DEBATE GLOSSARY – “Affirmative through Zizek”
So, some people say that learning debate is about 80% just learning the vocabulary (the other 20% is the format, or the drinking games, depending on your school of thought.  Notice content isn’t really in this formula).  Yeah, it is a bit like learning a foreign language.  Luckily, debaters tend to say so much in 1 tournament (heck one round) it’s a lot like a language immersion experience.  Even so, sometimes it’s nice to have your handy pocket tourist dictionary until you feel relatively fluent.  

The following is a list of common terms, mostly names for arguments, that you hear in a typical debate round.  Think of it as your Debate to American (or at least Debate to Vik –which is its own separate language) translation.
I got lazy in some places and just listed words that you should learn the meanings of, but there is space to write your own definition, and dammit, I can’t do all the work because in reality I’m not the one actually debating ion a given round..  I abbreviate frequently because that’s what debaters learn to do to take notes (flow) and you should catch on.  If a word is followed by an abbreviation in parentheses expect to see the abbreviation REALLY often (as in spoken, not just written).  You may want to makes lists of argument examples in the margins for easy reference.

Good Luck, Have Fun, Kick Ass.
Resolution -  A sentence that describes an action that should be taken.  The debate will be about proving if this sentence, or idea, is true or untrue by defending examples that fall under the Resolution.  The Affirmative side will say yes, it should be supported, and will give an example of such a policy.

Affirmative – the first side to speak in the debate will propose a change, policy, or plan that should be undertaken, usually in support of the Resolution.
Case – A term that usually refers to the entire proposal, justification (warrants), and evidence that the affirmative will present in their first speech in defense of the resolution.
A CASE typically includes:

Significance and Harms – evidence which describes a current problem in the status quo and the magnitude or relevance of the issue.


Inherency – evidence which explains that the problem is ongoing or why it is not being solved now.


Plan – a statement that describes the specific action (usually by the government) as to what should be done about the HARMS.


Solvency – evidence that explains that the action of the PLAN will actually solve or fix the HARMS.


Advantages (Advs) – reasons the PLAN is beneficial, good consequences to the action

Sometimes a CASE will be structure in these sections in this order.  Other times, there will be one section (or OBSERVATION or CONTENTION) with several pieces of evidence describing the HARMS and INHERENCY and then several ADVs and a section of SOLVENCY explaining why the PLAN would have all these benefits.
Affirmative Burdens – Generally, these are the perceived “rules” for the affirmative, the things they should prove to win the debate.  They are sometimes called the SHITS because they refer to Significance, Harms, Inherency, Topicality (see below), and Solvency.

Negative -  the opposing side whose job it is to disprove the resolution by showing that the Aff CASE, in particular the PLAN, is bad for some reason.  The NEGATIVE can do this by proving part of the CASE is bad, and can make arguments ON CASE about the Harms, Inherency, or Solvency by reading evidence that disputes the Aff’s claims.  Neg can also make args OFF CASE – these are Topicality, Disads, Counterplans, and Kritiks (see below).
Topicality (T) – an argument that says that the PLAN proposed by the Aff is not an example of the Resolution the Aff needs to defend, so the Aff should lose the debate round.  It has the following components:

Definition – what the word means, usually from a dictionary or an “expert” 
source in the topic area 


Ex: The USFG national governing body located in Washington, DC 

comprised of 3 branches.


Violation – why the plan is not an example of that definition



Ex:  The plan uses the NY State Assembly, which is not a part of the 

USFG


Reason To Prefer (RTP)/Standards – why interpreting the resolution with the 
definition is good for debate or the round.  Typical Standards are:

· Ground – the aff def in some way gets out of links I should have to positions, or is in my counterplan ground (“my dance space”)

· Limits -  the aff makes the topic too big giving us too many options OR

· Research Burdens – the topic would be too big without interpretation making the neg burden too large 
OR

· Predictability – we can never know where aff is going to do case specific research

· Grammar -  it just makes more sense to interpret words together this way

· Contextual definition – What the surrounding literature implies

· Expert Definition – best for in depth debate, specific to the topic (ex: Universal Service Act was a telecommunications bill proposed in Congress for broadband access.)
· Common definition – best for debate access, what we would normally understand topic to be (ex: universal service act is a piece of legislation that would require citizens to perform service to the nation either through military or alternate service mechanism).
· Brightline – our definition makes it clear what is and isn’t topical, and therefore researchable.
· Depth vs. breadth – we get better education by focusing narrowly.

· Xtra T -  the plan does a resolutional action, but also uses something outside of the resolution.  This is unfair, unpredictable, etc, but it really just means that the resolution alone is insufficient, which disproves the resolution, which means neg wins.  This is often an independent voter.
· Effects T – The plan’s action isn’t on face topical, it takes an action, which leads to an action, which is then topical (it takes steps).  This is bad because the neg must first prove solvency before proving topicality, which is wrong and mixes the issues.  The plan itself must be on face topical.  Also a frequent independent voting issue.

Voting Issues – why the judge should vote here:  Usually Fairness and 
Education, also Jurisdiction, Social Contract, and Competing Interpretations.  When explaining this in the neg block and 2nr it is sometimes helpful to refer to the actual  Standards that are affected, ie -  predictability and limits refer to fairness.  If  can’t know you are going to offer something as a debate argument, I can’t research it, which means you win not because it is a good idea or a good argument, but merely because I don’t have evidence at the moment that I would have researched if it were predictable.
A/T (answers to) T : [Why Aff should not lose the debate automatically.]

We Meet (wm) – we are an example of your definition (basically, the Violation is 

not true).

Counter Definition (c-d):  Your definition of the word is wrong – here is a better 

definition to use in defining the topic.

Counter Standards:  The reasons that you COUNTERDEFINTION are better for 

debate than the negative’s definition.  You can use ANY of the standards 

that the neg might use (Counter Def has a better Brightline, Limit, etc).  

Most teams also add in 1 or 2 of the following:
· Reasonability – we are reasonable topical, therefore predictable

· No In Round Abuse/ Don’t vote on potential abuse

· Red light – T is an absolute voter for aff, therefore we must be 100% not T to be voted against

· Breadth is better than depth for education – learn more

· Reverse Voting Issue (RVI)  ( (this is dumb, but done.  Please don’t do it yourself, just make sure you answer it if another aff makes one.)
Disadvantages (DAs) – A DA is a cause/effect scenario that argues there are unintended and unrecognized consequences to your plan.  This consequences are REALLY bad, so bad in fact that they outweigh the benefits, or advantages, of doing your plan.

The Parts of a DA: 


Link (L) connection to plan

Brink (B) why it is important now

Uniqueness (U) why the plan will cause it

Impact (!) why the resulting actions of plan are so large they outweigh the 
advantages of the aff (think extinction/death, war, biodiversity)
(These 4 are the usual suspects of a DA shell, and are sometimes remembered by the acronym BULI.)


Internal Link (il) – how each piece interconnects or logically leads to each other (yes, you will find it woefully lacking in may disads, and this is where the joke about everything leading to nuclear war comes from.)
A/T DAs:


Turn – we actually solve for what the DA claims


There are LINK TURNS and IMPACT TURNS

Non Unique (NU)- other things in the status quo would cause the DA, so there is 
no unique reason to vote against the Aff because impacts will happen anyway (by the way, if you TURN a DA and solve for it, and the DA is non-unique and happening anyway, that’s now an independent advantage to your plan.) Evidence would be good here.
No link (NL) – we don’t cause it
No specific link – the ev. doesn’t say our plan action is the real issue


No Internal Link – so . . . I give a lollipop to an elephant in India and that causes 
a nuclear war with Japan exactly how . .  .?

No Impact  (N!) – if they don’t get internal linkss, or it’s imperically denied, 
there is no reason to vote on the DA

No Propensity – no reason this would happen, world doesn’t work that way (ie, 

the POTUS would not randomly invade a non-aggressing country without international support or solid evidence of a threat . . . oh wait . . .)

Imperically Denied – there is some previous example to demonstrate why it 
wouldn’t happen this way – ie, previous sanctions on one country didn’t cause Congress to do wacky policies, so it probably wouldn’t happen this time either. They need to prove a uniquely different situation.
No Brink (NB) – not on the edge of the crisis now

No Threshold – no explanation of how much pressure, political capital, etc, it 

would take to trigger the DA scenario
No Timeframe (TF) -   How fast would this happen?  Cuz a lot can happen in the 
10 billion years it would take for the next Ice Age . . .
Counterplan (CP) -  an argument by the negative that admits the HARMS of the Aff CASE may be valid, but there is a better way to solve them than the PLAN.  This is a TEST of the Aff. Plan to see if it is the only way.  It includes:

Text -  the test of a CP basically sounds like a normal plan text, but is different in 

some way (who does the plan, etc.).  Traditionally, this text is NOT an 

example of the Resolution (ie, not Topical), but this isn’t always true.

Competition – why the CP is preferable and should be voted for instead of the 

PLAN.  Competition is traditionally seen as two parts:


Net Benefit (NB) – the CP actually works better or prevents some 
negative consequence that the PLAN causes (ie, a DA)


Mutually Exclusive (me) – ​You can only do one or the other, which is 
why you pick the CP.

Solvency – evidence that the CP solves the HARMS as well as or better than the 

PLAN.
A/T CP:


Perm (test of competition and mutual exclusivity) – there is a way to do both the 

PLAN and CP together, which means there is no reason to choose the CP and no reason to vote NEG. [fyi – this answer should be made by explaining how plan and cp can be done together.  Simple versions are “do both”, “do plan then counterplan”, but an actual combination of the texts is better, such as “Overturn X court case in the Supreme Court and then have the Congress rewrite a new bill incorporating the constitutional interpretation”]

No solvency – doesn’t actually solve case Harms or capture advantages


No Net Benefit – no reason to prefer the CP to Plan

Textual/ plan flaw – CP text was written incorrectly

DA – a disad to the CP
Theory Debate – a debate about the way debate should happen in the round

CP Theory Debate Terms: These debates come down to if these things are good are bad. [ie – the PICS Bad debate]

Conditionality – the negative can kick out of the CP at anytime, just like other 

Neg. args

Dispositionality – the neg will actually continue to argue the CP through the 

2NR, which means they can’t kick it even if the Aff turns it.  However, 

they can kick it if it turns out that the CP is theorectically flawed (ie, not 

competitive, or some other theory debate.)


Unconditional – The Neg will debate the CP in the 2NR.
Advocacy – This is not just a test of plan, but the actual advocacy of the 
neg.


Plan-inclusive-counterplan (PIC) – the CP is just the aff. Plan
  

[Arg’s why this is bad include: stealing aff ground, fairness, and that the 

neg supports the res.  

Arg’s why this is good include: increased education, aff picks ground once it writes plan text, and aff should have to defend all parts of policy = better test]

Versions of this debate are: Plan Plus, Plan Minus, Agent CP

KRITIK (K) – This argument says that the assumptions that another argument is based on are flawed, and therefore the conclusions are also incorrect.  
Kritiks have LINKS, Internal Links, and Implications (Impacts), and Alternatives (Alt).
The Link is what the debater, team, case, plan, or evidence does which is wrong.

The Implication is why doing it is bad.

The Alt is a way to do it better.

                                     .           .           .
Other Debate Useful Terms (that your coach will say a lot).

Shell – the introduction of a negative of argument that outlines the argument in the 1NC.


A T shell includes:  Definition, Violation, Standards, Voters.


A DA shell includes: Link, Uniqueness or Brink, and I L and ! at minimum.


A CP shell includes: CP text, an Observation on Competition and an Ob. On 

Solvency at minimum (often an Ob on “Not Topical” in the old school.”


A K shell includes: Link, Implication, and Alt at minimum.

Framework (FW) -  a debates which explains the prioritization of issues or arguments in the debate round for the judge to evaluate.  If both sides run a FW, they can be Competing – which means about the same issues and contradictory, or Non-Competing – which means they are about different issues in the debate and they don’t interact.

Flow – the note-taking in columns that debaters do to line up arguments and their responses to see how they “flow” and evolve through the round.

[Blood on the Flow is either a metaphor for a winning arg or a really big paper cut.]

 SQO – shorthand for status quo, or the way things are now

Offense – an argument that means you should win the debate round and the judge should vote for you, ie: T, NB of CP, K, DA !, Advs or a TURN.
Defense – a reason for the judge to not vote against on an argument, ie: NL, NU, WM
Zizek – one of our favorite authors for Kritik evidence as a squad.

Zizek’s “just this guy, you know?” 

 (Name the book I’m referencing in this line and get a prize!)
