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Session	will	discuss	on	how	to	refute	arguments	more	effectively.
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Attention	All	Attendees:

Thank	you	for	registering	your	
attendance	for	EACH	SESSION:

http://www.uiltexas.org/academics/
capital-conference/online

Electronic	handouts	are	available	there	too.



WHAT	IS	CLASH?

Opposing	arguments	on	key	issues,	refutation,	heart	of	debate

Debates	without	clash	are	agreements



OVERVIEW

To	be	able	to	respond	to	your	opponent’s	argument	you	must:

• Understand	the	argument

• Flow

• Read	the	literature	

• Write	blocks



SAMPLE	BLOCKS	



SAMPLE	BLOCKS				



SAMPLE	BLOCKS	



LINKS	IN	A	CHAIN

• Resolution

• Value

• Criteria
Just	because	your	value	is	more	important,	you	do	not	win

• Contention/Offense



PARTS	OF	RESOLUTION

• Evaluative	Term
• Object	of	Evaluation

Starting	point	of	the	debate

Resolved:	The	death	penalty is	just.

Resolved:	The	United	States	federal	government	has	a	moral	obligation	to	provide	
universal	health	care for	its	citizens.



PARTS	OF	AN	ARGUMENT

• Claim	– Conclusion,	Truth	Statement

• Warrant	– Premise,	Why
Analytical,	Empirical,	Evidentiary

• Impact	– Implication,	Importance
Impacts	should	link	to	a	standard/criteria



BREADTH	AND	DEPTH

• Breadth:	Have	multiple	warrants
• Depth:	Having	warrants	for	your	warrants

Warrants	are	infinitely	regressive

Claim:	Obama	is	good	

Warrant:	B/C	he’s	socialist	

=	Controversial.	Not	everyone	thinks	socialism	is	good.	Should	take	the	argument	a	little	further.	
Warrant:	B/c	he’s	socialist.	

Warrant:	socialism	is	good	because	it	treats	all	people	equally.

This	argument	is	less	controversial.	Not	as	many	people	think	equality	is	bad.



CUE	WORDS

Warrants:	
• “This	is	true	because…”	“The	warrant	is…”	
• Words	like	because,	since,	insofar,	given	that,	etc.

Impacts:	
• “This	means…”	“The	impact	is…”	“The	implication	is…“This	is	bad	
because…”	
• Words	like	therefore,	thus,	the	result	is,	hence,	consequently,	etc.



FUNCTION	OF	ARGUMENTS

• Topicality			
Interpretation	of	the	Resolution

• Framework
Value/Criteria	=	Resolution

• Contentions
OE	=	X	
X	=	Criteria



OFFENSE DEFENSE

Why	I	win	 You	can’t	win	if	you	don’t	score! Why	I	don’t	lose

~Case	Impact ~No	link
~Case	Turn ~No	Warrant

~Biased	source



FRAMEWORK

The	lens	the	judge	looks	through	to	evaluate	a	debate	round	and	
determine	a	winner

• The	value	and	criteria	
• Your	“world”
• V/C	=	terminal	impacts
• Philosophy
• Generally,	you	will	not	be	discussing	the	object	of	evaluation



TOPICALITY

Non-Resolutional

SMU	- “death	penalty”
Last	year	– “value	above”
Fall	Topic	– Loaded

USFG
moral	obligation	
provide	
universal	health	care	
citizens

Parts
• Interpretation
• Violations
• Standards/Reasons	to	prefer	your	Interp
• Voters



AT:	VALUE

• No	Link	to	Resolution

• Not	Justified

• Value	Objection- harmful	effect	of	the	value

• Even	if	you	are	accepting	the	value,	I	achieve	it	better…



AT:	VALUE

• Vague/Ambiguous
• My	value	is	more	important
• My	value	is	pre-requisite,	comes	first
• My	value	includes	it,	succumbs	their	value
• Not	a	value,	only	a	mechanism	to	gain	some	good	- i.e.	democracy
• Agent’s	obligation



AT:	CRITERIA

• No	link	to	value,	does	not	achieve	it

• Not	justified

• Criterion	Objection- a	harmful	effect	of	the	criterion

• Even	if	you	are	accepting	the	criterion,	I	achieve	it	better…



AT:	CRITERIA

• Begs
• No	Brightline,	cant	weigh	impacts	
• Circular	to	the	Value
• Insufficient
• Ambiguous,	Vague
• Not	a	Criterion- i.e.	Cost	Benefit	Analysis



AT:	CONTENTIONS

1. No	link	to	criteria
2. My	case	answers	the	argument
3. Not	true

~Empirically	Deny
4.			Turn	– Prove	the	opposite	is	true



AT:	CONTENTIONS

1. Bad	author/out	of	date
2. No	warrant.	Why?
3. So	what!	No	impact	given/Numbers
4. Alternate	causality
5. Not	conclusive	(may/could)
6. Brink/	Threshold
7. Non-unique
8. Link	/	Internal	link
9. Alternative	/	CP
10. K
11. DA
12. Even	if	true,	I	outweigh



Observation	Aff	not	topical

Interpretation

Violation

Reasons	to	prefer	Interp

Voter

Value

1. No	Link	to	Resolution

2. Not	Justified

3. Value	Objection- harmful	effect	of	the	value

4. Even	if	you	are	accepting	the	value,	I	achieve	it	better…

Criteria

1. No	link	to	value,	does	not	achieve	it

2. Not	justified

3. Criterion	Objection- a	harmful	effect	of	the	criterion

4. Even	if	you	are	accepting	the	criterion,	I	achieve	it	better…

Contention	1

1. No	link	to	criteria

2. My	case	answers	the	argument

3. Not	true

~Empirically	Deny

4.																						 Turn	– Prove	the	opposite	is	true

Contention	2

1. No	link	to	criteria

2. My	case	answers	the	argument

3. Not	true

~Empirically	Deny

4.																							Turn	– Prove	the	opposite	is	true



IMPACT	CALCULUS

• Probability
• Magnitude
• Timeframe

• Duration
• Reversibility



FALLACIES

• Ad	hominem	- attacking	the	arguer	instead	of	the	argument
• Glittering	generality	- emotionally	appealing	phrase	so	closely	associated	
with	highly	valued	concepts	and	beliefs	that	it	carries	conviction	without	
supporting	information	or	reason.
• Slippery	slope	- asserting	that	a	relatively	small	first	step	inevitably	leads	to	
a	chain	of	related	events	culminating	in	some	significant	impact/event	that	
should	not	happen
• Is-ought	fallacy	- assumption	is	made	that	because	things	are	a	certain	way,	
they	should	be	that	way.	
• Either-or – AKA	all-or-nothing fallacy,	false	dichotomy.	Present	a	false	
dilemma.



FALLACIES

• Appeal	to	authority	– using	an	expert	of	dubious	credentials	or	using	only	
one	opinion	to	sell	a	product	or	idea.
• Appeal	to	popularity	– AKA	ad	populum (Latin	for	"argument	to	the	
people")	argument	that	concludes	that	a	proposition	is	true	because	many	
or	most	people	believe	it
• Correlation,	not	causation	– AKA	post	hoc	ergo	propter	hoc	– a	faulty	
assumption	that	because	there	is	a	correlation	between	two	variables	that	
one	caused	the	other
• Red	herring	-argument	given	in	response	to	another	argument,	which	is	
irrelevant	and	draws	attention	away	from	the	subject	of	argument.	
• Straw	man	- an	argument	based	on	misrepresentation	of	an	opponent's	
position



STEPS	TO	REFUTATION

Step	1:	Understand	the	argument

Step	2:	Find	the	weakness

Step	3:	Build	arguments against	the	argument.

Step	4:	Execute	the	refutation



REFUTATION	EXECUTION

• Name Signpost
Go	to… They	say….			

• Explain Claim
I	disagree… I	have	3	responses…

• Support Warrant
This	true	because… Because… There	two	warrants…

• Conclude Impact
The	implication	is… Therefore…The	impact	is	two	fold…



• Conference	Evaluation	Survey:	Remind	attendees	to	complete	the	
online	evaluation	survey,	as	their	feedback	is	very	important.	The	
survey	web	address	is	in	the	program	and	will	be	emailed	to	
attendees	following	the	conference.	



QUESTIONS


