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What is a debate? 

 

A debate is a structured contest over an issue or policy. There are two sides - one supporting, 
one opposing. Debating can look intimidating from the sidelines, with speakers appearing 
confident, passionate and unwavering, but it consists of skills that anybody can learn. 
Debating may not be something that you encounter in your everyday work but these skills can 
be incredibly valuable. Benefits of debating include: 

 Allowing you to think about aspects and perspectives you may not have considered. 
 Encourages you to speak strategically. 
 Improving public speaking skills. 
 Learning how to create a persuasive argument. 
 When you have to argue against your personal view you realise that there are two 

sides to the argument. 

More: 
Debate is a method of education, focusing on intellectual contest with specific rules for a 
stronger argument. We consider debating to be one of the most effective tools for 
disseminating and teaching democratic values as the central issues are comprehensive 
argument, tolerance towards different worldviews, and skilful self-expression. Combining 
all three in a good debate provides us the opportunity to analyze the controversial topics 
of our society, without using manipulation to attract attention. Debates do not look for “the 
one true answer” to controversial issues, but rather seek to find all sorts of arguments 
and views on different sides. 
Nowadays debate is generally seen as a pithy argument that emphasises argumentative 
reasoning opposed to demagogy. However Estonian Debating Society acts in a narrower 
field which can be defined through three elements: 

• Debate is a formal contest of argumentation according to specific rules. 
• Motion that is debated has been provided and the sides are drawn. 
•     Debate ends with a decision made by an impartial judge. 
 

 

https://virtualspeech.com/blog/what-are-the-benefits-of-public-speaking


Debate is a formal contest which follows specific rules: 
 

 
General rules determine how many teams participate in a debate, how many members 
are in a team, in which order do the debaters speak and how long are the speeches, also 
whether questions can be asked and other relevant procedures that have to be followed 
during a debate. 
There are a lot of different debate formats in the world, all of them have a different set of 
rules, however the main goal behind them is to grant an equal opportunity for both 
teams, to present their case. 
 

 
 
 

Debate progression: 

 

Speakers may be interrupted in two ways:  

 by a Point of Information (PoI), made by standing up with one’s hand on one’s 
head or one’s hand outstretched – the speaker may or may not choose to accept 
the Point of Information, but is obliged to accept at least one and expected to 
accept two during his or her speech. Acceptance or refusal of a POI should be 
made clear, either verbally or through a gesture. POIs are included in the timing of 
the speech. They are used by the opposite team to throw the speaker off balance 
and highlight the weaknesses in his or her argumentation. POIs are short, concise 
and usually open-ended questions. When accepting a POI, the speaker should 
seize the opportunity to dismiss the point as incorrect and irrelevant. 

 by a Point of Order (PoO), made directly to the chairman who must accept it. It 
concerns the running or the procedure of the debate and is not included in the 
timing of the speech. A Point of Order may only come from the ten speakers 
participating in the debate. 

Use of props is discouraged. 

 

 



Debate structure 

 

There are multiple formats a debate can follow, this is a basic debate structure: 

 A topic is chosen for each debate - this is called a resolution or motion. It can be a 
statement, policy or idea. The motion is usually a policy which changes the current 
state of affairs or a statement which is either truth or false. The motion typically starts 
with "This House..." 

 There are two teams of three speakers: 
o The Affirmative team support the statement 
o The Negative team oppose the statement 

 Sometimes you will be asked to take a position in the debate but in other debates you 
will be allocated your position. 

 Teams are provided with time to prepare - usually one hour 
 Each speaker presents for a set amount of time 
 Speakers alternate between the teams, usually a speaker in the Affirmative team 

starts, followed by a Negative speaker, then the second Affirmative speaker presents, 
followed by the second Negative speaker etc. 

 The debate is then judged. 
 There may be an audience present but they are not involved in the debate 

Once you have learned how to debate in one format you can easily switch to another.  

 

 

Roles of the speakers 

 

Each speaker must typically do the following: 

First Affirmative 

 Contextualise the debate - clearly set out your team's interpretation of the topic and 
the significant issues they disagree with. 

 Provide definitions if necessary. 
 Outline the team line and the team split - this is where you outline your team's case 

and summarise the way your arguments have been divided between your speakers. 
 Provide 2-3 arguments supporting the motion. 



First Negative 

 Re-contextualise the debate and resolve any definitional issues - if you have 
disagreements with the definition given by the Affirmative these must be handled 
immediately. If you want to challenge the definition then you must prove that you have 
the most appropriate definition. There are three main steps in a definitional challenge: 

1. Clearly state your definition 
2. Provide your arguments as to why this is the superior definition 
3. Rebut the Affirmative's arguments supporting their definition 

 Outline a team line and team split. 
 Rebut the arguments made by the First Affirmative. 
 Deliver 2-3 arguments against the motion. 

Debating is an important skill in many aspects of life, from winning political seats, to 
negotiating new contracts, to personal development. 

Second Affirmative 

 If needed, resolve any definitional issues. 
 Rebut the First Negative's arguments. 
 Deliver 2-3 arguments supporting the motion. 

Second Negative 

 If needed, resolve any definitional issues. 
 Rebut the arguments made by the Affirmative team up to this point, with a focus on 

the Second Affirmative's arguments. 
 Deliver 2-3 arguments against the motion. 

Third Affirmative 

 Rebut specific issues raised by Second Negative and defend any other important 
attacks on your team's case. 

 Conclude your speech with a brief summary (1-2 minutes) of your team's case. You 
should include the key issues which you and the Negative team disagreed on during 
this. 

 You can introduce new material but this is interpreted as poor team planning. 

Third Negative 

 This is the same structure as the Third Affirmative. 



There are many variations of the three against three debate, a commonly known one is Points 
of Information. This is used a lot in university debates. During a speech the opposition is 
allowed to ask a question or make a point. 

They stand up and say "point of information" or "on that point" etc. The speaker can choose to 
accept or reject the point. If accepted, the point of information can last around 15 seconds and 
the speaker can ask for it to stop at any time. (It is explained furtherly^^^) 

 

 

Debate definitions 

 

Younger debaters tend to waste time defining terms so you must first decide whether you 
need to define a term. Ask yourself: will my speech be confusing if I don't define this term? 
Could the opposition misinterpret what I mean without a definition? For example, the motion 
could be "we should ban plastic straws". It's clear what "plastic straws" are but what does 
"ban" mean? 

 

 

 

Two factors which determine the definition of the debate: 

 

1. Context - what is happening in the area that relates to this issue? For example, maybe the 
government of a country is debating banning smoking in public buildings and you decide to 
define the term "passive smoking" during the debate. If a significant event related to the topic 
has occurred then it should be the focus of the debate, for instance, a shocking report may 
have recently been revealed in the media showing the widespread effects of second-hand 
smoking. 

2. Spirit of the motion - topics are chosen for a reason so what sort of debate was imagined 
when the topic was chosen? Looking at the spirit of the motion will ensure that you pick a 
definition that will produce a well-balanced and important debate. 

http://www.monashdebaters.com/downloads/Tim%20Sonnreich's%20Guide.pdf


If the topic is vague then you will have more choice of definitions. You have a duty to pick a 
clear definition and one that will create a good debate. If not, this may cause a definitional 
challenge which will ruin the debate and frustrate the judges. 

For example, the topic may be "we spend too much money on the stars". Stars can refer to 
celebrities or astronomy so you need to choose a definition. 

1. Look at the context and see if there has been a recent significant event related to 
either topics - the media is the best place to look. 

2. Then apply second test - which definition will lead to the best debate, which will be 
more interesting and debatable? 

If one answer passes both tests then that's your definition. If they tie then either is a good 
definition. 

When providing your definition explain the context used to form the definition. This is 
important because your understanding of the context may be different from others due to 
various factors, such as, religion, culture, gender etc. 

 

 

Basic argument structure: 

 

There are various ways of dividing up cases according to groups of arguments, such as, 
social/economic/political etc. You could assign each speaker to handle a group. 

Place the most important arguments first, for example, "The media has more influence on 
self-esteem than anybody else. This is true for three reasons. Firstly (most important 
argument)… Secondly…, Thirdly (least important argument)..." 

To structure an argument follow these steps: 

1. Claim - present your argument in a clear statement. This claim is one reason why 
you're in favour of/against the motion. 

2. Evidence - the evidence supporting your claim, such as, statistics, references, quotes, 
analogies etc. 

3. Impact - explain the significance of the evidence - how does this support your claim? 

 



Rebuttal 

 

Arguments are weakest at the evidence stage as it's easy to argue against, for example, the 
evidence may consist of isolated examples or there may be counter evidence. But it's not a 
good technique because the opposition can provide more evidence or rebut your criticisms. 

It's difficult to rebut claims because they are usually reasonable but if you can attack a claim 
then that speaker's whole argument falls apart. So if you think a claim is vulnerable then rebut 
it but you will need a strong explanation to show why it doesn't matter. 

 
 

 

There are common flaws you can look for to form a rebuttal: 

 

1. False dichotomy - this is where the speaker is trying to falsely divide the debate into two 
sides even though there are more alternatives than they state. It's likely the speaker is doing 
this on purpose but in some cases they do not understand the debate. 

2. Assertion - this is when a speaker presents a statement which isn't actually an argument 
because there is no reason to believe that the statement is valid. It may just be an 
assumption. You can point out that there has not been enough examination to prove this 
validity and then give a reason why the assertion is (probably) not valid. 

3. Morally flawed - arguments can be morally flawed, for example, "All criminals given a 
prison sentence should be given the death penalty instead, this will save the country money 
and space." What has been argued is true but it's clearly morally flawed. 

4. Correlation rather than causation - a speaker may suggest a link between two events 
and suggest one led to the other. But the speaker may not explain how one caused the other 
event which can make an argument invalid. 

5. Failure to deliver promises - sometimes a speaker might fail to complete a task they 
promised to deliver. For instance, they may state that they will provide evidence supporting a 
certain claim but they may lose track of what they have said and not actually do this. 

6. Straw man - the opposing team introduces an argument and then rebuts it. They may use 
an extreme example of your proposal or perhaps they were hoping that you would make this 
argument. 



7. Contradiction - an argument the other team presents may contradict one of their previous 
arguments. You must point out that the arguments cannot be true simultaneously and then 
explain how this reduces their case's credibility. 

8. Compare the conclusion to reality - think "what would happen if what they (the other 
team) are suggesting is implemented right now?" This usually shows that it's more 
complicated than they have suggested and the changes can cause secondary problems. 

 

 

 

Scoring 

 

Judges generally score the speakers looking at this criteria: 

1. Content / Matter - What the debaters say, their arguments and evidence, the 
relevance of their arguments. 

2. Style / Manner - How the debaters speak, including the language and tone used. 
3. Strategy / Method - The structure of the speech, the clarity and responding to other's 

arguments. 

 

 

Important skills for debating 
 
 

To meet the judges criteria you will have to develop certain skills, consider the following: 

 You points must be relevant to the topic. 
 Provide evidence whenever you can and not your personal opinion. 
 You must put aside your personal views and remain objective when you debate so 

your argument remains logical. You can be passionate about a topic but interest can 
turn into aggression and passion can turn into upset. 

 Consider the audience's attention span - make it interesting, for example, don't just 
present lots of complicated statistics. 

 Use rhetoric to persuade - consider using the three pillars of rhetoric: 
o Ethos - the ethical appeal 



o Pathos - the emotional appeal 
o Logos - the logical appeal 

 Use notes but keep them brief and well organised. Use a different piece of paper for 
rebuttals. 

 Similar to looking at conclusions to create rebuttals, think comparatively by asking 
yourself "How does my plan compare to what's happening now/what would happen in 
the world if the other team won?" You can win the debate if you can make 
comparative claims about why your arguments matter more than the other team. 

 Only tell jokes if you're naturally good at it otherwise this can backfire. 
 Flexibility is important because you might get allocated the side of the argument you 

don't agree with. You'll have to work hard to overcome your views. Also use this 
insight to think of the potential arguments you might make and then plan for counter 
arguments. 

Voice 

 Speak clearly and concisely. 
 You must talk fast enough to have the time to deliver your speech but slow enough so 

you can be understood. 
 Project your voice to the back of the room. 
 Incorporate dramatic pauses. 
 Emphasise important words and vary your tone appropriately. 

Confidence 

 Have a relaxed pose and posture. 
 Avoid filler words. 
 Know your material. 
 Emphasise using gestures and avoid nervous gestures. 
 Maintain eye contact with the audience. 

Language 

 Keep your language simple to avoid confusion. 
 Refer to the opposite side as: "My opponent". 
 When making a rebuttal say: "My opponent said..., however..." 
 Don't exaggerate - avoid the words "never" or "always" etc. 
 Avoid saying that a speaker "is wrong", instead say that "your idea is mistaken". 

What to avoid 

 Falsifying, making up or altering evidence. 
 Publicly disagreeing with the judges' decision. 



 Attacking a speaker rather than an idea. 
 Acting aggressively or offensively towards debaters, judges, audience etc. 
 Interrupting other debaters as this can suggest that your argument isn't very strong. 
 Disagreeing with facts or obvious truths. 

 

Styles 

 

 Paris V debating style 

In the Paris V debating style, five speakers from the Government and five speakers from 
the Opposition speak consecutively for 6 minutes each. The debate starts with the first 
speaker of the Government, then the first speaker of the Opposition and so forth. 

The 1st and the 6th minutes of the speech are protected time: no POI may be asked. 
Between the beginning of the 2nd and the end of the 5th minute, the speaker may be 
interrupted by POIs from the opposite side. 

The five speakers of each team may speak quietly among themselves during the debate 
but must not disturb thespeaker. The coach is not allowed to communicate with his/her 
team during the debate. 

   

Team Policy Debate 
 

Team policy debate is the oldest, and still probably the most popular, format of debate 

practiced in American high schools.  The proposition side is called the Affirmative or Aff, 

and the opposition side is called the Negative or Neg.  Each side is a team composed of 

two debaters, so that there are four people participating in the debate (not including the 

judge and audience). 

Format.  A round of team policy debate consists of eight speeches.  The first four 
speeches are called constructive speeches, because the teams are perceived as laying 
out their most important arguments during these speeches.  The last four speeches are 



called rebuttals, because the teams are expected to extend and apply arguments that 
have already been made, rather than make new arguments.   

Here is a table of the eight speeches and their time limits:    
  

Speech: 1AC 1NC 2AC 2NC 1NR 1AR 2NR 2AR 

Time: 8 min. 8 min. 8 min. 8 min. 4 min. 4 min. 4 min. 4 min. 

(A stands for Affirmative, N for Negative, C for Constructive, R for Rebuttal.) 

Two things are of interest in this structure.  First, the affirmative team both begins and 
ends the debate.  Second, the negative team has two speeches in a row:  the first 
negative rebuttal (1NR) immediately follows the second negative constructive (2NC).  
(Why?  Well, because it's always been done that way.) 

In general, the members of each team alternate giving speeches, so that the same 
person gives both the 1AC and the 1AR, the same person gives the 2NC and the 2NR, 
etc.  Occasionally, the rules will allow a change in this format.  For example, affirmative 
teams will sometimes go "inside-outside" so that one person (usually the weaker 
member) gives the 1AC and the 2AR, while the other (stronger) debater gives the 2AC 
and the 1AR. 

Usually, there is a 3-minute cross-examination period after each of the first four 
(constructive) speeches.  The person who does the cross-examining is the person who 
will not be giving the next speech for his side.  For instance, the person who will give the 
2NC will cross-examine after the 1AC.  (An exception to this rule is made when the 
affirmative team goes "inside-outside.")  When team policy debate is done without cross-
examination periods, the speech times are often extended to 10 minutes for 
constructives and 5 minutes for rebuttals. 

Resolutions.  Resolutions in team policy debate are always of a policy nature, usually 
governmental policy.  The affirmative team almost always defends the resolution by 
means of a particular example, known as a "case"; if they can show the example (case) 
to be true, then the general proposition is also shown to be true.  For instance, the first 
resolution I ever encountered in team policy debate was, "The federal government should 
adopt a comprehensive, long-term agricultural policy in the United States."  Some typical 
cases teams ran under this resolution were:  that the government should institute a 
program restricting the use of pesticides; that the government should institute a program 
to insure genetic diversity of crops; that the government should institute a program 
requiring farmers to switch from land-farming to hydroponics (i.e., growing food in great 



big tanks of water); that the government should abolish crop subsidies and price 
supports; etc. 

Style.  Team policy debate is focused on evidence gathering and organizational ability.  
Persuasiveness is not considered important -- or at least, not as important as covering 
ground and reading plenty of evidence.  The best teams have huge fileboxes packed to 
the gills with evidence on their own affirmative case and all the possible cases they might 
have to oppose.  If you ever walk into a high-level team debate round, expect to see 
debaters talking at extremely high speeds, reading out the contents of page after page of 
evidence, gasping for breath between points, and using lots of jargon ("I cite Jorgenson, 
Jorgenson post-dates Bronstein, that kills PMR 4, flow that Aff!").  There is very little 
discussion of values such as freedom, justice, equality, etc.; usually, the ultimate criterion 
on any issue is how many dead bodies will result from taking or not taking a particular 
action.  This form of debate can be fun, it encourages good research and organizational 
skills, and it is good for getting novice debaters used to speaking in front of people.  But if 
you want to learn how to speak persuasively, this form of debate is not for you. 

 

Lincoln-Douglas Debate 
 

Lincoln-Douglas (or L-D) debate began as a reaction to the excesses of team policy 

debate in high school.  The idea was to have a debate focused on discussing the merits 

of competing ethical values in a persuasive manner.  The famed debates between 

senatorial candidates Abraham Lincoln and Stephen A. Douglas in the 1850s inspired 

the name and format for this style of debate.  L-D is a one-on-one debate, and as in team 

policy debate, the proposition and opposition teams are called the Affirmative (or Aff) and 

the Negative (or Neg), respectively.Format.  A round of L-D debate consists of five 

speeches and two cross-examination periods.  The speeches and their times are as 

follows:  

    

Speech: 
Affirmative 

Constructive 

Cross-

Ex of 

Aff by 

Neg 

Negative 

Constructive 

Cross-

Ex of 

Neg by 

Aff 

Affirmative 

Rebuttal 

Negative 

Rebuttal 

Affirmative 

Rejoinder 

Time: 6 min. 3 min. 7 min. 3 min. 4 min. 6 min. 3 min. 



Notice that the Affirmative has more speeches than the Negative, but both have the 
same total speaking time (13 minutes). 

Resolutions.  Resolutions in L-D debate are usually stated as propositions of value.  
Although the propositions are sometimes related to issues of policy, this is not always the 
case.  Typical resolutions include:  "The spirit of the law ought to take precedence over 
the letter of the law to enhance justice," "Cooperation is superior to competition," "Violent 
revolution is a just response to oppression," etc.  Unlike in team debate, the debaters are 
expected to debate the resolution as a whole, not just a particular example. 

Style.  Back when I did L-D debate (more than ten years ago now), it was true to its 
original mission of restoring persuasion and values to high school debate.  Evidence was 
considered important, but it was not the be-all-and-end-all that it is in team policy 
debate.  The emphasis was on speaking clearly, logically, and fluently.  Unfortunately, I 
have heard rumors that the bad habits of team policy debate have crept into L-D, and 
that high-speed reading of large quantities of evidence is now the norm on some debate 
circuits. 

 

NDT Debate 
 

NDT stands for National Debate Tournament.  This is the oldest, and probably most 

popular, form of debate at the college level.  I never did this kind of debate, so I will keep 

my description short:  NDT is just like the team policy debate of high school, except more 

so.  My understanding is that the format is exactly the same as in team policy debate (4 

constructive speeches, 4 rebuttals, 4 cross-examination periods, etc.).  And the style is 

also the same:  huges quantities of evidence read at high velocity, with little pretense of 

persuasion. 

 

CEDA Debate 
 

CEDA stands for Cross-Examination Debate Assocation.  This is a newer form of 

college-level debate than NDT, and it was born as a reaction to NDT in the same way 

that Lincoln-Douglas debate was born as a reaction to team policy debate.  CEDA is a 

two-on-two debate, with a structure very similar to that of NDT and team policy debate.  

The difference is in the style of resolution; while NDT resolutions are policy-oriented, this 



is not always the case in CEDA.  In addition, CEDA was intended to be a values-driven 

debate. 

By the time I reached college, however, CEDA debate had already succumbed to the 
pressure to be like NDT.  The CEDA debates I observed involved high-speed recitations 
of vast amounts of evidence -- although, to CEDA's credit, these tendencies were not so 
extreme as in NDT.  Still, it was bad enough to drive me away. 

By the way, in case you've seen that movie "Listen to Me," starring Kirk Cameron:  CEDA 
is the form of debate they were doing in that movie.  Of course, they were doing it more 
persuasively in the movie than they do in real life.  (Did I like the movie?  It was okay.  I 
gave it two stars out of a possible four.  The arrogant blowhard attitude exhibited by 
some of the debaters was totally accurate.  But the choice of debate topic in the movie -- 
abortion -- was totally unrealistic, because the creators of resolutions generally try to 
avoid issues that are so divisive that judges cannot be expected to judge debate rounds 
objectively.  And then there's the fact that they won that final debate round on the basis 
of new arguments in rebuttals -- something completely against the rules in all forms of 
debate.) 

 

British Parliamentary debating 

British Parliamentary debating is a popular form of debating so we will briefly explain it: There 
are four teams made up of two speakers each. Two teams are on the government's side and 
the other two teams are the opposition but all the teams are trying to win rather than one side. 
The motion is given 15 minutes before the debate begins and teams are assigned to positions 
randomly. They alternate their speeches, with the government's side starting. Speeches are 
usually 5-7 minutes. 

The first two speakers on the government side are called the "opening government" and the 
first two speakers on the opposition's side are called the "opening opposition". The last two 
speakers on the government's and opposition's side are called the "closing government" and 
"closing opposition" correspondingly. 

The speakers' roles in the opening half of the debate are similar to the roles of the first and 
second speakers in the three against three debate described previously. The only difference 
is that the second opening government and second opening opposition speakers include 
summaries at the end of their speeches - this is because they will also be competing with the 
teams in the closing half of the debate. 
The closing government and closing opposition aim to move the debate on but not contradict 
their side's opening team. As well as rebuttal, the majority of the third speaker's time consists 
of presenting either: new material, new arguments, a new analysis from a different 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/British_Parliamentary_Style


perspective or extending previously presented arguments. This is called an "extension" which 
must be something that sets their team apart and makes them unique. 

The last two speeches of the closing teams are summary speeches - they summarise the 
debate and disagreements between the team. Their most important goal is to explain why 
their side has won the debate. They are not allowed to present new arguments but they can 
present new evidence and rebuttal. 

During the speeches points of information are offered regularly. Speakers should only accept 
a maximum of two points of information. The first and last minute is protected time where 
points of information cannot be offered. 

Rather than a side trying to win, all the teams are trying to win - this allows different 
perspectives to be explored. The teams are then ranked 1st to 4th in the debate. 

 

 

Debate topics 

 

Almost anything can be debated, here are some popular topics - these have been written as 
questions but they can be easily adapted into statements: 

 Is animal experimentation justified? 
 Should we legalise the possession of cannabis for medicinal use? 
 Should we recognise Bitcoin as a legal currency? 
 Is torture acceptable when used for national security? 
 Should mobile phones be banned until a certain age? 
 Does technology make us more lonely? 
 Should guns be banned in the U.S.? 
 Should we make internet companies liable for illegal content shared on their 

platforms? 
 Will posting students’ grades publicly motivate them to perform better? 
 Should animals be used for scientific testing? 
 Do violent video games make people more violent? 
 Should the death penalty be stopped completely? 
 Should smoking in public places be completely banned? 
 Should doping be allowed in professional sports? 
 Should all zoos be closed? 
 Should consumers must take responsibility for the plastic waste crisis? 



 Is euthanasia justified? 
 Is the boarding school system beneficial to children? 

 

 

Debate topics for children 

 

If you're trying to think of debate topics for a classroom, consider the following: 

 Should mobile phones be allowed at school? 
 Is global warming a problem? 
 Should violent video games be banned? 
 Is school detention beneficial? 
 Are celebrities good role models? 
 Does social networking have a beneficial effect on society? 
 Are single sex schools more effective than co-ed schools? 
 Do celebrities get away with more crime than non-celebrities? 
 Is cloning animals ethical? 
 Are humans to blame for certain animal extinctions? 

 

  

 

Debating societies 

If you're interested in debating consider searching for a society or debating events near you: 

 Most universities have a debating society and their webpages usually contain lots of 
useful information and tips. 

 Toastmasters 
 Use Meetup to find debates close to you 

Resources (and for more and detailed information): 

 http://www.csun.edu/~dgw61315/debformats.html 

https://www.toastmasters.org/find-a-club
https://www.meetup.com/
http://www.csun.edu/~dgw61315/debformats.html


 http://www.frenchdebatingassociation.fr/debating-rules 

 http://www.debate.ee/what-is-debate/what-is-debate 

 https://virtualspeech.com/blog/guide-to-debating 

 http://www.debatingmatters.com/getinvolved/debatetimingandstructure/ 

 http://www.riudl.org/debate-tips-tricks/  
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