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CDE Debate and Extemp Camps.
The Best in the Nation.

More rounds, More classes, More success, Guaranteed.

* In 1990 became the first U.S. debaters to win the World College Debate Championship.
* In 1991 CDE graduates won two events at Nationals plus second and fourth place trophies.

* In 1993 CDE graduates won three events at Nationals plus two second places
and two third place trophies.

* In 1994 CDE graduates were the first U.S. team to ever win the
World High School Debate Championships. And at N.F.L. Nationals
5 of the 12 Lincoln Douglas finalists were CDE graduates!

In 1995 CDE graduates won three National Championships.

In 1996 CDE graduates took second in L.D. Nationals, won three
National Extemp Championships, and second in debate nationals.

This year YOU are invited to join us.

Lincoln Douglas and Extemp Camps: July 1-July 15, 1999. $1,125.
(Held at Northern Arizona Univ. in Flagstaff).

Team Debate Camp: July 18-August 8, 1999. $1,125.
(Held at the University of Utah, Salt Lake City).

Costs include tuition, room, meals, free tourist day, 1,500 debate blocks or 400 articles,
24 critiqued practice rounds. Acceptance guaranteed or money refunded.
Alumni get 10% price reduction, commuters charged 40% less.

Both camps will be headed by WILLIAM
H. BENNETT, the former national de-
bate champion, author of over 50 texts
and books, and coach of 9 national
champions and championship debate
teams.

Teacher-student ratio is guaranteed to
be 8-1 orlower. Class actions are moni-
tored.

Each camp is limited to the first 60
applicants. An $85 application fee must
accompany entry. Check or credit card

accepted.
P — —
Mail to: CDE, P.0. Box Z, Taos, N.M. 87571
Phone: (505) 751-0514 Fax: (505) 751-9788
REEE
VISA® [d Team Debate o

[ Lincoln Douglas

[ Foreign Extemp
MasterCar
4 [ Domestic Extemp

[J Generic Extemp Phone #

%ﬂlha\fe enclosed my $85 application check (or CC # and expiration). Send me my full packet today.

Mailing Address




Nationally successful humorous interpretation requires the knowledge in this book. Robert
Nordyke of Kansas gives you a book with cutting lists, pragmatism, strategy, and the tips that
separate finalists from champions.

Chapters: {1)Nature of The Event, (2)Pre-Planning, (3)Analyzing the Script, (4)Struchur-
ing the Cutting, (5)Splicing and Continuity, (6)lntroducing the Piece, (7)Performance, (8)To The
Competitive Level, (9)4 appendices and check-lists.

THE CRUCIAL COACHING

$24.00 for HUMOROUS INTERPRETATION: THE TEXT.
TEXT AND TOOL

é
FOR DRAMATIC INTERPRETATION

A beautiful book full of insight, knowledge, and guidance. One of America’s premiere theatre and
coaching ligures shares the essentials and leaming and winning.

DRAMATIC

and Poetic

INTERPRETATION

Sections include:
* History and Purpose
* Rules and Purpose
* Finding and Selecting the Cutting(s)
« Writing the Introduction
= Using Your Body
*» IUsing Your Face and Voice
* Creating and Parfecting the Theme
+ Character creation and separation
» Developing the plan to perfect the presentation CDE
* A source list of cutting possibilities

Betty Whitlock

Also included are rule variations, regional variations, differences between high school and college interpretation, and articles on
poelic interp, Interpratation controversies, and coaching hints from national award winners.
Place your order today.

$24.00 for one book, $16.00 each for six ar more. Use the order form {insert).

A WONDERFUL
SUCCESSFUL SPEECH
40 Activities For The Beginning Class TEXT FOR

YOUR CLASS

Your beginning speech c¢lass will learn more and enjoy doing it with
this marvelous new textbook. Written by some of America’s finest
speech teachers the 40 activities are easily organized and brilliantly
explained.

From a first section on “Gelting Students Started” to the tast page

Carol Anderson
Cat Bennett
Norma Garrett

Bob Jones

James Menchinger
L.D. Naegelin

Noel Trujille

Cal Vandehofl

each of the 40 parts is simple yet complete, fun, and a pleasure to
use. Activities include: giving an informative speech, the sales speech,
mock trials, speech as a career tool, appearance as a communication
tool, ice breakers, impromptu speeches, the auclion speech, group
work, an introduction to student congress, and the current events
speech.

Avaifable plastic bound and paperback. Singfe copies are $29. 10 or

more $24 each. To order use the order form. Teacher’s Edition free
with order of ten books or more. Single Teacher’s Edition copy $45.00,

EtAl CDE

SECTIONS ON CHAPTERS ABOUT Impramplu Spaaking Sales Presentation Scholarships
Starting Cff On The Right Foo! Gslling Sludenls Stated Slorylelling Lincaln Douglas Debate The Salesman's Lasl Name
Praclical Public Speaking Breaking The lce Current Events Spesches FAhsiencal Crilicism Mock Trial

Communication Concerns Ulizing Video Porticlios Poetry Inierprelation Policy Debale Group Communicalion
Group Communication Humaor in Public Speaking Eulogy: A Fond Farewell Spesch and Polllics Sludent Congress
The Speech Teacher tonverbal Communicalion Inlormative Speeches Advertising Construcling A Speech Course

Appearance as Communicalion The Persuasive Speech Speech As A Career Tool

CDE, P.0. Box 2, Taos, MM 87571
Phone: 505-751-0514 Fax: 505-751-9788

Visit the CDE WEB SITE today.

tvee Lincoln Douglas Blocks tree C. X. Case and Blocks
FREC INTERNET LINKS FOR EXTEMP, CX, AND L.D.

| bt L]
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"MASTERING COMPETITIVE DEBATE

Fifth Edition

Dana Hensley and Diana Carlin - MASTERING

. ; .. . ) . COMPETITIVE
This comprehensive and practical introduction to debate is updated, reorganized,

and expanded once again. Its detailed examples and illustrations help beginners PEBATE
understand debate theory and how to apply it. Activities in the text and teacher’s ! .
manual help polish students’ skills making it useful for advanced students as
well, New chapters, new examples, and updated theory and practice make this :
the most complete introductory text available. ' m
» Internet Research © « Parliamentary Debate <= , :,,_u:n::m‘_"
» Debate History = Lincoln—Touglas ' :
= Argumentation * Student Congress
» Rebuttals » Mock Trials

Hardcover - School Net §28.50
ISBN 0531054-58-3

Papercover - School Net $18.75
ISBN 0931054-59-1

Advancing in Debate: Skills & Concepts

George Ziegelmueller, Scott Harris, and Dan Bloomingdale

A complete textbook for advanced debaters from three highly respected college
debate coaches. Recent debate theories and their practical applications for high
school debate are covered in depth.

» Critique strategy and arguments for and against its use.

» Storytelling and its use 1n focusing critical arguments for the judge.

» Judging paradigms and their implications.

» Permutations, agent counterplans, international fiat, and theoretical
issues related to counterplans.

Hardcover - School Net $22.50
ISBN 0931054-37-0

Papercover - School Net $15.00
[SBN 0931054-36-2

To Order Dial @ll Free:

(800) 845-1916

862-0218 eutside US

PO Box 19240
Pubiisning | Topeka, KS 66619-0240
S o http://www.clarkpub.com




FRank Srerra, VICE PRESIDENT
MuLLey Hian ScHoor

WiriaM Woons TaTe, JR., PRESDENT
MONTGOMERY BELL ACADEMY

4001 Harpmao 3601 S. LowsLl Brvp
MNasHviLLE, TN 37205 Denver, CO 80236
PHONE 3AME A5 Fax PHoNE: 303-761-1764

615-269-3959 Fax: 303-761-0502

Donvs D. Roperts
WaTerRTOWN HioH ScrooL
200 - 971 STREET N.E.
WaTerTOowN, SD 57201
PHoNE: 605-882-6324
Fax: 605-882-4327

Bro. Rene STeRner FSC

La Sarce Couieos Hion ScHooL
B605 CHELTENHAM AVE
Wynomoor, PA 19038
Puong: 215-233-2911

Fax: 215-233-1418

HareLp Kyuier
DavENFORT-WEST HiGH ScrooL
3505 W. Locust ST
Davewrort, LA 52804
ProNE: 319-386-5500

Fax: 319-386-5508

Tep W. Betcr

Grensroox NorTH HigH ScHooL
2300 SuermER RD
Normmroox, IL £0062
Puong: B47-509-2648

Fax: 847-509-2676

Roarr BRANNAN
3448 Tressuir Dr
Marnnatran, K8 66503-2136

PHONE. 7B5-5539-5143
Grevpa Ferousor

Heritace Hatl Hisy ScrooL
1800 N, W. 122nD
Orxanoma Crry, OK 73120
ProNE: 405-749-3033
Fax: 405-751-7372

Don CranTREE

Park Hiw High ScrooL
7701 N. W. Barry RD
Kansas Crry, MO 64153
PHoNg: BIG-741-4070
Fax: 815-741-8739

JacqueLpek F. FOOTE, ALTERNATE
641 E. Raynor
Fayerrevoie, NC 28311

THE ROSTRUM

Official Publication of the National Ferensic League
{USPS 471-180) {ISSN 1073-5526)
James M. Copeland
Editor and Publisher
P.O. Box 38
Ripon, Wisconsin 54971-0038
(920) 748-6206
The Rostrum (471-180) is published monthly, except July and August each school year
by tbe National Forensic League, 125 Watson St, Ripon, Wisconsln 54971. Pcriodlcal
postage paid at Rlpon, Wizconsin 54971. POSTMASTER: send address changes to THE
Rostrum, P.O, Box 38, Ripon, Wisconsin 54971,
SUBSCRIPTION PRICES
Individuals: $10 one year; $15 two years. Member Schools §5.00 each additional sub,

ONTHE COVER: Dr. Richard Jacob with a portrait of his
father, NFL. Founder Bruno E. Yacob

NEXTMONTH: Accent on Contest Extemp.
Hotel information for Desert Sun Nationals.

KAISER FAMILY FOUNDATION TO SPONSOR
HENRY J. KAISER POLICY DEBATES

Matt James, Senior Vice President for Communication and Media
Programs of the Kaiser Family Foundation and Heather Balas, Project
Director of the Kaiser Family Foundation Barbara Jordan
Youth Debates on Health have notified NFL Councilor
Ted Belch that the Kaiser Family Foundation will this
year sponsor policy debate at the Lineoln Financial
Group/NFL National Speech Tournament.

Sponsorship will include payment of entry
fees for each qualifying debate team ($19,000)
and scholarships for the top eight teams (quar-
ter finalists) at Nationals ($19,000).

Belch, NFL liaison to the Barbara Jordan
Debates, met with James and Balas in Wash-
ington in July to arrange sponsorship and |
finalize details.

“The Kaiser Family Foundation is de-
lighted to provide debate opportunities for
the youth of America”, stated James, "while
at the same time honoring great Americans
like Barbara Jordan and Henry J. Kaiser."

Henry J. Kaiser was a high school drop-
out who started his career as an errand boy.
He went on to establish a far-flung business
empire worth billions of dollars that employed
thousands of workers at his death in 1967 at age
eighty-five.

Like all successful entrepreneurs, private or
public, Henry Kaiser had great vision and was will-
ing to take risks. Barly in his career, he recognized that
a healthy work force could be a more productive one. In
the 1930's, Kaiser established health care clinics at remote work
sites, which helped keep workers on the job and productivity up.

Henry J. Kalser
1882-1967

In later years, Henry Kaiser would sometimes refer to “the fourth
dimension” of this plan. He believed that workers in good health--not

burdened with worries about their families' health or con-
cemed with finding money to pay for a needed operation-
-were able to think more clearly, work harder, and be
more productive.

It was Kaijser’s business practice to treat his
workers well, take care of their needs, provide
them with incentives to be productive, and look
for new solutions to old problems.

After WWII Kaiser established a new
= automobile manufacturing business to chal-
o lenge Detroit's "Big 3", producing cars called

the Kaiser, the Fraser, and the Henry I,
- America's first compact car.

The AFL-CIO reeognized his dedica-

tion to workers in 1965 with the Murray-

Green award for achievements in health and

welfare, In his acceptance speech, Kaiser

- spoke of his personal commitment to im-

proving the health chances of others, noting

that his mother had died in his arms because

they could not afford to pay for her needed
health care.

"We were poor,” said Kaiser. "We could

not afford a doctor nor the hospital care which

could have saved her life. I resolved then and there

to do something about people dying for tack of medi-

ca] care."
1998 marked the 50th anniversary of the Kaiser Fam-
ily Foundation--establishcd by Henry and Bess Kaiser in
1948 to meet "the unmet health care needs of the citizenry."

MARCH - APRIL LINCOLN FINANCIAL GROUP L/D DEBATE TOPIC

Resolved: Human genetic engineering is morally justified.

1999 - 2000 Policy Debate Topic
That the federal government should. establish an education policy to
significantly increase academic achievement in secondary schogls in the
United States.

R:




Introducing:

The Championship

The Policy Program
June 13 through July 2, 1999

Instructional Staff

Alex Pritchard, Director of Debate, Greenhill School
Coach of 1998 and 1996 N.F.L. National Championship Teams

Andrew Bradt, Harvard University
1998 N.F.L. National Champion, Greenhill School

Scott Deatherage, Director of Debate, Northwestern University
National Debate Tournament Championships: 1998, 1995, and 1994

Michael Gottlieb, Northwestern University
1998 N.D.T. Champion, Top Speaker

Frank Seaver, Director of Debate
Woodward Academy

Caitlin Talmadge, Greenhill School
1998 N.F.L. National Champion

For Brochure and Application, Contact:

The Championship Group
1340 North Dearborn, Suite 7F
Chicago, IL 60610

E-Mail: champgroup@earthlink.net
http://home.earthlink.net/~champgroup




Debate Group

The Lincoln-Douglas Program
June 20 through July 2, 1999

Instructional Staff

Dave Richardson, Chair
Westside High School, Omaha, Nebraska

Andrew Vaden, University of Chicago
Champion, 1997 Woodlands and Greenhill Round Robins

Marc Wallenstein, Harvard University
1997 N.F.L. National Champion, Greenhill School

Mary Welch, Director of Forensics
Westside High School, Omaha, Nebraska

The Championship Philosophy:

e [Interactive Curriculum o Championship Caliber Instruction
o [Individual Attention o Effective Strategy Design
o Practice, Practice, Practice!!! o Clash, Clash, Clash!!!

o  Fundamental Skills that Work from Topic to Topic And Audience to
Audience
o Fun and Friendship in a College Living and Learning Environment

On The Campus Of
The University of North Texas
Denton, Texas



July 18 — 30, 199

Rockhurst College
Kansay City, Missouri

HIOWET DLATEINSTITOTE 1979

21st Annual Policy Debate Workshop

DESIGNED FOR BEGINNING AND ADVANCED DEBATE STUDENTS
GRADUATE CREDIT AVAILABLE THROUGH COACHES CLINIC

Debaters learn to do original, topic-specific research, logical analysis
and original case development. College debate is a separate and distinct
activity from high school debate. High school students learn most from
regionally and nationally successful high school coaches working in their
areas of expertise. The Midwest student-faculty ratios never exceeds
10:1. Midwest instructors are not only lecturers but also interact with
students as lab group leaders. Ethics and the art of communication are
the foundation of competitive debate at Midwest. Midwest students have

consistently been successful at regional and NFL national competitions.

® Group lectures, small lab groups, practice rounds

# Traditional paradigm instruction

# [nquire about admission to the Research Intensive Lab

#® [nternet access ~ campus computer fabs

# Qutstanding research at three major university fibraries

#® Graduate Credit available to high school coaches (Additional Rockhurst fees required)
# New Coaches Uinic — Gain Topic knowledge and debate theory and curriculum

# Registration Depasit Required — $100

# Tuition -$345 | Room/Board-$325

# Scholarships available by application

For More Information Contact: Carla L. Brown - PO Box 51 - Greenwood, MO 64034
Phone: B16-537-6702 | Fax: 816-623-9122
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BY
KENNETH P. GRODD

DIRECTOR OF DEBATE
ST.PIUS X CATHOLIC HS.(GA)

1I55UES

B 5MINUTE1AR'S

B RESOLUTIONSWRITTENWITH
MINIMALCASE GROUND

B THE ABANDONMENTOF
PRESUMPTION

B THEPRESUMPTION AGAINST
GENERICARGUMENTATION

B THE TEACHING ATSUMMER
INSTITUTES

B NONEGATIVE DIVISION OF
CONSTRUCTIVELABOR

B THE TRENDTOWARDNEGATIVE
PISCLOSURE

lsitjustmyimaginationorarenega-
tive teams increasingly losing higher and
higher percentages of debate rounds. It
couldbemy Southeastermperspective,but
giventhefact thatinmy part of the coun-
try, teams inbreak rounds almost always
opttodebateontheaffirmativesideofthe
resolution,somethingmustbeup. Thisscems
trueevenoflastyear'senergytopic, though
perhaps a bit less s0. Those teams whodo
opttodebatebreakroundsonthenegative
areinvariably thosewhointend the offer a
Kritik position, and have the Kritik as the
ontymeaningfullyextendedargumentinthe
2NR argument. Inotherwords, thoseteams
that desire to debate on the negative ina
policydebateround arethose thathavean
essentially hon-policy position to offer. |
wouldventuretoguessifthoseteamsknew
thatthejudgewasaversetoanegativepo-
sition that dealt with philosophy and as-
summptions, ordidn’t evaluate claime of in-
round abuse, thosesameteamswouldmuch
prefer to debate on the affirmative. But
this article is ot a condemnation of the
Kritik. [l leave thatimportant responsibil-
itytothosemorearticulatethanmyselfon
thisquestion. Thismodest article presents
both an evaluation of the negative decline,
and some suggestions of how that decline
canbereversed.

the Southeastern experienceisin-
deed indicative of the rest of the nation,
thenthecritical questionis:whathas hap-
peredtonegativedebating?Whatisrespon-
sible for the increasing preference for the
affirmative in the minds of debaters and
critice? Sevenreasons presentthemselves;
thefirstthreehadaneariier ancestrythan
the final four, but they are all perhaps of
equalimportance.

First, 5 Minute 1AR’s.

When | started my debate coaching
career, the four minute rebuttalewere the
rule. Negative teams won many rounds, in
my experience, because the overburdened
1ARwouldfailtoanswer animportantissue.
The extended titme uniquely assisted the
affirmative, as the negative hardlyneeded
fiveminutesinthe INR, andonlyneededita
little more in the final negative rebuttal.
The law of unintended consequences really
presented itself here, witha clearty detri-
mentalimpactonthenegative,
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Second, Resolutions With

Minimal Case Ground.

Thisisperhapsnot sotrue thisyear,
and the Kritik has offered a non-policy ex-
tensionofnegativeturf. Butindaysofyore,
the resolution represented a controversy,
notnecessarilyaproblem, Thenegativecould
actuallywin aroundwith a solid harms ar-
guthentor areasonable inherency position
sincetheredidn't exist a public consensus
regarding theissueunderconeideration.Not
somuchinrecentyears. Additionally,judges
don’treauire a’reasonable threshold forthe
affirmativecasesidepositions. Existentlal
levels of inherency are enough, minimutn
present or even future harme are enough.
Mitigation of the affirmative case signifi-
cance helps theweighing process attimes,
butcan'thopetowinmanyroundsbyitself,
Inshort, resolutionsdon’t provide mucharea
for case debate, and judges seem tohave
raieed thebarabovewhich acaseargument.
isworthmaking.

Third, The Abandonment of

Presumption.

What happened to the affirmative
burden of proof? An entire debate can be
fought onnegative ground, with only nega-
tiveissues being argued, Affirmatives, inthe
eyes of many critics, never need to extend
thecaseadvantages.(ftheaffirmativede-
feats the DA's, demonstrates the moronic
hature of the Heidegger Kritik, and is topi-
cal, they probably win! As a consequetice,
plans that are offered represent. a hand-
written sentence devoid of any additional
information such as mechanics and meth-
odsofimpiementation. Theyareverypoorly
constructed, probably because there is
little requirement that they be well-con-
structed. Affirmatives simplydon't expect
togetattacked. Theroundisaboutdefeat-
ingtheregativebyreducing risk probability,
demonstrating topicality, and minimizing
theKritik. [tisrarelyabout the affirmative
proposalascontainedintheplanwhichdoes
little more than mandating solvency and
‘providing spikestotheoff-case arguments.
Areasonableburden of proof, orevaluating
the prima facie nature of the affirmative
appears tonolongerberequired,

Fourth, The Presumption

Againet Generic Argumentation.
It'ssortofachickenoregg question.
Do negatives tose generic arguments be-
Cavsetheyaresoridiculous andfarfetched,
orbscausetheyareoffercdeot‘noughtlsssly

and introduced and advocated so poorly?
Do neaatives obligaterily read the pre-de-
slgned Clinten shell at light speed without
evenattempting tobringlifeorrelevanceto
theissue because they know it's a bad is-
sue? Or doesitnot winbecause theyrunit
sopooriy?logicdictatesthatthemorege-
nericthe argumentis, the moreintelligently
It shouldbe preeented Ihordertocompen-
sateforitsweaknesses. Negatives seemin
anawfulhurrytomakebad argumentsbadly.
But how can they make good arguments
when the INC ie slmply a reader, taking no
preptime,andsimply spewingwhattheyare
told to spew? They can't. How many lost.
rounds before negatives realize that its
hardtovoteongenericargumentsmadeeso
poorly?

Fifth, The Teaching At
Summer Institutes.

Don't get me wrong, summer insti-
tutes provide animportant service to the
debatecommunity...butforwhattheycost,
students should get a lot more than just
theresolutionaliinkstotheClintonDAand
the other perfunctory generic arguments,
updatedbutrarelyreevaluated. ltwouldbe
nice if every summer institute went about
thebusinessofdevelopingintheparticipant
anintellectual undsrstanding of the reso-
lution prior to worrying about debating it.
Bringin experts todeliver the substattive
lectures onissues like energy. College stu-
dents or even college debate coaches are
seldom intellectually qualified to familiar-
izethe studentwith the conceptsunderly-
ing the problem area. Invariably, their lec-
turesfocusonhowyouusetheresolutionto
win debate rounds. Any wonder negatives
can'targuecase. Thayknowalmostnothing
aboutit,Debateinstituteshavean educa-
tional, not justaforensicobligationtothe
participant.Largely,Ithink,theyfailtomest
that obligation.

Sixth, No Negative Division of
Constructive Labor.

When exactly did it start? Where is
itwritten?Whyisit that allfrontline nega-
tive positicns need to be advanced in the
TNC? Itwas always theoretically justifiable
toinsistthat counterplans and topicality
beadvancedin the INC,but DA's and case?
What is the theoretical defense of placing
these argumeritsinthe INC? Farticularlyin
lightoffiveminute1AR's? Constructivesare
for constructing arguments, presumably
well-developed arguments, some of which

heedtimeduringtheroundtopreépare. These

days, affirmativeswillecreamabuse tothe
gods it negatives dare run anew argument

during that second constructive speech.
More and more, judges seem to feel that
new 2N positionsviolate some ethic. What
ethic? Andfromwhere did itemerge?What-

everitsorigin,iteeffectisclearlyaverseto

theinterests ofthe negative.

Seventh, The Trend Toward

Negative Disclosure.

This never ceases to amaze and irri-
tate mel An aiways prompt judge, | am in-
variably sitting in the room when the affir-
mative strolls in and announces the plan.
This announcement is a relatively new phe-
nomenon but probably contributes to the
search for truth. At least affirmative plan
disclosure is theoretically justified, given
the other affirmative advantages and the
fact that they go first. Its not as though
they have to lieten to any arguments before
deciding on the affirmative 1AC. But then
strangely, the affirmative will ask the nega-
tive what they are running, and negatives
will tell them! Beam me up Scottyl Doesn’t
the negative have to actually listen to the
1AC and thoughtfully consider which argu-
ments are best? Negatives seem to have
theirlistless and lifeless canned argurnents
ready upon the affirmative announcing 'bio-
mass’? Does this somehow make for aood
debate? This year | had the misfortune of
hearing a round where the negative argued
a definition of topicality in the INC which |
suspect they argue every round. it was a
bizarre definition that suggested that you
had to have multiple specific types of re-
newable forms of energy advanced in plan.
What was weird was that the negative ran
this against: the only case on the circuit
that met the objection. The affirmative, an
inexperienced but talented duo, read six
minutes of plan which, as | remember, ad-
vanced 12 epecific renewable energy types.
The negative, blissfully uninterested in the
TAC, never picked up on what seemed an ob-
vious disqualifier to that specific topicality
argument, They extended the argument
throughout the debate, blissfully unaware
that they were offering an argument that,
tactfully speaking, lacked intellectual orfo-
rensic credibility, as any non-debater lis-
tening to it would immediately conclude.
Could anyone from the pubiic sit in on this
kind of debate and enjoy it? Perhaps that
should provide a test. Nevertheless in my
role a6 a critic of high school debate, | am
(Grodd continued to page 10)




UNIVERSITY OF KENTUCKY 1998 L/D STAFF

(Some will be returning.)
Home of The National Tournament of Champions Jason Baldwin Wheaton College
Michael Beitz Hopkins High School
THE ]_ 9 9 9 Leah Halvorson Reed College
Scott Robinson University of Texas
KENTUCKY IN STITUTE S Division limited to 40 students with 5 instructors.
Two Person Lincoln-Douglas 1998 1/D Fellows
Debate Debate A :
Regular Three Week Institute Three Week Institute
June 18 - July 11, 1999 June 18 - July 11,1999
One Week Institute Two Week Institute
Jupe 18 - June 27, 1999 June 18 - July 4, 1999

1998 TWO PERSON STAFF
{Some will be returning, others added, see March Rostrum.)

Erik Cornellier Michigan State University

Daniel Davis University of Georgia’

Dan Fitzmier Emory University

Stephen Heidt Emory University

Josh Hoe N. Texas State University |

Aaron Kall University of Kentucky 1998 LD Fel]ows were, (from left to right}: Frontrow: Lindsey

George Kouros Emory University Jandal, (Grapevine); Julie Ajinkya, (Randolph); Emily

Gordon Stables  University of Georgia Pryor, (Hopkins); Second row: Max Clarke, (San Antonio
Jon Sullivan Michigan State University Lee); Phillip Edwards, (Miami Columbus); Third row: Tom
Jason Trice Michigan State University Zimpleman, (Valley}); Justin Herndon (Newman Smith}; Josh

Goldblatt (Syosset); Back row; Steve Davis (Roosevell);
Michael Oscofsky (Isidore Newtnan); Ben Shultz
(Stuyvesanf). Not pictured: Ben Silberman (Roosevelt).

1999 INSTITUTE FELLOWS

The Institute Director is currently recruiting eight to ten of the nation's top 1998-99 high school juniors as Institute Fellows.
Nominations are encouraged. Those chosen will be dispersed among the various Institute labs, and will be announced in the March

ROSTRUM.
1998 POLICY FELLOWS

o ) o L . FEE S P ; ==  —
1998 Institute Policy Fellows were (from left to right): Jake Foster,  Other 1998 Insatute Policy Fellows were (from lefito right): Rashad
(Head Royce); Travis Swearingen, (Montgomery Bell Academy);  Evans, (Newark Science); Tina Valkanoff, (Head Royce); Raja
Kate Eickmeyer, (Greenhill); Todd Fine, (Glenbrook South); Mal  Gaddipati, (Montgomery Bell Academy); Srikanth Reddy,
Hulbanni, (Groves); Amy McIntyre, (El Cerrito). {Appleton East); Jonathan Neril, (College Prep); Sarah Miller,
{University School}.

CONTACT: Dr. J. W. Patterson, Intercollegiate Debate, 205 Franzee Hall,
University of Kentucky, Lexington, Kentucky 40506 - Phone: (606) 257-6523

"TRADITIONS OF EXCELLENCE CONTINUE"
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(Grodd from page &)
constantlyforcedtolistentotheworsteight
minutesof negative debatingpossible, the
contemporaryINC. lhopeteamsdontmind
ifldon’t flow much ortaketheirarguments
too seriously. It's amazing that no matter
how bad and generic the presentation of
INC's argumentsare, the 2N stillfecls they
havetoanswerthe cross-examinationgques-
tions, further devaluing the 1N, the sub-
stanceofthe speech andtheindividualwho
gave it.

Faced with the new axiom that in-
structs us that all negative positions, at
least in part, need to be advanced in the
INC (an axiom worthy of significant chal-
lenge),whatcanbedone absentchangesin
resolutional construction oralterationsin
rebuttal times, to promote theinterest of
thenegative? Of the two changes proposed
here, oneis relatively minor, though [ might
suggest significant, whereas the other in-
volves amajorreevaluation of negative du-
ties. They are complimentary proposals
thougheithercanbe adoptedtothe benefit
ofnegativeteams,

FIRST PROPOSAL

Thefirstproposalis simplynottore-
vealthenegativeargumentationbeforethe
round. lt'seven betterifthe negativekeeps
anopenmind,listens tothe IACforthe true
nature of the affirmative proposal for
change, any alteration in the proposal if
heard before, or any nuance that could itn-
pact on the negative argumentation, No
doubtthatpriortotheround, thenegative
should have a philosophy or a general ap-
proachtotheaffirmative, but tolockthem-
selves intohard core, inevitably generic po-
sitions priortoathoughtfullisteningforthe
1ACiscounterprodustivetothepointefbe-
ingludicrous.

Additionallythecriticisforced tolis-
tentothe!AC andthe INCwithoutanyhope
of spontaneity, withoutthe prospect.of any
lifebeingbrought totheissues presented.i
just can't decide whether this style of de-
bateismoreboring crmore offensive.

Asa corollary, considerthe devalua-
tion of the cross-examination of the 1AC.
Wherethe cross-examinationshould be in-
teresting,itoftenbecomestedious andper-
functory. The judge is clearly tipped off to
thefactthatthe cross-exisnothingmore
thanan attempttoallowthe INC,presum-
ablythe slower, morementally deficientde-
bater, to find the necessary files. But how
aboutthosetimeswhenthecross-exofthe
weak IACispenetrating, whenconcessions
are eliclted, when the affirmative proposal

isclearlyindicted or minimized. Alas, itmat-
ters not. Such substattive, thoughtful in-
spectionis quicklyforgotten as the INCis
goingtoreadwhatthelNCisgoing toread,
regardless ofwhateverthe 2N obtainsfrom
thelAC. Andwhyshoulditbeotherwise con-
sidering that the INCis regarded so often
bytheparther asa stooge, achump, anin-
effectualreaden,whomerelyreadswhatthe
ever-wiee 2N decided beforetheroundhe or
she will read. Of couree we know that the
INR will never be allowed to extend a sub-
stantive, potentially winning issue in the
block. The 2N probably will not even flow it,
proclaimingtothejudgethathisorherpart-
her, incase there was doubt, is indeed the
Junior member of the partnership, if part-
hershipis toostrong aword. The job ofthe
Nistoread, anythinkingwillbedchebythe
2N, and don'tcountonmuchofthat.

Beforethe second proposal,asitua-
tion report. The wise actor in the negative
drama,the2Nhasputtheregative sideof
the resolutionin auniquely toughposition,
Having the 1N merely read lifeless generic,
scripted, andnon-adapted arguments, the
2Nis forced topick the best.of a group of
bad arguments in the block. The 2AC has
undoubtedly damaged thelifelesenegative
arguments, sincebeyondthe perhaps cbliga-
toryextensionofcaseadvantages, themain
goaltheyneed tomeetis the minimization
ofnegativeargumettts. And goodness knows,
they have had time to prepare responses,
giventhattheyknewtheargumentsthenega-
tivewasgoing toofferbeforethe round. So
by the time the stronger negative speaker
stands topresentthe 2NC, thenegativels
devoid of momentum and perhaps the good
willofthe person adjudicatingthe dispute,
Additionally, they had to endure what is
probably a meaningful cross-examination,
weakening them further.

Nowjust beforethe second, andcru-
cial proposal, a moment of reflection. It is
forensically and educational appropriate,
andstrategicallybeneficial, that ail debat-
ersintheround are significantand empow-
ered.Verygoodteamsaretruepartnerships.
Good 1A's read well and answer questions
thoughtfully, andin the1AR, they coveris-
sues articulately and thoroughly. They are
part of the decision-making process
throughoutandbetweenrounds.Goodnega-
tiveteams should bethe same Thereshould
beroassumptionthatonenegativespeaker
is the real debater, whereas the other, in-
variably the 1N, is [ess. This weakens the
negative, diminishes the potential contri-
butionofone-halfoftheteam, demoralizes

astudent participant in the activity. This
mindsetwillcarryovertowhenthatteamis
debating on the affirmative, hurting them
therebut perhapsnotasmuch. Empowering
the partnership ie critical, ethically and
competitively.

SECOND FROPOSAL

Nowforthemuchawaited eecondpro-
posal.tt'sreallyverysimple andiogical. Given
the current debate reallty, the most im-
portant negative speech ih the round
must be the INCI How many rounds must.
negative teams lose before they see that
their doom began with the thoughtlessly
read INC? The INshould be the experienced
debater, prepared to confront and assail
the affirmative’s searchfortruth, Thefirst
hegative shouldtake preptime,considerthe
affirmative proposal, construct meaningful
casearguments, thoughtfullylink the affir-
mative to DA'swithlogic, analysis, and per-
hapsrhetoric andhumorexplainwhytheaf-
firmative violates the standards of the
Kritik, and articulate just whythe affirma-
tive reallyis non-topical. Suddenly the ge-
neric, iftheyexist,don't soundgeneric. They
sound thoughtful, Andthe non-generic are
interesting tolistento,andtoconsiderand
evaluate. Additionally, the cross-examina-
tionofthe 1AC, acrucialopportunitytorob
the affirmative of momentum could actu-
allybeincorporatedintothe nowattentive
1N, empowering bothnegative debatersand
enhancingthenegative side of the struggle.
Thenegative, underthis scenario,isthougit-
fully attacking the affirmative early in de-
bate, indicting them immediately rather
than waiting for the 2N to hopefully say
something meaningfulnearlyanhourintothe
round. This forces the judge totake notice
and allowshim orhertotake anintellectual
interestinthenegative arguments.

Inthis scerario, the job of the ZAC is
made infinitely more difficult. Not knowing
what to expect was bad enough. Now they
are faced with arguments that cut to the
eseence of what they propose. No generic
sounding DA's. Now the DA's are thoughtfully
linked and carefully explained. The solvency
arguments have sinew and substance. They
are really indictments of the specific sol-
vency, not just a bunch of generic solvency
cards. Given prep time, along with a
careful listening to the 1AC and com-
munications with the partner, the ex-
perienced negative debater in the TINC
can make the quality of arguments
worthy of the activity. The ZAC will be
required to think and not just read blocks.
(Grodd continued to page 12)
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1999 Summer Debate and Events Institutes

® CALIFORNIA NATIONAL DEBATE INSTITUTE ® AUSTIN NATIONAL DEBATE INSTITUTE
Located at Univ. of CA, Berkeley Located adjacent to UT Austin

Dates: June 14 - June 28 Policy Debate, July 2 - July 18: $950
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1) Tried and True Programs. Last year nearly 500 students from throughout the nation chose NFC summer camps over
other options. Over the last two years NFC students have participated in late elimination rounds of such tournaments as:
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include access to supplemental staff.
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success in every important aspect of the forensic community, including collegiate and high school coaches who have led
their students to final rounds at most major national tournaments and former competitors who have attained similar success,
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4) Unique Combination of Value & Quality. NFC camps provide an optimal combination of quality instruction,
individualized attention, and value because we recognize that a great camp is useless if NATIONAL
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Brochures and applications available in late February
CALL NOW be added to our mailing list.

National Forensic Consortium
Call: (510) 548-4800
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www.educationunlimited.com
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Odds are they will be unable to make this
adjustment well. As a consequence, the af-
firmative replaces the negative as the bor-
ing and tedious team to listen to and evalu-
ate.

Consideralsothatthe INwillbecross-
examining the bewildered 2AC. Conceding
thatthe INis the more experienced of the
two,cratleastanequal partherinthenew
scenario, would this not be a particularly
importantcross-examination?Infact, both
negativecross-examinationperiods should
become more sigrificant and penetrating,
and elicit admissionswhich canbeincorpo-
rated. Before, even if the cross-ex of the
1AC was geod, it was ighored. Now both
cross-examinationsbythenegativebecome
meaningful and relevant. Judgeswillbedis-
Tinctiy more inclined to pay attention and
consldertheinformation that-flow fromit.

Nowthat the affirmative,inthe 2ZAC
was not provided an eaey opportunity to
diemantle the INC's generic, lets examine
whatehouid happenintheblock. Fresuming
the negative followed current debate con-
ventionthatallarguments areinitially pre-
sented in the IN, the 2NC in concert with
thepartner,choosesoutofavarletyofsolid
hegativepositions.Evenifthe ZNisless ex-
perienced than the IN, they should be able
to rebuild certain negative positions that
were probably notweilindicted bythe 2AC.
This mindlessINdebateris nowathought-
ful 2N, making argument extensions that
mayormaynotbe therealiseuethenega-
tivelegoingfor.Justasimportant,the INR

becomes acrucial speech, madebythemore
experienced debater. No longer can this
speechbeignored.itcould possibly, perhaps
probably,containthemostimportantnega-
tiveissue(s). Thecritical natureoftheflrst
affirmative rebuttal, offered by the affir-
mative'reader’,becomesevenmorecritical
since the tactical choices available to the
negative, approaching the ZNR, have been
ehhanced andcannotbesosasilyassumed.
Suddenly that 13 minutesofnegativetime

intheblockhasa compellingimpact,insharp

contrasttothesituationtoday.
Considermostjudges today, particu-
larly the college judges but also to an ex-
tenttheadults. Inmanycircuite, the round
is decided onthe flowwith some consider-
ationforqualityofexplanation Goodargu-
ments appear onthe flow along with mind-
lessones, thoughthey must peychologically
havegreaterweightduetotheexplanations
provided. The very thoughtful arguments
advanced in the new 1N are not rhetoric,
theyaresubstantive. Theywillbeevaluated
as the judge examines the flow. Pure rhe-
torical arguments and gushingorateryare
hot evaluated seriously, at least in most
circuits, Fodiumbangingmay haveitsplace,
butisconsiderablylesscompellingthenwhat
appears ohtheflow. Soloffer the following
proposition. The negative victories are at-
tained in the block, they are no longer at-
tainedinthe 2NR, thatmoreoratorical and
persuasive speech,atleastnotasoftenas
theyusedtobe. Theideathatthe ZNRhas
to inoculate the judge againet the

affirmative’slastlie, mattersless sincethe
argumentsareontheflow. The2NR hasvalue,
buttheblockhasmore. The2NR, evenifless
experlenced has time to collude with their
partner,and assesswhatnegativepositions
need to be extended, and decide how they
will be extended on the flow with explana-
tion. lfrhetoric and compelling oratorycan
beincluded, so much the better. The main
Jjobofthe2NR canbedonebytheless expe-
riericed debater, whose final negative posi-
tionsfind theirwayontheflow tobeevalu-
ated.Instateewhererhetoric andoratory
matter more, the 2NR will have to adapt.
But the more experienced partner would
have to adapt ae well. Undeniably it would
be betterif the more experienced negative
speakergaveeveryspeech,Butchoicesmust
bemade.

Debatewillbeenhancedbythese pro-
posals. Asdebatepeople,wehearthesame
complaintsabout theactivitytime and time
again.Wemustreachout toalarger audi-
encewhileretaining ourbasic analyticalfo-
cus. We are an activity about argumenta-
tion. We will be a better activity if we are
aboutgood argumentation. Theaffirmative
has allsorte of obligations toassistinthe
improvement of our endeavor. Foorly con-
structed and underdeveloped plans, nearly
absent solvency, and ridiculous advantage
scenarios are abig problem. But these will
beaddressedbystrongerandless generic-
sounding arguments on the negative, forc-
ing the affirmative to join in a thoughtful
searchfortruth.

Letters of application and Vita to:

Premier Program Seeks Two New Coaches

- Head Coach and Director of Forensics
- Teaching position in any regular high school subject
» Extensive background as participant and/or coach of
| policy debate required
»* Come to NYC for interview
- Coach of Indlvidual events |
a* Teaching position in zny regular high school subject
* Extensive participation and/or coaching of public address

and interp events required
»* Come to NYC for interview

Letters of application: by April 1

Irma Weiss, AP
Bronx HS of Science
75 Wi. 205th St
Bronx, NY 10468




Baylor University's 63rd Annual
Summer Debater’'s Workshop
Two 1999 Sessions: June 20~July 2 and July 1 8-July 30

Baylor workshops consistently produce nationally prominent debaters and many state champions
Since 1937, Baylor University has extended a commitment to excellence into high school debate.
Each year over 400 students from over 40 states participate in the Baylor Debaters’ Workshop.

Baylor workshops offer excellence at every level .
¢+ Large enough to encourage a diversity of ideas, but small squads facilitate individual instruction.
¢ The largest library of resource material on this year's policy and LD topics that you will find!

Baylor workshops attract nationally prominent faculty
+ Champion debaters and coaches, our faculty includes Karla Leeper, Lee Polk, Bill English, Ryan
Galloway, Kelly Dunbar, Matt Gerber, Joseph Johnson, Andrew Vaden, and many others.

Baylor workshops are an outstanding value
¢ Our low cost of $870.00 includes ALL costs of tuition, room and board in air-conditioned dorms,
photocopying briefs, and a variety of handbooks.

Lincoln-Douglas Workshop
+ [nstruction at the novice and
advanced levels in both L/D debate
techniques and in analyzing values &
value propositions.
+ Numerous practice debates and
practice speeches, critiqued by
experienced coaches.
# Each student receives complete
positions with evidence and analysis
on a wide vanety of values and value
debate propositions, as well as
atfirmative & negative value argu-
meqts that can be used on virtually anL
lopic.
Ask about our Special Oppor]
tunity for ADVANCED L/D

debaters

Policy Debate Workshop
# Classes offered on the novice,
intermediate and advanced levels.
# Each student will participate in at
least 10 practice debates.
# Lecture series by recognized
debate theorists who have published
in scholarly journals and have
participated in numerous conferences
on argumentation and debate.
# The most extensive library of
material on the upcoming topic.
+ Top coaches in both the high
school and cotlege ranks.
Ask about our Special
Opportunity for
ADVANCED policy debaters

Teachers Workshop
# Lectures by directors of the nation's
leading high school and college
forensics programs on:
-coaching
-administering a squad
-administering a tournament
-teaching argumentation and
debate
# Graduate level credit
¢ Instructional material,
including debate course lesson plans,
syllabi, discussion guides, sample
cases, affirmative/negative brefs, and
demonstration debates.
# Excellent networking opportunities
within the torensics circuit.

For application and additional information, please contact;

Dr. Karla Leeper, BAYLOR DEBATERS' WORKSHOP, Department of Communication Studies, PO. Box
97368, Baylor University, Waco, TX 76798-7368 PHONE: 254.710.1621/FAX: 254.710.1563

EMAIL: Karla_Leeper@bayloredu or Visit our web site at http://www.bayloredw/~Debate/



Michigan Debate Institutes

Summer 1999

The Michigan National Debate Institute
June 20 — July 10

The Michigan Lincoln Douglas Institute
July 11 — July 24

The Michigan Classic

July 11 — August 7

The Seven Week Program

June 20 — August 7

Seminars for High School Coaches

June 20 — June 26
July 11 — July 17




Michigan Debate Institute Faculty

Students at the Michigan Debate Institutes are instructed by the nation’s most
accomplished and experienced workshop faculty. The faculty is comprised of national
championship high school and college debate coaches and outstanding intercollegiate
debaters. Here is a partial list of our instructors:

Tim Alderete, East Grand Rapids HS
Marilee Dukes, Vestavia Hills HS (1.D)
Marie Dzuris, Centerville HS

Alex Gomez, Untverstty of Michigan (LD)
Sherry Hall, Harvard University

Scott Harris, University of Kansas

David Heidt, Emory University

Mike Hester, State University of West Georgia
Colin Kahl, University of Michigan

Kandi King, Churchill HS (LD}

Steve Mancuso, University of Michigan
Paul Newman, The Kinkaid School

Brett O'Donnell, Liberty University
Bryce Pashler, Untversity of Michigan (LD)
Dallas Perkins, Harvard University

Rod Phares, Wayne State University
Elizabeth Repko, University of Michigan
Will Repko, Michigan State University
Liz Rogers, Harvard University (LD)
Paul Skiermont, University of Kentucky
Roger Solt, University of Kentucky
Corey Stoughton, University of Michigan
Gordon Stables, University of Georgia
Ede Warner, University of Louisville

Proven Record of Success

Since 1985 the Michigan Debate Institutes have offered a strong faculty, innovative
curriculum design and the tremendous resources of the University of Michigan to
thousands of students from all 50 states representing over 1000 high schools. Graduates of
our workshops have won eight recent NFL National Championships and five recent college

NDT national championships.

Shouldn’t you choose a Michigan Debate Institute
this summer?

To receive an institute catalogue and application, available February 1, 1999, write to:

Michigan Debate Institutes
University of Michigan
530 South State Street Box 382
Ann Arbor, MI 48109

Or visit our web page at WWW .umich.edu/~debate after December 1, 1998.




Is The Clinton Disadvantage
Theoretically Legitimate?
by David M. Cheshier

Policy debate is dominated like never before by politi-
cal process arguments, and in particular by Clinton popular-
ity/bipartisanship/agenda focus positions. Given the
President's impeachment, recent American actions in the
Middle East (which have produced a new slew of nuclear
impact cards), and the increasing difficulty in devising other
clever and unigue disadvantages against Russia policy
changes, the influence of strained Clinton scenarios is likely
to persist.

This state of affairs drives many coaches and debaters
nuts, and for many reasons. The typically hyper-abbreviated
Clinton shell usually omits important internal link claims, and
too often the argument reduces to: "A. Clinton popular. B.
Americans hate Russia. C. Middle East peace process col-
lapse causes nuclear war." Or: "A. Clinton's agenda on the
brink. B. Winners win. C. Successful peace process causes
nuclear war." Judges end up forced to vote for arguments
which they believe utterly lack internal links or real unique-
ness, and they're getting increasingly bitter about having to
do s0. I expect much of the other opposition to the Clinton
argument stems from the total saturation and sick-to-death
feeling politically literate people have lived with since Monica/
Clinton/Starr/Tripp took over the news channels roughly a
year ago.

Translating this general disgust with the argument into
winnable responses has proved difficult, despite the increas-




ingly common affirmative practice of ex-
pressing Clinton answers in the form of
theoretical objections. Here's a quick review
of some of the arguments now being of-
fered, on both sides, about the "legitimacy”
of'the political reaction arguments:

First, one might argue that process
arguments are simply poor disguised
"should-would" arguments. The reasoning
goes something like this: The focus on
policy merits, embodied in the resolutional
term "should," is designed precisely to pre-
vent our bogdown in discussions over the
means of likelihood of implementation.
There remains a continuing oppositien to
jettisoning fiat, often based on the fear (le-
gitimate or not) that without fiat we'll end
up hearing 51 "Senator So-and-So will vote
against the plan" meet-needs.

Of course, were the affirmative to ar-
gue that the plan's unpopularity will result
in its repeal by a Congress still hostile to
the President's initiatives, it would get shot
down immediately as a "should-would" ar-
gument. But is it so different an argument
type to argue that the Congress, rather than
acting out its backlash sentiments by tak-
ing direct aim at the plan, will get its "re-
venge" by passing national missile defense,

yanking its support for Iraqi action, and all .

the rest?

Some find it quite easy to say "yes"
to such a question, and it might indeed seem
easy to answer this should-would objec-
tion. I suppose the main response would be
that the popularity disadvantage does not
express a "would" objection to the plan”
after all, it does not deny that the plan will
be passed and implemented. Clinton sce-
narios are easily cast as merits objections:
"we should not pass this plan since pas-
sage would set in motion pernicious conse-
quences.” But this answer, as obvious as it
is to popularity disadvantage defenders, is
not altogether persuasive. After all, the same
rationale can be used to transform even
obvious "should-would" arguments into
"disadvantages.” Is the repeal meet-need
any less a should-would argument if the
negative attaches a "policy reversals un-
dermine America's hegemony" impact?

A second possible objection relates
to the first, but strikes most as weaker, We
might argue against the popularity position
that political reaction arguments are not

nane objections to the plan. Here the

focus is not on reaction arguments as
"should-would," but on the broader philo-
sophical question of whether political reac-
tion should count against the tallied ben-
efits of a policy proposal. I've heard this
objection expressed several ways. Some
argue political reaction is not germane on
moral grounds, and to illustrate the point
they may analogize rejecting the plan on
popularity grounds to the more obviously
repugnant practice of rejecting, say, civil
rights legislation because of predicted rac-
ist backlash. Others argue that political re-
action positions do nothing but silence dis-
cussion of radical change proposals, since
they inevitably throw super-conservative
caution brakes on proposals for change,
Opponents of progressive (or even reac-
tionary) change have long made it their
stock-in-trade to oppose proposals by
hyping their predictions of extraordinary
backlash, predictions which usually fail to
materialize. Arguably backlash positions do
nothing more than ratify this perverse think-
ing by hyping Congressional or public re-
action beyond all reasonable bounds. Why
not simply dismiss the whole argument cat-
egory as irrelevant to a tightly controlled
discussion of merits?

But these arguments are not usually
found persuasive, and for good reason. 1f
backlash risks are small, then why can't the
affirmative simply say so with evidence, and
defeat the disadvantage straight up? And
as repulsive as it sometimes scems,
shouldn't policymakers factor likely nega-
tive reaction into their decisionmaking cal-
culations? Backlash does happen, and of-
ten with disastrous consequences.

Another objection derives from the
literature on deontology, and reflects all its
strengths and weaknesses. This objection
usually tries to stress the many low-risk in-
ternal links typical of the Clinton disadvan-
tage, and to argue that taken together, the
strung-together link story forms such a
speculative scenario that it should be dis-
counted to zero when compared to the "cer-
tain" case harms. Needless to say, this ar-
gument is difficult or impossible to make
when the case relies on equally strung-to-
gether Russian nationalism advantage

claims.

There are substantive objections to
Clinton-type positions as well, and these
are increasingly cast as in theoretical terms.
The most powerful launches an attack on
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poll-driven policy debate. One version ob-
jects to political reaction arguments because
they perpetuate the horse-race nature of
public argument. Our medica coverage is
undeniably obsessed with process over
product. Were the President to call a press
conference to announce a proposal de-
signed to instantly achieve world peace, the
nightly news would lead off with something
like: "In a desperate bid to head off con-
tinuing scandal, the President today ap-
pealed to moderate Republicans with a
smoothly packaged proposal to..” Our pub-
lic discourse is taken over with winner and
loser talk, of who's up and down, at the ex-
pense of the actual merits of proposed poli-
cies.

This obsession is increasingly criti-
cized by students of political communica-
tion and journalistic practice. James Fallows'
Breaking the News" How the Media Un-
dermine American Politics emphasizes how
a horse-tace obsession diverts citizens from
meaningful participation in public life and
fosters electoral cynicism. And others, criti-
cal of how polling data increasingly substi-
tutes for deliberation, have urged changes
in medica coverage so it will more reflect
1eal pro-con discussions (see Benjammm
Ginsberg's The Captive Public, or Michael
ONeill's The Roar of the Crows.). Prof. Gor-
don Mitchell, the University of Pittsburgh
debate director, has recently posted argu-
ments to the debate listservs that extend
these objections into a generalized position
hostile to a reliance on polling data in for-
mulating public pohicy.

When debaters let their debates be
taken over by process arguments, they only
ratify these distortions in public delibera-
tion, and further guarantee that the actual
benefits and consequences of proposals for
change willbe given short shrift, or ignored
entirely.

As compelling as these objections are,
they are not so difficult to answer. In a world
saturated with horse-race policy talk, per-
haps we should encourage forms of policy
argument that equip students to handle
political popularity-style arguments. Popu-
larity debates may inoculate students
against public opinion claims, rather than
making them cynical or apathetic. One might
also note that, despite the internal link is-
sues, the Clinton disadvantage is not €x-
clusively a polling argument, but involves
(Cheshier to page 33)




POLICY DEBATE
June 21 - July 10, 1999

LINCOLN-DOUGLAS DEBATE
June 21 - July 4, 1999

TEACHERS’ INSTITUTE
June 21 - July 4, 1999

Paul Bellus

A. Craig Baird Debate Forum
12 Inrernational Center
University of lowa

Towa Cicty, lowa 52242-1802

319/335-0621 = FAX 319/335-2111
E-MaIL paul-bellus@uiowa.edu

fowa begins accepting applications March 1, 1999

NATIONAL
SUMMER
INSTITUTE

IN FORENSICS

THE UNIVERSITY OF IOWA
Iowa City, lowa




TEACHERS INSTITUTE

~ | SPECIAL LECTURER

DR. DAVID ZAREFSKY

Dean
The School of Speech
Northwestern University

1 B.S., M.A,, Ph.D., Northwestern University; Dean, The School of Speech, Northwestern University,
Evanston, Illinois. More than 30 years involvement in debate and forensics: national high school champion,
nationally acclaimed coach, veteran director of the National High School Institute in Speech (the model
for all other “good” forensics institutes), lecturer, consultant, author; past president of SCA; husband and
father of two.

Dr. Zarefsky gave major attention to the importance of competitive debate in his keynote address to the
International Communication Association in Amsterdam. Dr. Zarefsky's “Paradigms” lectures and “Logic”
seminars have been enjoyed by Iowa participants for more than a decade. Professor Zarefsky may well have given more lectures to
high school studenis on debate than any person living. None would disagree that any lecture by Dr, Zarefsky is expertly delivered.
Students particularly enjoy the opportunity to ask questions after the lectures and sessions. Dr. Zarefsky is available to speak
personally with teachers and students at Slater Hall on the last night of his visit. It is a singular honor to have him returning in 1999.

Faculty

DAVID HUSTON, Director of Forensics, Roosevelt High School,
Des Moines, lowa; B.S., Drake University, M.A., University of
Northern Iowa, host for the 2001 Naticna! Forensics League
Tournament; coach of the many national competition winners and
finalists.

L | ( :'
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MIKE L. EDMONDS, Dean of students, Colorado College, | ' :
Colorado Springs; B.A., theater and English; M.A., Ph.D., ] . ] ! ‘ £
University of Mississippi; 1984 Hall of Fame graduate, University (= T . i =

of Mississippi; several national individual events champtons and Mike Edmonds Richard Edwards
finalists; board of directors, William Faulkner Debate Tournament.

RICHARD EDWARDS, Professor, Baylor University, Waco, TX;

B.A., M.A,, Ph.DD, The University of lowa; designed and perfected June 21 - July 4, 146499
the Tab Room on the Mac program that has revolutionized X

tournamenl management; long time member of the wording 12 International Center
comumittee for the national high school topic; editor and author of The University of lowa

dozens of articles and publications for high school teachers and lowa City, IA 52242
students on debate. 319/335-0621 (Phone) 319/335-2111 (Fax)

TEACHERS ARE NOT AN AFTERTHOUGHT AT IOWA!




POLICY DEBATE

June 21 - July 10, 1999

. In debate circles, Dr. Cheshier is a heavy hitter .. .

David M. Cheshier. Division Coordinator

DAVID CHESHIER, Division coordinator, assistant professor and director of debate
at Georgia State University in Atlania, B.A., Wake Forest, M.A., Ph.D. Towa; former
director, Georgetown, veteran lab leader at Iowa and Dartmouth institutes. Dr.
Cheshier is regarded as one of the most outstanding debate lab leaders in the nation.
His devotion and dedication have earned him the admiration and respect of students
and coaches from across the country. He has taught and lectured to thousands of
students at dozens of summer programs over the last 16 years. He has edited
numerous handbooks for debaters, written topic papers and directed dozens of
tournaments. His work is evident in every aspect of the policy debate division.

MICHAEL ANTONNUCCI, Senior, University of lowa; Former
Baird Debate Forum Member; former assistant debate ¢oach,
Cedar Rapids Washingten High School, Cedar Rapids, [A;
former debater at Lexington High School, Lexington, MA;
Kentucky Fellow; Glenbrook Round Robin; Walter Ulrich Award
recipient; published poet.

CHUCK BALLINGALL, Director of Debate, Damien High
School; B.A., University of Redlands; Mr. Ballingall has
coached many teams to the late elimination rounds of every
major tournament and has had teams at every national round
robin; former debater at the University of Redlands; Vice
President of the National Debate Coaches Association.

IANE BOYD, Director of Forensics, Grapevine High School;
B.A., University of Arkansas, Fayetteville; Double Diamond
coach; Who's Who of American Women, 1995; Who's Who of
High School Teachers, 1996 & 1998; Coach TOC Top Speaker,
Coach of Five State Champions; Coach of NFL National Semi-
Finalist; teams at Greenhill Round Robin, Bronx Science Round
Robin, MBA Round Robin, Glenbrooks Round Robin, Harvard
Round Robin and Stanferd Round Robin.

TREVOR FOSTER, Iunior, University of Iowa; Baird Debate
Forum member; former debater at Millard North High School,
Miliard, NE; late elimination rounds of every major college
tournament; tormer state champion.

FATHER RAYMOND HAHN, Headmaster and Director of
Forensics, Calhedral Prep; B.A., S1. Mary's Seminary College;
M .Div., School of Theology, St. Mary's University; NFL Douhle
Diamond; Key Coach of the Barkley Forum; as a veteran coach
of Policy Debate, Fr. Hahn's teams have been in the late
elimination rounds of every major tournament.

HEIDI HAMILTON, Assistant Professor and Director of
Forensics, Augustana College, Rock Island, IL; B.A., Augustana
College, Sioux Falls, SD; M.A., UNC Chapel Hill; Ph. D.,
University of lowa; former debate coach at the University of
Towa; former debater for Augustana College where she reached
the late elimination rounds of every major tournament; as a
coach at [owa and Augustana her teams frequently reach the late
elimination debates and have quaiified for the National Debale
Tournament.

DAVID HINGSTMAN, Assistant Professor and Director of
Debate, University of Iowa; Phi Beta Kappa; A.B., Princeton;
J.D., Harvard; Ph.D., Northwestern; coached three NDT Top
Speakers, two NDT finalists including champions, and has had
two or more teams qualify for the National Debate Tournament
over the past fourieen years; voted one of the nation's most
outstanding debate critics.

SHERYL KACZMAREK, Director
of Forensics, Newburgh Free
Academy, B.S., Carroll College;
M.S., University of [llinois;
Double Diamond coach; Key
Coach of the Barkley Forum;
¢oached National Catholic
Forensics League championship
team along with four state
champions and teams in the late
elimination rounds of every
major tournament including TOC
and NFL.

Father Hahn




1999 POLICY FACULTY

BRIAN LAIN, Debate Coach and Ph.D. candidate,
University of [owa; B.A., Wake Forest University; M.A.,
Wayne State University; author of many seminal texis on
Kritiks; coached NDT charnpionship team and (op
speaker; former debater at Wake Forest University where
he reached the late elimination rounds of every major
tournament including the Nationat Debate Tournament,

KRISTIN LANGWELL, Junior, University of Iowa; Baird
Debate Forum member; 4th Speaker Harvard
Invitational, late elimination rounds of every major
tournament; former debater at Niles West High School;
former NFL champion; former Novice Nationals
champion; former assistant debate coach, Elk Grove
High School; former debater, Wake Forest University.

GREG MYRBERG, Director of Forensics, lowa City Wesl
High School; B.S., Kansas; former debater at Kansas;
former coach UNC Chapel Hill; former coach
Westminister; coached three Barkley Forum Champions;
coached two NFL champions; Director of Midwestern
Novice Nationals Tournament.

PAULA NETTLES, Teacher and former Director of
Debate, Woodward High School; B.S., M.S., Emory
University; Key Coach of the Barkley Forum; former
Director of Bates Summer Debate Institute; teams in the
late eliminaiion rounds of every national invitalional and
participants at every national round robin.

DAVID O'CONNOR, Teacher and former Director of
Debaie, lTowa City West High School; charter member of
the Jowa staff; recipient of every national coaching and
judging award; teams have won every major national
invitational; founder of Midwestern Novice Nationals
Tournament.

ANDY PETERSON, Junior, University of lowa; Baird
Debate Forum member;, two-time first round NDT
qualifier; late elimination rounds of every major college
tournament; 6th speaker University Northern [owa and
Harvard; former debater, Ottumwa High Schoaol.

COREY RAYBURN, Debate Coach, University of Jowa;
former Baird Debate Forum member; Top Speaker at the
National Debate Tournament; Finalist at the National
Debaie Tournament; three-time first round NDT
qualifier; former debaler, Jefferson Science High School.

KAREN SCOTT, Graduate, University of lowa; former
Baird Debate Forur member; numerous intercollegiate

" debating and speaking awards including two-time

David Hingsion

Nate Smith

Aaron Timmons

District Champion; Quarter Finalist & Fourth
Speaker, Novice Nationals; former debater, Oak
Park and River Forest High School.

NATE SMITH, Debate Coach, Northwestern
University; B.A., Northwestern University;
coached three NDT National Championship teams;
coached two NDT Top Speakers; coached two
NDT Copeland Award Winners; former debater,
Northwestern Universily.

WARREN SPROUSE, Director of Forensics, Cedar
Rapids Washington High School; B.A., Oberlin
College; M.A., Columbia University; coached
numerous leams to the late elimination rounds of
every major national invitational; former debater,
MBA.

AARON TIMMONS, Director of Debaie, The
Greenhill School; B.S., M.Ed., University of North
Texas; former President, Texas Forensic
Association; six NFL National Champions; 11
State Champions; two Nartional Sweepstakes
Awards; charter member of the National Debate
Coaches Association.

WILLIAM TRAPANI, Debate Coach and Ph.D.
candidate, University of lowa; B.A., M.A,, Baylor
University; coached numerous teams to late
elimination rounds of every major college
tournament; former debater, Baylor University;
first-round bid to NDT; top ten speaker at NDT;
published author.

MATTHEW WHIPPLE, Director of Forensics,

Glenbrook South High Scheol; B.AL,
Northwestern; M.A., Roosevelt University; Co-
Director of the nation's largest high school
invitational, coach winner of the 1998 Tournament
of Champions; leams in the late elimination rounds
of every major tournament; more than a dozen NFL
and CFL eliminalion participants; veteran member
of the lowa staft.

JON WIEBEL, Graduate Fellowship, Debate Coach
and Ph.D. candidate, University of lowa; B.A.,
Baylor University; M.A., UNC Chapel Hill; former
Director of Forensics, Plano East High School,
former debate coach, UNC Chapel Hill; former
debaler, Baylor University; numerous debate and
speaker awards,

For an enrotlment packet or additional information, contact:

Paul Bellus, director
319-335-0621 or 319-335-2111 (fax)
paul-bellus@uiowa.edu

National Summer Institute in Forensics
12 International Center
The University of lowa
Towa City, lowa 52242-1802




LINCOLN-DOUGLAS DEBATE

June 21 - July 4, 1999

DUKES & BAILEY: LD PIONEERS

Ms. Bailey and Ms. Dukes are recognized for excellence in
and out of the classroom. At lowa, they have built what many
regard as the “only summer program” for Lincoln-Douglas
debaters. Their standards, expectations and performance are
nothing short of remarkable, and they demand and get the
best from their very able staff. Their curriculum is organized,
thorough and challenging to the very best students. They have
found the right mix of theory and practice, and year after

PATRICIA BAILEY, former Director of Debate, Homewood High
School; B.A., Huntington Coltege; M.A., Montevallo (AL); NFL
Diamond Coach, Key Coach of the Barkley Forum; coached NFL
LD champion, numerous NFL national qualifiers, LD siate
champion for seven years running; Atabama Speech Teacher of
the Year Award; National Topic Selection Committee for LD
debate; Samford and lowa Lincoln-Douglas debate institutes; NFL
Hall ot Fame; NFISDA Outstanding Speech, Drama, Debate
Educator Award; co-founder of lowa’s Lincoln-Douglas Summer
Debate Institute.

DAVID BALL, Director of Lincoln-Douglas Debate,
Montgomery Academy; B.A., Princeton University, coached
numerous participants of late elimination rounds of every major
high schocl invitational.

CLAIRE CARMAN, Debate Coach, Episcopal High School;
B.A., Rice University; First place, Bronx Round Robin, St.
Mark’s of Texas; Nalional Forensic League National Champion;
former Direclor of Samford University Lincoln-Douglas Summer
Debate Institute.

MICHELLE COODY, Director of Forensics, St. James School;
B.S., Spring Hill; M.A., Auburn University; NFL Diamond coach;
TOC advisory board; coached numerous national qualifiers; Key
Coach of the Barkley Forum,

vear, students come back for more.

HEATH DIXON, Debate Coach, Roberi E. Lee High School;
B.A., Economics, Washington & Lee University; Teaching
Certificate, TX TEA; coached seven State Charnpions in CX, LD,
and US Externp, two NFL fiualist in USA.

HETAL DOSHI, Junior, Emory University; former debater and
graduate of Vestavia Hills High School; Glenbrook Champion;
MBA Champion; Semifinalist Bronx High School of Science,
NFL Nationals; Top Speaker, TOC; three time TOC gualifier;
TOC Champion; Wake Forest Champion.

MARILEE DUKES, Director of Forensics, Vestavia Hills High
School; B.S., University of Southemn Mississippi; M.S., North
Texas State University (Debate Fellow); former high school and
college debater; 20-year teaching and coaching veteran,
numerous state and national qualifiers; coached NFL and TOC
champions; NFL Double-Diamond; Key Coach of the Barkley
Forum; co-founder of Towa’s Lincoln-Douglas Summer Debate
Institute; Blue and Gold Society.

BRIAN FLETCHER, Sophomore, Yale University; former
debater, West Des Moines Valley High School; Champion Bronx
Round Robin, MBA Round Robin, and Glenbrook Round Robin.

RENARD FRANCOIS, Atlorney at Law; former Debate Coach,
Montgomery Bell Academy; former debater, MBA; late elimina-
tien rounds of every major national tournarnent; former CEDA
debater at the University of Pennsylvania; former Director of
Samford University Lincoln-Douglas Summer Debate Instituie,

IOWA HAS A TEACHER WHO IS RIGHT FOR YOU!

For enrollment information call 319-335-0621 or fax 319-335-2111




1999 LINCOLN-DOUGLAS FACULTY

KANDI KING, Director of Debate, Winston Churchill High
School; B.A., Incarnate Word College; former Texas Speech
Teacher of the Year; State Officer of Texas Forensic Association
for past 14 years and past President; charter member of the lowa
Summer Debate Institute.

MICHAEL LEDFORD, Junicr, American University; former
high school debater; late efimination reunds of every major
invitational.

ANNA MARIE MANASCO, Freshman, Emory University,
former debater, St. James School; Champion Wake Forest 1997,
Bronx Round Robin 1997; Mentgomery Bell Round Robin 1998;
1998 TOC runner-up; Giris Naton President 1997,

ANQOP MISHRA, B.A., Birmingham Southern; former
Homewood High School debater; NFL National Champion;
Glenbrook Round Robin, Bronx Round Robin, MBA Round
Rebin; fermer Director of Birmingham City Revitalization
Project; charter member of lowa’s Lincoln-
Douglas Summer Debate Institute.

LYNSEY MORRIS, Graduate, Berry College;
Champion, Wake Forest; Octa-Finalists, TOC;
Berry College Honors Program; Intern in
Washington, D.C. for Senate Minority Leader;
College forensics ~ [E’s; President, Student
Government Associarion-Berry College.

BRYCE PASHLER, Assistant Lincoin-Douglas
Debate coach, West Des Maines Valley High
School; former debater, Valley High School;
third place, NFL Nationals; two-time lowa State
Champion; Winner William Branstrom
Freshman Prize (University of Michigan); coach
of 1996 TOC Champion; coach of 1996 MBA
Round Robin Winner.

LIZ ROGERS, 2nd year law student, Harvard University;
Graduate, University of Pennsylvania; former high school
debater; late elimination rounds of every major tournament;
coached numerous LD qualifiers to NFL and CFL naticnals;
coached Pennsylvania State Champion.

DAVID SINGH, Assistant coach, Apple Valley High School;
senior, University of Minnesota; winner, Glenbrook Round
Robin; TOC runner-up; numerous tournament and speaker
awards; former coach at Forest Lake High School.

TIM STROUD, WT Woodson High School 1996-99; Thomas
Edison HS 1993-96; B.A., University of Arizona; Loyola Law
School; 1998 Finalist NFL Oratory; 1997 Finalist NFL Oratory;
1995 Finalist NFL Foreign Extemp; 1998 Champion Oratory,
CFL; TOC qualifiers 1995 1o present.

CINDI TIMMONS, Director of Forensics, Colleyville Heritage
High School; B.S., M Ed., University of North Texas; Double
Diamond; former President, Texas Forensic Association; NFL
National Champions; 15 Texas State Champions; two National
Sweepstakes Awards.

JOHN WOOLLEN, Director of Forensics, Enloe High School;
A.B., Wesleyan Cellege; M.Ed. in Social Studies, UNC at
Greensboro; Ed.D. in International Swdies; certificates in
Curriculum and Instruction and Social Sciences Educatien; NFL
Double Diamond; Key Coach of the Barkley Forum; 100 students
to NFL Nationals; Barkley Forum champion; state champicns in
extemp, oratory, HY/DI, LD; semi-finalist at NFL Nationals.

DANIEL YAVERBA UM, B.A., philosophy and physics, magna
cum laude, Amherst; former successful high school debater;
coached outstanding high school champions at Isidore Newman;
runner of marathens.

For More Information: National Summer Institute in Forensics
12 International Center, The University of lowa, lowa City, 1A 52242-1802

THE UNIVERSITY OF TIOWA’S 68™ SUMMER DEBATE INSTITUTE
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A Tounmoimt Adanmistnaton’s Viewpoiamtivones

MAINTAINING THE INTEGRITY
OF ELIMINATION ROUND
BRACKETS

I have been have been involved
in forensics for over twenty years as a
student, judge, coach, program direc-
tor, and most recently, tournament ad-
ministrator. Tam fortunate to have had
expert as well as patient colleagues
with me during these times and for all
the successes, they deserve most of the
credit. Over the last ten years, [ have
helped run some of the largest and most
prestigious tournaments in the nation
and T have done my best to apply what
I learned from my mentors along with
some sound judgment of my own. Yet
despite the smoothness with which
some of these tournaments have run, [
am hard-pressed to name one issue re-
lated to tournament administration
which has caused more frustration,
anguish, threats, pleads for change, and
harsh words between otherwise colle-
gial colleagues than theissue of whether
to break elimination round brackets at
highly competitive tournaments.

Over the past two years, there has
been a heightened interest in this sub-
ject which I believe warrants serious
discussion in the forensic community.
Because of myinvolvement in count-

Mo A Aa kaw;

less tab room, judge lounge, and be-
tween-the-round discussions on this is-
sue, a good number of individuals have
asked me to share my thoughts on this
subject to explain why [ do not break
elimination round brackets as a tour-
nament administrator.

Defining Terms:
WHAT IS “BREAKING
BRACKETS?”

There is alot of confusion just
on terminology surrounding this is-
sue, so for the purpose of the dis-
cussion here, let me define a few
key terms. The term “breaking
brackets” refers to the practice of

re-seeding the elimination pairings
to prevent competitors from the
same school from debating.! Ifthe
pairings are not broken and two com-
petitors (L/D)/teams (policy) from the
same school are scheduled to debate,
the school is said to have “closed out
that part of the bracket.” If debaters
from the same school occupy all spots
in the elimination round pairings, then
the school has “closed out the tourna-
ment."”

The Tournament

Administrator.....
MAINTAINING A
NEUTRAL ROLE

As a former high school and col-
lege competitor as well as coach, [un-
derstand the position of those who sup-
portbreaking brackets; many of whom
Irespect deeply as colleagues and sup-
porters of our activity. Believe me, this
practice solves and even prevents a lot
of intra-team conflicts for the coaches
and team members. Not breaking
brackets may cause hard feelings be-




tween debaters and put coaches in
positions they otherwise would rather
not occupy. I have been in both posi-
tions as a debater and coach, and be-
lieved for years that not breaking
brackets was a very uneducational
practice. Of course at the time, [ was
most concerned about my own and
later as a coach, my students’ inter-
ests.

My opinion on breaking brack-
ets changed 180 degrees when I ac-
cepted the responsibility of running
large national competitions, and with
that responsibility, to be as fair and im-
partial as possible. As atournament
administrator, I feel that my position is
not to solve nor avoid team conflicts,
nor to favor large teams over small
ones. I view my job as being entrusted
to run a completely fair and non-dis-
criminatory competition that freats ev-
ery debater equally (the last three
words are very important here).

The individual performances as
determined by the collective wisdom
of the judges are, in my opinion, the
sole determinant of qualification and
subsequent placement in the elimina-
tion rounds. Ilearned by hard experi-
ence it is extremely unwise to adopt
such an interventionist and discrimina-
tory policy as breaking elimination
round brackets at important national
tournaments.

If the two matched debaters/
teams are from the same school, the
issue of what to do is for the coach
and the debaters from that school to
decide. Asthe tournament administra-

tor, I offer the school a few options:
1. I can advance the higher-seeded
debater/team; or
2. I can advance the debater/team
based on coach’s preference (se-
niors advance over juniors who
advance over sophomores, for
example); or
3. Ican give the school three judges
so the debaters can have a debate;
ar
4. I can provide the school aroom

where the debaters debate in front
ofthe coach(es).

Butthe decision is in the coaches’
and debaters” hands -- NOT MINE.
The tournament administrator should be
impartial and stay out of intemnal affairs
of teams. Some people have asked
why don’t I just make it easier for teams
with no coach, parent coaches, or
spineless coaches by breaking brack-
ets? My reply is it is simply not my
business as the toumament administra-
tor because my decision to break
brackets affects other coaches and
debaters in exactly the opposite way
(debateis like physics that way...for ev-
ery action there is an opposite and
equal reaction). As the tournament ad-
ministrator, I will abide by the coach’s
decision, but I will not intervene to re-
lieve them of any discomfort of having
to deal with their internal problems.
My suggestion is that members of
teams should all agree before the tour-
nament on a set of clear criteria of who
advances in the tournament should
members of that school be paired to
debate against each other in an elimi-
nationround. Deciding upon a policy
and living with it can be a valuable ex-
perience useful for later lessons in life.

Initially, I viewed the large team
"dilemma" of havingto decide which
debater/team to advance as a disad-
vantage. After a discussion with my
friend Tim Averill, the director at
Manchester HS (MA), however, I now
share his view that maintaining the in-
tegrity of brackets provides some level
of reward for large teams for the depth
of their success while still treating all
debaters equally. As a director of a
large, successful program who, as a
tournament administrator, does not
break brackets, Mr. Averill points out
that as a coach, he actually hopes for
closeouts because of the two debat-
ers/teams, one is guaranteed to go to
the next round; an important consider-
ation when earning qualifying legs for
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the National Tournament of Champi-
ons. If brackets are broken, then there
is arisk that both ofhis debaters/teams
would lose and that no one would ad-
vance to the next round. L.arge teams
who break multiple debaters at tour-
naments are, in fact, rewarded for their
depth of success.

WHAT ABOUT JUDGE
INCONSISTENCY?

After win-loss record, speaker
point rating is the next determining cri-
terion for seeding elimination rounds.
Other coaches with whom I have had
discussions about this issue point out
that seeding is so arbitrary; citing the
marginal variance in speaker points
which separates top seeds from bot-
tom seeds.” My answer is that debate
is subjective and that is the nature of
the activity. Our activity is more like
figure skating than track and field; de-
tenmining the winners in debate is amat-
ter of opinion more than fact. Weall
accept that as a condition of participa-
tion when we go to competitive tour-
naments. That said, however, I think
that many of the competitive national
tournaments such as the Tournament
of Champions have the most consis-
tent judging pools in the country. Mar-
ginal speaker point variance actually
points to a very consistent judging pool,
one which has a rarrow range of Z-
score ratings* and one that indicates that
speaker points are indeed useful. Ad-
ditionally, most tournaments drop the
high and low speaker point ratings as
the second criterion (after win-loss
record), which removes a significant
amount of variance. Thus, speaker
point variance really is not a legitimate
justification to break brackets.

The real question which should be
raised is;

"Who is supposed to evaluate
the debaters? The tournament admin-
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istrator or the judges? When we break
the top 16 Lincoln-Douglas debaters
out of a field of 70 over seven prelimi-
nary rounds as we do at the National
Toumament of Champions, 735 sepa-
rate decisions were made by the judg-
ing pool to determine the overall seed-
ing.® Who will single-handedly inter-
vene to override the collective judg-
ment of those judges? Certainly not I
asthetournament administrator! While
I am the last to worship elimination
round seeding as the “sacred cow” of
debate administration, I have yet to
discover a better, non-arbitrary way of
determining elimination round place-
ment.

MAINTAINING
BRACKETS
IS
EDUCATIONALLY
SOUND

‘When elimination round brackets
are broken, an uneven playing field is
created. The result is that high seeds
hit high seeds early in the tournament
and half are eliminated prematurely.
Debaters on the “weak side of the
bracket” literally walk into finals while
debaters trapped on the “hard side”
have to bleed every inch of the way
just to make it to the next round. I
made the horrible mistake as a young
tournament director of allowing myself
to be talked into breaking brackets
when I directed a huge triple-octos
tournament and there were many lop-
sided late elimination round debates.
No wonder! High seeds were meet-
ing in octofinals and lower seeds were
making it all the way to quarters and
semis because the bracket was bro-
ken twice in double-octofinals and
octofinals to avoid conflicts within large
teamns. The result was, in my opinion,
a rather poor tournament that did not
showcase the best debaters in the late

elimination rounds. Unfortunately, in-
stead of the semifinal and final rounds
being “clash of the debate titans” those
well-attended showcase rounds were,
to be candid, quite embarrassing.

Coaches who have asked me to
break an elimination round bracket of-
ten point out that closing out that part
of the bracket means that no debate
would occur, thereby depriving other
students from observing and leaming
from exemplary debate. While their
intentions at first might seem quite al-
truistic, if we take that argument to its
logical conclusion, breaking brackets
might actually produce the opposite
result. While breaking brackets might
prevent early elimination rounds from
being closed out, it actually results in
more closeouts in semi and final rounds
which deprives the students who ob-
serve such rounds of comparatively
better educational opportunities. As a
tournament administrator, maintaining
the integrity of brackets means that
there is a better chance for students to
observe the best debaters in the final
rounds of the tournament; something I
would also want as acoach and a de-
bater.

AN APPEAL FOR
UNDERSTANDING
AND DISCUSSION

If you support breaking brack-
ets, Iwill not ask you to change
you r{‘ = mind, how-
ever, I do \_~~{’_ ask that you
under- / stand and re-
spect the _ k responsibilities
a tourna- Jment adminis-

trator must take in main-
taining the tournament’s
integrity L and impartial-
ity, Iusu- /v  ally do not
take such a strong tone in my

Rostrum contributions, however, I will
speak up energetically on issues which

I feel threaten the integrity of the activ-
ity and as long as I am directing the tab
room at tournaments such as the Na-
tional Tournament of Champions, the
integrity of those competitions will be
vigorously defended.

(Minh A. Luong is a former high
school and university coach who
served as Chairperson of the Com-
munication Studies Department at
Pinewood College Preparatory
School (CA), Director of Debate at
San Francisco State University, and
Director of Forensics at the Univer-
sity of California at Berkeley. Now
a corporate consultant, he co-
founded and directs the National
Debate Education Project, an orga-
nization which conducts weekend
debate seminars in underserved ar-
eas around the country. He served
as the Tournament Director of the
California Invitational at The Uni-
versity of California at Berkeley for
five years and is now serving his
sixth year as the Director of L/D
debate at the National Tournament
of Champions.)

This debate assumes the classic "free"”
elimination round format and not the
NFL "two/three down" matching schemes.
‘For example, if four teams from the same
school win their quarterfinal rounds and
advance to the semifinal round, the
school has "closed out" the semifinal
round and the tournament.

At some of the most competitive tourna-
ments, the speaker point difference be-
tween the top seed (1) and the lowest seed
(32) is less than ten (10) speaker points
out of 210, only a 4.7% difference.

‘4 Z-score is available using Rich
Edward’s TRM (Tab Room in a Mac)
program. If measures the relative vari-
ance of speaker point ratings awarded
by each judge in comparison to the judg-
ing pool.

370 debaters = 35 debates X 3 decisions
(win/loss as well as affirmative and
negative speaker point assignments) X 7

rounds = 735 overall decisions.
e e——— = -]
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The best forensics stuff on the Web!

forensics chat rooms
find your friends online or learn more about your
events. chat rooms for coaches too!

great research tools et
find whatever you need to write a speech, research a case, find an interp piece,
and a whole lot more!

web publishing services
let forensics2000 help you get your team on the web. whether you want to post
information about your tournament or list past national finalists, forensics2000 can help.

complete forensics directory
look up other teams and forensics organizations in the forensics2000 members
directory. check with us to make sure you're listed!

valuable forensics information
find out the latest |I-d resolution, learn how to run a session of congress, get valuable tips
on delivering an extemp speech, and much more!

Brought to you by the
Florida Forensic Institute

3301 College Ave.--Sonken Bldg.
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33314

f (800) 458-8724 or (954) 262-4402
o  FAX (954) 262-3973

E-mail: pesola@nsu.nova.edu
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The National High
Northwestern |

The Coon-Hardy Program
July 11 through

The Unique Coon-Hardy Curriculum

Teamwork, Teamwork, Teamwork!!!
Interactive Learning Environment
» Integrated Curriculum Design
Small Group Topic Analysis and Design
Matching Faculty Expertise to the Needs of Individual Students
College Caliber Strategy and Research Skills

For Further Information Contact:

The National High School Institute
617 Noyes Street
Evanston, IL 60208
(800)-662-NHSI
http://www.nwu.edu/nhsi
E-Mail: nhsi@nwu.edu

"Come, Be a Part of One of America's Most Successful College
Debate Programs'"

Northwestern University
National Debate Tournament Top Speakers
1998 * 1996 * 1989 * 1973 * 1968 * 1966 * 1962

Rex Copeland Memorial Award -- Top First Round At-Large
1996 * 1988 * 1979
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The Coon Hardy Teaching Staff

- Scott Deatherage, Director, Northwestern
Adrienne Brovero, Associate Director, Northwestern
» Michael Gottlieb, 1998 N.D.T. Champion, Northwestern
Terry Johnson, 1997 C.E.D.A. Champion, Northwestern
Brian McBride, Associate Director, Northwestern
Nate Smith, Associate Director, Northwestern
» Ryan Sparacino, 1998 N.D.T. Champion, Northwestern
Lesley Wexler, Associate Director, North Carolina

Recent Coon-Hardy Alums Include:

e 1998 N.D.T. Champion and Top Speaker
e 1997 CEDA National Champion
e 1997 N.D.T. Champion

See our January Brochure for a Complete Listing of Teaching Staff

"Go to College before you Finish High School”

Northwestern University
National Debate Tournament Champions
1998 * 1995 * 1994 *1980 * 1978 * 1973 * 1966 * 1959 * 1958

Cross Examination Debate Association National Champions
1997




Announcing a new online resource for debaters:

http://www.aynrand.org/debate

In order to defend controversial ethical or political positions,many debaters resort to strange tactics. By
stringing together out-of-context quotations, by dressing their arguments in fancy jargon, or by invoking
fantastic examples like nuclear war, they hope that they can, at least, stand out from the crowd. Most
of these tactics, however, have little if any educational value.

There is an alternative. Ayn Rand's philosophy of Objectivism offers a debater a consistent, fact-based,

philosophical framework that can be used to analyze virtually any debate topic. Objectivism stands for .
reason, individualism, and laissez-faire capitalism. You can learn more about how to apply these l
principles to your arguments by visiting our new web site, where you will find advice like the following: ‘

= e On-evaluating the resolution:

“Philosgphic tradition takes it as an uncontroversial truth that a question of value --
like the resolution -- cannot be proven factually. Objectivism eonsiders the *fact-value’
«or- is-ought-distinction to be false.”

'O Lineoln-Danglas debate:

“Te-prove a proposttion of value exhaustively, one needs to show whieh faets of
reality make this value judgment necessary.... According to Objeetivism, the ecneept of
“value” is not a sclf-evident primary, but a higher-level concept dependent upon a

. more- basic one: the eoncept of “life”...Most Lincoln-Douglas debaters leave their
valyes preinise as.nothing more than that -- a premise -- without any proof as to why
they have chosen it. Debaters should reassure themselves.. that the intreduction of the

--very basics’of Ayn Rand’s argument for life as the standard of value will advanee their

- posiion-light years beyond that of their opponent.”

;e U On policy debate:

e il e e -l ~ “Most policy debaters’ understanding of concepts like ‘harm’ or *advantage’ is

- Pk T  tenuous. As a result, these debaters will resort to graphic and unlikely examples of

i L= Bl death and desfruction in order to illustrate what these eoncepts mean. Most policy
debaters wil agree that anything that has the slightest chanee of producing massive

= " ., -.-. .. nuelear explosions or blood running in the streets js ‘bad.” While nuclear holocaust is a

. My e had thing, the meanings of ‘advantage’ or ‘disadvantage,’ or ‘benefit’ and ‘harm’ are not

self-evident.. Not only can an Objectivist affirmative case define ‘advantage’ and

‘disadvantage,” but it can also justity these definitions.”

_._‘-..
.
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This new site includes:

*Introductory essays on Objectivism by Ayn Rand and Leonard Peikoff. 1

*A new, comprehensive essay focusing on practical applications of Objectivism to both Policy and
Lincoln-Douglas debate.

*Objectivist analysis of Policy and 1.-D resolutions.
+Links to prominent Objectivist sites.
sInformation on ordering free Objectivist literature.
Information on an e-mail Jist devoted to discussing Objectivism in debate.
*Information on getting answers to questions on Objectivist philosophy.
... with more in the works!

————————,,,————

THE AYN RAND INSTITUTE » THE CENTER FOR THE ADVANCEMENT OF OBJECTIVISM
4640 Admiralty Way « Suite 406 « Marina Del Rey « CA « 90292 + (310) 306-4925 « http:/iwww.aynrand.org
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The first year 1 judged debate, 1
thought American high school debating had
lost sight of its all-important, down-to-earth,
democratic roots and had evolved.into a
ritualized, inbred, elitist game.

Today, after my third year of judging
tournaments for San Antonio’s MacArthur
High School {mostly Lincoln-Douglas, with
some cross-examination and ex-temp), I
have decided my initial reaction was over-
drawn -- but not completely wrong.

Debate coaches DO need to throw a
little more common-sense ballast into de-
baters' bouncing theoretical boats.

If this is not done, many debaters will
never emerge from the caterpillar stage and
become the handsome butterflies of public
life that they could be. Instead, like com-
puter nerds, they risk becoming a lonely
community of gemuses isolated from the
rest of humanity by their own self-imposed,
needless obscurantism.

Computer nerds can survive in their
cloisters because they turn their ingenuity
into tangible machines and because their
monkish labors eam money for the hiring of
interpreters.

Break Habits

But debaters, if they are to fulfill their
potential, must someday stop talking only
to each other, and start persuading the rest
of us -- boards of directors, city coun-
cils, eustomers, voters. To do that, they

J

must break some habits they develop in de-
bating and start speaking the same lan-
guage that outsiders do.

Debaters are extraordinarily bright
kids and they pick up quickly (too quickly)
on the "high technology" of forensics, i.e...
the intricate analysis, the jargon, the cita-
tion of rules.

Convince Ordinary People

In the process, they forget that the
real-life value of debating skills is to con-
vince ordinary people -- not debaters -- to
support the causes, the values, the deci-
sions they believe in.

1 hate watching smart kids waste their
brains and energies "lawyering" the (sup-
posed} rules of debate instead of actually
debating. 1t's like watching football players
arguing with the referees when they should
be blocking and tackling each other.

Avoid Accusations

Instead of discussing the meat of is-
sues, debaters too often just accuse each
other of violating topicality, triumphantly
trumpet an opponent's alleged overlooking
of a third contention, demand that argu-
ments be drawn over to their own sides,
and instruct judges on what the judging is-
sues are.

"I DON'T CARE!" one wants to

Harry F. Noyes llI

by

scream. "Topicality sounds like a pompos-
ity that deserves violating; 1 don't remem-
ber what your third contention was; I'm not
keeping a chart to draw things over on' and
1 - not you -- will decide what the judging
issues are.”

Avoid Debate Jargon

Usually, I'm not that blunt. However,
1 do write critiques warning debaters that
many judges don't know or care about de-
bate jargon' that, in the real world, there are
no rules of debate except to change minds
and hearts; and that, in the real world, this
demands cogent information, common
sense arguments and clear, simple English -
- not a mastery of debate theory.

Use Debate Theory

It's not that debate theory is
wrong. It's a good tool for learning how
to influence ordinary people. It's just
that, when it comes time to aetually in-
fluence people, one has to USE the
theory......... not talk ABOUT it.

Often this is just a matter of choosing
the right words. A debater can win a lay-
man over by objecting that an opponent
has gotten off the subject to avoid facing
reality. He will lose the layman if he insists
on using the term "violated topicality."

Fortunately, as debaters mature, most
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seem to reconnect with the real world. They
slip into jargon and lawyering much less.
Perhaps repeated battering by codgers like
me has something to do with this. One
hopes their coaches are influencing them,
Loo.

Show The Finished Product

Coaches should do even more in this
arena. Impress upon all debaters, including
novices, that the jargon, analysis and chart-
drawing done in the classroom should be
left in the classroom.

Remind them that doctors study
anatomy, pathology, etc., but they don't re-
gurgitate it all to their patients. They just
say, "You have an infection. Take these
pills."

Another analogy: A skyscraper con-
tains mcredible complex support and utili-
ties structures, but smart architects don't
let occupants and visitors see that stuff.
They conceal it behind walls, floors and
ceilings that give the building users the only
thing they care about: practical working or
living spaces.

Debaters need to do the same. By all
means, learn the debate jargon, the analyti-
cal techniques, the "rules” that work most
of the time. Use that stuff to build strong
cases, but don't show it to the judges. A
debater should show judges only the fin-
ished product: a well-knit, smoothly spo-
ken, plain-English argument that makes the
debater look more right than the opponent.

Lay judges will actually punish de-
baters for showing the innards of their art -
not deliberately but just because they re-
ally do not understand. Debaters who get
used to succeeding with these approaches
mn debate classes or with expert judges may
come to see them as magical incantations
for any occasion. They are going to be
sorely disappointed when they try them on
lay judges and do not get the expected re-
sults. It is the job of coaches to make sure
this doesn't happen by training debaters not
to use such arguments in tournaments.

Face the Judge Using
Common-Sense Approach

(It is dangerous to try to guess, or
ask, what kind of judge one is facing, Both
kinds may resent the gamesmanship this
implies. "Just play balll” is likely to be their
attimde. Even if one guesses successfiilly,
one assumes the burden of trying to "switch

hit" between common-sense and legalistic
approaches every time one faces a new
judge. What's the point? Expert judges may
tolerate a legalistic approach, but surely al-
most all of themn will accept a common-sense,
substantive approach equally well. Indeed
the best ones will prefer it, for all the rea-
sons | have cited. So if everybody likes the
common-sense approach, and lay judges
hate the legalistic one, doesn't it just make
sense to always take the common-sense
approach? The case for substantive con-
tent couched in good, plain English is over-
whelming.)

The same usually cannot be said for
cases made by student debaters, a problem
caused mainly by an archaic approach to
research and argumentation. Debaters slave
endlessly over their research, but the ideas
and evidence they end up with often falls
short of the required level of persuasive-
ness.

In my opinion, as an educated out-
sider, the crux of this problem is an obses-
sion with long-dead philosophers that most
Americans have never heard of. As a lib-
eral-arts graduate, 1 am pleased that my de-
bater son is learning about Hobbes, Locke,
etc. However, I don't look to those guys as
guides to 20th-century issues, and Joe Six-
Pack doesn't have a clue who they were.

Counsequently, a typical debate open-
ing statement -- "Because 1 agree with
Tycho Brahe's grandmother, I must affirm” -
- is dead on arrival as far as most lay audi-
ences are concerned.

If listeners don't say just say,
"Who?," they are likely to say, "Well, you
may agree with that witch-buming, serf-
flogging, pre-steam-engine troglodyte, but
I don't." And then what chance does the
debater stand?

Proper Opening Statement
Structure

A winning case is a logical structure,
built with evidence and argumentation, on
a foundation presented in the opening state-
ment. For a case to succeed in the short
time available, that foundation MUST be
one the audience (judge) instinctively rec-
ognizes and agrees with.

It must be axiomatic, i.e., so commonly
agreed-upon by Americans from all walks
of life and all schools of thought that the
opposing debater would not dare to ques-
tion it and the judge would never think to.
A debate case can survive having some of

its evidence and arguments skewered; but
if that philosophical foundation is attacked
and defeated, then everything stacked on
top of it collapses and the case is doomed.

What kinds of ideas qualify as unas-
sailable axioms? Given time and intellectual
skill and will, of course, almost any axiom is
assailable. However, the time limits of de-
bate and the limited philosophical inclina-
tions of most Americans confer a virtual
impregnability on certain sources of ideas
and guotations.

For example: humane moral precepts
from the sacred religious texts of any mod-
ern faith, the Declaration of Independence,
the Constitution, the writings of Benjamin
Franklin or Einstein, the speeches of George
Washington or Abraham Lincoln or Dr.
Martin Luther King, Jr. -- such sources are
instantly recognized and command instinc-
tive respect from American listeners,

A clever analyst might rip some ideas
from these sources to pieces, but very few
judges will think to do so and opposing
debaters would attack such honored
sources only at great risk, With a trusted
and unassailable foundation, a debater can
build the rest of his logical superstructure
with much more confidence.

Hobbes and Locke simply do not pro-
vide that. They inspire distrust in some
judges even if the opposing debater does
not say a word against them -- and they can
be attacked with impunity.

"My opponent cited Hobbes, who
every right-thinking person knows is an
idiot, pervert and enemy of modern humane
values,” a debater could say...and most
judges would not have any reason to doubt
it. If a judge found this riposte plausible, it
would virtually blow the opponent out of
the water. And even a judge who disagrees
with this gambit is unlikely to be offended
by it, whereas many judges would react
negatively to a debater who challenged
ideas from the Bible, Declaration of Inde-
pendence, Constitution, Washington, Lin-
coln or King.

In short, debate coaches should
counsel their students to seek their ideas
from sources that command sacred or quasi-
sacred status in American society, not from
forgotten philosophies.

Another point that must be impressed
more vividly on debaters is this: one of the
few absolute rules in debating is that no
argument counts unless the judge can hear
the words. Sadly, this is a rule many debat-
ers violate profligately -- especially CXers,
of course, but the problem is by no means

oS



limited to them.

The most brilliant argument in the
world is worthless if the audience (judge)
hears only a cacophony of words piled up
on top of each other, Even when words are
spoken one at a time, if the pace is too hec-
tic and there is no time to absorb the mean-
ing of it all, very cogent arguments may be
missed or underestimated by the harried lis-
tener. Impress upon debaters that three or
four decent ideas, clearly presented, are more
persuasive than 20 brilliant ones that no-
body can hear, understand or absorb.

Research —
Broaden General Knowledge

One final idea worth passing on to
students: while targeted debate research is
essential, there is no substitute for an un-
derlying liberal education.

During one ex-temp speech on an eco-
nomic issue, a brilliant young novice failed
to cite the most important economic factor
of all. He simply hadn't stumbled across it
in his hasty pre-speech research. While it
would be unrealistic to expect such a young
man to be an economics expert and I did not
penalize him for this omission, it was sad to
see him come 50 close to sheer perfection
and miss it for lack of a fairly common-place
fact.

Of course, no one is every going to
hiton all cylinders in ex-temp, but this inci-
dent does point up a valuable lesson. Over
the long haul, the best debaters will be those
who possess an inexhaustible yearning for
knowledge of all kinds.

Great debaters do not just fill their
debate research hours with a mechanical
collection of facts on this year's topics --
they fill their whole lives with learning in
the broadest sense.

Consequently, when they go into a
debate, they need not gamble all on the haz-
ards of a hasty, quick-and-dirty topical re-
search effort. They operate from a solid
foundation of personal knowledge, supple-
mented by debate research -- much sounder
research because it is guided by their broad
general knowledge.

Use Metaphors From

Unrelated Fields

As a writer, I find that the best argu-
ments on any topic often are metaphors from
totally unrelated fields. The best way to win
a political point may be an analogy from
sculpture, or natural history, or the physi-

cal sciences, or religion.

Research will not turn up such con-
nections. An all-permeating liberal educa-
tion will,

Broaden Reading Material

Encourage debaters to get that kind
of education. Encourage them to read con-
stantly, from non-fiction of all kinds and from
great Hterature. As a minimum, urge them to
begin a life-long habit of reading a good
news magazine -- ALL of'it -- every week.

In conclusion, I urge debate coaches
everywhere to return to the days of yore
when high-school debate was exemplified
by Mickey Rooney and Judy Garland, on
stage in an auditorium packed with parents
and siblings, pondering the merits of stand-
ing up to Hitler -- plain talk for plain folks on
real public issues so difficult that smart
people of good will may disagree.

"Forensics"
A
Valuable Experience

Clearly, 1 believe there is room for im-
provement. Having said that, however, let
me emphasize that high-school forensics is
an immensely valuable experience. I have
gratefully watched my son grow tremen-
dously in analytical skill, wit, articulateness,
kmowledge, confidence and leadership.

This is a great program, Debaters just
need to remember that their ultimate audi-
ence is the rest of American society, not
Just each other.

{Harry F. Noyes HI is a journalist in the
Public Affairs Office of the U.S. Army
Medical Command. He is a volunteer de-
bate and speech judge in Texas.)

33

{Cheshier from page 17)

students in substantive arguments about
national missile defense, trade policy,
American hegemony, and Middle Eastern
policy.

More than all this, political reaction
matters. Particular presidential actions do
produce generalized backlashes (witness
the Clinton health initiative and his infa-
mous responses to the Congress’ "81 ques-
tions"}: should we ignore the tangible con-
sequences of such reactions? Probably not.
T've heard others energetically defend how
the Clinton position dominance forces stu-
dents to stay current in their reading or da-
tabase searching (although I suspect most
would be grateful for relief from night-be-
fore-the-tournament update madness).

As sick as most are of the typical
Clinton disadvantage, the argument genre
may be with us for good, despite the con-
siderable energies being expended to theo-
retically subvert it. Many of the common
objections to political process arguments
are unlikely to be given trumping theoreti-
cal weight, especially when they are so eas-
ily introduced as link or internal link an-
swers. Others are tough to win when the
negative combines an advantage-solving
counterplan with a process argument. The
argurnent that "given equal solvency for the
case claims, why risk the political backlash?"
will continue to persuade. In the meantime,
it's probably more productive for
affirmatives to refine their link and unique-
ness responses.

{David M. Cheshier is Assistant Professor
of Communications and Director of Debate
at Georgia State University, Atlanta, GA. His
column The Edge appears monthly in the
Rostrum).

Desert Sun
Nationals

June 13 - 18, 1999

Phoenix, Az
See You There!
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LET'S SHARPEN THOSE ISSUES
by Harry F. Noyes II1

_g—'d

Nothing is more frustrating to debat-
ers and judges than to be rapped by a de-
bate topie that inadvertently favors one side
over the other. Unfortunately, several of the
topics 1 have seen in my three years of judg-
ing fall into this category.

While 1 cannot remember the topics
clearly, 1 do remember feeling on most of
thern that the negative didn't stand a chance
unless the affirmative really performed
badly.

Some topics were stated in such a way
that the negative could only eome up with
forceful arguments by adopting postures
that seem inherently immoral to most Ameri-
cans -- a burden no high-school debater
should have to overcome.

Others were stated so vaguely that a
clever affirmative could focus the topicality
in any way it wanted to. This in turn would
have the effect of forcing the negative into
the same position of climbing uphill apainst
judges' inherent moral convictions.

For example, one topic dealt with
“strengthening” immigration laws. Most
people would take this to mean reducing
immigration.

However, I judged a debate in which
the affirmative cleverly the vagueness of
"strengthen” by demanding refinements
that would speed up the admission of or-
phans for adoption.

Negative was placed in the impossible
position of arguing against orphans, adop-
tion and family love. They tried heroically,
but logically as well as emotionally they

Defending the Affirmative
or Negative Issues

simply had no legs to stand on. All the usual
anti-immigration arguments -- Who will pay
for them? They'll change our society. Their
own countries need their skills -- collapse
completely in the context of orphan babies
being adopted by American families.

1t's easy to tell judges to be neutral,
but they must decide the merits of argu-
ments and there is no way they can totally
shake a lifetime of values in doing that. And,
as in the example above, in some cases even
the coldest logic leaves one side holding
the dirty end of the stiek before the debate
ever starts.

For fair debating, the topic itself must
be neutral. That is, it must be selected and
worded in such a way that the affirmative
and negative cases both lie somewhere
within the mainstream of American values
or at least within the normal parameters of
American policy conflicts. Topics must be
one that intelligent adult Americans of good
will sincerely disagree on -- and which a
self-disciplined judge can therefore truly
see both sides of. 1f not, there is no way for
judges to be neutral and there is no way for
affirmative and negative to have equal
chances to win.

In other words, it's fair to ask debat-
ers to defend either the affirmative or nega-
tive of genuinely hard issues. Let them flail
away on balancing the federal budget, on
foreign aid, on whether to send troops to
Bosnia. Don't ask them to argue the merits
of motherhood, compassion or honesty,
where society has already made up its mind
what it believes -~ and don't give them vague
topics that might "melt down" or be twisted
by affirmative into a form that negative has

no hope of winning.

Clearly no one writes a bade topic on
purpose. That some slip through suggests
a need for better screening. Not knowing
the current process, 1 risk proposing the
obvious. But 1 would suggest pre-testing
the topics with a series of debates, using
average high-school debaters (not the na-
tional champions) and real lay judges. They
should be able pretty quickly to report
whether the topic presents unfair difficul-
ties for either case or for the judges.

1dentifying appropriate issues is hard.
Crafting the wording is even harder. The
topic must be sharply foeused, yet not too
restrictive. It must be succinct and yet not
vague.

No doubt about it: this is hard work,
but it can be done. This year's Lincoln-Dou-
glas topic -- whether private groups should
be allowed to discriminate -- worked quite
well, I saw both sides consistently scoring
good points.

However difficult, the crafting of good
topics is the sine gua nop of an effective
debating season. This is a challenge that
must be met if debate outcomes are to de-
pend on more than just the luck of drawing
the affirmative slot.

(Harry F. Noyes I, San Antonio
(TX) is a journalist in the Public
Affairs Office of the U.S. Army
Medical Command. He volunteers
as a debate judge in Texas)
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The National Debate Forum University of Minnasoty

Specializing exclusively in Lincoln-Douglas debate instruction in Minneapolis

The National Debate Forum for Lincoln-Douglas debaters is an intensive two-week program dedicated to developing
regional and national champions. Conducted at the superior facilities of the University of Minnesota in Minneapolis,
the NDF features a premier faculty made up of championship coaches and former competitors from across the country.

The NDF offers a unique and advantageous opportunity for academic learning and forensic training, including: |

Enrollment is limited to only fifty-five students to ensure a collegial and learning-positive atmosphere
Outstanding 6:1 student-to-faculty ratio guarantees every student “top lab” attention

A minimum of fifteen critiqued debate rounds conducted throughout the program

Access to all university libraries, including the nationally-ranked University of Minnesota Law Library
Topic preparation and research on all Lincoln-Douglas resolutions being considered for 1999-2000
Adult-supervised university dormitory living situation in air-conditioned Middlebrook Hall
Affordable tuition: only $975.00 for residential students (all-inclusive amount includes tuition, lodging,
3 meals per day, and lab photocopies) and $475.00 for commuters {no room and board). Be careful when
comparing costs at other institutes which exclude meals and other “miscellaneous fees and expenses.”

The National Debate Forum will be directed by Jenny Cook, Director of Forensics at Hopkins
High School (MN) and Minh A. Luong, Director of the National Debate Education Project (MA}.

Our national caliber faculty members and teaching fellows will be announced in the spring.

For an institute prospectus and enrollment application, please contact:

Ms. Jenny Cook, Director * The National Debate Forum/Summit Debate Enterprises
1807 Ford Parkway #A e St. Paul, MN 55116
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ISRAELISTUDENTS LEARN DEBATE
DOES NOT REQUIRE SHOUTING

The Jerusalem Post International
Edition for the week ending February 7,
1998, devoted a full page to Israeli students
leaming the process of formal argumenta-
tion and debate without the traditional Is-
raeli style of, "He who talks loudest is the
one who pets heard."

For the first time "civilized argument
will be heard throughout the land" as high
school students from 26 countries partici-
pate in the World Schools Debating Cham-
pionship.

Asher Weill, the British-born editor
of Ariel, a local arts and culture magazine,
notes, "We see debating as the key to im-
proving democracy. It's not just shouting
at the other guy; it's actually listening to
him, relating to his arguments and speaking
back in a way that is polite and informed.

Reasoned, quiet, logical discourse is
not a tradition in Israel, according to Prof.
Shoshana Blum-Kulka, of Hebrew
University's Department of Communica-
tions. "We have a long tradition of
argumentation...where everyone seems to
talk at once. There is a tradition which is
very Israeli, that of saying exactly what you
mean. It all feeds into a highly confronta-
tional style."

Israeli high school students, led by
their coach Adam Lifstein, hope to estab-
lish a more reasoned tradition of argument
in Israel, one based on logical, courteous,
and carefully conceived argument. Lifstein
comes from a family tradition of debate at
the University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill.
Adam, his father, and his sisters all have
participated in debate. Lifstein teaches
rhetoric at several Isracli schools. He notes,
"Part of the health of a democracy is the
quality of its discourse. Debate is one of
the best ways to teach children and adults
about the discourse that makes up democ-
racy.” Some might say he came to the wrong
country, given the tradition of debate by
shouting. Lifstein disagrees, "Certainly my
skills as a debate coach wouldn't be that
necessary in England--but here I'm one of
the few people who actually has some ex-
perience in the issue."

Lifstein is like other debate coaches.
He has been teaching his students the fun-
damentals of thetorical argument: identify-
ing logical fallacies, ways of analyzing

by Larry A. Smith

opponent's arguments and proper methods
of structuring and writing speeches. He also
is trying to teach them to be effectively "lis-
tenable” by adding in a little humor and
passion to their speeches.

Yehoshua Gurtler, a 17 year-old at
Jerusalem's Hartman High School was "bom
talking" according to his father. Yehoshua
wants to be a lawyer. He is a great fanof LA
law. "I'd heard about debating from friends
and watching television, so I decided to fry
it out, and I got hooked. I enjoy the intellec-
tual game, the idea of speaking in public,
the techniques. I really like discussing and
examining both sides of an issue...but what
1 enjoy most is going head to head with an
opponent,”

Yaron Nahari, 16, and a student at Tel
Aviv's Tichon Hadas humorously notes he
got into debating because he likes to wear
suits, He also admits he likes to argue and
lives in a home where the family argues
about everything. He also admits, with a
smile, he still settles arguments with his
younger siblings the way he always
has..."by beating them up.”

Yaron credits his formal training with
making him more effective in prevailing in
arguments. "I never thought it would hap-
pen, but I keep a lower profile when I'm ar-
guing now, My arguments are more analyti-
cal and cream less--it's more about getting
the point across." His prowess at persuad-
ing has convinced his friends at school.
They now send Yaron to the principal when
the friends want something done.

Sivan Cohan, 15, of Holon's Ephraim
Katzir High School, got into debate because
her mother couldn't get a refund for the -
ition at a debate workshop which Sivan's
older sister could not attend. After the work-
shop she was selected to the national team
after advancing through national competi-
tions. Sivan has only one complaint about
debate. "I hate wearing skirts." Cohan ad-
mits to being nervous in front of an audi-
ence, but once the debate begins, she often
overcomes her jitters with a little humor,
During a debate on technology teammate
Nahari described a man's technology gone
awry with toast popping out of a toaster
uncontroilably and a coffee pot boiling over.
Sivan responded, "That man should either
have gotten married or taken home econom-

ics instead of woodworking in high school.”

Yael Shapira, 16, another team mem-
ber, thinks learning to maintain eye contact
with listeners (and judges) is the key to suc-
cessful debating. Another key element he
says is, "staying focused and thinking about
how to stand (on an issue). You have to
think about what the opposition is going to
say." That is certainly a departure from tra-
ditional Israeli discourse where a person
only concentrated on what HE was saying
and ignored his opponent's thinking,

The World Schools Debating Cham-
pionship was held in the Knesset, Isracli’s
parliamentary house. The topic was, "This
house would continue to prosecute World
‘War II criminals.” Certainly the topic was
one that was very relevant to those who
live in Israel. The topic would obviously
have a highly charged emotional meaning
for those who live in the Jewish country.
An emotionally charged topic would nor-
mally lead to the traditional confrontational
shouting match that has been a long tradi-
tion in Israel.

Notes Gurtler, "There is a big prob-
lem in Israel because a great deal of arguing
is about things that are emotionally charged.
Sadly, the role model for kids is Popolitica
{a televised "debate show) and the
Knesset." Apparently neither forum is a
positive model for reasoned, logical, and
courteous argumentation.

Coach Lifstein says, "We can't pre-
tend that if everyone learned to debate,
there would be no more raucous perfor-
mances like Popolitica. What I would hope
is that if people learn to debate, they'll be
able to watch it in a much healthier way,
that they won't be swayed by the 'rhetoric
of force.™

Coach Lifstein and his team members
are truly a tiny seed for progress in devel-
oping democratic, non confrontational de-
bate in Israel. His goal in teaching young
people to be future leaders is the same as
the goal of the National Forensic League.
Perhaps Lifstein and his debaters ought to
be accorded honorary membership in the
National Forensic League.

{Larry Smith is former district chair of
the Sierra (CA) district and a member of
the NFL Hall of Fame.)



38

NFL'STOP 50 DISTRICTS
(January 4, 1999)

Rank Change District Ave. No. Degrees  District Trophy Contender Rounds
1. - Northern South Dakota 160.88 Watertown 627
2, - Kansas Flint-Hills 137.94 Hayden 619
3. - Northern Ohio 119.54 Niles-McKinley 530
4., +2 Heart of America 118.21 Kansas City-Oak Park 662
5. +2 Waest Kansas 113.50 Concordia $90
6. -1 East Kansas 111.86 Shawnee Mission-East 826
7. +2 San Fran Bay 110.38 Miramonte 645
8 4 Rushmore 108.80 Rapid City-Stevens 517
9 -1 Florida Sunshine 108.70 Tampa Prep School 303

10. +1 South Kansas 107.85 Wichita-Campus 669

1. A1 New York City 102.17 Lynbrook 478

12. - Central Minnesota 96.43 Apple Valley 43

13. - East Los Angeles 96.10 Alhambra 300

14, +4 California Coast 94.71 Los Gatos 403

15. Northwest Indiana 91.76 Munster & Northfield 424

16. - Hoosier South 87.84 Chrysler 569

17. 2 Sierra 87.55 East Bakersfield 578

18. +5 Show Me 8511 Raytown 694

19. -2 Hole in the Wall B4.18 North Platte HS, NE 633

20, +1 Carver-Truman 83.40 Monnett 730

21, +3 General 81.00

22, 3 Florida Manatee 80.68 University School 379

23. +2 Eastern Ohio 79.91 Jackson 767

24, 4 South Oregon 79.33 Roseburg 393

25. 3 Ozark 75.55 Bolivar 619

26, +4 Northern lllinois 75.23 Loyola Academy 436

27, - Southern Nevada 7414 Chaparral 312

28, -2 Rocky Mountain-South 74.07 Wheat Ridge 537

29, - Southern Wisconsin 72.84 Cedarburg 352

30. +4 Western Washington 72.81 Central Kitsap 263

M. - Northern Wisconsin 69.31 Sheboygan-North 459

32. +12 Nebraska 69.15 Omaha-Central 492

33, +3 Eastern Missouri 68.83 Jefferson City 638

4., #H East Texas 68.19 Kingswood 758

35, +2 Tennessee 67.95 Collierviite 382

3. 4 Northern Lights 67.16 Grand Rapids 546

37. +12 Montana 66.89 Great Falls 709

38, +8 Hoosier Central 66.68 Kokomo 683

38. A0 New England 66.68 Sacred Heart, MA 292

40, -2 Southern Minnesota 66,30 Eagan 532

41, +2 Deep South 66.28 Hott 281

42. 9 Hlini 66.25 Glenbard-South 406

43. 3 Valley Forge 65.20 Pennsbury 322

4. +1 North East Indiana 64.70 Ft. Wayne-Northrop & Lakeland 464

45 4 Michigan 64.57 Portage-Central M

48. +14 Waest Los Angeles 62.61 Taft 458

47. 8 New Mexico 62.28 Los Alamos 636

48. - New York State 61.07 Scarsdale 3N

49, +28 Tali Cotton £60.66 Amarillo-Tascosa 497

50. 3 Pittsburgh 60.26 Bethe! Park 424



NFL DISTRICT STANDINGS

Rank Change District

51.
52,
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70,
71.
72.
73.
74,
75,
76.
77.
78.
78.
80.
81.
82.
83.
84.
85.
86.
87.
88.
89.
90,
91.
92,
93.
94.
95.
96.
97.
98.
99,
100.
101.
102.

+13
+21
+2
-7
+17

-10
+2

+10
+4
-7
+13

-15
-14
-11

North Dakota Roughrider
Heart of Texas
Western Ohio
Pennsylvania
South Texas

West Oklahoma
South Carolina
North Coast

East Oklahoma
Central Texas
Colorado

Big Valley

West lowa

North Oregon

West Virginia

Lone Star

Colorado Grande
Wind River
Nebraska South
North Texas Longhorns
East lowa

South Florida
Rocky Mountain-North
Sundance

Eastern Washington
Utah-Wasatch
Kentucky

Greater lllinois
New Jersey
Mississippi
Louisiana

Maine

ldaho

Arizona

Carolina West
Georgia Northern Mountain
Sagebrush
Southern California
Great Sait Lake
Mid-Atlantic

Guif Coast

Iroquois

Capitol Valley
Georgia Southern Peach
Puget Sound
Patrick Henry

Big Crange

Tarheel East

West Texas

Hawaii

Alaska

Guam

Ave. No. Degrees

60.05
59.76
58.12
57.84
56.43
56.31
56.15
55.64
54.48
54.06
54.00
53.75
53.38
53.35
53.00
52.456
52.04
51.89
50.37
49.23
49.00
48.46
48.33
48.20
47.44
47.33
46.81
46.61
46.61
48.00
45,90
45.66
45,35
42.84
42.73
42.64
41.80
41.75
40.08
39.37
37.35
36.80
36.25
30.72
29.12
28.94
25.53
22.91
19.29
18.09
10.50

6.14

District Trophy Contender
Magic City Campus
Waco
Dayton-Oakwood
Bishop Guilfoyle
Aldine Sr.

Bishop McGuinness
Mauldin

Gilmour

Jenks

Taft

Chatfield
Modesto-Downey
Denison
Clackamas

Duval

Turner

Sierra

Hot Springs
Omaha-Mercy
Shepton

Wilton Community
Miami-Carol City
Pomona

American Fork
Wenatchee

Davis

Murray

Crystal Lake-South
Teaneck

Terry

New Iberia
Maranacook Community
Twin Falls
Flagstaff

West Charlotte
Gainsville

Reed

San Dieguito
Hunter

James Madison, VA
Calallen

Holland Patent
Marysville
Northside

Eastlake

Clover Hill
Anaheim-Western
Northeastern
Montwood
Moanalua

39

Rounds

482
350
427
318
404
513
287

€87
509
576
595
383

73

486
730
572
493
481
n
625
601
238
382
300
282
363
210

209

kggsa

508
447
276
380
145
255
385
154
172
265
293
367
259
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December 41,1998

Dear Educators:

Thirty years of active participation in debating and judging leave me perplexed. | have
difficuity identifying any useful skills being taught in the current style of advanced cross
examination. The overriding emphasis on gasp inducing speed reading of pre canned plans
and counter plans has apparently pushed aside presentation skills, logic, reasoning and
persuasion. Many of my fellow long time volunteer debate judges have quit due to an inabliity
to understand what is being sald. There is also frequent abusive squabble and exchange of
"evidence.” The frustration of getting to the end of a round without sufficient understanding
to render a knowling verdict has caused many to change events or quit judging altogether.

I understand a need for change and do not advocate a return to the same form of our
high school debating in the 1960's. | admit that | have not attended instruction courses on
how to be a volunteer judge, but | am not sure that would be heipful if students are trained to
speak at an Incomprehensible pace while relying on slang "terms of art" to facifitate sling-
ing more evidence into the room. Even with high school and college debate experience,
active debate judging for over twenty years, twelve years practicing law and eight years
serving as a District Court Judge, | find myself hoping someone in the one of the cross
examinations will ask the question "so exactly what Is your plan?”

Posture, eye contact, persuasion; reasoned dissection of the affirmative plan, and think-
ing on one's feet have ylelded to face down, slumped over, speed reading and unimaginable
rudeness in questioning. | can Identify no usable life skill other than the abllity to buy,
organize and carry enormous amounts of Information from room to room. My oldest child
starts Bolton High School next year with aspirations of being a third generation Bolton
debater. | have trouble encouraging this endeavor if what Is required for success in competl-
tion will not only fail to assist in real world communication, but may actually develop counter
productive habits. ‘

1 feel certailn the goals of ACX debate are well Intended, but the trend towards less
structure and more speed, increasing frequency of "open cross™ (which too often resuits in a
four way squabble that Is incomprehensible to the judge), and narrowing of affirmative plans
that have removed the grace and art of Intellectual sparring. There are few things more
enjoyable than articulate youth matching wits within the defined structure of a speech tour-
nament. Unfortunately, that has become the extremely rare exception.

A legitimate clalm may be the need for better judges to understand and appreciate the
event. If that is the direction of high school debate, then It may be time for me to take my
thirty years experience and observations of the trend and get out of the trenches. On the
other hand it may be time for the gulding forces of high school debate to step back and look
at the object of the exercise to see If it has developed past the point of real benefit as a
thought engaging tool. Like any professlon, high school debate may have speciallzed to a
point that has lost sight of its purpose.

1 appreclate your taking time to read this letter. (Any current advanced ACX debater
could have read It to you with two breaths In under 20 seconds.) In my effort to persuade you
to swing the pendulum back a notch, | have no evidence, studies, or reports. My perceptions
are based on observations and discussions with the ever dwindling number of local regulars
witling to try and judge ACX. If you share my concern, | may be preaching to the cholr. if you
don’t belleve or disagres, | may be thrown out of the church. In any avent, | felt it Important
that you get some foeed back from an end user, a debate judge.

Sincerely,

0. r?aJ'J' Fooka
Tuclya fon Aha. Nimdd
Tuckocral District Coound
Stats a/ FEPRE ST
ALsamdaia, LA




EMORY

BARKLEY FORUM
EMORY NATIONAL DEBATE INSTITUTE, Policy Division
Under the Direction of Melissa Maxcy Wade
June 20 - July 3, 1998
Emory University, Atlanta, Georgia

The Emory National Debate Institute has been contributing to the education of high school debaters for twenty-four years. The curriculum is
steeped in the most fundamental aspects of debate: presentation, research, and critical thinking. The curriculum has also developed over the
years to adapt to the needs of current practice. An excellent combjnation of traditiona) argument and debate theory and an emphasis on current
debate practice makes the Emory National Debate Institute one of the most successful year after year. Novice, mid-level, and varsity competitors
have found the Institute a worthwhile learning experience because the staff has the expertise to teach all levels of students and the experience
to adjust to a variety of student needs. A small, select division for rising eighth grade students was added last year for commuters.

Features of the Emory National Debate Institute

Experienced staff: Our senior level stalf has worked at this Institute and many others, including: American University, Bates College, Baylor
University, Berkeley, Dartmouth Cellege, Georgetown University, University of lowa, University of Kentucky, Northwestern University, University
of Michigan, Wake Forest University, Samford University, and Stanford University. Students will have access to all faculty.

Excellent staff student ratio: The Institute offers debaters the opportunity to work with one senior level instructor accompanied by at least
one active college debater in small lab groups of 10 to 20 students.

Material access: The Institute offers debaters access to materials from the Woodruff library system, including the Gambrell law library, the
Woodruff medical library, and a large government document collection. ‘While the main Woodruff library undergoes renovation an expanded
in-house dormitory library will provide access to journals, books, and government documents. We find the dormitory library especially helpful
for the beginning student.

Flexible curriculum: The Institute has always provided students a wide variety of instruction suitable to their levels of experience. Each
laboratory group has explicit objectives and a field tested curriculum for the two week period, dependent upon their level of experience. Each
student is tracked into theory and practicum classes appropriate to their needs.

Commitment to diversity: The Institute has always been committed to making instruction accessible to urban and rural areas. We have
several funded scholarships dedicated to promoting diversity. Additionally, ongoing grants make it possible to support many students from
economically disadvantaged areas.

Dormitory supervision: An experienced staff including high school teachers, graduate students, and college upperclass students will supervise
the dormitory. Returning for her fifth year, the head dormitory counselor’s sole duty will be supervision of the dormitory.

Coaches workshop: An in-depth coaches workshop is conducted. Topics will include administration, organization, and coaching strategies.
A full set of lectures appropriate for the classroom will be developed. Junior high teachers are welcome.

Inexpensive: The Institute charges a standard fee of $1200. This one fee includes tuition, housing, food, lab photocopying fees, entertainment,
a t-shirt, and a handbook—the works. Commuters pay $875, while participants in the Junior High program are charged $275.

For an applicaticn, write or call: o
Emory University, Atlanta, Georgia

The Emory National Debate Institute has been contributing to the education of high school debaters for twenty-four years. The curriculum is
steeped in the most fundamental aspects of debate: presentation, research, and critical thinking. The curriculum has also developed over the
years to adapt to the needs of current practice. An excellent combination of traditional argument and debate theory and an emphasis on current
debate practice makes the Emory National Debate Institute one of the most successful year after year. Novice, mid-level, and varsity competitors
have found the Institute a worthwhile learning experience because the staff has the expertise to teach all levels of students and the experience
to adjust to a variety of student needs. A small, select division for rising eighth grade students was added last year for commuters.

Features of the Emory National Debate Institute

Experienced staff: Our senior level staff has worked at this Institute and many others, including: American University, Bates College, Baylor
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I have a FATHER.

1 even have a BIG BROTHER.

I DON'T need someone else looking out for me.
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I have a FATHER.
1 even have a BIG BROTHER.

I DON'T need someone else looking out for me,
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