TOPICALITY LECTURE – Beth Mendenhall 7/8/2010
Resolved: The United States federal government should substantially reduce its military and/or police presence in one or more of the following: South Korea, Japan, Afghanistan, Kuwait, Iraq, Turkey.


Important concepts:
	WORDS HAVE FLUID MEANING
	Debate is a game (with a purpose?)
What is Topicality (T)?
An argument about (a) what the rules are, and (b) whether they’ve been broken
Key components of a T argument:
Definition – defines the words in the resolution that are relevant to your interpretation
Interpretation/Violation – explains what you think the bounds of the resolution are, and why the Aff falls outside them
Standards – provides reasons why your interpretation of the resolution is good
Voters – provides reasons why falling outside the resolution is a reason the Aff should lose
Definition
	What does it look like?
A mini-card – should include a cite and the full entry, with the relevant part underlined
	What is it for?
To prove that your interpretation of the resolution is the right one
	Types:
“Common person” – found in the dictionary
Legal definitions – found in court decisions, government documents, etc.
Term of art – how the term is used in context, i.e. industry literature, military jargon, etc.

Interpretation/Violation
	What does it look like?
A 1-2 sentence description of what Affs are included under/in the resolution
	What is it for?
To define your vision of the resolution, and note that the Aff doesn’t meet it
DON’T just say “our interpretation is that the Aff isn’t topical”
Standards
	What are they for?
To prove that your interpretation is good (for the activity, for the debaters, etc.)
Education – “it would be good for us to learn about…”, depth v. breadth
Limits – we allow the right amount of Affs – not too few, not too many
Ground – can be Aff or Neg – what arguments can we run?
Predictability 
Voters
	What are they for?
To prove that not being an example of the resolution is a reason the Aff should lose
	Types:
Education – equal opportunity to win creates the best clash
Fairness/Participation – debate is a game, if one team gets a strategic advantage, it’s unfair. People will stop playing.
Jurisdiction – the judge isn’t allowed to vote for non-T Affs

How to answer T:
“We meet” - your interpretation of the resolution includes us
Counter-interpretation – we have a different interpretation of the resolution – it includes us, and it’s better than yours
Reasonability – even if you prove we don’t meet your interpretation, we still shouldn’t lose because it didn’t ruin the debate

Tricks to win your T argument:
Topical version of the plan – how could the Aff have accessed their advantages with a T plan?
	


Resolved: The United States federal government should substantially reduce its military and/or police presence in one or more of the following: South Korea, Japan, Afghanistan, Kuwait, Iraq, Turkey.

Brainstorming T violations on this topic:
Substantially – how much is enough? Quantitative or qualitative measure?
Its – what makes a military/police presence belong to the US?
Military and/or police presence – Just people? Facilities? Infrastructure? Robots? Weapons?
Reduce – can they just be disarmed/disabled, or do they have to be removed?
Specific Countries- disputed territories
