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LD Defined:
Lincoln Douglas Debate features one person on each side.  Propositions of Value are debated with the emphasis on developing logical argumentation rather than an accumulation of information.
The Format:


Affirmative Constructive

6 minutes


CX by the Negative


3 minutes


Negative Constructive


7 minutes


CX by the Affirmative

3 minutes


1st Affirmative Rebuttal

4 minutes


Negative Rebuttal


6 minutes


2nd Affirmative Rebuttal

3 minutes

In addition:  each team is allotted 3 minutes preparation (Prep) time which they may take at any time and in any increments of time during the debate.


Example:  The negative may ask for one minute of Prep Time prior to giving 


his/her constructive, and then for two minutes before beginning his rebuttal.

Judging LD:

What to look for as consideration in judging:


* Value analysis


* Argumentation skills


* Sound and ethical uses of persuasion


* Clear audience-centered communication

The Lincoln Douglas debater deals with the abstract as opposed to the policy (CX) debater that deals with the concrete.  Therefore the Lincoln Douglas debater as a value debater is not limited by concrete policy concerns.  Policy is not being established.  The emphasis is on analysis and logic.  They do not have to argue topicality, significance, advantages, disadvantages, harms, etc.

Value resolutions determine what we “ought” to do




While


Policy resolutions look at the feasibility of actually “doing it”

Differences between LD and CX Resolutions

CX resolutions are more factual.


R: that the United States should withdraw from the NATO alliance.


R: that the United States should privatize social security.

Debating this type of resolution calls for action – establishing policy or enacting a law.
LD resolutions are value based:

R: that justice is more important than freedom


R:  The possession of nuclear weapons is immoral.


R:  Society should value justice above the law.
This resolution does NOT call for action.  It is a philosophical debate that is value based.  The judge must decide which debater proposed the best philosophical argument in upholding their value.
Sometimes the same “topic” can be debated in CX and in LD.  The wording of the resolution determines whether or not it is a proposition of fact or enactment or a proposition of value.

Examples:


R:  that the Congress of the United States should enact a national health care.

R:  that the government has a moral obligation to insure public health.

Debating the Resolution:

The debater must debate the resolution and not get sidetracked:

R:  that when in conflict, the principles of privileged communication out to be subordinate to the maintenance of law and order.

This is not a debate of which is more important, privileged communication or law and order.  The key words are when in conflict.

Possible values are “privacy” or “the rights of the individual” vs “law”, “justice”, or “societal good”.

The Value Argument
Two logical steps must be proven:


There is a value


There is a link to the value

Use of Philosophers:

The purpose of using philosophy is to explain and clarify the value.  

Philosophers often have different views on the value being debated.  The debater will use those which best establish or give weight (evidence) to his argument.

Philosophers often used:


Jean-Jacques Rousseau, The Social Contract\


John Locke, The Second Treatise of Government


John Stuart Mill, On Liberty and Utilitarianism

John Stuart Mill, Utilitarianism

Immanuel Kant, Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals

John Rawls, A Theory of Justice

St. Thomas Aquinas, Just War Theory


Henri Bergson, An Introduction to Metaphysics
Others may use more modern thought such as::


Ayn Rand and objectivism


Bourse and Simon, The Individual and the Political Order  

Structure of the Argument (Case):


Introduction


Statement of the Resolution


Value Statement


Criteria


Observations


Contentions


Summary

Values Defined:
A value is generally an abstract concept or principle of what is right or what is good.

Examples of Values:


Justice


Law


Societal Good


The Individual


Freedom


Life


Quality of Life


Freedom or Liberty


Dignity


The Pursuit of Happiness

Not values:


Food


United Nations


The Environment


My Dog

While my dog and the environment have value they are NOT values.

Value Criteria:

Many debaters will use a criteria (a kind of peg) to assist in proving their value.  As the value is an abstract, the criteria is a more concrete term that tells us how to uphold or prove that value

Value:
Society Good
Value Criteria:
  Law and Order

Definitions:

Each word in the resolution is important.  The debater will define key words, usually in a way to establish a foundation for his argument.
Use of definitions:


Definitions are important.  How a term is defined will determine how the topic 


will be argued.


BUT, the idea is not to turn values debate into a definitions debate.

For example in the following, “R:  That the possession of nuclear weapons is immoral” the affirmative debater will define:


Nuclear weapons as those bearing mass destruction

The negative does not have to use definitions, particularly if he would define the key words in the same way.  However, he will use definitions is they are counter to those of the affirmative and will aid in establishing his own case.

The negative debater will define:


Nuclear weapons as those weapons capable of mass destruction but also of 
preserving life.

In the resolution:  “R: Society ought to value justice above the law” the debater will need to define:  society, ought, justice, law.

Observations:  Usually follow the definition and the establishment of the criteria. They are general statements providing a basis for argument.    Look at the following resolution:


R: that the pursuit of scientific knowledge ought to be limited by concerns for the general welfare.
There are possibly two observations:

The way to determine our moral obligation if to look at Justice.  The resolution 
asks us to determine what we “ought” to do and it is self-evident that we ought to 


be just.  


The resolution deals with the pursuit of knowledge and NOT with knowledge 


itself.  I am not here to say that knowledge is bad or should be limited.  The 

resolution merely evaluates the effects of particular pursuits of  knowledge.  

Furthermore, I am only defending limits on those pursuits that cause 


concern for societal good.  There is no reason to stop science or to abolish it.

Contentions:
These are the specific arguments.  The debater may establish Justice as the value using the following criteria:  if the pursuit of science hurts society then justice requires that we limit it. 

Value:  Justice
Criteria:  Societal harm

Contentions:


1. Unregulated laboratories threaten human survival


2. The pursuit of science must not overrun society


3. Morality and ethicality must be the foundation for scientific research.

Each contention will use philosophical and pragmatic evidence to uphold it.

The Summary:  
Synthesizes the argument:  Brief but understandable.

REQUIREMENTS:

· The resolution must be proven or disproved

· Definitions are needed by the affirmative, but not necessary to the negative

· There must be a value statement
· The logical progression of the case must make sense

· The structure should be easy to follow

FLOWING THE ARGUMENT:
The flow should tell you what was argued when in an easily read format.  When flowing, use the format that is easiest for you to use.  Suggested way:  Use a legal pad and divide it into two columns.  In the margins, leaving enough spaces to write comments, write the headings for the components of the case:  AC, CX, NC, CX, 1AR, NR, 2AR.  In the left column, your notes will deal with the affirmative, the negative on the right.  
