
Notes for the 8 Week 
Mentoring Course
(Debater Ver.)
May 2020, Version 3
Seonghyun (Sean) Yoon

2Penguin
Debate
Association



 

Version 3, Updated in 2020 March 

Introduction to Debate 
Sean Yoon / Ms Symonds 

Disclaimer: The 8 weeks will be mostly focused on the “Asian Parliamentary” format. This is because it is 
more suited for a short course for the following reasons: AP debate  

(1) allows lots of debaters to participate at a time unlike Lincoln-Douglas debates,  

(2) is easier for beginners to practice debating unlike British Parliamentary, and  

(3) is not too research-heavy like public forum debates.  

Why bother debating? 
Critical thinking skills 

- From persuading your friend to eat your choice of food for dinner to trumping another 
candidate in the presidential debate: it would not be an overstatement to say that debating 
is essential for every aspect of life. Critical thinking, which can be fostered by debating, 
allows us to make better decisions.  

Improve your English 
- Debating trains you to logically dissent, argue, and present your opinion in a flawless 

manner--which is at the heart of all humanity subjects.  
- During a debate, a debater would first read information related to the topic, listen to the 

opponent, write a speech, and speak. Boom--you have all the four facets of language 
acquisition in one activity.  

Humanity Subjects become easier! 
- During debating, you will research and analyze things happening in our society. Also, 

debate topics cover a massive range of subjects such as but  not limited to sociology, 
geography, psychology, economics, history, global politics, political science--and even 
sports! 

Good, no, excellent on your college app 
- Debating is not only an intellectual sport, but also a competitive team sport! No university 

would not want a student adept at such an activity. It is definitely not a coincidence that 
the Korean WSDC team in 2019 were all admitted to HYPS or the best liberal arts colleges.  

8-week Curriculum 
Note: Every section starts with a warm-up mini debate 

Week 1: Introduction to debate, short debate 

Week 2: Speaker roles, short debate 

Week 3: Motion reading, short debate 

Week 4: Full debate 

Week 5: Case construction and strategy, Case construction drill 
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Week 6: Prep debate, Case construction 

Week 7: Rebuttals, Rebuttal drill 

Week 8: Full debate (or a Webtoon / film debate) 
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Week 2: Speaker Roles
Sean Yoon / Ms Symonds

What should each speaker do?
1. In simple terms, there is the yes--”proposing” team and the no--”opposing” team in an Asian Parliamentary debate. There are

three speakers in each side.
2. Speakers from each team speak in alternating order, except the fourth speakers.
3. First speakers are “constructive speakers”--they mainly present the arguments.
4. Second speakers are “argumentative speakers”--they mainly rebut what the other speakers have said.
5. Third and fourth speakers are “comparative speakers”--they compare the content and strategy on both sides and explain why

their team is better.

Basics-Content-Strategy
Arg=Arguments, Reb=Rebuttals, Ret=Retake

Speaker
Roles

Level 1
(Basic responsibilities)

Level 2
(Content)

Level 3
(Strategy)

Prop 1 (PM) 1. Identify Status Quo (Problem)
2. Explain definitions
3. Explain solution (model)
4. Present two arguments

1. Rhetoric
- Cool introduction

2. Illustrations
- Examples, illustrations

3. Some level of strategy
- Identification of winning point
- Prop: Model design
- Opp: Deny or alternative?

1. Burden of Proof
- State the burden of proof on both sides

2. Framing
- Set the context of the debate and frame it

3. Pressure
- Preemptive points or comparisons
- Burden pushing

Opp 1 (LO) 1. Challenge Prop’s solution
2. Rebut two arguments
3. Present two arguments

Prop 2
(DPM)

1.  Retake two rebuttals
2. Rebut two Arguments
3. Present one argument

1. Early comparisons
- Classify rebuttals and retakes as

questions

1. Characterization
- Fight back characterizations

2. Comparison
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2. Some level of strategy
- Even if engagements

- Fight on the best grounds of your
opponents

3. Extensions
- Extend on the framing of your first speaker
- Provide a metric to judge the debate

Opp 2
(DLO)

1. Retake two rebuttals
2. Rebut one argument
3. Present final argument

Prop 3
(GW)

1. Identify the three clashes and
state why you won them.

1. Filling in the holes
- Engage with anything your

previous speakers have dropped
2. Some level of strategy

- Try to illustrate the flow of the
debate

1. Flow
- Try to read the flow of the debate and use it

to your favour
- Classify clashes based on the flow

2. Framing
- Don’t refute them; make them irrelevant.
- Provide a metric to weigh the debate

3. Comparison
- Fight on the best grounds of your

opponents

Opp 3
(OW)*

Opp 4 (OR)* 1. Sum up the debate and
organize them into clashes
2. State why you’ve won them.

- Need really lots of flexibility; can’t really say what is the “golden rule” for reply speakers

Gov 4 (GR)*

* Summative speakers; they should not present new content but only offer comparisons based on content that has already been brought
up.

Hogwarts Hat
1. First Speakers

a. Clear and concise explanations
b. Wide vocabulary, good writers, illustrative speech

2. Second Speakers
a. Good listeners
b. Good supporters
c. Not afraid to rebut the biggest point in a debate

3. Third Speakers
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a. Ability to see the “big picture” (like XNXX in mbti)
b. Analytically strong

Motion for a practice debate
Choose one of the following:

1. Students should be able to vote for superintendents
2. People should pass a basic knowledge check to vote for politicians
3. A world where people only have “brains” is better than a world where people only have “heart”
4. Netflix is better than Amazon prime

(Or any other topic that may be beneficial)

Appendix- Signposting Script
If you are unsure how to start your speech, you can choose to use this script.

Prime Minister:

Hello ladies and gentlemen, I am ___(name)___, the prime minister of the debate. Today, we are debating under the motion ___(motion)___.

(Explain status quo, definition, and solution)

As prime minister, I will present two arguments about ___(first argument)___ and ___(second argument)___. Then, our most capable deputy
prime minister ___(name)___ will present our third argument, ___(third argument)___.

(Explain arguments)

Thank you for listening.

Leader of Opposition:

Hello ladies and gentlemen, I am ___(name)___, the leader of opposition of the debate. Today, we are debating under the motion
___(motion)___.

(Explain stance)
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As Leader of Opposition I will present two arguments about ___(first argument)___ and ___(second argument)___. Then, our most capable
deputy prime minister ___(name)___ will present our third argument, ___(third argument)___. But before I go into my arguments, let me
rebut the contents of the prime minister.

(Explain rebuttals)

Now, we will move into the arguments.

(Explain arguments)

Thank you for listening.

Deputy Prime Minister:

Hello ladies and gentlemen, I am ___(name)___, the deputy prime minister. Today, we are debating under the motion ___(motion)___.

(Explain stance)

As deputy prime minister, let me first retake the rebuttals presented by the honorable opponents.

(Explain retakes)

Now, let me refute the claims of the leader of opposition.

(Explain rebuttals)

With all of the rebuttals set clear, allow me to present my third argument,___(third argument)___.

(Explain arguments)

Thank you for listening.

Deputy Leader of Opposition:

Hello ladies and gentlemen, I am ___(name)___, the deputy leader of opposition. Today, we are debating under the motion ___(motion)___.

(Explain stance)

As deputy leader of opposition, let me first retake the rebuttals presented by the honorable opponents.



5

(Explain retakes)

Now, let me refute the claims of the deputy prime minister.

(Explain rebuttals)

With all of the rebuttals set clear, allow me to present my third argument,___(third argument)___.

(Explain arguments)

Thank you for listening.
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Week 3: Motion Reading 
Sean Yoon / Ms Symonds 

WTH?  
“Motion” is a formal word for a topic in debate.  

“Case” refers to the set-up, arguments, and strategy that each team will present.  

“TH” stands for “This House,” which represents the parliament that we are debating in.  

So, the phrase “This House Would” would mean that the parliament would do the action that 
follows after the phrase. We also use abbreviations, because we are too lazy to say “This House 
Would” every single time we read a motion out loud.  

Ex) THW ban the development of space weapons.  

We “pass” or “reject” motions.  

In public forum style debates, motions would start with “Resolved:” This means a “resolution,” and 
indicates that what is to follow after “Resolved” is the topic.  

Ex) Resolved: The development of space weapons must be banned.  

Glossary 
THW: This House Would 

THBT: This House Believes that 

THR: This House Regrets 

THP: This House Prefers 

THS: This House Supports 

TH, as __(actor) __, : In this special instance, the house is not the parliament, but the specific actor 
described in the motion.  

Assuming feasibility: This is a word used in technology debates. This means that we will all just 
pretend as if the technology is already there in its perfect form.  

* We also have this house celebrated, this house opposes, etc. But you can just regard them as 
THBTs.  
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How are they different? 

 

You cannot win a debate without properly understanding the topic. In a debate, it is important to 
understand the motion, which would be written in the terms of a debater.  

Actor: When the main character of the motion is not the parliament (house), but another 
specifically indicated actor.  

Tangible: A tangible debate is where you talk about “actually doing” something. The opposite of a 
tangible debate is a “value debate.” In a value debate, you would talk along the lines of “thinking” 
something instead of actually doing it.  

Retrospective: Looking back. In a retrospective motion, you shouldn’t talk about what can happen 
in the future, but what has already happened, and what would have happened if that didn’t happen.  

 

  Value (THBT)  Retrospective  
(THR, THP) 

Tangible  
(THW, THS) 

Actor 
(TH, as_____) 

Actor Argument  X  X  X  O 

Model  X  X  O   
 
 

Depends 
on motion 

World 
Comparison 

X  O  O 

Value 
Comparison 

O  O  O 
(Principle 

argument) 

Note: DO NOT memorize these!!! Instead, try to understand how these motions should be 
interpreted!! 



 

  3 

 

Motion reading drill 
How are these motions different from each other? (some might be just the same) Focus on the 
main arguments on both sides, and how they might change. Explain how the difference in the 
words of the motion causes that difference. If you are ambitious, try to construct a mini-case on 
both sides.  

1. Actor Debates 
The US government has found an effective cure to the coronavirus.  

a. TH, as the US government, Would not reveal the information.  
b. THBT the US is justified to not reveal the information.  

 

2. Believe or not to believe 
a. THW ban the use of weapons in space.  
b. THBT nations should not be allowed to develop weapons in space.  

 

3. Retrospective Debates 
a. THP a world where pain does not exist.  
b. THR the existence of pain.  
c. Assuming feasibility, THW make people not feel any pain.  

 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Sample answer: 

1. The first motion is an actor motion, meaning that both teams will present a case that 
explains how their stance is in the best interest of the US. If the US does not disclose that 
information, countries that are strategically enemies with the US (i.e. China) will not be 
able to buy that drug, people will die and economies will fall out. In motion b, both sides 
would agree that this is a bad thing. However, in motion a, the strategic enemies of the US 
suffering in such a way would be a good thing, and could rather be used as a valid argument 
on the side prop of motion a.  

2. This is a very interesting example where THBT and THW motions can be very different. 
THW motions should also consider feasibility--how realistic prop’s solution is. That is, in 
motion a, a nice strategy of side opposition would be to simply agree that it is morally 
unjustifiable for countries to develop weapons in space. However, banning global 
superpowers from bearing such powerful weapons is very difficult, and hence an 
international ban might allow only strong countries to covertly develop weapons. Thus, 
side opp could say that prop is actually making the current situation even worse, by 
implementing a ban that is only effective on non-strong states.  
But in motion b, this argument would be useless, since there is no need to talk about the 
potential outcomes. Rather, it would only be about to what extent nations should have 
freedom (sovereignty).  
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3. The first two motions are largely similar, in the sense that both will have a case built on 
retrospective. That is, both motions would talk about two worlds--a world where everyone 
knew pain from the start of the universe (which is the one that we are living in right now), 
and a world where the idea of pain did not exist from the very beginning. On the other 
hand, the final motion would have a world where the notion of pain does exist, but noone 
can experience it anymore.  
How can this difference make a change in the case? A valid argument in favor of pain is that 
pain allows us to empathize with others, since we think “it hurts when I’m stabbed, so 
others will also feel hurt when they’re stabbed!” However, only in motion c, a debater could 
use the rebuttal that the idea of pain still remains in people’s memories, and hence 
empathy would not necessarily be lost.  
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Week 5: Case Construction and Strategy 
Sean Yoon / Ms Symonds 

Case Construction 
Note: In fact, there is no set way of setting up a case. However, the following method is the most widely used, if not the only, way of case 
construction. Also, you can use this way of case construction in virtually any argumentative essay or debate.  

 

^ Case on Gov (Prop) 

 

^ Case on Opp 
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Set-Up 
- (Only for Prop) Definition 

- Define key terms in the motion. This is where you explain “what” you will talk about. But be careful not to : 
1. Squirrel the definition 

- This means to come up with a counterintuitive definition in order to gain an unfair advantage. In the motion THS 
sanctions on North Korea, you can’t define “sanctions” as “approval,” even though that is one of the dictionary 
definitions of “sanction.”  

2. Be too specific 
- Don’t set the time or space too specific (i.e.. This House as Bangladesh in 2019) so that you gain an unfair 

advantage.  
3. Use circular logic 

- This is a logical error where your definition proves what you want to prove. So if you want to prove that terrorism 
can be sometimes justified, but your definition of terrorism is explicitly the types that can be justified, that’s 
circular logic.  

- (Only for Prop) Problem identification and Solution 
- First identify the problem in the status quo. It is better to talk about why this problem is especially important in modern 

days. This is explaining “why” your solution is necessary.  
- Then, develop a solution (model) on how your side will implement the motion. This is explaining “how” you will solve the 

problem.  
- (Only for Opp) Stance 

- In response to the prop’s problem identification and solution, you can choose to fight back in the following ways. Do what 
is easier to win depending on the motion.  

1. Deny that the problem exists.  
2. Agree that the problem exists, but deny that prop’s solution makes things better.  

- (For experienced debaters) Burden pushing and framing 
- State your burden of proof and the opponents’ burden of proof. Use this strategically.   
- Frame the debate so that it is favorable on your side.  

Principle Arguments 
- Principle arguments are arguments that have no practical or real-life impact. Arguments about morality would fall into this 

category. These arguments are strong because they are “noncontingent” of the outcomes, which means that the outcomes of a 
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motion do not impact principle arguments. So principle arguments can be immune from practical arguments. 
Take child labor for instance. A argument in favor of child labor would be economic benefits, but the argument of morality, a 
principle argument, can override that claim.  

- Principle arguments follow the structure of premise-mechanism-impact. First, the premise is where you begin with a fact. Then, 
mechanism is where you develop that fact into something you want to say. And in the impact, you talk about why that thing is 
something we should care about. This is quite similar to proving a math or physics equation. You begin with an equation that is 
already proven, and you somehow manipulate it so you get the desired equation.  

Practical Argument 
- These are constructed in the same way as principle arguments. Yet, unlike them, practical arguments can only stand if the 

practical outcomes happen. So you also need to explain why your scenario is likely to happen.  
- After explaining the likelihood of your desired outcome, you can nail the coffin by explaining the impact of your outcome. An 

impact would be about why we care about that outcome, what influence it would have, or why your outcome is more important 
than the other side’s outcome.  

Case Construction Drill 
You will have 10 minutes of prep time to construct a case for one of the motions below. Only one person (chosen at random) will present 
the case. The other team would ask questions after the case presentation is finished.  

1. THW clone superior individuals for the sake of society.  
2. THR the humanization of villains in popular films and media (e.g.. Joker) 
3. THBT all religious leaders should be elected by followers of the religion 
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Week 6: Prep case construction 
Sean Yoon / Ms Symonds 

THW Require a minimum knowledge test before voting 
Set-Up:  

- Definition:  
This House refers to all liberal democracies.  

- Solution: 
The minimum knowledge test will be as follows: 

1. The test will consist of the bare minimum information required for voting, so the 
poor and non-expert population will also be able to pass the test with effort.  

2. A board consisting of NGOs and different parties will come together to create the 
questions.  

3. The government will actively advertise and publicize the information that will be on 
the test. 

4. People can take the test multiple times until they pass, and the testing centers will 
be evenly distributed throughout the nation.  

- Stance:  
The right to vote is only meaningful when the vote is meaningful. Our policy incentivizes 
individuals to keep up to the news, and hence ensures that all votes are meaningful.  

1. Leads to more informed voting  
- Premise: In the status quo, misinformed voting happens because people who have lack of 

information about politics attend the ballot box. Often, the decisions that these people 
make are based on wrong or biased information. Also, these individuals are influenced by 
populist politicians that prey on the lack of information.  

- Mechanism: Such misinformed voting is not only harmful to yourself, but also to society in 
general. For instance, when a working class citizen votes for Trump because of his 
inflammatory rhetoric, but then Trump ends up decreasing taxes for the rich and 
decreasing redistribution, that is a vote that ended up harming the citizen. Hence, when an 
individual makes an uninformed choice, it would be the utmost duty of a moral government 
to prevent the individual from doing so.  
Then, why should we exclude that person from voting? Because when one votes carelessly, 
say, just due to the flashy slogans on a poster, it also harms others as a worse off candidate 
becomes more likely to be in the position of power. When you are driving, we have a 
driving test because the right to drive, when not exercised properly by one who can utilize 
that right, may end up harming others. We already have an age limit on voting because of 
this reason. The same principle must apply for the voting test as well.  
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- Impact: The impact of this argument is that we benefit the people who are in need of 
support. Often, those who vote upon misinformation are those without education, those 
who live in poverty, or those who do not have lots of political power. We incentivize these 
individuals to keep up to the news.  

2. Benefits Democracy as a whole 
- Premise: Politicians are primarily interested in gaining votes.  
- Mechanism: The same would apply for populist politicians. What happens in the status quo 

is that rather than resorting to rational discourse, some politicians use populist rhetoric to 
prey on the wide voter base that do not have sufficient information. This is because 
scapegoating and using such inflammatory rhetoric is much easier than actually solving the 
core problem. After some politicians use some methods, the principle of game theory 
applies to the political sphere. Now, in order to maintain popularity among those populist 
politicians, others are also encouraged to radicalize and resort to populism as well. This is 
what happened in Germany, where the AFD literally drove its opposition party to a 
populist, radical-left wing party.  

- Comparison / Impact: However, in our world, those who are influenced by such rhetoric 
are excluded from the voting booth. Now populist politicians would lose their voting base, 
and hence would be encouraged to participate in actual rational discourse.  

- Impact: The reason why this is important is because rational discourse solves the root 
problems in our society, which in turn benefits the people.  

3.  
- During debating, you will research and analyze things happening in our society.  

 

THW Require a minimum knowledge test before voting 
Set-Up: 

- Stance: Lack of knowledge does not equate to lack of rationality. Even if we concede that is 
true, we are opposed to the systematic exclusion of a certain group from voting--a 
fundamental right in democracy.  

- Burden of Proof: If side proposition’s case is based on the premise that knowledge is a 
prerequisite for democracy, why not have a technocratic government, where the smartest 
people are just appointed into positions of power?  

1. Voters have a right to unlimited franchise 
- Premise: Individuals have a unique positionality that no one can hope to replicate.  
- Mechanism: Hence, the best way for an individual to represent himself / herself is voting 

for himself or herself. For instance, a farmer might not have knowledge about every single 
aspect of politics; yet, he might know that if he does not vote for his regional 
representative, the funds for his region will be reduced and he will not be able to feed his 
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children. He made a decision based on a single issue, and did not have full knowledge of 
politics. Still, his decision is, by no means, less legitimate than the decision made by a 
political scientist. Even if you choose to not know about a certain topic, that is still voting in 
your self-interest. And that is clearly good, because if everyone votes in their self interest, 
we have a numerically accurate representation of what our society needs.  

- Impact: For all of these reasons, we should not place an arbitrary barrier to the voting 
booth. In fact, voting should be made easier, not harder.  

2. Leads to disenfranchisement 
- Premise: Often, there are individuals who just are incapable of passing the test due to their 

circumstances.  
- Mechanism: For instance, a poor person has no time to study about politics or sit down and 

read a newspaper, because that individual is already preoccupied with day to day needs. It 
is not a coincidence that the poor have a lower voting turnout. It is because of their lack of 
time and money to educate themselves. Many poor people in countries such as China, 
India, or Pakistan are illiterate as well.  

- Impact: The reason this is significant is because now the poor will be systematically cut off 
from voting. Political parties know that the poor is now not a viable voter base, and hence 
will have less policies that cater to the needs of the poor. But note that the rich often has a 
divergence of interest with the rich in terms of taxation or welfare. Hence, at the end of the 
day, we will have a democracy for the rich, one that disadvantages the poor.  

3.  
- During debating, you will research and analyze things happening in our society.  
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Week 7: Rebuttals 
28 MAY 2020 / Thurs CCA 

Sean Yoon / Ms Symonds 

Why are rebuttals important? 
- In many beginner level debates, rebuttals are just “no you’re wrong.” Because all speakers 

just repeat “no you’re wrong,” many points eventually end up in a deadlock. So maybe there 
is something more that is needed to simply a negation to be a powerful rebuttal.  

- Here, we find a sort of strategy in rebuttals. Rather than just giving one rebuttal to a point, 
what about giving different layers of responses? In that case, even if your opponents win on 
two out of three, one would still stand and successfully deconstruct the opposing 
argument.  

How are arguments constructed? 
- Recall: Premise-mechanism-Impact 

How can we attack this link?  
Ex) THW use facial recognition technology. (Info Slide: A facial recognition system is a technology 
capable of identifying or verifying a person from a digital image or a video frame from a video 
source.) 

Premise: Governments can use the technology for policing.  

Mechanism: Because facial recognition technology can identify criminals much more effectively 
from CCTV footage than would humans do, the government’s policing system would become much 
more effective. This would have a deterrence effect, where people would be disencourage to 
commit crimes.  

Impact: The benefits of a decreased crime rate is quite self-explanatory. Moreover, decrease in 
crime rate means that the police force can be diverted to other places, where crime rates are 
especially high.  

Irrelevance 

- You can just drive out the entire argument by framing the debate.  

Ex) The contextualization that our first speaker has given is about authoritarian regimes 
that have an active incentive to abuse this technology. Note that these are contexts that 
have the greatest damage on the citizens if we pass this motion, and hence are the frames 
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that we should actually care about. Yes, maybe your argument might be true to an upper 
class white citizen in Germany, but would not be to the Uighurs living in China, Blacks in 
America, and Palestanians in the Middle East--all of whom we should actually care about. 
The argument largely fails to deal with these important contexts.  

Premise 
- You can negate the premise.  

Ex) Your entire argument of improved safety is entirely contingent upon the premise that 
the government will use the technology for the good of society. We reject that premise, 
because even the most democratic governments have their own political agendas and 
enemies. Hence, considering the nature of this technology that it is much cheaper and 
easier than using manpower to go through every single CCTV footage,  it is more likely that 
governments will actively utilize the technology to search and disadvantage their political 
opponents. This looks like China using the technology to take away houses and jobs of 
those who participated in the Hong Kong protest, or the US employing the technology to 
identify Palestanians. It is also like racial minorities being racially profiled with this 
technology.  

Mechanism 
- You can concede upon the premise, but negate the mechanism.  

Ex) Even if we concede that governments will use the technology for effective policing, it is 
a leap to claim that there will exist a deterrence effect. This is because of the very nature of 
a crime. Crimes happen when individuals feel that they are violated, and that they are not 
treated without dignity by the state, because that is what causes dissatisfaction and anger 
towards the state. This dissatisfaction is often expressed through violence and crime. This 
is why China, a nation with so little privacy and the most draconian punishments possible, 
you do not necessarily have low crime rates. This is exactly what the implementation of 
facial recognition technology does.  

Impact 
- You may also choose to state that the impact does not exist.  

Ex) Even if we concede that the benefit of an increased security will exist, that impact is 
useless as the feeling of privacy is what allows us to enjoy the benefits of security, because 
the feeling of infringement puts constraints on our daily lives. For instance, say that the 
crime rates are records low in the streets thanks to facial recognition technology. But if 
individuals feel that they are spied on the streets, and hence refuse to go out, we cannot 
enjoy the benefits of enhanced security.  
Let us now consider privacy. The feeling of privacy is what allows us to freely formulate our 
political opinions. It is what allows us to make daily life choices. It is what allows a Hong 
Kong citizen to not fear the Chinese police breaking into his house at any time. Human 
beings are not simply metabolic sacks; human life requires dignity, because dignity is what 
makes our lives meaningful. Thus, security without privacy is meaningless.  
Hence even though your mechanism is correct, your impacts would not exist. 
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Post-Mortem: You would notice here that a premise that I didn’t really explain in my responses is 
“why the implementation of facial recognition technology is that much of a severe infringement on 
privacy.” This explanation can be done in many ways; you might choose to analytically list the 
reasons why it is so detrimental, or you might also use lots of vivid language and illustrations to 
explicate why this technology is so harmful. But either way, that content should be included in 
your case material. This is why a good case always goes in hand with good rebuttals, and good 
cases even “produce” effective rebuttals.  

Comparisons 
This is very, very, very important. A strategic mistake that many beginners make is that they think 
that they would explain why their team is good and why the other team is bad. No, you only need 
to tell the judge why your team is “better.” See the diagram below for a clearer depiction.  

 

Do you now get the difference? To “win” someone, you don’t necessarily have to say why you are 
good and they are bad. Then you have to prove both, which would put additional burden of proof. 
We call this “overburdening,” which is a strategic blunder. On the other hand, you can choose to 
concede that you aren’t that good as well, but prove why you are “at least better.” This is where 
you put yourselves at a strategic advantage.  

In every rebuttal, you must provide a comparison as well as disproving your opponents. “They 
are wrong” is insufficient to win the debate, because “they are wrong” does not imply that “we 
are right.” Thus, after proving that “they are wrong,” you must always nail the coffin by proving 
why “we are right.”  

Ex) THW ban development of weapons in space 

Proposition would probably talk about how space weapons can cause massive damage, and can 
lead an arms race. On opp, you can concede that your side will have lots of space weapons, which 
isn’t that good. But, you can say that it is impossible to enforce a ban on superpowers like China or 
the US. Thus, your likely scenario will be strong nations covertly developing space weapons, which 
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would lead onto not only an arms race among superpowers, but also a severe power imbalance 
between other countries and global superpowers. That way, you don’t prove that you are good and 
they are bad. But rather, you say that your side is at least better.  

This strategy can be used especially in debates where you have to argue for a “necessary evil.” The 
existence of “veto power” in the UN Security Council would be a similar example. Spare some time 
to research more about the P5 nations and their veto power for a better understanding of this 
strategy.  

Preemptive Rebuttals 
In many motions, you can kind of predict what your opponents might say to your arguments. So in 
the example above about using facial recognition technology, it is quite intuitive that the 
opposition will bring up privacy as their winning point. Then, you can use many ways to prevent 
that rebuttal even before it comes up.  

First way would be explicitly. explaining some of the reasons why security is a more important 
value than privacy. This might look like the prime minister, after finishing explaining the argument, 
saying that “opposition might rebut by claiming that…., but these rebuttals are flawed because of 
….” The strategic advantage of this method is that you can respond earlier to many of the points of 
the opposition, and hence you put more burden (more things to rebut) on the opposition.  

Another way would be a smart solution design. So you might include checks and balances in your 
model that governments would need a warrant to access facial recognition technology, or that 
facial recognition technology will be used as a last resort in trials, when there is no definitive 
evidence. However, a drawback of this strategy is that it would weaken your principle, and even 
lead to a contradiction in some cases. For instance, consider the motion “THW legalize organ 
trading.” Prop’s strongest argument would be bodily autonomy--the right to decide what to do 
with your body. Opp would talk about how poor people would be pushed to make choices to give 
up their body parts because of their circumstances. Prop might make their model so that people 
must trade organs after consulting the doctor, government experts, and that the government 
would not allow trading in some instances. This model would preempt the opposition’s argument, 
but it would weaken the point of bodily autonomy. If the greatest principle is bodily autonomy, 
why would you put checks made by the government? Hence, it is extremely important that you 
balance your preemptive points and your argument.  

Drill 
I will now deliver a 5-minute speech with three arguments for the following motion:  

THW replace all math classes with debating classes in school.  

After I am finished, talk in groups of three about valid rebuttals. After that, each person in your 
group will present a multi-layer response to each of my arguments.  
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