LD Made Easy (sort of) 
by Alan Lawn - Nova High School 2001, Amherst College 2005 
For four years Alan Lawn was a Lincoln-Douglas debater at Nova High School in Davie, Florida. He joined the debate team because the coach came to his eighth grade English class guaranteeing that no other activity looks better on a college application. He graduated glad to have debated for countless better reasons. He attended the 1998 Florida Forensic Institute and the 1999 and 2000 University of Iowa National Summer Institutes in Forensics. He reached elimination rounds at Bronx (twice), Manchester (twice), Florida Blue Key (twice), the Glenbrooks, Crestian, the Barkley Forum, and Harvard, where he was a semifinalist. He won seven rounds at the Tournament of Champions...over the course of two years. Most importantly, he made friends, traveled, had fun, learned how to think, and lost a lot of sleep in the process. He will attend (and debate for) Amherst College in the fall.
Overview
Named after the Senatorial debates between Abraham Lincoln and Stephen Douglas, Lincoln-Douglas (LD) Debate is a form of structured one-on-one argumentation on a particular resolution. One debater affirms (argues in favor of) the resolution; the other negates (argues against) it. Past National Forensic League (NFL) resolutions include: "Capital punishment is justified," "A just social order ought to place the principle of equality above that of liberty," "Civil disobedience is justified in a democracy," "The use of economic sanctions to achieve U.S. foreign policy goals is moral," "Violent juvenile offenders ought to be treated as adults in the criminal justice system." NFL resolutions change every two months. 
LD is sometimes referred to as "values debate" because topics are debated in principle. Basically, that means LDers debate what ought to be (normative claims), not what is (descriptive claims). Of course, the "real world" must still be considered in order to define concepts, but history and specifics cannot be the basis of argumentation because that would make resolutions mere questions of fact. For example, alleging that the death penalty is racially biased in the U.S. has nothing to do with the justification of capital punishment itself (especially if the resolution doesn't specify a nation, time period, etc.). 
A basic understanding of philosophical concepts is essential in LD, but one does not need to read the actual philosophers to be successful (although doing so is often interesting). Good secondary sources clarify and explain philosophies without misconstruing them or dumbing them down. I recommend The Individual and the Political Order by Bowie and Simon. Although most research in LD is topic-specific, there are certain ideas that are widely applicable because resolutions are subsets of general, age-old, irresolvable conflicts such as liberty vs. order, means vs. ends, etc. 
Format of a Debate Round
· affirmative constructive (AC) - 6 minutes
· negative cross-examination of affirmative (NCX) - 3 minutes
· negative constructive (NC) - 7 minutes
· affirmative cross-examination of negative (ACX) - 3 minutes
· first affirmative rebuttal (1AR) - 4 minutes
· negative rebuttal (NR) - 6 minutes
· second affirmative rebuttal (2AR) - 3 minutes
· preparation time - usually 3 minutes for each debater to allocate at his/her discretion between speeches; debaters typically use half of their prep time before each rebuttal
Conventional Speech Structure
· AC
- opening quote or position statement
- statement of resolution
- definition(s)
- observation(s) (if appropriate)
- value premise and value criterion/criteria
- contention(s)
- conclusion
· NC
- opening quote or position statement
- counter-definition(s) (if you disagree with your opponent's)
- value premise and value criterion/criteria
- contention(s)
- refute affirmative case
- conclusion
· CX
- clarification questions
- probing questions
· 1AR
- establish value premise and value criterion/criteria
- refute negative case
- defend affirmative case
· NR
- establish value premise and value criterion/criteria
- refute affirmative case or defend negative case
- refute affirmative case or defend negative case
- crystallize the round
- "write the ballot"
· 2AR
- establish value premise and value criterion/criteria
- crystallize the round
- "write the ballot"
Definitions
These should be clear and fair and can come from a dictionary or a topic-specific source. Since words exist to represent ideas, and debate is the clash of ideas, it's often preferable to define concepts instead of individual terms. For example, "economic sanctions" and "U.S. foreign policy goals" should be defined, rather than each word. Also, it's a waste of time to define "understood" words, such as "is," "use," etc. If they aren't abusive or flawed, your opponents should accept your definitions and they shouldn't be a factor in rounds, which is usually the case.
Observations
These can be used on the affirmative to clarify the conflicts/questions posed by resolutions. An argument in favor of your side is not an observation; an observation exists to establish reasonable parameters for debate, usually by precluding extreme or non-resolutional arguments. For example, the affirmative on "The use of economic sanctions to achieve U.S. foreign policy goals is moral" could observe that the U.S.'s bad track record with sanctions (assuming this is even the case) doesn't necessarily entail that they're immoral. Maybe those sanctions were misused; maybe they failed to meet stated objectives, but they were still beneficial or even essential to conflict resolution - we should debate the morality of sanctions in principle (i.e., whether it's moral to force business to stop trading with certain entities in order to pursue U.S. foreign policy goals) or else the debate may become a futile war of examples. 
Value Premise and Value Criterion/Criteria
The value premise is the standard by which to evaluate the round; the debater who better argues that his/her side of the resolution upholds the value should win. Values shouldn't be biased toward one's side, or else one's arguments become tautological. For example: a value of "liberty" on the negative of "A just social order ought to place the principle of equality above that of liberty." Values are typically metaphysical abstractions that are more-or-less synonymous with "goodness." Examples include: justice, morality, governmental legitimacy, human dignity, social welfare. They are sometimes fairly explicit in resolutions (e.g., "Violent juvenile offenders ought to be treated as adults in the criminal justice system."), but debaters often must infer them.
A value criterion is what one must fulfill in order to uphold one's value premise. A criterion, in effect, defines one's value by limiting what aspect of it one must uphold in order to win the round. This is necessary because both sides have inherent flaws, so it's impossible to uphold "goodness" 100%. Criteria can be words, phrases, or propositions. Examples include: autonomy, rights protection, the fulfillment of governmental obligations, the principle of majority rule and minority rights. On the affirmative of "Capitalism is superior to socialism as a means of achieving economic justice," the 1999 national champion's value premise was economic justice, and his criteria were the maximization of economic freedom and the maximization of overall wealth. Criteria should be resolution-specific and conducive to one's side. They should be necessary and sufficient to achieve one's value in the context of the resolution. Thus, a criterion of "rights protection" when debating "The public's right to know ought to be valued above the right to privacy of candidates for public office" is inadequate because each side, by definition, protects one right at the expense of the other. "Rights protection" provides no means of adjudicating the conflict (i.e., determining which side better upholds the value); a criterion should link one's value and one's arguments.
In your value paragraph, define your value and explain why it's appropriate for the resolution. Values are usually defined through criteria. For example, a value of justice, defined as "fairness" or "giving each individual his or her fair due," can be interpreted in different ways; thus, your criterion/criteria should explain how we determine "fair due." After stating you value, defining it, and linking it to the resolution, present your criterion/criteria and link it/them to you value. If you decide to use two (or more) criteria, note whether you need to fulfill both or either one in order to uphold your value (any explain why). Don't make arguments to affirm or negate in your value paragraphs; save them for your contentions. Values and criteria are standards; arguments attempt to prove that your side meets them.
Contentions
A contention is a broad, fully developed argument for or against the resolution. It consists of premises and a conclusion. Of course, these premises aren't always generally accepted assumptions (e.g., Killing innocents is wrong.); usually they need to be established. Thus, there are often sub-arguments within a contention or multiple parts to a contention. Begin a contention with a tag line; state your argument and that it affirms or negates the resolution. For example, "My first contention is that violent juvenile offenders ought to be treated as adults in the criminal justice system because they are as culpable for their crimes." Then prove it (and its components) with analysis and evidence. Contentions should be clear, organized, and logical. Impact your arguments; to do so is to note that an argument actually proves that you fulfill your criterion/criteria and thereby uphold your value. Thus, an impact explains the importance and relevance of an argument. Even if an argument's impact seems intuitive, don't expect the judge to make it for you.
Refutation
To refute an argument is to disprove it. When refuting an argument, first briefly restate it. Next point out any logical flaws that it has. These include a lack of analysis, a lack of evidence (if it's an empirical claim), and a lack of impact. Then give your counter-argument(s); these attempt to disprove your opponent's claim by proving that the opposite is true. Keep in mind that not every argument your opponent makes must be refuted. If one of the affirmative's points on "On balance, violent revolution is a just response to oppression" was that a right to revolt exists under an illegitimate government, the negative should probably accept it but, of course, dispute the use of violence. 
One strategy to facilitate refutation is grouping arguments. If your opponent makes seven arguments in his first contention that all rely on the same assumption, you can group them and refute that assumption; it would save you the time involved in addressing them one-by-one. Be careful, though; if your opponent successfully rebuilds that one claim, all seven arguments stand. Be sure to explain that the arguments you group are related; don't group distinct arguments. Let the judge know when you use this strategy. For example, "In her first contention, my opponent argues A, B, C and D. However, these arguments all rely on assumption X because... This assumption is false because... Thus, the arguments fall."
When refuting a particularly important and/or well-argued point, it's sometimes helpful to make an "even if" response in order to cover all your bases. This entails refuting the claim and then arguing that even if the claim were true, you still win. For example: contending that a right to revolt does not exist, and that even if it did, only nonviolent revolution is a just response to oppression.
Another key tactic is using what you accomplished in CX to your benefit. If your opponent admitted something that contradicts one of his points, use that concession in rebuttals to help refute that argument.
Cross-applying arguments is also useful but risky; it only works with skilled flow judges. Use this strategy when your opponent makes the same argument in different places. Refute it the first time, and when it next appears, establish where it was previously made and then cross-apply your argument(s). For example, "Joe's next point is X. He made the same argument at the top of his first contention. Cross-apply my responses."
When refuting values and criteria, it's absolutely imperative that they remain standards separate from arguments to affirm or negate. For example, when responding to a value of justice and a criterion of rights protection, don't say something to the effect of "My opponent doesn't achieve justice because affirming/negating violates rights." That argument does not deny that justice through rights protection is the standard to evaluate the round. If you want to refute it, you can argue, for example, that rights protection is insufficient to achieve justice, or that rights protection is too vague (What rights?). It's beneficial for both debaters to agree upon a value when they interpret the resolution in a similar manner (which is usually the case); this enables them to focus the debate on who better upholds the value (meaning more time for actual argumentation regarding the truth of the resolution). For example: "justice" vs. "just punishment" - the latter is simply a more resolution-specific instantiation of the former. Occasionally, both debaters will have fundamentally different takes on what "goodness" means in the context of the resolution, and a true "values debate" will ensue. For example: social welfare vs. justice - the former implies that the ends/outcomes should be emphasized when deciding what is right, while the latter emphasizes fair means/processes. This type of debate (regarding the nature of the standard(s) in the round) almost always occurs with the value criteria, because they are tailored to one's arguments.
Although debaters usually try to address all arguments, they almost always drop (fail to address) some due to time constraints, flowing errors, etc. If you drop an argument and your opponent points that out, you shouldn't address it in your next speech; that's called "sleazing." Sleazing is considered unethical because debaters have a responsibility to, well, debate - to address all arguments on both sides in the 1AR and NR, and all affirmative arguments in NC refutation. For the purpose of adjudicating a round, a dropped argument should be considered true, regardless of how unreasonable or poorly argued it is. This is so because debate is a game of skill; if it were solely a forum for truth-seeking, then judges would feel free to vote against a debater just because they didn't agree with what he said (even if his opponent dropped it). Competition would be pointless. Therefore, when your opponent extends an argument, try to outweigh it with your other arguments and/or show that its impact is minimal or nonexistent. If you drop an argument and your opponent also drops it in his/her next speech, it falls out of the round; you should point that out to the judge in case your opponent would bring it up later. When one of your arguments is dropped, extend and impact it in your next speech. For example, "Joe's next point is X. Extend my response Y. This argument proves..." If your opponent extends an argument to which you responded (which will invariably occur), use your next speech to point out the responses you made. If you don't have another speech, hope that your judge is competent enough to know that you responded. Or maybe you're not competent enough to know that you really dropped the argument… Debate will always be subjective. 
Crystallization
To crystallize is to synthesize and sum-up the major arguments in a round and attempt to persuade the judge that you're winning them. You should usually mention arguments that your opponent dropped. Don't bring up new points during crystallization; show how each key argument has developed throughout the round and why your analysis is superior. Don't use the word "crystallization;" present points as "key voting issues," "main reasons to affirm/negate," etc. 
"Writing the Ballot"
This is a pretty simple concept. An LD ballot asks the judge to provide "reasons for decision." If you, the debater, could write a succinct reason for decision in your favor, what would it be? Use that statement to conclude your last speech; it's much more persuasive than, say, ending with the impact of an extension at the bottom of your second contention. If you continue to give specific analysis during the final seconds of your final speech, you'll seem like you're cramming or you're pressed for time. Let the judge know (or at least think) you've made all the points you wanted; conclude with some appealing rhetoric.
Evidence
Quotes, statistics, and examples fall under this category. They should come from "credible" sources (e.g., professors, philosophers, Supreme Court justices, Framers). Always cite a source's credentials, even if they're widely known (e.g., philosopher John Locke, Chief Justice William Rehnquist).
Evidence can't replace logical analysis. For example, don't argue that on balance, violent revolution is not a just response to oppression because many innocents were killed in the French Revolution. Explain why violent revolution in principle entails undue suffering; you could say that violent revolutionaries are extreme, uncontrolled, and take on a "with us or against us" attitude that causes them to view non-participants as enemies. Then you can provide evidence.
Use evidence for support. If you want to prove the existence of a right to revolt, don't cite a paragraph of Locke. Rather, cite his key assertions or analysis and explain and defend the rest (with his reasoning) in your own words. 
Flowing
This is one of the most important skills in LD because you can't effectively debate if you can't keep track of what is said. Flowing is a system of shorthand note-taking of every speech in a round. You only have to flow what you're going to address, so don't flow opening quotes or fair definitions. Your case should be pre-flowed before every round. During a round, as your opponent speaks, flow his/her arguments and, if you can, your responses to them. During prep time, finish flowing your responses and mentally prepare your speech. 
It's impossible to teach flowing without examples and a demonstration, so I'll leave the specifics to you and your coach. Of course, flowing improves with practice; develop your own shorthand and compare your flow with others to see if you missed anything. As long as you can keep track of all the arguments and responses in a round, you can flow however you want. I recommend flowing the affirmative and negative speeches in different colors. 
Signposting
To signpost is to tell the judge where you are on the flow. For example, "Look to Joe's first contention. His first argument is X. My response is A. His next point is Y. My first response is B. My second response is C. Look to his second contention..." This may sound mechanical, but it's essential for good debate. Signposting enables judges and opponents to keep track of arguments and responses so they can see how the round is developing. In turn, not only are everyone's flows neater, debate isn't muddled on an ideological level.
The Speeches
Each speech should utilize all available time.
· constructives
These are a debater's only prepared speeches. They should be typed and timed prior to competition. Revision between tournaments is key; use what you learned from each round and question the truth of every statement and the logic of every argument. Cases will never be completely "true" or logical, and a good case alone won't win you a round, but a bad case may lose you one. Cases don't need to be memorized, but one should be familiar enough with them to make eye contact with judges when presenting them. Persuasive and reasonable rhetoric is a plus, but simplicity, logical structure, clarity, organization, and word economy are of utmost importance. Avoid assertions, repetition, unnecessary elevated vocabulary, jargon, and arguments (even good ones) that most people are inclined to reject. For example, one could negate "The use of economic sanctions to achieve U.S. foreign policy goals is moral" by claiming that U.S. foreign policy goals are selfish and inconsistent, but most judges would find that difficult to buy even if the argument is analytically sound. 
Your AC should have 1-3 contentions. If you only have one, it's probably advisable to separate different arguments into sub-points to avoid rambling (or the appearance of rambling). It's sometimes useful to preempt common negative arguments. For example, "My opponent may argue X, but this is flawed because..."
During the first half or so of the NC, present your prepared case, which should contain 1-2 contentions. Use the rest of your time to refute the affirmative case.
· CX
This is usually the most interesting part of a debate round because direct clash occurs and debaters' personalities can surface.
When asking questions, be clear, personable, succinct, reasonable, and courteous, but maintain control; you're the one doing the cross-examining. You should stand next to your opponent and face the judge at all times, even if your (inexperienced) opponent looks at you. If (s)he is giving a long-winded answer, you can politely try to move on, but if (s)he insists on finishing, let him/her; judges should be turned off by rambling and notice how it cuts into your questioning time. You shouldn't read off prewritten questions because each case has its own unique flaws, opponents answer differently, and you'll seem out of touch with the particulars of the round. There should be a strategic flow to your CX. Don't just ask one unrelated question after another; it usually takes more than one to make your point on an issue. You should know what to go for in CX by familiarizing yourself with the weaknesses of common and/or expected arguments. Ask clarification questions first (if necessary); if you don't understand an argument or missed one, you can't attack it. Then exploit logical flaws and a lack of analysis and/or evidence. Challenge the links between your opponent's value, criterion/criteria, and contentions. For taking out arguments, the "staircase," or "garden path," method of staggering questions works well; begin by asking simple, general, benign questions with obvious answers to lay a foundation for your attack without letting your opponent see what's coming. Then proceed with more specific inquiries; you're establishing premises that produce a logical conclusion in your favor. But don't ask your opponent to grant that conclusion (e.g., "So capital punishment is justified, right?") even if (s)he accepted its premises because (s)he will have a chance to deny it. Instead, use your opponent's concessions in your next speech. For example, "Joe granted X, Y, and Z in cross-examination. Therefore, Q is true." Don't ask ambiguous, loaded (e.g., "Do you still smoke crack?"), or personal questions. Often the most effective questions are "Why?", "How?", etc. 
The same stylistic factors apply to answering questions. Don't let your opponent force you into an unreasonable "yes or no," but, similarly, don't try to take control of the CX. You shouldn't need your flow; know your side thoroughly. Be sensible; make concessions if they won't really hurt your position. Don't contradict yourself. Defend your arguments without seeming defensive or evasive. Ask your opponent to rephrase unclear questions. It's OK if your opponent cuts you off if your answer is excessively long, but if (s)he does so and you need more time to fully answer his/her question, let him/her know. 
· rebuttals
These are the speeches in which you attack your opponent's analysis and defend your own. Clarity, word economy, persuasion, time allocation, and organization are key. Don't speak too quickly. Always signpost.
The 1AR is generally considered to be the most difficult speech because you have to defend your case and attack your opponent's in just 4 minutes. You may have to speak somewhat quickly to cover all of the arguments on both sides, but maintain clarity. If you express your ideas succinctly, you probably won't need to go too fast. Spend approximately 30 seconds dealing with the value(s) and criteria/criterion on both sides. Then spend about 1.45 on each side. It's beneficial to spend more time on the side of the flow with more arguments (almost always the affirmative, since it's the longer constructive) and to spend more time on more important arguments.
In the NR, spend approximately 30 seconds dealing with the value(s) and criteria/criterion on both sides. Then spend about 2 minutes on each side. That leaves 1.30 or so to crystallize the round and "write the ballot." 
Use the 2AR to your advantage; as the affirmative, you have the last say. Don't make any new arguments; that would be sleazing because your opponent wouldn't have a chance to respond to them. Show that you're winning all the important arguments or that the arguments you're winning outweigh the ones you're not. Be slow, clear, and persuasive.
Style
Your goal in a round is, of course, to persuade the judge to vote for you. If you can recognize persuasive speaking, then you know what it entails. Emphasis, enunciation, clarity, fluency, word economy, eye contact, facial expressions, effective gestures, and poise are key. Avoid "um," "uh," etc. Use precise language; avoid especially ambiguous phrases such as "to some extent," "on some level," etc. Think before you speak; you'd be amazed by the things debaters say in rounds that they'd scoff at in a conversation. In general, it's all about professionalism; find the middle ground. Be confident (even if you think you're losing), not arrogant. Be assertive, not rude. Be rhetorically appealing, not pretentious. Be personable, not casual. Sound intelligent, not pedantic. Don't make faces or mutter when your opponent says something false (e.g., extending a point you didn't drop) or, in your opinion, ridiculous. Debate isn't personal; ideologies are in conflict.
Adapt your style to suit your judge. If she's experienced and flows, great. However, if she doesn't and just takes notes or writes nothing at all, don't use jargon. Explain concepts. For example, don't ask her to "extend" sub-point B of your second contention. Tell her that your opponent failed to address it, briefly restate it, and explain its importance.
Tournaments and Preparation
The harder you work, the better you should do. 
The first step is research - reading and "cutting cards" (finding evidence to use in speeches). The arguments and analysis found in topic-specific sources (e.g., books, Supreme Court decisions, law reviews) are almost always the most helpful. Philosophical works usually provide fundamental reasoning but sometimes discuss specific issues, too. I recommend Black's Law Dictionary for definitions but general dictionaries or topic-specific sources often provide better ones.
Next comes brainstorming. List all the arguments and potential values and criteria you can think of on both sides, then evaluate what you've come up with.
Then it's time to begin casewriting. Start with outlines, write, and revise. If you don't have a coach to look over your cases or teammates to have practice rounds with, try to find someone to bounce ideas around with. 
Before tournaments, you should "block" arguments; for each side, list all the arguments you anticipate and/or have heard and write responses to them. Blocks can also contain evidence for use in rebuttals. Blocks should be consulted during prep time so you don't forget responses or have to think of them on the spot. If you want to go one step farther, think of persuasive and word-economical ways of phrasing them, and practice delivering your responses.
During and after tournaments, learn from your rounds. If an opponent exploited a flaw in your case, fix it. If you liked one of her arguments, use it next time. If elimination rounds are being held and you're not in them, watch and flow one. You can also watch videos of past NFL national championship final rounds. If you're really serious, redo your rebuttals after rounds to improve word economy, time allocation, rhetoric, diction, etc.
At tournaments, you should have a timer or stopwatch, your cases, blocks, paper, pens (preferable different-colored), copies of the original sources of your evidence (in case you need to prove its authenticity), and, of course, a container (e.g., briefcase, backpack). 
Tournaments vary considerably in size, format, quality of judging and competition, prestige, awards, punctuality, etc. Judges don't merely pick winners; they write ballots for each round that the debaters receive at the end of the tournament. They also keep track of speech times and should give you time signals during your speeches and call out prep time used in thirty-second intervals. If they don't have a timer or don't give signals, having a timer of your own is invaluable. A ballot consists of comments, reason(s) for decision, and, almost always, speaker points for each debater (usually on a 20-30 point scale; the higher, the better). Speaker points ideally reflect how well each debater performed overall (not just how well (s)he spoke) and how well each performed in relation to the other. Thus, a 30-29 round should be excellent and close, and a 28-25 round should be decisive. However, since some judges are more critical than others, 26 can be good or mediocre. In general, 29-30 is excellent 27-28 is good, 25-26 is fair, 23-24 is poor, 21-22 is bad, and 20 should be the lowest given, although some judges give less. Unfortunately, subjectivity can only be mitigated. Speaker points are used to determine speaker awards and/or break ties between debaters with the same win-loss record. 
In tournaments with elimination rounds, debaters are seeded based on their performance in preliminary rounds. A particular number of debaters advances depending on the elimination round a tournament "breaks" to. For example, if a tournament breaks to octofinals, the top sixteen debaters clear. In the octofinal round, seeds 1 and 16, 2 and 15, 3 and 14, etc. debate. Before each elim round, the debater who wins the coin toss can choose to affirm or negate. If two debaters who "hit" (debated) each other in a prelim round meet in an elim round, there is no coin toss; they switch sides from their previous round. Teammates cannot debate each other in prelim rounds. If seeding dictates that they meet in an elim round, their coach will decide if they debate, if the higher seed advances, or their coach will choose who advances. If the debaters advancing to an elim round are all from the same school, the tournament is "closed out," and they are declared co-champions. Unlike most prelim rounds, elim rounds are almost always adjudicated by panels of judges; the debater with the most ballots in his/her favor wins.
Sample Affirmative Case 
(by Joe Ross - Nova High School 2000, Yale University 2004)
"A person may cause evil to others not only by his actions but by his inaction, and in either case he is justly accountable to them for the injury."
My agreement with John Stuart Mill that apathy is tantamount to complicity compels me to affirm: The intervention of one nation in the domestic affairs of another nation is morally justified.
Definitions for clarity:
"Domestic affairs" implies that the issue concerns primarily the intervened-upon nation's own citizenry. In today's interdependent world, though, no issue can be purely domestic.
What it means to intervene is even less clear; Louis Jaquet, in Intervention and International Law, explains that "Every recall of a diplomat, every trade negotiation, every promise of withdrawal of economic assistance or commercial credit constitutes (in the relations of any two states) a form of intervention."
If a government's goals are generally immoral, how it pursues those goals cannot be morally justified. Similarly, when nations request outside help, little can override active consent. So as a middle ground, we should assume two things about the intervention:
One, that the intervening government is acting to remedy what it perceives as an injustice.
Two, that the action is coercive - the other government does not consent to the intervention.
If either of these conditions is violated, there is no room for fair debate. This interpretation makes historical sense, too: Henry Kissinger observes that "As the 21st century approaches, we've witnessed a steady increase in the willingness of democratic nations to intervene on behalf of other peoples. The economic stability associated with a democratic form of government makes this intervention possible, the commitment democracies make to their citizens' values makes it necessary, and the isolationist nature of communist or oppressive regimes makes it unique." Richard Betts, in "Foreign Affairs," observes that "The United States is the only nation in the world that intervenes regularly outside its own region," so it's reasonable to assume we're talking about intervention by the U.S. or another superpower.
My value premise is morality. We should consider both the principle and the effectiveness of the tool in question as criteria for morality. If intervention is morally justified in principle, we have sufficient grounds to affirm - failed rescue attempts, even if they end up wasting resources to no end, remain moral actions. If the principle seems murky, efficacy is a reasonable secondary consideration. Furthermore, for an action to be morally justified it need not be obligatory; it must merely be acceptable.
My first contention is that intervention is morally justified in principle because national sovereignty has no intrinsic worth.
International borders are artificial constructs that exist only for political convenience. Birthplace is arbitrary and ought not to affect how one is treated. In The International Political Science Review, Bhikhu Parekh explains that "In being a citizen I do not cease to be a human being; to the very contrary my citizenship expresses and articulates my humanity. My citizenship cannot therefore absolve me from my moral obligations to other human beings wherever they may happen to live." This is same reason we try war criminals - the mere fact that a government gains power within a certain territory cannot preclude moral judgments of that government's behavior; might doesn't make right and boundaries drawn on a map have no moral grounding.
Furthermore, rights are claims made by individuals on governments, not the other way around. William O'Brien, in "Intervention and Morality," argues that "Sovereign states are not ends in themselves and their rights to maintain power are not unlimited. States exist for the governance and protection of their people. Their power is always subject to the test of whether or not they govern and protect their people well." All human beings possess intrinsic worth - that's the basis of the rights to life, physical integrity, and freedom from torture and arbitrary arrest. Governments are instituted to protect those rights. When government fails, a rebellion is justified. When the citizenry is unable to rebel, outside intervention is a viable alternative since an unjust government has no moral claim to authority.
Certainty is always elusive. But to use this fact as the basis of moral decision-making would be paralyzing; we would be forced to ignore genocides and other injustices different in degree but similar in kind. We act on our admittedly subjective perceptions not because we want to; it's that there isn't anything else to act on. In "Duties Beyond Borders," Stanley Hoffman argues that "It's necessary to protect and promote one's own values if one believes in them, especially when one deems some other codes to be destructive of all values; (and it's arbitrary, because no system of values can claim to be the only good and true one, but so be it.)" A principle of nonintervention leaves a nation in the morally untenable position of observing immorality and being unable to act.
My second contention is that intervention is morally justified in practice because of its beneficial effects.
The "common sense" conclusion that intervention never works has two fundamental flaws. First, it's largely based on the popular media's unfair representation of intervention, which stems from the antagonistic relationship between the government and press. Kimberly Elliot, in "U.S. Foreign Policy," argues that "Despite the popular wisdom that 'sanctions never work,' economic coercion has been an effective tool of U.S. intervention."; foreign policy expert Gary Hufbauer reports that economic sanctions have a 36% success rate. Our 1979 invasion of Grenada removed a totalitarian regime, promoted freedom, and saved U.S. medical students studying on the island. Similar successes occurred in South Africa, the Dominican Republic, and Zimbabwe.
Second, nonintervention is a risk, too. If intervention is even contemplated, the situation is pretty bad to begin with. Stanley Hoffman, in "Sovereignty and the Ethics of Intervention," explains that "There are many cases in which the effects of nonintervention might be worse than those of intervention." Michael Bazyler, in the Stanford Journal of International Law, notes that "During the mid-1970s the (Pol Pot) Khmer Rouge regime in Cambodia/Kampuchea engaged in mass killings, torture, starvation, and forced relocation of its own people - the most serious to have occurred anywhere since Nazism. By any definition, the Khmer Rouge regime committed genocide against its own people. The true tragedy is that the outside world in effect did nothing." Kofi Annan writes, "As we saw in Rwanda in 1994, where a modest intervention at the right moment could have saved many lives and a larger one could perhaps even have prevented the genocide, inaction had grave perils of its own. It seems to me far better to accept the risk of error or failure than to remain on the sidelines; there is no purity in the abstract, and only disgrace and worse in retreat toward some imaginary safe harbor."
Intervention might have a bad track record because of reckless attempts, but it still shows promise in application if used carefully. In the end, history is inconclusive, but intervention is based on sound principles, and that's sufficient to affirm.
Sample Negative Case 
(by Joe Ross)
"I do not want to wage war against what is ugly. (I do not want to accuse; I do not even want to accuse those who accuse.) Looking away shall be my only negation."
Echoing Nietzsche's words, I negate.
Since the resolution asks for a moral justification of a particular foreign policy tool, my value premise is morality. In "Duties Beyond Borders," Stanley Hoffman argues that "The good, in politics, is not separable from its realization. The criteria of moral politics are double: sound principles, and effectiveness. A morally bad design (say, naked aggression) does not become good because it succeeds. But a morally fine one (say, a rescue operation for the freeing of hostages) does not meet the conditions of the moral politician if the details are such that success is most unlikely, or that the costs of success would be prohibitive."
Therefore, intervention must satisfy two criteria: it must be moral both in principle and in practice. If it fails either of these tests, it isn't morally justified.
My first contention is the intervention is immoral in principle because it violates national sovereignty.
We have a tendency to assume the resolution means America stopping genocide; affirming also justifies, in principle, a Chinese intervention into our political system to make it less democratic, a European one to end capital punishment, one by Catholic nations to eradicate abortion, and terrorists who genuinely believe in their causes. Peter Breit, in "International Relations," appeals to common sense, "It's in no nation's interest to see its maneuverability and sovereignty threatened by others." Foreign policy, therefore, should be primarily defensive.
The principle of national sovereignty provides a global framework for peace, stability, and mutual respect. Since conflict and insecurity plague a world where everyone meddles, at the very least there ought to be a very strong presumption against intervention. In Perpetual Peace, Kant argues that "One nation forcibly interfering with the constitution and government of another is a violation of the rights of an independent people struggling with its internal ills and would render the autonomy of every nation insecure." We grant foreign diplomats immunity and show respect for the sanctity of embassies on our soil because doing otherwise would threaten the safety of Americans abroad; a similar principle should apply to national boundaries. Kofi Annan agrees, "Respect for the fundamental sovereignty of states is one of the most important building blocks of global stability, security, and progress."
My second contention is that even ostensibly just intervention is immoral in practice because it compounds already dangerous foreign policy problems. 
This is true for two reasons.
First, intervention can't address the root of most problems and thus produces more harm than good. In The Realm of Philosophy, Stephen A. Garrett explains that "Even if human-rights conditions in a given state may seem self-evidently repulsive, an enduring remedy to this situation requires a fundamental reordering of the whole society and its values. This is a task not likely to be accomplished by the injection of an outside force in the service of humanitarian goals: The complexity of such a task is inherently self-defeating." Benjamin Schwarz of the L.A. Times substantiates, "When America has attempted to fundamentally influence internal change in the past - in the Philippines, in Iran, in Vietnam, in Lebanon - the results have been spectacular failure."
Second, the coercive nature of intervention fosters resentment and increases the chances of terrorism. (According to Secretary of State Madeleine Albright, "Terrorism is the biggest threat to our country and the world as we enter the 21st century.") Ivan Eland, director of defense policy studies at the Cato Institute, identified over 40 examples of terrorism attributable to U.S. intervention. The fundamentalist Islamic perpetrators of the 1993 World Trade Center bombing said they were attempting (to kill 250,000 people by collapsing the towers) to punish the United States for its policies in the Middle East. The infamous Osama bin Laden objected to U.S. intervention in Somalia, but his main reason for attacking U.S. targets was the American presence in Saudi Arabia and Washington's support for Israel. (The Iran hostage crisis and the recent attack on the American embassy in Afghanistan were caused by similar feelings.) Eland writes, "The U.S. could substantially reduce the chance of terrorist attacks if it lowered its military profile overseas. The best way to keep people from believing that the U.S. is responsible for their problems is to avoid involvement in their conflicts." Since intervention shows little promise and is often counterproductive, the risk to soldiers and civilians from home and innocents abroad cannot be morally justified.
