PICK AND PRESSES

1.  LOGIC CHALLENGES


TURNAROUNDS- taking the logical claims and /or evidence of your opponent and


reexamining them to show how they make a point in favor of your position.  


CONTRADICTION – points out where 2 arguments disprove each other.  


You can also use the following logic challenges:

· This position is based on a false premise.

· This argument assumes an unstated and unproven causal link namely that…

· They give you a conclusion but they do not explain the reasoning behind it.

· They are drawing a large conclusion from just one or two small examples.

· To make a comparison between 2 very different situations, they are ignoring….

2.  VOTING ISSUE PRESS – looking at each stock issue to ensure that all is evidenced correctly, issues are not dropped in speeches ( THERE IS NO AFFIRMATIVE BLOCK) and that all evidence is valid.

3.  PLAN PRESSES – Most plans have almost all components but it is the rare plan that has it all.  Consider:

· Funding – give a reason why they would need it for that is not obvious or planned for in their case.

· Adequacy of funding – give a quick reason why costs could be high and then challenge them to evidence that they can raise enough.

· Administration – Do they have it?  Are there any potential conflict of interests?  Any reason why they couldn’t get qualified people?

· Enforcement – Show why it is needed or why it needs to be strong.

· Efficacy of enforcement – Show why violations will occur and/or why their method might not be sufficient.  Challenge them to evidence that their enforcement will be sufficient to control problems.  

4.  EVIDENCE PRESSES -  the perfect evidence rarely exists.  Consider:

· IT IS OUTDATED – Evidence can be too old to be reliable.  The press should include a quick reason why the date is unacceptable.

· IS THE SOURCE BIASED – Many expert writers develop pet ideas or are paid for research by outside sources.  These conditions are examples of influences that can bias a source.

· IS THE SOURCE QUALIFIED – Being a staff writer or a politician, 2 common types of sources, are not good source qualifications.  By definition these are likely to be secondary sources.  The politician will have reelection motives, the staff writer a desire too sensationalize in order to increase interest in an article.  Even if these bias factors do not exist these writers are transient in their interests; having many subjects they need to write and/or speak on and therefore what they say or write is often carelessly or shallowly done.

· A STUDY OR AN EXPERT  Even if evidence is primary or analytical it can still be suspect.  If the writer is not an expert and/or the claim has not been empirically proven that is worth a quick attack.

· WORDING IS CONDITIONAL – Great amounts of evidence have qualifying phrases.  Words like “but”, “if”, “sometimes”, “may”, etc., occur more often than most of us realize.  

· TURN THE EVIDENCE – Sometimes evidence can reasonably be interpreted to support the negative problem.  

· POWER TAGGING – This can be a very strong attack.  If what the evidence says has to be twisted or questionably interpreted in order to prove the tag line then you can argue that the point is not proven.

· THE EVIDENCE SOURCE IS USELESS -  This is often used when teams spread and in an attempt to speed through only list a name and date of a source with no qualifications, etc.    This tactic hides aff weaknesses, and it misleads the judges and opponents.
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