Value Debate – Affirmative Case
The development of a clear, effective and strategic affirmative case is especially important because it provides focus and structure to the debate. The affirmative case should adequately represent the team’s position and prove the resolution to be true. In doing this, the affirmative meets their burden of proof by presenting a prima facie case. 
Prima Facie
In order to meet their burden of proof, the affirmative needs to provide a case that, on its face, proves the resolution completely. A prima facie case is a case that “at first glace“ may be said to offer complete support for a resolution. For example, if an affirmative wanted to support the resolution that “freedom of the press is more important than the right to privacy“ it would not be enough to simply show that freedom of the press is important. The case would not be prima facie until the affirmative compared the value of the free press to the value of privacy, and showed that the right to a free press was most important. To provide a prima facie case, the affirmative must first interpret the resolution and then justify it.
Providing an Interpretation: The Definitions
The resolution, like any sentence, can be interpreted in a number of different ways. In a debate, it is essential that both sides share a clear understanding of what the resolution means. For example, if the affirmative defends “democracy“ defined as “a representative government,“ while the negative attacks “democracy“ defined as “an attitude of openness toward all ideas“ then the two sides are not engaged in a debate because they are not focusing on the same thing. For this reason offering clear interpretations of all questionable terms is a vital part of good debate.
As the first speech in the debate the affirmative has the opportunity to establish their interpretation first. They do this by defining key terms in the resolution. 
Definitions should be: 
*Clear. Defining in no uncertain terms how the affirmative will use each word. It does not help, for example, to simply replace one troublesome word with another such as “freedom“ for “liberty“.
* Reasonable. A term should be easy for people to understand. A rare interpretation of a word like the term “society” defined as a group of people forming a community, or alternately as the wealthy dominant class. To choose an obscure interpretation and provide an opportunity for your opponent to successfully challenge your interpretation.
* Strategic. When the affirmative defines, they are also creating an obligation for them to prove the resolution as they have defined it. If an affirmative were defending the notion of “liberty“ then it probably would not be the best choice for them to define it as “absolute freedom to do whatever one chooses.“ Why? Because in using that definition they have created an enormous task for themselves.
When providing definitions, it is helpful to present them immediately after the resolution. The definitions can be introduced with a simple transition such as, “To better understand the affirmative position we would like to define the terms of the resolution.“
Once the affirmative has provided an interpretation, the negative must either agree to that interpretation or show why the affirmative‘s interpretation is not reasonable and provide an interpretation of their own. We will discuss this in more detail in the negative strategies chapter. 
Providing a Justification
The affirmative must show reasons to adopt the resolution. In other words they must give a justification for agreeing with the resolution. To provide justification the affirmative should start by asking, 
* Why do we agree with the resolution?
* What are the strongest arguments that can be made in support of the resolution?
* What are the main issues, or questions, which are created by the resolution?
* What are the main problem areas or examples that fall within the resolution?
* What are the main arguments of the negative likely to be? 
In answering these questions, the affirmative moves toward the creation of a clear and strategic case. The affirmative has the burden to prove the resolution is true. They do this by presenting a prima facie case that alone supports the resolution. What constitutes a prima facie case varies from policy to non-policy. These differences will be discussed later in the chapter but for now lets look at the basics for any case style. Regardless of the case style there are several features that create the structure and cohesion of a case. 
Burden of Proof: Debate Basics
Introductions
The first thing that you need to get from any audience is their attention. The introduction to a good debate case should then captivate and introduce the resolution. You can gain attention by reading a strong quotation, using a surprising statistic, or employing a dramatic example or analogy. Here’s a resolution to illustrate our point. “Resolved: that the goal of protecting the earth‘s natural resources is more important than the goal of promoting international economic development”. The following is an excellent example of ways to use powerful facts to introduce your case and gain the audience‘s attention. Note: In a non-policy case, the criterion and its justification would immediately follow. (See non-policy sample case for a clear illustration.)
“Harvard biologist Edward O. Wilson estimates that, at a minimum, 50,000 invertebrate species per year, nearly 140 each day are condemned to extinction by the destruction of their tropical rain forest habitat.“ This means that during this round, roughly twelve species will be lost to the world, forever. It is time for us to place our priorities on protecting the fragile environment, even at the cost of loosening our attachment to economic development. (John Ryan - Conserving Biological Diversity, “State of the World“, 1992: p. 9)
The Contention
Contentions are a series of arguments organized to prove the resolution. A well-written contention will include arguments which:
* Provide examples illustrating the truth of the resolution.
* Combine original reasoning with quotes from recognized experts in the field.
* Relate its claims back to the resolution.
* Employ clear organization so that a number and letter identify each argument.
To illustrate the function of contentions let’s use the following resolution.
“Resolved: that United Nations fails to promote international peace.”
Contention I: United Nations Peacekeeping troops lack the authority to take action.
A.     The existence of multiple authorities often prevents peacekeeping troops from acting.
B.     Complicated “rules of engagement“ often prevent peacekeepers from taking action.
C.     The example of Somalia reveals the consequences of a failure to act decisively.
Contention II: United Nations peacekeepers often become a target for hostile forces.
A.     The international composition of peacekeeping forces makes them a tempting target for terrorists.
B.     The example of the bombing of the U.S. Marine Barracks in Lebanon shows how peacekeepers can be a target for violence.
Contention III: United Nations peacekeeping often helps the aggressor in a war.
A.     Peacekeepers allow one side to keep the gains in territory that they made through war.
B.     The example of peacekeepers in the Golan Heights demonstrates how territorial gains can be locked into place by peacekeepers.
Each of these points are individual arguments which would of course be supported by evidence. As we will learn, the evidence may be facts, statistics, or quotations from authorities. Combined with evidence and reasoning the contentions would help meet the affirmative’s burden of proof. 
Transitions
Remember, the affirmative case is a persuasive speech and as such should be written so that it can be easily read. The case should be easy to understand and should move easily from one point to the next. Good transitions will make it much easier for the judge to understand your arguments and how they relate to each other. When you are using transitions, remember to focus on the logical relationship between the two points, for example:
Now that we know that the rain forests are threatened, we have to ask ourselves what action can be taken to ensure that this precious resource will not be lost. Fortunately, there are steps that we can take. In subpoint "C" we present....
Conclusions
In the conclusion, you will want to summarize your case and direct attention back to the resolution. Since the conclusion is the last thing the judge will hear in the speech, you want it to be powerful, but brief. To conclude the case mentioned above, a debater might say the following:
As we continue this debate, and weigh the advantages and the disadvantages of environmental protection, we urge you to remember the roughly twelve species who will be ending their journey on the planet in the next two hours. Ultimately this is a debate about their fate. Ultimately this is a debate about ours.
As we mentioned, the specifics of a prima facie case will vary depending on the type of resolution being debated. A non-policy (fact or value) resolution requires the affirmative to show that a specific factual conclusion or evaluation ought to be upheld. A policy resolution on the other hand will require the affirmative to show that some problem in the existing system needs to be solved through the adoption of a policy change. Let’s take a look at how these differences evolve as we develop each case style.
A non-policy case seeks to justify the conclusion that either a particular fact (television causes violence) or a particular evaluation (The United Nations is ineffective) is correct. In both cases making such a judgment requires first, the creation of a standard or ultimate goal and second, the application of that goal to the situation. The standard or goal is called the “criterion“ (“criteria“ if plural).
Building a Case
The Criterion
In true non-policy resolutions, the criterion can be thought of as a tool used when making some a sort of judgment. The criterion can be understood in two different ways: as a standard and as a goal.
Criterion as a standard. Suppose that we wanted to determine whether a particular mineral was hard or soft. We would need a criterion for what we meant by “hard.“ One test that we could use would be whether or not the mineral being tested could scratch glass or not. The ability to scratch glass, then, would be a simple criterion for the hardness of the mineral. Here is an example of a criterion as a standard for a resolution:    
Resolved: that television causes violence.
Criterion (Standard): Copied behaviors, if people are acting out the same violent behaviors displayed on television, then we can say that television has had an instructional effect and therefore caused the violence. 
Criterion as a goal. Aside from being a standard, the criterion can also be thought of as the ultimate goal or value that the affirmative is upholding. In this sense, the criterion is not just a tool for evaluation but rather a goal for the case to work toward. As a goal, the criterion will always be a positive value (equality, life, etc.). Here is an example of a criterion as a goal used in a resolution of value:
Resolved: that the United Nations is ineffective.
Criterion (Goal): The promotion of international peace.
Promoting international peace will benefit countries throughout the world both economically and culturally. Because peace would have such a profound impact on our world, the promotion of this peace must be our goal. 
Within the Karl Popper debate format, the criterion has been considered more synonymous with a goal rather than a standard. A criterion as goal clearly identifies what value the affirmative team is supporting and establishes a goal that the affirmative works to achieve giving context to the round. In application the criterion will also function as a standard since it is used as a tool for evaluating whether or not the resolution has been proven true.
In either case, using criterion focuses the debate on the important issues thereby establishing a goal for the round, and making clear to the judge exactly what the affirmative must prove in order to win the debate. When developing a criterion, keep in mind that it should be:
* Attainable - It should be possible for the affirmative to prove the resolution according to the criterion. If an affirmative was trying to prove that improving the environment was more important that promoting economic growth, it would not be wise for them to establish the criterion of “a world without pollution“ since that is probably not attainable.
* Concrete - A vague criterion provides little direction for the case and makes it difficult for the judge to determine if your case worked. A criterion such as “quality of life,” although definitely a strong value to uphold doesn't provide the clarity that perhaps “secure employment” or “strong education” would. 
* Relevant - The criterion serves as a link between the affirmative case and the resolution. It should focus attention on an evaluation of the resolution and should not bring the focus away from the resolution by introducing unrelated issues. 
* Desirable - The affirmative is advocating its criterion, thus the goal should be phrased in a positive light. The affirmative should not simply assume that “secure employment“ is universally good. In introducing “secure employment“ as their criterion they should take a moment to give the judge a reason to believe that this should be the goal of the case. 
In addressing all of these goals, the effective affirmative team is able to provide the judge with good reasons why their criterion ought to be the goal for the debate. A wise affirmative will turn to the opinions of political scientists, philosophers, and other theorists in order to defend their criterion and will also use their own reasoning, comparisons, and analogies.
Contentions: the Bridge to the criterion
As we discussed earlier, contentions are a series of arguments organized to prove the resolution. In non-policy debate they serve a special function of showing how the affirmative will meet their criterion. In other words once the affirmative has established and justified their criterion, they then have the responsibility of developing contentions that meet this criterion. In this sense the contentions can be thought of as the bridge necessary to meet the criterion.
In summary a NON-POLICY CASE should:
Introduce the case - with a persuasive opening and present the resolution.
Establish and justify the criterion.
Define key terms of the resolution.
Offer organized contentions that meet the criterion and prove the resolution.
Conclude the case.
(Edited from http://sophia.jpte.hu/disputa/egyebek/handbook/chapter_six.htm ).

