Counterfactual Debates

There are two general types of debates: normative
(model) debates, and empirical (test) debates. For
example, “That we should invade New Zealand” is a
model debate, whereas “That dogs are better pets
than cats” is an empirical debate. A counterfactual
debate is a special type of empirical debate which
contains the phrase “we regret” or “we prefer”.

The best way to interpret a counterfactual debate is
“That the world would be better if some event had not
occurred.”
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Counterfactual Debates

When trying to convince someone that the world

would be better if some event never happened,

there are generally three main things that you

must do:

1.Explain what the world would look like if the
event had never happened

2.Compare this world to the world we currently
live in

3.Demonstrate that the world in which the event
never happened is better than the world which

we’re currently living in
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Counterfactual Debates

Both teams should propose a counterfactual, and it
must be proposed by the first speaker on each team.
Whereas in a model debate, both teams have “fiat,”
that is, the right to exactly define the policy being
debated and the general assumption that whatever
policy they propose is feasible, in a counterfactual
debate, neither team has fiat. Therefore, when
proposing their counterfactuals, both teams must use
clear and logical reasoning about causation to justify
that their counterfactual is a likely outcome had the
event in question not occurred.

Ultimately, a counterfactual debate is about comparing two
worlds, one being the status quo, that is, the world in which we
currently live, and the other being the counterfactual, an
alternate world which is different to the status quo because
some historical event has changed. Both teams compare these
two worlds and argue over which is the better world to live in.
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