Lincoln-Douglas Debate Principles
The resolution to be debated will be a proposition of value rather than policy.  Thus, debaters are encouraged to develop arguments on the conflicting underlying principles of the issue and to support their positions.  Sound and ethical uses of persuasion ought to also be evidenced by Lincoln-Douglas debaters.  There is no inherent requirement for a plan or plan attack in this event.
 A decision should be based upon: 
1.     Clear use of values argumentation throughout the round. 
          a.     Establishing of a values premise to support the debater's position in the round.
b.     Establishing of values criteria based upon the values premise.
c.     Clash in the debate based -upon the values criteria and the values premise.
2.    Application of the values presented to the specific topic at hand.
a.    Validity of logic in relation to the values as applied to the specific topic.
b.    Logical chain of reasoning, using the values, which leads to the conclusion of the affirmative or negative position.
C.    Clear explanation of the relation of the values to the specific topic with adequate explanation and a moderate degree of authoritative opinion to support.
3.       Crystallization and condensation of the issues so that there is no need on the part of the listener to feel compelled to "flow" the arguments 
4.       Presentation of contextual definitions by both debaters with justification presented by the negative if he/she presents a challenge to the affirmative definitions.
 5.       Debating of the resolution in its entirety.  Neither the affirmative nor the negative are to debate their positions form the standpoint of isolated examples. 
6.       Effectiveness of delivery.  The Lincoln-Douglas debater should be one who uses his/her skills of oral communication to persuade the listener with logic, analysis and mode of delivery.  The speaking, should approximate superior speaking to community groups. 
7. Since this is debate, clash is necessary.  With the exception of the first affirmative constructive, neither speaker should be rewarded for presenting an unrelated oratory.  The clash in the debate is to be on the values and values criteria as they are applied to the specific topic.
 8. The debate is to be judged on the overall presentation.  Isolated "dropped" arguments are not enough to give a speaker a loss in the round 
9.    A judge's preference for a particular value position should not enter into the decision.  Objectivity must be a primary goal of the Lincoln-Douglas debate judge.
10. Persuasiveness and logic should be the primary considerations of the L-D judge.  Analysis of values agree that values cannot be "proven" through factual, statistical evidence nor through isolated examples.  As such, the judge should disregard attempts on the part of the debater to distort the nature of this event by relying on the above, mentioned.  The L-D debater should be encouraged to develop the use of authoritative opinion as his evidence when needed.
 11. Judges are encouraged to render a decision in the L-D round on the basis of what they hear, not on the basis of "outlined" arguments. 
12. There are no prescribed burdens in L-D.  Neither the affirmative nor the negative has presumption nor burden of proof. There is no status quo.  Ergo, both sides should present the judge with a basic value position which they apply throughout the round and use to refute the opposition."
Case Structure: The Sermon
     A good L-D case is written like a good speech.  It has 2-5 main points (preferably three), an introduction, a conclusion, revolves around a focused central thesis, and flows easily from point to point.  It is interesting (relatively speaking) to listen to and creative in its syntax.  It does not have "point one subpoint A sub-subpoint little one sub-sub-subpoint little A," nor does it consist entirely of evidence and quotes, unlike SOME debate styles we could mention.
1. The Introduction
      The introduction is designed to catch the judge's attention and lend emotional or logical support to the stance you are about to take.  It can be a quote or original descriptive paragraph, analogy, or just about anything else.  It should lead directly to your side of the resolution, one of your points, or your value.  It is best to end the introduction with the resolution, stating something like: For this reason and those that follow, I stand firmly in support of today's resolution, that...

2. Definitions
 Boooring, right?  Wrong.  Definitions are a central theme of L-D debate.  "My definition comes from Black's Law 1990 and yours is merely from Webster's 1989" is not a valid argument for a definition.  The point is not where it came from, but which definition best suits the topic and makes the most sense.  It is wise to define almost every word in the resolution - the less important the word, the shorter the definition, but even words like "is" and "the" can be twisted by opponents.  Pay close attention to the definition you use.  It is best to use the first one out of the dictionary if possible, since this is the most common definition and the one your judge will most likely agree with.  However, check and double check to make sure your definition has no connotations you don't want, and doesn't conflict with your case.  Again, I cite Abe and Steve: the whole point of that debate was whether or not slaves were defined as human beings. 
3. Value 
L-D debate is value debate.  The value is the most important (and confusing) part of the round.  Essentially, a value is a principle or standard by which you evaluate the resolution.  This is best seen in the sample L-D cases found here.  Values are usually things like Freedom, Utilitarianism, Quality of Life, Life, Individualism, etc. 
Everything should relate to your value(s) (yes, you can run dual values, but make sure they relate).  If your opponent runs a point which is good, but does not support his or her value, you can ask in cross-ex how it relates to the value and use the fact that it doesn't to have the argument thrown out of the round.  Technically, everything in the case must relate to the value. 
There are three main ways to win an L-D round: 
1.   Prove that your value is supported by your case, not supported by your opponent's case, and superior to your opponent's value. 
2.   Prove that your case better supports your value than your opponent's case supports theirs. 
3.   Prove that your case better supports BOTH values than your opponent’s case supports either one.  It is perfectly legal to adopt your opponent's value in addition to yours, or for both of you to have the same value walking into the round.  You can still win. 
Values can be anything, as long as they're supported.  Your opponent may ask you for "value justification" or "value criteria." "Value justification" is simply why your value is important.  Make certain this is woven into your contentions or stated at the beginning, and know your value.  Be able to explain why it's important off the top of your head without quoting your case, believe in your value, at least for the 45 minutes of the round.
"Value criteria" is a nebulous concept, but is essentially the way your case relates to your value relates to the resolution - it can be stated at the beginning or implied throughout the case.  When asked this question it often works to read your tag lines on your observations - written properly, these will add up to a standard value criteria without ever taking the time to state it separately.  Value criteria can also be more specific values that are a part of the larger value.  No one, especially novice, are entirely certain what a value criteria is.  Give an answer that sounds authoritative and they'll believe you.  However, "value criteria" is considered the "voting issue" in L-D debate.  This is why the definition of the relationship between case, value, and resolution makes sense.  Be able to summarize the POINT of your case in a few sentences, preferably unarguable ones.
 Sample Values: 
Individualism: The value of the individual, furtherance and growth of the individual

Utilitarianism: The greatest good for the greatest number of people

Life: Refers to life itself, with inherent value regardless of quality

Quality of Life: Refers to the condition of living, e.g. "I’d rather die than live like a vegetable."        

Freedom: Traditional American value, can be interpreted to almost anything

Civilization: A society that has reached a high measure of development; or, (nontraditional definition) A society acquainted with both pragmatic and idealistic methods of operation

Progress: Development or improvement in knowledge or skill (opposite of stagnation)

Quality of the Future (non-traditional value): Also open to interpretation, but either

1.     Doing not necessarily what's best for NOW, but definitely will benefit us later

2.     Concern for Quality of Life from this coming second on, not worrying about the past.

Future.  Same thing as Q of F but more generally hoping we have one at all

Global Security: Not blowing up the world; the US not being invaded.

Justice: Use of authority to uphold what is correct or true

Truth: Inherent value, some religious associations, conformity with fact 

Human Dignity: The individual ethics which make us human and not animals nor slaves, adherence to personal ethics

Social Contract: (there are 3 main ones of these and tons of others) Essentially, the agreement between a citizen and his government

Dignity:      Human dignity + the justifiable pride in a country or nation

Potential: judgement not by what something is DOING but by what it could do; since modified.

Potential Good: the good that something could be doing 

There are others, but I have used all of these successfully in various tournaments and topics.

 4. Points.
 Observations are also known as contentions, points, and several other names.  They are, in truth, contentions - an observation is a statement of fact, a contention is a statement of opinion backed by fact.  Contentions should be specific to the topic and value.  Like any good speech, the secondbest contention should go first, the worst one in the middle, and the best one last.  The last one is what the judge will remember best.  Evidence should be included, but the contention should not focus on the evidence.  It should be clear and logical, starting with fact and using the evidence and logic to lead to the conclusion that the tag line (and, therefore, the resolution supported by the value) is true.  Treat the tag line like the topic sentence of a paragraph.  Use alliteration and other literary techniques to make your speech interesting.  Keep the judge awake, it's been a long day.  Make your case as airtight as possible, but don't try to make it unarguable.  A good L-D case is controversial but universal, with anyone able to see your side and your logic.

 Evidence is useful in L-D, though certainly not such an integral part of debate as it is in team.  Contentions should have one and at most two pieces of evidence per contention.  Evidence does not have to be from a recent periodical, and a date does not prove the evidence more valid.  Logical evaluation of the evidence is taken into account; sure, if it's an article on LSD from 1950, some doubt may be cast as to its accuracy.  However, a quote from Plato certainly carries more weight than one from Joe Schmuck of the New Republican.

The best way to write contentions is to brainstorm.  First, figure out what part of each side of the resolution you can agree with, personally.  Liars are obvious, even in debate.  Get an angle on the topic that you can at least see the logic to.  Second, brainstorm exactly WHY it is you think this way.  Get it down to one clear-cut moral or ethic, and therein lies your value.  While doing this, and after you've found your value, brainstorm specifically why you think this way, and what supports your value and ethic.  Think of analogies, popular news issues, historical incidences... draw lines and group them as to which ones are saying essentially the same thing and backing the same ideal.  They should break down into 2-5 easily discernable groups.  Figure out one sentence to summarize each group of points, and you have a tag line.  Write your contentions around your tag line; make sure everything in the contention agrees with the tag.  If necessary, change the tag line.

 Then and only then, when the body of the case is written, find definitions, introduction, and conclusion.  These are built around your case, not vice versa.

 5. Conclusion
This should emphasize the main point of your case and/or your value.  It can consist of the same things as an introduction, e.g. quote, story, etc. and should bring a sense of closure to your case.
 
Round Structure: Oh, I have another speech?
 Basic round structure:
     ·    1st Affirmative 6 minutes
·    Neg cross-examines aff 3 minutes
·    1st Negative 7 minutes
·    Aff cross-examines neg 3 minutes
·    1st Affirmative Rebuttal 4 minutes
·    1st Negative Rebuttal 6 minutes
2nd Affirmative Rebuttal 3 minutes
 In the first speech the affirmative reads their case, and the negative follows and thinks of arguments against the case.  Speak persuasively and confidently - you get the first impression.
 In the cross-ex the negative tries to cast doubt upon the affirmative position.  As the questioner, do not make statement in cross-ex.  Ask questions and gain answers only.  Do not push your opponent for answers - you aren't Matlock and the judge is going to think you're rude.  However, don't allow your opponent to evade the question either.  Ask again, adding emphasis to the point your opponent ignored in weaseling out of the question.  You can ask for yes or no answers don't let them rattle on forever on an unimportant question.  They may ask clarifying questions only, if they ask other questions you can remind them that this is your cross-examination and they will have their turn in a few minutes, offer to answer in your next speech but explain you don't want to take the time to answer now.
 In cross-ex try to boil your opponent's case down to a few simple points relating directly to the values and, not coincidentally, contradicting directly with your case.  As the answerer, answer as clearly and simply as possible.  Think about your response - don't be afraid to take some time, it will break your questioner's rhythm.  You can talk forever on one topic and try to take up all the c-x time, but it will probably just make you look rude.  Have confidence in your case.  It is the answer to all of life's problems, remember?  Sound as if you KNEW they were going to ask that, and are simply trying to let them see the Great Answer that your case presents.
 On either side, be polite, don't get angry, and look at your judge the whole time.  Don't look at your opponent during the round, watch your judge.
 In the second speech the negative first reads his or her case, then refutes their opponent's case.  Remember this when writing your negative - it needs to be 3-4 minutes long or less to allow time for refutation.  You should start by directly relating points in your opponent's case to points in your case.  This will lend validity to your arguments and make it easier to back up your statements.  This is your only chance to bring up new arguments, however, so be certain to refute any major points your opponent brings up.  Follow up the points and doubts brought up in cross examination.

 Second cross-ex proceeds much the same as the first.

 Rebuttals follow the same rules outlined for the last half of the first negative.  No new points may be brought up in these speeches, however, though some leniency is granted for the first affirmative, who of course hasn't had a chance to refute the negative's case.  Some debaters say that the negative has the burden of relating all the affirmative's points back to the negative's case, but this is a nebulous rule and pretty much ignored.  In any case, a creative affirmative can relate all the negative's points to the affirmative case, and argue them effectively, still well within the universal rule of "no new points in rebuttals." Back-up evidence is useful but not necessary.  Keep evidence on file for any points that can't be clearly proven through common-knowledge logic, but use evidence only as a step in a chain of logic that proves your point.  Be able to live without an ox box.  Remember your last speech is your last chance to make an impression on the judge.  Ending with a quote or a profound statement can work.  Pace yourself so you don't have to rush through 10,000 little points in the last minute.

 The last affirmative is a special case in rebuttals.  You have very little time to talk, so boiling the whole (probably confusing) debate down to a few simple points that even a lay judge can understand is probably to your advantage.  Clearly state how you've won the case through value, value criteria, and caseside points.  Even if you're losing miserably.  This is your last shot, the negative doesn't have another chance to talk.  Be calm.  If the judge thinks you're winning, you are simply validating his or her opinion.  If he or she thinks you're losing and thinks you're faking it up there, they're only going to vote against you anyway.  Can't hurt to gloss over the worst inadequacies of your round and highlight the good points.

 The negative rebuttal does much of the same thing, though with greater caution since the affirmative does have a chance to refute your points.  Again, the debate should be laid out in a few simple points, though the negative has time to do this with greater detail and care.

At no point should you ever feel the need to go into speed-and-spit techniques in L-D.  Of course at first you'll wonder how you're going to make a 6-minute speech off the top of your head, and soon you'll be wondering if the timekeeper isn't cutting the minutes a little close.  Even so, you shouldn't feel rushed to cram in all the points.  If so, you need to take a couple minutes prep time and figure out what all those little disconnected points really mean, what the fundamental error of your opponent's stance is (there always is one... after all, they don't agree with YOU).

  

Values & Criterions
 Welcome to the Value & Criterion page.  Here I am trying to compile as many values and criterions as I can.  If you know of-any that I've missed, email them to me with an explanation and I will put them up.

Equality-- A time when all people are treated the same.  There is two different types of Equality, Equality of' opportunity and Equality of Condition.  Equality of opportunity gives all people the same chances of achievement.  Equality of Condition is a state where everything is shared.

Freedom--The absence of government restraint on our lives.  Freedom allows individuals to live their life as they see necessary.  Carefully define freedom when using it.

 Individualism--This value pertains to the idea that the individual comes before society.  A person’s interests come before all.

Justice-- This is the most easiest and overused value in LD.  Justice can mean numerous things depending on how it is used.  Most define justice as giving each their due or fairness.

Morality-- A value used when you want to say that your side will lead to morality or the action created by  your side is moral.  Carefully define this value so your opponent and judge are aware of how you are upholding it.

Quality of Life-- A value that is concerned about the quality of living. It is used when people want to say that affirming/negating improves the quality of one's life. 

Social Contract- This is an agreement among people to form a society.  It states that people gave up some freedom to allow the government to protect them.  Three main philosophers have their own theory of the social contract, Hobbes, Locke, and Rousseau.  Make sure to read up on them before using the social contract.

Sanctity of Life-- The value that states that life is sacred.  Other values cannot be enjoyed if we do not value life first.  Anything that harms life, then becomes immoral/unjustified.

Safety--This is a condition of being secure.  Safety is assured when one is free from, danger.  Use it to make a connection from your case to resolution saying, your side is safest.

Utilitarianism-- The greatest good for the greatest number.  When an actiion makes the greatest good it is then justified.  Use this value to show your side creates the greatest happiness for society or the individual.

 

 

