Defs.3d

Maine East Debate

DEBATE DEFINITIONS
I.
THE DEBATE ROUND

Debate Round-One complete debate.  This consists of two teams with two debaters apiece; one called the AFFIRMATIVE team (AFF); the other called the NEGATIVE team (NEG) and the judge who decides the winner of the round.  Each debater on each team is identified by which speech he or she gives,  i.e. the Aff. debaters are the first affirmative (1A) and the second affirmative (2A) while the Neg. debaters are the first negative (1N) and the second negative (2N).

Order of Speeches: All four debaters in a round give two speeches.  The order in which these speeches are given are as follows:



Speech



Abbrev.

Time

First Affirmative Constructive 

1AC


8 mins.


2N cross examines 1A (cross-ex)

c-x


3 mins.


First Negative Constructive 


1NC


8 mins.


1A cross examines 1N (cross-ex)

c-x


3 mins. 


Second Affirmative Constructive 

2AC


8 mins.


1N cross examines 2A (cross-ex)

c-x


3 mins. 


Second Negative Constructive 

2NC


8 mins.


2A cross examines 2N (cross-ex)

c-x


3 mins.


First Negative Rebuttal


1NR


5 mins.


First Affirmative Rebuttal


1AR


5 mins.


Second Negative Rebuttal


2NR


5 mins.


Second Affirmative Rebuttal


2AR


5 mins.

Constructive- The first speech given by every debater; it is eight minutes long and is used to establish a particular position.

Rebuttal-The second speech given by each debater, it is 5 minutes long and is used to answer opposing team’s attacks presented in previous speeches and to sum up one’s own position.

Cross Examination-A three minute question and answer period following each constructive.

Prep. Time-Set amount of time given to each team to prepare their speeches, usually 5-10 minutes.  A team may split this time for preparing for any speeches it wishes.  In Illinois, prep time is usually 8 minutes.

Flowing the Round - Taking notes of speeches presented in the round, i.e. constructives and rebuttals.  These notes also provide the debater with an outline of his or her own speeches.  The flow is taken on a flowpad which may be a legal pad or other paper.  More advanced debaters often flow on a lap top computer using a spreadsheet program

Advocate - To support or be in favor of, all debaters advocate something in a round. 

The Block - The 2NC and the 1NR which is a solid block of 13 minutes (8 and 5) of negative arguments.  At the end of the block, the Negative team is hopefully winning the round.

 Tournament - A horde of debaters gathered at a high school or college usually on a weekend (long and far away hopefully) to practice their art and bring home the brass.  

Speaker Points - Points awarded by the judge on a scale of 1-30 measuring individual performances (Brass is awarded for having a lot of these at tournaments).  Practically, no one gives below 20s, and in varsity, most do not give below 25.  Thus, many judges give half points in order to expand what is basically a five point scale.

Speaker Rank - Ranking on a scale of 1-4 of each speaker in the round in comparison to the other debaters.

Preliminary Rounds or Prelims - The debate rounds in a tournament all debaters participate in.  Most high school tournaments have 5 or 6 preliminary rounds.

Elimination Rounds - Rounds which are single elimination but have more than one judge deciding the round.  For example, the top 16 or 8 teams after prelims, debate in elimination rounds where they debate each other eventually producing a single winner.

Round Robin - A form of tournament where all the invited teams debate each other.  Usually, only the very best teams are invited.  Typically, these take place in the days right before or after a large national tournament.  Unfortunately, due to the many days of school we would miss, you can rest assured we will never debate at a round robin.

II.
THE AFFIRMATIVE
Resolution- The area of discussion that is subject for debate which is uniform for all high schools in the country. (Also known as the topic, or the debate topic).  The resolution this year is ________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

this gives you a chance to personalize these definitions as well as exhibit writing skills (if any) you have learned

Affirmative Team - Debaters who are arguing in favor of the resolution.  They do this by advocating a change from the present system (status quo).  This change is called the plan. 

Status Quo - The present system of laws and attitudes, also termed the “present system.”

Case or 1AC - The first speech in a debate round which presents the plan for change and reasons and evidence for making this change.

Burden of Proof - The Aff’s obligation to prove a need for adoption of the resolution or plan.  The present system is presumed innocent until proven guilty.  The Aff. must prove prima facie burdens in the form of solvency, harm, inherency and topicality (“the S.H.I.T.”) to justify the plan over the status quo.

Plan  - The aff’s example of implementing the resolution, an outline for change.  The plan usually contains four elements: 1) action or mandates (what is going to be done); 2) agent (who is going to do it); 3) Enforcement (what happens when somebody doesn’t follow the plan); and 4) funding (paying for the plan).

Plank - a subdivision of the plan, each plank contains separate parts of the plan.

Intent – (Affirmative intent or plan intent) statement by the Aff. team that Aff. speeches will serve to clarify and interpret what the plan means.

Spike - A plan provision which seeks to prevent problems from occurring as a result of the plan, i.e. if your plan costs a lot of money and you are afraid of the Negative running an argument indicating the plan would increase taxes, you may include a plan spike to fund the plan without raising taxes.

Harm - a problem in the status quo which justifies the need for the aff. plan. 

Quantitative Harm - a measurable harm such as 1%, 20 bombers, 300 deaths, 4,000 smokers, 50,000 poor.

Qualitative Harm - A non-measurable harm but one which will effect the quality of the system such as rights, freedom, happiness, etc.

Solvency - Proof that the Aff. plan will solve the harm to gain an advantage over the present system.

Advantage - Benefits which will result from adoption of the Aff. plan.  This is usually shown by proving solvency and harm.

Inherency - A barrier preventing the adoption of the plan in the present system.  What causes the absence of the resolution.

Structural Inherency - A law or policy which prevents the plan from being adopted.  For example, if your plan was to legalize drugs, the numerous anti-drug laws would be the structural inherency.

Attitudinal Inherency - Attitudes within the status quo which are opposed to the plan.  With a plan to legalize drugs, there are also numerous attitudes against such a law.

Existential Inherency - A non-inherency (how paradoxical, you may say) stating that because the harm exists, the plan cannot exist because the harm is not being solved in the present system. 

Fiat - The aff. right to state that the machinery and personnel will be made available for plan to come into existence.  This is the “magic wand” which overcomes inherency.

Should-would - the idea that: we are debating whether the resolution should be adopted, not whether it would be.  Obviously, in the real world, the president would never advocate or implement socialism, but its interesting to talk about what would happen if he did.  This concept prevents arguments such as Congress would never do the plan, as the Affirmative can argue that we are advocating we should do the plan not that it would happen.

Prima Facie - Concept that the Aff. must present sufficient evidence to warrant adoption of the plan.  This is done by showing a HARM in the status quo, that the plan is sufficient to SOLVE the problem, that the problem is INHERENT in the status quo, and that the plan falls under the resolution.  A 1AC must be prima facie (ie meet these burdens) on face or the Aff. loses automatically.

III.
THE NEGATIVE

Negative Team - The pair of debaters arguing against the adoption of the resolution.  The Negative team usually wins by proving that the Aff. plan is not desirable.  The Negative does this by: 1) proving the Aff. plan does not meet the resolution, termed proving the plan non-topical; 2) proving that more bad will happen as a result of passing plan than good; 3) proving that a non-topical alternative is better than the Aff. plan, termed a counterplan; or 4) The Aff. is advocating ideas which should be rejected because of their out of round implications, termed a Kritik.  The 1NC frequently presents arguments directed to establishing one or more of these strategies.  However, good negative teams will focus the round down to just one of these strategies by the 2NR.

Topicality or T - concept that Aff. plan must fall under the resolution.  Topicality is usually a negative attack run in the 1NC which includes the following arguments: A) a definition of the word in the resolution the plan does not meet; B) why the plan does not meet the definition; C) standards to evaluate the definition; and D) why the judge should vote Neg. because the Aff. plan is non-topical

Definition - What a word in the resolution means.  This is usually taken from a dictionary like Websters or Black’s Law Dictionary.

Violation - The reasons why the Aff. plan does not fall under (meet) the definition of the word.

Standards - The reasons why the Definition is a good way to interpret the particular word or words in the resolution.  The standards are used to decide which of two definitions actually defines a word.

Topicality Is a Voting Issue - The reasons why the judge should vote Neg. if the Affirmative is not topical. 

Extra-Topicality - A negative attack indicating the plan uses non-resolutional action to gain an advantage.  For example, if the aff. funds by taxing cigarettes and claims an advantage of decreasing cancer, this would be extra topical. 

Effects Topicality - A topicality attack indicating that an effect of plan makes the affirmative topical.  For example, if the resolution requires a program to reduce crime and the affirmative plan is to increase space exploration.  The aff could claim that space exploration increases economic growth, which decreases crime.  This would be effects topical.

Disadvantage - (DA) - A harm resulting from adoption of the Aff. plan, it is a potent negative attack.  DAs are new arguments essentially unrelated to the 1AC.

Link - A logical connection between two events i.e. Aff. does A and A causes B.  As it is applied to DAs, it is a statement of how the Aff. plan will lead to a disadvantage.

Impact - The resulting harm from a disadvantage, it may be qualitative or quantitative. 

Uniqueness - The burden of the negative in arguing a DA to show that impacts will occur solely as a result of resolutional action presented in the round, i.e. the Aff. plan 


Shell - The initial structure of the DA with supporting evidence run in 1NC.

Internal Link - A separate step which leads the Aff. plan to the impact. 

Threshold - Burden of the Neg. to show that the Aff. plan is sufficient to cause the impact.  In other words, we are at a threshold point now and the plan would cause us to cross that threshold (push us over the brink), causing the impact 

Linearity - Direct relationship between the Aff. plan and the amount or scope of the impact.  i.e. increasing the number of smokers by 10% will increase the number of cancer deaths by 10%

Turn - An argument which reverses either the link or the impact making the original argument an advantage for the other side.

Double Turn - Turning both the impact and the link, a definite no-no since it makes a brand new DA.

Non-Uniqueness - An Aff. arg against a DA, claiming either the  impact will occur regardless of whether plan is implemented or because the impact will occur for other reasons.  If this is proven, the DA is rendered impotent.

Brink Overwhelms the Link - An Aff. arg against a DA that since the DA argues that the next tiny action will cause the impact, anything including the status quo will cause the impact.

Intrinsic - The concept that the DA must be inherent with the plan.  Not intrinsic is an Aff. argument against a DA stating that if the plan was implemented someone would anticipate the DA and act accordingly to prevent the DA thus avoiding the DA.

Plan Meet Need Argument - also PMN -a negative attack which argues that solvency does not occur and/or the plan is incapable of gaining the aff. advantage.

Circumvent - To get around or avoid plan action. 

Motive - the reason WHY anyone would want to circumvent the wonderful Aff. plan.

Mechanism - HOW someone would go about circumventing the plan.

Absoluteness - The degree to which the PMN nullifies the Aff. advantage.  If a PMN is absolute no Aff. advantage can be gained because the plan cannot solve any of the harm 

Presumption - the concept that the present system is innocent until proven otherwise.  Practically applicable only in the case of a tie in which case the Neg. team would win.

Counterplan - A negative tactic stating that the present system is flawed, but there is a better non-topical solution superior to the Aff. plan and the status quo.  The negative team becomes in effect another affirmative team with a case and plan and the obligation to prove certain burdens.

Counterplan Text - Similar to the Aff. plan, the counterplan is a plan that details the non-resolutional action the Neg. team is advocating.

Counterplan Case - Similar to the 1AC, this is a series of advantages with harm and solvency which will be accrued by the counterplan.  Note, the Neg. doesn’t have to show an inherency to the counterplan.

Competitiveness - A burden of the Neg. under a counterplan to show that counterplan and the Aff. plan either cannot, or should not exist in the same world at the same time, requiring the judge to chose the plan which gets the most advantages.

Non-topicality - A burden of the Neg. under a counterplan to show that the counterplan plan is non-topical.  Many think that this is no longer a burden ie a topical counterplan which competes is still allowable.

Conditional/Dispositional Counterplan - A negative position that the Neg. doesn’t forfeit its right to defend the present system.  This gives the Neg. the option of defending the counterplan, the present system or both.

Permutation - An affirmative argument which tests the competitiveness of a counterplan.  If you can come up with a combination of some of the plan and the counterplan (the permutation) which has the same or greater advantages than the counterplan and the plan combined, then the counterplan is not competitive.

Kritik - An argument which assumes that fiat is utopian, i.e. if the affirmative wins the round, the plan will never be implemented in the real world.  Since fiat is utopian, the only impact in the real world are the ideas advocated in the round.  The Kritik asserts that certain actions or language such as racist or sexist language or assumptions made in debate rounds should be the basis of rejecting the affirmative since they will have an impact in the real world.

Case Takeouts - Arguments usually made in 1NC which try to disprove Aff. case arguments such as inherency, harm and solvency.  Usually, these simply diminish the scope of the Aff case, they are not winning arguments like a DA or T.

Case Turns - Arguments usually made in 1NC which try to turn an affirmative advantage in a disadvantage.  This consists of either 1) a harm turn i.e. proving that the harm occurring in the present system is actually a good thing or 2) a solvency turn ie proving the Aff will actually increase the harm.  These are potent arguments which the Neg may win a round on.  However, like DA turns, a double turn (running both a harm and solvency turn together) is a real bad idea.

IV.
EVIDENCE AND TACTICS

Evidence - All published material such as books, newpapers and magazines or webpages, used as reference and support in a debate.  This includes statistics, quotes, facts and examples. 

Card - A single quote from a source which serves to support an argument.

Citation or Cite - The source of the quotation or card.  The full cite includes the following information, Author (e.g. Ehrlich), qualifications (e.g. Prof. of Biology at Stanford), publication (i.e. Time or J. of Foreign Affairs), date (May, 1997), and page number.   In a round, you only need to read the author’s last name and the date.  For webpages, it is the URL.

Tag or Label - A brief summary of what a card says, its put on the top of the card and is usually 3-5 words long.

Highlighting or Underlining - A tactic to cut down the amount of text which must be read in a card.  Certain parts of the card are highlighted or underlined and those parts are actually read.  It is not permissible to high light or underline to change the meaning of the card e.g. not reading the word “not.”

Pre-Flow - A post it note which has a flow of evidence or arguments which saves a debater the time it takes to write the argument or evidence on the flow.

On Case Arguments – Arguments which are specifically geared toward answering the parts of the 1AC, these are usually harm, solvency and inherency arguments.  They are flowed next to the notes relating to the 1AC.

Off Case Arguments- Arguments which are not directly attacking the 1AC such as topicality, kritiks, Disadvantages or counterplans.  The 1NC usually establishes such arguments.  Each off case argument will generally have at least its own flow page.

Blocks - A set of prepared prewritten arguments and evidence against a specific argument.  A well prepared team has blocks against all DAs, affirmatives, counterplans, topicality and any other argument they have ever heard before. 

Front Lines - A block which is read in the first speech against a specific position.  Generally frontlines are read by the first negative against the 1AC and by the second affirmative against the positions established by the first negative.  A front line typically has a number of different initial arguments and supporting evidence.  Later in the round, further blocks may be read supporting each argument in the front line. 

Voting Issues - Issues in the round such as inherency, harm, solvency, DAs, or topicality that are weighed in the judge’s decisions. In order to win the round, the Aff. must win at least inherency, harm, solvency and topicality and prove that the advantage gained is greater than any DA or DAs, otherwise the Neg. wins.

Decision Rules - Criteria which clarify and assist a judge in weighting certain issues in the round.  For example, one could read a decision rule that rights outweigh nuclear war and thus if the round came down to rights and nuclear war, the judge would vote for rights.

Responses or Answers - An argument which addresses an opponent’s argument.

New Arguments - Response introduced in rebuttals which is not an extension or repeat of arguments made in constructives (1AR is an exception because it is permissible to answer new 2NC arguments).  A new argument is not considered valid if the other team points it out.

Observation - A generic label for arguments such as Topicality or a DA which are usually introduced at the beginning of the 1NC before attacking the case.  Such arguments are usually termed off case while solvency, harm and inherency arguments are termed on-case.

Overview - A summation given at the beginning of the 2NR and the 2AR speech which is 30 sec - 1 min. long which tells the judge why the team is winning the round and what issues are important.  Overviews are also read before extending main negative or affirmative positions in the constructive speeches.  Such regional overviews are a summary of the position.

Spread - The tactic of spewing out arguments at an incredibly rapid rate to overwhelm the other team.

Dump - Putting many responses on a single argument.

Grouping - Answering several arguments together instead of separately.

Line by Line - Answering the specific argumentation.  In debates most arguments are numbered and labeled and a debater goes down the line of their opponent’s arguments to answer each one.

Word Economy - Eliminating unnecessary words or phrases in order to increase the number of arguments without increasing your rate of delivery.

Adapting to Judges - Adapting your debating and speaking style and speed to suit the tastes and comprehension of different judges.  For purposes of speaker points and winning, you may want to argue Malthus (killing good) differently for Sister Mary Evangelica than a college debater.

Paradigm or Judging Philosophy - A 20 cent word referring to a model or frame work in which a judge or debaters interprets arguments or debate.

Policy making - The idea that debate is a search for the best policy.  The debaters are  advocates for a policy, and the judge is a policy maker trying to make the best policy.  A policy making judge will vote for whichever team’s policy is better (usually the aff. plan vs. the status quo).

Hypo Testing - The idea that debate determines whether the resolution is true.  The debaters are testing different parts of the resolution (affirmative plans).  However, the negative can disprove the resolution by proving superior non-resolutional alternatives (counterplans).  The hypo-testing judge will vote on whether the affirmative has proven the resolution true (usually through winning an example of the resolution, the case).

Tabula Rasa - The philosophy that there should be no preconceived notions on debate.  The debate round should be decided based on what debaters in the round argue.  Thus, a tabula rasa judge does not assume any paradigm initially or any other way to decide the round.  The tabula rasa judge will decide the round on whatever criteria the debaters present, it could be hypo-testing, policy making, the color of shirts etc.

Skills or Stock Issues Judge - A judge who decides a round based on the speaking and advocacy skills of the debaters.  Such a judge puts less importance on policy or procedural considerations such as DAs or T.

Games- The philosophy that debate is a game with the object to win.  Anything goes as long as it is fair to both teams.  This is sort of like a tabula rasa judge, only fairness is the one basis for evaluating whether an issue may be voted on.
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