and not merely a reorganization of existing responsibilities from other departments?

A:
Yes.  The members of this department will possess special skills not found elsewhere in the government presently.

Q:
So no other government departments will be reduced or eliminated by this plan?

A:
No.  

Q:
And this department will not generate new revenues will it?

A:
No, it will not.  It is intended to foster tolerance amongst Canadians, not to collect more taxes.

Q:
But your partner said that taxes would not increase by adopting this plan.  How can that be if you are hiring an entire new department full of specially trained people but you are not cutting the government elsewhere?

A:
I don't think my partner said that.

Q:
So your position is that it will result in an increase in government expenditures?

A:
Yes, it will have to.

Q:
And if your partner said that it would not cost anything extra, she is wrong.

A:
I am sure she didn't say that.

(Note:  There is no point in getting into an argument of "Yes she did/No she didn't".  The judges will know what the partner said.)


If your case needs more factual support, you may wish to cite supporting authorities to your opponent and seek their comment upon them.


If your case has been harmed by a powerful cross examination of your partner, the best way to handle that is to carefully analyze the most harmful admissions which were made by your partner, and to seek harmful admissions from the other side on the same points:

Q:
Do you have any statistics which show that violent crime continues to rise in societies after they adopt capital punishment for drug dealers?

A
I don't need any.  Your partner admitted that such violent crime does continue to rise in those cases.

Q:
But my question is not about what my partner said.  My question is whether you have any authoritative statistics which support that contention.

A:
I don't think I need them. Everyone knows it, including your partner.

Q:
I challenge that conclusion.  I ask you if there a government anywhere which has actually observed that trend, because none of their studies bear that out.  I offer you one last chance to refer me to any statistic from anywhere that supports your contention.

A:
I don't see why I need to refer to one when your partner has admitted as much.

Q:
As you are unable to quote such a statistic to me, I will move on to my next question.

(Note:  Here the questioner has faced the harmful admission by her partner, and has tackled the opposition directly.  While the respondent successfully emphasized the harmful admission by the questioner's partner, the questioner has now shown that the respondent is unable or unwilling to quote from an authoritative source.  The questioner's case has still suffered harm, but it has been significantly rehabilitated by this line of questioning.  There is now hope for overcoming the partner's harmful admission by referring to this exchange in rebuttal.)


There are times when the tone and pace of the debate should be changed, whether to inject more interest into a dull and monotone debate, or to slow down the pace of a heated personal verbal fight.  Cross-examination affords you, either as the questioner or respondent, to show that you are in control of matters by managing just such a change of tone.

9.
QUESTION TREES


One technique to assist in your preparation for cross-examination is to prepare a "question tree" in advance of the debate.  For each area that you intend to examine upon, prepare a separate sheet of paper.  At the top of the sheet, write the first question which you will ask.  Then divide the sheet in half and record what your will next question will be if the first question is answered with a yes, and what your question will be if it is answered with a no.  Continue on like that until you have mapped out a course which must necessarily lead to a harmful admission, or which has taken the respondent to an absurd extreme, which will destroy his or her credibility.


Question trees are useful tools for preparation for a cross-examination, as they require you to consider a variety of permutations and combinations of answers.  They have significant limitations, however.  They tend to work best with questions that can only be answered with a yes or no.  They can be frustrated by a properly qualified answer which may not have been considered in advance.  Also, they do not prepare you to depart from your advance plan to pursue a particularly interesting area of inquiry which might have been suggested by one of the responses.  As indicated, they are a useful preparatory tool, but should not be relied upon in the debate because they will soon sound canned.

10.
MAKING USE OF THE CROSS EXAMINATION


You continue to be scored for points on cross-examination, even after the last cross examination has been concluded.  During both your cross-examination and that of your partner, valuable information is being obtained from your opponents.  In order to demonstrate proper cross examination technique, you must be able to show the judges how you can make use of the admissions which both your partner and you have obtained.  


It is tempting to use the cross-examination period as the time at which you draw conclusions about the admissions you have obtained from the opposition, but that would be a mistake.  Cross-examination is a time to ask questions, not to state conclusions.  The time to draw those conclusions is during the refutation phase of a subsequent constructive speech, or during the rebuttal speech.  This is most effective when prefaced with one of the following phrases:


-
As the first affirmative speaker admitted to my partner under cross-examination...


-
My opponent stated during cross-examination that...


-
Recall that the negative admitted our second need for change in cross-examination when they stated...


Take care to utilize not only the admissions which you have obtained from your opponents, but also those which your partner obtained.  This shows good teamwork.  It emphasizes the strongest points made by both members of your team.  When engaged in the rebuttal speech, only one member of the team is permitted to speak for the team.  It is therefore essential that that person show the judges that both members obtained critical evidence from the opposition and that it can be used to that person's team's benefit.

*   Richard N. Billington is the President of the Alberta Debate and Speech Association.  He is a trial lawyer practicing with the firm of Burstall Ward in Calgary, Alberta, exclusively in the field of civil litigation.  He is a member of the Bars of Alberta (1984) and the Northwest Territories (1991), and is an executive member of the Canadian Bar Association (Alberta) Civil Litigation Section in Calgary. Mr. Billington is an instructor for the Legal Education Society of Alberta's Bar Admission Course.  An alumnus of the ADSA, he attended at the Canadian high school nationals in 1976, the Canadian university nationals in 1978 and 1980, and the university world championships in Princeton, New Jersey in 1982.  He adjudicated at the World Schools Debate Championship in Medicine Hat in 1993.  He has maintained a continuous involvement in formal speech and debate since 1974.

*Copyright Richard N. Billington, 1995.  Used by permission.  This article may not be reproduced without written permission of the author.  Excerpts may be quoted for purposes of critical review.
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Introduction

This paper describes some of the methods which can be used to enhance the collection, analysis, and presentation of research in policy-based cross-examination and parliamentary debate.  Because the utility of these methods depends on the nature of the competition, your ability, and the time you invest the research process, readers must exercise discretion in adopting them.

1. 
Collection

There are a large number of potential sources of research and many different methods of accessing them.  I want to describe what I think are some of the best sources in order of their importance.  I omit the research package, because it should always be used, and non academic libraries because they should never be used unless they are the only resource in your community.

Academic Journals
There are a large number of periodicals which print high-quality academic papers.  Some journals are dedicated to public policy questions and will carry papers which give arguments in favour of a particular legislative measure.  Papers are shorter, more current, and more succinct than books.  They are more comprehensive and accurate than mass publication periodicals such as Maclean's and Alberta Report.

Some academic journals are only available in certain libraries and the best collections are at the universities in Calgary, Edmonton, and Lethbridge, but many public libraries, and even high school libraries, carry some of the popular journals.

Papers are most commonly located by way of commercial subject indices, which are available in paper and electronic form.  Many prominent journals produce their own indices.  Consult with your local librarian to determine the best way of searching the materials available at your library.  Another useful method of finding papers is by following-up the footnote citations in other papers.  Let someone else do your research.

Academic Books
University and college libraries maintain very large and accessible collections of sophisticated books on a diverse range of topics.  Although some of these books will be too technical to be useful, many are just longer and more detailed versions of good journal articles.  Academic libraries often carry publications that advocate unusual views and may provide facts and argument which are not available elsewhere.  In most cases public and school libraries are designed to service a general audience and are unable to maintain current collections on public policy issues.

Because academic libraries index their collection by way of an on-line system based on the Library of Congress subject classification system, books are easier to access than journals.  Because all the books that deal with a particular subject will be held in the same stack, it is easier to browse through them.

On-line Services
There are a large number of cheap and potentially high-quality electronic information sources:

• high-end mass circulation periodicals (e.g., Atlantic Monthly, Mother Jones) which have begun to publish some of their editorial content on the Internet and cheap commercial on-line services;

• Web sites operated by interest groups (e.g., West Coast Environment Collation and the American Enterprise Institute);

• journals and graduate student work contained in university-sponsored Web sites; and

• Internet news groups dealing with public-policy issues

The quality of this information is inconsistent and it may be difficult to access, but on-line research offers the advantage of easy searching and downloading to word processing applications.

Authorities

Universities, colleges, and private research institutions spend a great deal of public money paying people to think and write about public policy issues.  Many of these people are very happy to be asked about matters within their area of expertise.  A good professional will be able to refer you to new research and answer questions about an issue.  However, it can be difficult to use authorities because they may be unwilling or unable to communicate their expertise.

The most accessible authorities work at the provinces' colleges and universities.  Call the office of the department or faculty that deals with the issue you are researching and ask to speak to someone with expertise in the field in which you are interested.  If you locate research produced by a private research organization, try to contact them.  Some, like the Fraser Institute, produce publications which give an excellent overview of public policy issues.

Debate Team Research Library

Every debate team should build a research library which contains electronic or paper copies of the materials used by teams at every tournament.  This avoids the need to duplicate basic research, freeing time for collecting new information and development of the case.  Unfortunately, most schools do not maintain such a library.

2.
Analysis

Analysis involves reading research material and identifying those portions which will be formally recorded for later reference and quotation.  Most research should not be formally recorded. Instead, it should be remembered and should form the basis of speaking, questioning, answering and refutation.  Debaters must use the analysis process to come to grips with the substantive issues, not generate a mountain of index cards and used hi-lighters.  Some information should be recorded for quotation during a debate, but it should only  be information that contains details which are difficult to remember (e.g., statistics and statements by authorities).  Finally, the analytical process should be undertaken with a view to presentation.  Only persuasive information should be recorded.

I am of the view that the analysis and collection process should be undertaken collectively by the school's entire senior-high team.  This model might be used:

1.
divide research tasks by research medium (e.g., academic journals, on-line


services, etc.)

2.
divide the reading of material collected in the research process between 


team members;

3.
photo-copy material that cannot be marked;

4.
read and hi-light relevant passages for later transcription into a word


processing application;

5.
review hi-lights for relevance and confirm selections for transcribing;

6.
divide transcription between team members;

7.
transcribe selected passages into a common word processor application;

8.
merge transcribed files; and

9.
distribute electronic version of merged transcription files to all team


members.

At the conclusion of this process every team has a copy of the best of everyone else's research and that research is ready for editing, printing, and transfer to index cards.  Effort has not been wasted in the collection or production of the team's research.

The greatest weakness of this procedure is that the quality of the finished product is an aggregate of the team's effort.  Good researchers will have to rely on the efforts of bad researchers.  This disadvantage can be avoided if the best researches are given primary responsibility for collection and analysis and the rest of the team makes its contribution by assisting in the transcription of quotations.

3.
 Presentation

I have attempted to emphasize that most of the information produced by research should not be quoted.  Instead it should provide the content of a debater's presentation.  But what should be quoted and how should it be quoted?

Statistical information should be paraphrased in conjunction with a citation.  By 'statistical information' I mean any kind of empirical research or analysis of easily established facts.  I do not mean facts that are widely accepted or easily established.  For example:

SAY:
In a study published in the Duke Law Review, Dr. Haynes found that 74%


of violent offenders in North Carolina re-offend within sixteen weeks of


release, but that one-quarter of those felt that they would have benefited from 

            treatment .

DO NOT

SAY:
Maclean's magazine reports that Canada has 210 prisons.

These examples also emphasize that you should minimize the amount of time spent introducing a quotation by paraphrasing the information and the citation.

For example:

SAY
Ken Lawson, in a study of Ontario drivers published in the Canadian 


Policy Review in 1984, determined that 91% of drivers under the age of


18 reported feeling uncomfortable with normal winter driving conditions.

DO NOT

SAY:
Our studies back-up this claim:  quote,  91% if drivers under the age if 18


surveyed in Bruce and Huron counties at local high schools before school


started reported feeling uncomfortable with winter driving conditions, 


unquote.  From an article entitled "Driving Too Young:  How Much 


Regulation is Enough?", Canadian Policy Review, November 16, 1984,


page 12.

Eloquent or highly authoritative endorsements should be read in conjunction with an informal citation.  This kind of quotation  is used for dramatic effect, particularly at the end of a speech when most judges have become bored with the details and seek a clear and compelling statement of the principle at issue:

SAY:
Why bother about these freedoms?  At the close of the Civil War, one man said that lives had been given:  ". . . so that government of the people, by the people, and for the people should not perish from this earth." 

DO NOT

SAY:
The affirmative is better because, according to the Calgary Herald's editorial page:  "There are times when the law goes too far.  There are times when it does too  much.  But this is OK."

Finally, the iron rule of debate is the team that sells the best wins the most.  Elite teams not only know more than their opponents, but they know what arguments, facts and authoritative endorsements will psychologically enhance the appeal of their position.  Always try to find what sells best.  To this end:

-
choose quotations that enhance the team's credibility and demonstrate


the depth of its knowledge.  Don't use information that everyone else relies on or 

            is only marginally persuasive;

-
diversify your sources.  Don't use repeated quotations from the same source.  

            Always check citations for footnotes to other sources and use 


the underlying source.  Try to use your opponent's sources against them;

-
use statistical information sparingly.  Judges don't care about the 


outcome as much as debaters and don't know the issues as well.  Some


of them are not comfortable with numbers.  Don't overwhelm them in


order to prove that you can read quickly.  Explain everything carefully;

-
simplify statistics by making them more tangible.  Instead of saying that


400 lives are lost every year to glue sniffing, say that every day, at least one child  

            dies at  the hands of glue.  Put the numbers into context;

-
don't use sources that are easy targets.  Factual information from sources


that have been discredited or authorities that contradict themselves are


easy targets in cross-examination;

-
don't open with a quotation and never open with a sappy quotation.  It


wastes time and makes it difficult to return to the flow of the argument.


Judges want to know where your going;

-
counter an opponent's quotation with reasoning, not another quotation, if that is 

            enough to defuse its persuasive value; and

-
never get into public disputes about the authenticity of information.  A


team that needs to falsify information is not talented enough to be a threat


and complainers look like losers. 
� EMBED MS_ClipArt_Gallery  ���








PAGE  
32

[image: image2.wmf]_995197964

