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CDE DEBATE AND EXTEMP CAMPS.
THE BEST IN THE NATION.

% In 1986 86% of CDE alumni qualified for Nationals.

¥ |n 1989 28 CDE alumni “broke” to late rounds at Nationals.
And 8 earned final round trophies.

* 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!

This year YOU are invited to join us.
Lincoln Douglas and Extemp Camps: July 6-July 21, 1996. $995
(held in Durango, Colorado)
Team Debate Camp: July 18-August 7, 1996. $1080
(held at Texas Tech. University in Lubbock)
Costs include tuition, room, most meals, free tourist day, 1,500 debate
blocks or 400 articles, 24 critiqgued practice rounds.

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

Teacher-student ratio is guar-
anteed to be 8-1 or lower. Class
actions are monitored.

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

=

Mail to: CDE, P.0. Box Z, Taos, N.M. 87571
(505) 751-0514

VISA® [ Team Debate

Name

[ Lincoln Douglas

o — Mailing Address
0 xtem
MasterCard’ rel P
"~ [ Domestic Extemp

[ I have enclosed my deposit check (or credit card # and expiration date). Send me the
full packet of information and forms today.
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CDE DEBATE AND EXTEMP CAMPS

TEAM DEBATE
WORLD CHAMPIONS.
Twice.

Ami Arad Jennifer Rotman
CDE 1992 CDE 1992

for the first time. In 1990 CDE alumni were the first col
team to win the world for the U.S.

In 1994 the U.S. won the world high school championships

llege

Anton Ford
Twice a National Champion (1993, 1994).
Twice an L.D. Trophyist. CDE Alumni 1991

Winthrop Hayes
CDE Alumni 1993

Michael Shumsky
1st Extemp, NFL Nationals 1995
CDE Alumni 1994

NOT PICTURED

1. Robert Holmes. 1st at CFL Nationals,
1995. 2nd at NFL Nat'ls, 1995. CDE
alumni '94.

2. Sarah Riley, 1st at CDE Round Robbin,
1995. CDE alumni 1995.

3. Ami Arad. 1st at Nationals, 1993.

4. Jill Van Pelt. 1st at Nat’ls, 1993.

5. Ted Scutti, 1st at College Nationals
1993, 1st at NFL Nationals, 1992.

6. Courtney Meyer, 2nd at Nat’ls 1993.

7. Stephen Wray, 2nd at Nat’ls 1993.

13 of the last 16 years at least one of the
extemp events at Nationals has been won
by a CDE alumni.

CDE is now accepting applications for its 1996 camps,

LINCOLN DOUGLAS and EXTEMP camp July 6-21, Durango, Colorado, $995%, $85 application.
CX TEAM DEBATE Camp: July 18-August 7, Texas, $1080%, $85 application. Send to: CDE, P.O.
Box Z, Taos, N.M. 87571 (505-751-0514)
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ORDER NOW... PHONE TOLL-FREE:

1-800-323-4900




On the Cover:Top Speaker at the 1095 National Debate
Tournament Roshan Pyjari with coach
Glenda Ferguson

This publication is

THE ROSTRUM

Official Publication of the National Forensic League
(USPS 471-180) (ISSN 1073-5526)
Donus D. Roberts, President
William Woods Tate, Vice President

L PHILLIPS James M. Copeland
made possible Editor and Publisher
by the Phillips P.O. Box 38
Petroleum Company Ripon, Wisconsin 54971
(414) 748-6206

The Rostrum (471-180) is published monthly, except July and August each
school year by the National Forensic League, 125 Watson St, Ripon,
Wisconsin 54971. Second-class postage paid at Ripon, Wisconsin 54971.
POSTMASTER: send address changes to THE Rostrum, P.0. Box 38, Ripon,
Wisconsin 54971.

SUBSCRIPTION PRICES
Individuals: $10 one year; $15 two years. Member Schools $2.50 each

" additional sub.

1996 - 97 POLICY DEBATE TOPIC BALLOT

THE NATIONAL FEDERATION HAS ESTABLISHED A JANUARY 10 DEADLINE FOR VOTING.

Next Month: Focus on Speech Events with articles by Lexy
Green and Tony Figliola and a column by Bill
Davis. :

DISCRIMINATION:

Resolved: That the federal government should substantially increase legal protection against discrimi-
nation in the United States.

Despite 30 years of affirmative action legislation, questionable progress has been made in reducing discrimina-
tion. This topic allows students to explore fundamental values like equality, liberty and justice within a public
policy forum. Affirmative cases may include affirmative action, age discrimination, equal-pay-for-equal-
work, life-style discrimination and sexual harassment. Negative teams will have ample ground and will not
have to defend discrimination as a good practice. Negative arguments may include many case specific posi-
tions and present system mechanisms to provide legal protection, or a defense of current statutes, or the
efficacy of federally-legislated programs as well as the economic impact of legislation on business. Discrimi-
nation has never before been a national debate resolution and is of personal interest to students because of the
direct or indirect impact this issue has on their lives.

JUVENILE CRIME:

Resolved: That the federal government should establish a program to substantially reduce juvenile
crime in the United States.

Last year an estimated three million crimes were committed in the nation's schools and some 100,000 guns
were carried to school every day. Yet even these numbers represent only a fraction of the crime and violence
that confront America's young people. Directing youth away from crime and appropriately dealing with
those who juvenile crime will continue to increase well into the next century. Within this resolution affirma-
tive teams might advocate programs to deal with youth gangs, or revision of the Juvenile justice system, as well
as programs aimed at the underlying social conditions that breed juvenile crime. Negative debaters might
counter with arguments about the efficacy of particular programs, or the need to balance Justice and fairness
with erime control as well as the desirability of altering the Juvenile justice system's focus on rehabilitation.

VOTE NOW! NFL, BOX 38, RIPON, WI 54971 OR FAX (414) 748-9478
KEY AND PIN ALERT

Legacy Fine Jewelry, supplier and jeweler of NFL keys and pins, has declared bankruptey.
Do NOT send them keys or pins to be re-jeweled. Send keys and pins to: Masters of Design,
42 Commonwealth Ave. Attleboro Falls, MA 02763-1003.

Constitutional Amendment Passed: Four round rule is repealed, 38,857 -- 6,117.
All rounds of Speech and Debate may now be recorded.

The Rostrum provides an open forum for the forensic community. The opinions expressed by contributors to the Rostrum are
‘their own and not necessarily the opinions of the National Forensic League, its officers or members. The National Forensic
League does not recommend or endorse advertised products and services unless offered directly from the NFL office.
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POLICY DEBATE

June 29 - July 18, 1996
LINCOLN-DOUGLAS DEBATE
July 1 - July 13, 1996

TEACHERS’ INSTITUTE

July 1- July 18, 1996

Paul Slappey

A. Craig Baird Debate Forum
12 International Center
University of Towa

lowa City, Jowa 52242-1802

e 3197335-0621 % FAX 319/335-2111

;A]")plz'cation materials éwzilable February 28

NATIONAL
SUMMER
INSTITUTE

IN FORENSICS

THE UNIVERSITY OF lOwA
Iowa City, Iowa




RICHARD NIXON IN FORENSICS

[The new Oliver Stone movie
Nixon has sparked new interest in
America’s only President to resign.
Roger Morris' book Richard Milhous
Nixon: Rise of an American Politi-
cian gives a fascinating view of
young Richard as a forensic com-
petitor, debater, and young actor.
Nixon was granted honorary NFL
membership when Vice-President
in 1960. His Key was presented by
NFL President Senator Karl Mundt]

Speech Class

... Ironically, he received his
lowest grades at the beginning of
what would be his most memorable
course, oral English and public
speaking, taught by a young red-
haired Ph.D. named Lynn Sheller.
Sheller gave him C's at the outset
and thought Richard "a serious shy
boy” who was clearly "not a born
speaker.” Yet the teacher soon
found him working doggedly to
write out speeches with great care
and to memorize them. "Nixon over-
came his honest humility and be-
came a pretty good speaker,” the
coach concluded. Stressing simplic-
ity, economy, and repetition in the
persuasive speech, Sheller taught
them "to be convinced in what they
have tosay,” and the "importance of
choosing just one point to make."
"Otherwise,” he told them con-
stantly, "people won't remember
what you were talking about.”

High School Forensics

Losing his first oratorical con-
test without even placing, he went
on to win aschool title, and finished
second in a larger Orange County
meet. Forensic success, like high
grades, delighted Frank [Nixon, his
father], who "regarded rhetorical
skill as a demonstration of superior
education,” wrote one observer, and
began to accompany him to con-
tests, making copious notes on both
Richard and the competition. In his
public speeches, thought some who
heard them both, the son would
sound increasingly like the father.
Moreover, there were those who
felt that Richard had taken on
something of Frank Nixon's sheer
verbal sparring, flexing fast words
and combativeness, contention
without conviction. Coming back
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by Roger Morris

from a school picnic in the moun-
tains, Alice Walker found Richard
arrogantly taking the opposite side
in whatever they discussed. "We
argued all the way back about
which would be more useful to take
with you into the wilds --a goator a
mule. Dick said a goat, and then ar-
gued in favor of the mule,” she re-
counted. More and more, Helen
Letts remembered similar polemics
at Christian Endeavor meetings,
where he seemed to disagree or pro-
voke a dispute almost apart from
what he believed. "I don't think it
was because he wanted to be for or
against anything, it was just for the
argument, really.”

With his father's enthusiastic
support, he continued extracur-
ricular debate and public speaking.
"Of course, he had the bulldog tenac-
ity that his father had,” said Ralph
Palmer, who thought him still "more
of a Milhous” than a Nixon. "It made
a wonderful combination... He was
more explosive; he was a dynamic
individual. He'd pound the table if
he was going to make a point, you
see.” But Richard was no longer the
earnest, awkward student strug-
gling against an instinctive shyness
Lynn Sheller had watched him
overcome at Fullerton or the boy
who playfully tried his polemics
with the girls on outings or at Sun-
day school - and the reactions were
no longer so admiring or sympa-
thetic. "He had this ability to kind
of slide round an argument instead
of meeting it head-on,” his Whittier
debate coach, Mrs. Clifford Vincent,
would remember afterward. She
was often "disturbed” that he could
take any side of a debate with such
technical skill. "There was some-
thing mean in him,” she would re-
late more than forty years later,
"mean in the way he put his ques-
tions, argued his points.”

Mrs. Vincent was not alone in
her disquiet. Though few of his
teachers were openly critical at the
time, and fewer still when he had
become prominent, the other side of
his high school debate reputation
was there, politely muted in the
small town. "He offended some of
his Quaker teachers by his willing-
ness tojustify bad means by the end.
They said he cared too much about
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winning school contests,” revealed
a Whittier Daily News editor,
Loverne Morris, who often heard
the private misgivings. "His school-
mates were proud of his winnings
but admired rather than liked him."
Forrest Randall remembered that it
was easy enough to set Dick Nixon
talking or arguing, but "it wouldn't
be an intellectual discussion, it
wouldn't be intriguing or creative.
Well, it would be a dogmatic, peda-
gogical kind of argument that
would be no fun at all."

Constitutional Oratory

Both years at Whittier he en-
tered the Los Angeles Times ora-
torical contests extolling the vir-
tuesof the U.S. Constitution,and the
speeches he wrote gave the first
hints of his emerging views on poli-
tics and government. . . For the. ..
winners there were community
accolades and crowded audiences
cheering for them at the widening
district competition, the Whittier
Parent-Teacher Association patri-
otically paying expenses to out-of-
town contests.

... the winning Whittier ora-
tion of 1929 was Richard Milhous
Nixon's "Our Privileges Under the
Constitution.” It had been written
as he was to write all his school
speeches, almost entirely alone
with little help from teachers or
family, drafted on a tablet in the
belfry office and then read to his
father, whose criticism and sugges-
tions changed the text little. His
high school coach polished spelling
and punctuation, weaknesses
Nixon would carry through college
and into law school, but the diction
and voice remained very much his
own. .. His interpretation of consti-
tutional privileges conformed
clearly enough with the prevailing
views of his local audience and
judges, as well as adopting some fa-
vorite editorial canons of the Los
Angeles Times. "Mr. Nixon has a
splendid oration,” pronounced the
Whittier Daily News, "and he deliv-
ers it in a forceful and convincing
manner.”

His main theme was not to ex-
pand on Constitutional privileges so
much as to warn against their abuse
and to set out proper limits against
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excesses. In freedom of speech and
press, he found inherent dangers to
public morality and order, and he
devoted the heart of his 1929 oration
to a remarkable passage on the haz-
ards of Constitutional rights.

The framers of the Constitution
provided that we, their descendants,
need not fear to express our senti-
ments as they did. Yet the question
arises: How much ground do these
privileges cover? There are some who
use them as a cloak for covering
libelous, indecent, and injurious
statements against their fellowmen.
Should the morals of the nation be
offended and polluted in the name of
freedom of speech or freedom of the
press? In the words of Lincoln, the
individual can have no rights against
the best interests of society. Further-
more, there are those who, under the
pretense of freedom of speech and
freedom of the press, have incited
riots, assailed our patriotism, and
denounced the Constitution itself.
They have used Constitutional ,
privileges to protect the very act by
which they wished to destroy the
Constitution. Consequently laws have
Jjustly been provided for punishing
those who abuse their Constitutional
privileges -- laws which do not limit
these privileges, but which provide
that they may not be instrumental in
destroying the Constitution which
insures them. We must obey these
laws, for they have been passed for
our own welfare.

For a sixteen-year-old, it was
obviously serious political thought.
The text was also rich in ironic por-
tent of his subsequent political ca-
reer, his views of the press, of con-
formity and radicalism -- even in
the strained allusion to Lincoln, an
eerie foreshadowing of the concept
of national security and executive
power that would make his own
Presidency the great Constitutional
crisis of the century....

The following year, he
sounded some of the same ritual
warning against enemies of the
Constitution. But his oration in the
1930 contest also gave some clue to
his knowledge about the world out-
side and, again, an uncanny intima-
tion of his own policies in the White
House. He chose among the pre-
scribed topics "America's Progress -
- Its Dependence on the Constitu-
tion." He defined that progress "by
the increase of its wealth, territory
and power,” and not least by its pres-
tige. "That nation whose govern-
ment was once the world's laugh-
ingstock, and whose power was
comparatively futile, now com-
mands the respect of the world's
greatest nations.” Such "stupendous

progress -- our present-day world-
wide power" traced plainly to mat-
ters of national character and geog-
raphy; it showed "that the people
who settled in this country were of
a superior type” and "that the tre-
mendous natural resources of the
land were especially fitted for the
development of a nation.”

Most of all, America owed her
success to "that powerful instru-

" ment, the United States Constitu-

tion.” ...

Still, he managed in the 1930
speech to find perils at home along
with heartening imitation abroad.
"At the present time,” he wrote less
than six months after the stock
market crash, "a great wave of in-
difference to the Constitution's au-
thority, disrespect of its law, and
opposition to its basic principles
threatens its very foundations." In
his peroration was yet another
irony and premonition, especially
when read against the controversy
in which his own Presidency would
crumble.

For as long as the Constitution is
respected, its laws obeyed and its
principles enforced, America will
continue to progress. But if the time
should ever come when America will
consider this document too obsolete to
cope with changed ideals in govern-
ment, then the time will have arrived
when the American people as an
undivided nation must come back to
normal and change their ideals to
conform with those mighty principles
set forth in our incomparable
Constitution.

Both years he won the local
contest, with a ten-dollar prize from
the town Kiwanis, twenty dollars
from the 7Times, and the orations
proudly published in the school an-
nual. Each time, though, he lost at a
higher level of competition outside
Whittier. The family remembered
less the merits or substance of the
competition than the pressure and
hopes that had gathered behind his
speaking success, and the commu-
nity-wide prestige it had brought.
Hadley Marshburn recalled how
upset Hannah Nixon had been
when her son lost in the advanced
round in 1930. "His mother didn't
like that. She thought he should
have scored better,” Marshburn
said. "I know his mother wasn't a
pusher or a driver, but she was al-
ways anxious to see him excel and
get to the top in whatever he did.”

Oratory and debate led to his
first political campaign. Debating
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success, and especially his perfor-
mance in the 7imes oratorical con-
test, moved the Whittier Union ad-
ministration in the spring of 1929 to
nominate Richard Nixon for stu-
dent body president the following
year on a faculty-approved slate of
candidates....

College Drama

... [Professor Albert] Upton
coached and directed Nixon in a se-
ries of college dramas that he
played with relish and increasing
skill. They began in May 1931 with
Booth Tarkington's The Trysting
Place and eighteen-year-old Nixon
as "a middle aged gentleman." Us-
ing Richard's deepening voice and
sober,dark-haired good looks, Upton
cast him repeatedly as an older
man, parts invariably of more sub-
stance and challenge than the ro-
manticleads most students coveted.
"He had a deep voice and an old
man's face,” another actor recalled,
"and he seemed to have physical
substance. The effect was more
maturity.” In John Drinkwater's
Bird in Hand the autumn of his jun-
ior year, Nixon was an elderly coun-
try innkeeper losing his daughter to
a charmer from the city. Upton
"tried to convert a young kid who
walked on the balls of his feet to an
old man who walked on his heels,”
the director remembered. "While
not a great athlete, he had a springy
step and a fine youthful body, and
my first problem was to teach him
to walk across the stage as if he
were at least forty years older.”

Upton also taught him to weep
openly on stage. "I showed him how
to get up a good cry, told him if you
got your throat acting up you'd get
tears in your eyes,” he said later. Ac-
tor and director were uncertain of
the crying, and it was never re-
hearsed before opening. But the
night of the performance, Richard
Nixon sat heavily in a chair, telling
the story of his lost daughter while
tears rolled down his nose and
cheeks and fell in his lap with an
emotion and realism those who saw
it recalled half a lifetime later. He
had given "an outstanding perfor-
mance” and "carried his part with
exceptional skill)” said the Quaker
Campus. "Richard Nixon, playing
the heavy role of the English inn-
keeper,” pronounced the yearbook
Acropolis, "acted with a surety that
has been seen far too seldom in

The Rostrum




Whittier productions!" Afterward,
Upton was impressed no less. "Now,
there are tricks to this, but people
with imagination, and who sympa-
thize with their fellow-man, reach
this emotional stage without artifi-
cial means," he once said about
Nixon's tears. "I was amazed at his
perfection.” He played in three
more college productions over his
last two years, all to similarly ad-
miring reviews. "Dick loved the
stage,” Upton would say later.
"Nixon was the easiest person to di-
rect I've ever dealt with. He'd come
to class with his lines memorized
[and] do what I told him to do." On
another occasion the professor said
of him, "I've never coached an ama-
teur who responded so quickly and
intelligently to suggestions.”

He was taut and temperamen-
tal before performances. "To the
best property mistress W.C. ever
had,” he wrote in childish hand and
green ink in the yearbook of
Marjorie Hildreth. "Forgive all my
nervous fits and thank you for your
soothing words." Answering a fan
who years later sent him a souve-
nir copy of the program from Bird
In Hand, he self-consciously relived
his stage fright as the old propri-
etor: "I can still remember thinking
my legs would give out or I would
lose my voice at some crucial mo-
ment." Both on stage and from the
audience, Ola Welch saw him as "a
marvelous actor, quick, perceptive,
responsive, industrious,” who had
"great stage presence and an almost
instinctive rapport with his audi-
ence.” To Upton he was a performer

lainly "at home on the platform
who|got a thrill out of getting toan
audience.” It was all an experience,
the director reflected, that "didn’t
hurt his ego.” At the moment, both
his drama coach and girlfriend
thought him so devoted to acting
that he might well go into the the-
ater professionally. "I honestly be-
lieve that if he had made the stage
his career instead of studying law,"
Ola once remarked, "I'm sure he
would have developed into a top-
notch leading man." Upton would
conclude decades later and after
generations of students that Nixon
was "the most competent student I
ever had, butI couldn't think of him
as a genius or as a boy destined for
greatness. . .. I wouldn't have been
surprised if, after college, he had
gone to New York or Hollywood
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looking for a job as an actor.”. ..

College Debate

More than any academic expe-
rience, it was college debating that
seemed to foreshadow and ever
shape his later entry into national
politics. He debated all four years
at Whittier, and his triumphs were
celebrated by later writers and in
part by Nixon himself, who saw in
debate the successful campaigner
and congressional investigator he
would become.

He was painstakingly pre-
pared, keeping on small index cards
notes from research or from advice
asked of [Professor Paul] Smith and
Upton, little aide-memoire he
stuffed in his suit-coat pocket, a
habit he would carry through most
of his political life. Despite experi-
ence in high school, he was visibly
nervous before debates, much as he
was tense before walking on stage
as an actor. "But as soon as he be-
gan to speak,” team manager Kenny
Ball remembered, "he would always
seem to settle down." Having spo-
ken, he wrote furiously as he sat lis-
tening to opposing speakers or his
teammate, from time to time impa-
tiently thrusting on his partner an
attack or rebuttal scribbled in what
one of them called his "impossible
handwriting and own particular
style of condensing words and
phrases.” "He'd write like mad and
hand it to you to read from the
scrawls,” said Osmyn Stout, who was
frequently teamed with him for
one year. "He always had the an-
swers for everybody and some of
the men didn't like this.”

His own delivery could be
quick and cutting, but his physical
gestures awkward and the style
broken by stilted phrases. A some-
time opponent, William Hornaday,
thought him "very astute and seri-
ous, no humor, it was to the point,”
yet given to the "old-time emphasis
- 'May I make this one thing clear.”
For three years he would be in the
shadow of another Whittier de-
bater, Joe Sweeney, a red-haired,
confident, and outgoing Irishman
who was a Franklin and whom the
newspaper pronounced only half in
Jest Nixon's deadly rival" "He was
not our best debater at all,” Osmyn
Stout would say of Richard Nixon
when asked about his reputation as
a college champion. "A fellow
named Sweeney was much better.”

Arguing tariff policy, the team
drove back and forth in 1930-31
among other small schools of the
Southern California Debating Con-
ference -- California Christian, Cal
Tech, La Verne, Redlands, and Pasa-
dena. Kenny Ball remembered
Frank Nixon following them avidly,
taking notes just as he had done in
high school. "And his father would
always take us to the debates if we
needed transportation. He was
very much interested in hearing
Dick and how he got along." Nixon
became, he wrote later, "a con-
vinced free-trader” as a result of
that season, and his victory over
perennial conference champion
Redlands made him a campus hero.
The next year, Frank Nixon loaned
the team his big Packard for a thir-
ty-five-hundred-mile trip through
the Pacific Northwest, in which
they argued the question of govern-
ment economic controls and won
twenty-four of twenty-seven de-
bates.... Afterward, the team teased
their devout and sober Quaker col-
league about the trip. Richard
Nixon had "toured the Northwest
with the debate team,” said the
Quaker Campus, "leaving a trail
blazed with victories and fluttering
feminine hearts."

The next season, 1932-33, was
to be Whittier's chance for national
acclaim in forensics. For the topic
of U.S. cancellation of the Allied
war debts, an entire reference room
of the city library was turned over
to the team, and funds raised for an-
other three-thousand-mile eigh-
teen-day regional tour, this time
with Sweeney and Nixon as a single
team on both sides of the question.
"Blizzards, mix-ups in dates, and
hard-headed judges” is how the
Acropolis would later characterize
the trip. More plainly, it was a com-
petitive disaster. Against larger
schools, they won only one debate.
"Nixon overwhelmed us with his
first speech, and won the audience,”
recalled Weldon Taylor, one of the
opponents at Brigham Young, "but
we had the data.” That spring they
lost the championship cup back to
Redlands, and the year ended with
a dinner at the Nixon home behind
the grocery in honor of Joe
Sweeney's last season.

His rival graduated, Nixon
won the Reader’s Digestextempora-
neous speaking contest among con-
ference colleges in the autumn of



1933, but the debate team, arguing
the expansion of Presidential
power, entered only two tourna-
ments his senior year and went
winless. In the wake of the forlorn
1933 tour there were no more re-
gional trips scheduled, and college
appropriations to the program were
cut drastically. After a bright be-
ginning, his college debating career
would end with little fanfare and
two years of con-
sistent  defeat,
though the actual
record remained
buried while the
legend of his fo-
rensic powers
grew,

"He was a
merciless oppo-
nent,” concluded
one Whittier
teacher. Dick's
great strength,
manager Kenny
Ball remembered,
"was his ability to
get his opponent
off-balance. He
would so fluster
the other speaker
with his steady at-
tack that his oppo-
sition would be-
come emotional
and stop thinking
clearly.” Ball re-
counted how
Nixon had become
angry and ineffec-
tual during the
hapless 1933 sea-
son, and later
guarded against it.
"Dick himself lost a
debate once
against La Verne
College because he
lost his temper. He
learned his lesson,
and that never
happened again.”
Another class-
mate, Louis Valla,
thought Nixon de-
bated in his final

- college years with
almost a controlled rage. He once
advised Valla, "To be a good debater,
you've got to be able to get mad on
your feet without losing your head.”
William Hornaday saw the same
anger in the scrawled notes Nixon

_bassed to teammates. One of them

to Hornaday read insistently "Pour
it on at this point!" What had begun
as suggestions of substantive argu-
ments became in the last two years
curt orders about technique -- “save
your ammunition,” "play to the
judges, they're the ones who decide.”

Kenny Ball and his other part-
ners also watched how he might
suddenly depart from the carefully
prepared case, perplexing his own
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when we were going over the ma-
terial for the debate." Hornaday
remembered, "He never left himself
unguarded. Here I'd be opposing
him, you know, and ... we had de-
bated on the same issue before, and
I thought he'd used practically the
same material as I was. He would
come up with something that would
Just beat us down - oh, my! Always
using that ace in the hole. He al-
ways looked for
that.”

One morning
late in February
1933, Nixon's team
debated Souther
California in
Founders. Early in
the match Nixon
seemed relaxed and
confident before the
home crowd, and he
brought down the
house with humor-
ous asides. "The
world is going to the
bow-wows," a girl in
the audience re-
membered him say-
ing. It struck them
all as so amusing.
But as the contest
wore on, USC scored
noticeably and
Whittier needed a
rally in the final re-
buttals. The Quaker
Campus editor, Lois
Elliot, was sitting in
a balcony just above
the debaters. "I re-
member it clearly,”
she said long after-
ward. "It took place
in the spring of 1933.
I was editor on the
school paper cover-
ing the debate. I sat
in the gallery, and I
saw when Nixon
spoke in his rebuttal
that he quoted from
a blank paper. I told
it later to my room-
mate; it was against

team no less than opponents. "I
know that a few times when I de-
bated with him even I did not know
what he was going to say,” Ball re-
counted. "He would come out sud-
denly extemporaneously with some
ideas that I had not heard before

all regulations, and
very cunning. [ re-
member it well."

(The above text was excerpted
from Roger Morris, Richard Nixon:
The Rise of an American Politi-
cian, Henry Holt and Co., 1990,
Material used with permission of
the publisher.)
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Fort Weayne, Indiana
and
Lincoln National Life Insurance Co.
announce a
call for nominations

for the

Spirit of Lincoln Award

The winner of the Spirit of Lincoln award
will be a nationally-known individual who:

* Recognizes and mobilizes the power of language in
pursuit of the public good.

e Demonstrates personal conviction.
» Stands for truth and plain speaking, is honest and direct.
» Makes a positive contribution to society by giving

something of himself or herself.

Urgent — deadline is January 15, 1996.

I nominate
for the Spirit of Lincoln Award. (S)He meets the criteria of the award because
Mail nomination to:
Amy I. Haycox
Lincoln Life
P.O. Box 7888
Fort Wayne, IN 46801-7885
Sho Lincoln Museom Fax: (219) 455-3514

Fort Weggne, Scline




Sean McCaffity

Northwestern University

Jody Terry

Northwestern University

Steven Andrews
Harvard University

Adrienne Brovero
Wake Forest University

Mike Dickler

University of Michigan

Scott Hessell
University of Michigan

Charlie Henn

Emory University

Tiffany Earl

University of Iowa

Biza Repko

Michigan State University

Blake Diaz

Gonzaga Llniversity

Ian McLaughhn

Gonzaga University

Bill Lawrence
Liberty University

Anjan Sahni

Emory University

Corey Stoughton
University of Michigan

Matt Rice

University of Michigan
Mason Miller

Northwestern University

Chris LaVigne

Wayne State University

What experlence do these college debate
| champions have in common...

1995 and 1994 NDT National Champion, 2nd Speaker

1995 and 1994 NDT National Champion, 6th Speaker

1995 and 1994 NDT National Finalist, 8th Speaker

1995 NDT #1 First Round At Large Winner, 10th Speaker
1995 ADA Nationals Top Speaker and National Champion
1995 ADA ‘National and Kentucky Round Robin Champion
1995 NDT 3rd Speaker

1995 NDT 4th Speaker

1995 CEDA National Champion, 1994 National Finalist
1995 CEDA Nationals Top Speaker and National Finalist
1995 CEDA Nationals Finalist

1995 Novice Nationals Top Speaker and Semi-Finalist
1995 Novice Nationals Champion

1995 Novice Nationals Finalist

1995 Novice Nationals Finalist

1995 Northern Iowa, Kentucky and Harvard Champion

1995 Northwestern Tournament Top Speaker




...with the NFL Policy Debate National
Champions of the 1990's?

Kristen Langwell
Niles West High School

Rachel Gressel
Niles West High School

Roslynn Rhee
Centerville High School

Brian Ralston
Centerville High School

Chad Sachs

The Kinkaid School

Aleem Mawiji
The Kinkaid School

Jonathan Reymann
Vestavia Hills High School

David Reymann
Vestavia Hills High School

Charlie Henn

The Westminster Schools

Bill Fullilove

The Westminster Schools

Craig Ackerman
St. MarksSchool of Texas

Steven Sklaver
St. Marks School of Texas

1995 NFL National Policy Debate Champion
1995 NFL National Policy Debate Champion
1994 NFL National Policy Debate Champion
1994 NFL National Policy Debate Champion
1993 NFL National Policy Debate Champion
1993 NFL National Policy Debate Champion
1992 NFL National Policy Debate Champion
1992 NFL National Policy Debate Champion
1991 NFL National Policy Debate Champion
1991 NFL National Policy Debate Champion
1990 NFL National Policy Debate Champion

1990 NFL National Policy Debate Champion

They attended Michigan workshops.

Experience it yourself.

For a complete informational brochure and application materials for the
Michigan National Debate Institute and The Michigan Classic please write to:

The Michigan Debate Institutes
University of Michigan
530 South State Street Box 382
Ann Arbor, M1 48109
or e-mail: debate.institute@umich.edu



WAKE FOREST

annourices

The Summer Debate Workshop, June 16th to July 5th, 1996

The nation’s premier three week workshop, leading the way in the combination of practice, theory, and
evidence. Staffed by nationally successful high school and college coaches and a select group of
intercollegiate debaters with substantial previous teaching experience. Every student participates in at
least twelve debates, and contributes focussed, high-quality research assignments to a three thousand
page set of institute-wide arguments. Open to all levels of students.

The Lincoln-Douglas Workshop, July 7th to July 26th, 1996

New last year, a three week workshop taught by prominent high school coaches, former debaters
pursuing advanced degrees in philosophy, and a select group of nationally successful former Lincoln-
Douglas debaters. Three weeks gives time for analysis of different kinds of topics and more than twenty
practice debates. An 8:1 student-teacher ratio will be maintained. Open to all levels of students.

The Policy Project, July 7th to August 2nd, 1996

For years, Wake Forest has led the way in institute curricular design and as a crucible of debate coaching
at the highest level. The Policy Project will train advanced debaters in cutting-edge debate theory and
practice, and promote an ethic of high quality policy debate (including special lectures and discussion
with former debaters who are now real-world policy makers and policy analysts). Due to limited
enrollment, applicants will be selected on a competitive basis, maintaining a firm maximum of an 8:1
student-to-staff ratio.The faculty represent many years of experience at every major national institute.

New: Policy Analysis and Strategy Seminar, June 28-July 6

A fifth week for a select group of Policy Project participants, led by Ross Smith and Alan Coverstone.
This group will do directed reading and discussion on core topic issues, analyze the arguments produced
by handbooks and the first workshops, and discuss high-level strategy, theory, and tactics of special
interest. Conveniently timed for those attending the NFL tournament in North Carolina.

All Wake Forest Workshops feature. . .

Air conditioned dorms, air-conditioned lab and classroom facilities, a full meal plan, unrestricted access
to all libraries (including law, business, and medical), a handbook, a complete set of all workshop
evidence produced by all labs, and a safe, supervised learning and living environment..

Wake Forest Debate, Box 7324 Reynolda Station, Winston-Salem, NC 27109
Phone: 910-759-4946 Fax: 910-759-4691 E-mail: redmos4 @ wfu.edu




RESOLUTIONAL FOCUS IN POLICY ARGUMENTATION:
THEORY AND APPLICATION

by Nicholas J. Coburn-Palo! & Minh A. Luong?

INTRODUCTION

While virtually everyone in
the forensic community agrees that
the resolution plays a significant
role in the academic debate process,
its precise function is the subject of
an increasingly heated dispute in
policy debate circles?® Case-specific
debates are now quite rare as nega-
tives are seemingly unwilling to in-
vest significant amounts of time
and effort to research the plethora
of affirmative cases; preferring in-
stead to run off-case argumenta-
tion such as generic disadvantages
and counterplans as well as proce-
dural violations, Many observers
feel that this trend is due in large
measure to the fact that for many
years, policy debate resolutions
have been broad in nature. With
the advent and acceptance of de-
bate practices which allow affir-
mative teams to select only an "ex-
ample” within the resolutional area,
literally hundreds of affirmative
cases are created each year, leading
affirmative and negative teams to
play an intricate game of "cat-and-
mouse” throughout the debate sea-
son.

At present, a significant num-
ber of affirmative teams, hoping to
gain or maintain a competitive ad-
vantage, adopt and abandon cases
from month to month; even from
tournament to tournament. This
practice contributes little to the
meaningful discussion of the reso-
* lution because by the time negative
teams have researched that par-
ticular case, it is too late; there is a
new, hot "case of the week” to hast-
ily research. The unfortunate re-
sult of this process is that substan-
tive debates on the resolution
rarely occur because current de-
bate practice actually encourages
affirmative teams to select periph-
eral examples of the resolution and
to change examples often. To en-
able negatives to be competitive,
current debate practice forces
negative teams to research an un-
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ending list of potential affirmative
cases and to place emphasis on off-
case arguments as well as proce-
dural violations.

The current policy debate
topic on U.S. foreign policy toward
the People’s Republic of China con-
tinues this broad-topic trend and
presents an opportunity for the fo-
rensic community to re-examine
the underlying assumptions of the
purpose of the resolution in policy
debate. The position this essay
takes is that contemporary debate
theorists ought to reconsider their
assumption that the resolution is
merely a parameter from which
the affirmative can choose ex-
amples (hereafter referred to as
"parametric” analysis). The
resolutionally-focused argumenta

..contemporary debate
theorists ought to re-
consider their assump-
tion that the resolution
is merely a parameter
from which the affir-
mative can choose
examples...

tive approach was the domi-
nant practice in policy debate for
many decades until the mid-1970s.
In values-oriented argumentation,
the idea of resolutionally-focused
debate has theoretical recognition*
and, at least at first glance, there
appears to be no reason why this
approach should not be utilized
again in policy argumentation.

This essay will present a
framework for evaluating whether
or not the affirmative team has met
its initial argumentative burdens
under the resolutionally-focused
argumentative approach. After an
initial defense of the position, the
authors will propose that the affir-
mative must utilize one of three
strategies: 1) defend the proposi-
tion as presented; 2) allow recipro-
cal use of argumentative ap-
proaches; or 3) provide and defend
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a justification position explaining
why the resolution is merely a ju-
risdictional boundary from which
the affirmative has the exclusive
right to select. Unless one of these
options is utilized, the affirmative
will have failed to meet its prima
facie burdens and should lose the
debate round. The essay will con-
clude that presumptively, the reso-
lution ought to be the focus of de-
bate.

RESOLUTIONALLY-FOCUSED
ARGUMENTATION DEFENDED

Within the narrow constraints
of this essay, it would be impossible
to present and explain all the ra-
tionales for preferring resolution-
ally-focused argumentations With
these limitations in mind, however,
this essay will discuss three
strengths of a resolutionally-based
argumentative approach.

Improved Logic-Based
Analysis

The most -important duty for
advocates to uphold in any argu-
mentation activity is to answer the
question before them. This is the
nexus of the resolutional function
debate; what should the question
be? At first glance, this dilemma is
easy to resolve. When considering
the resolution:

"Resolved: That the United States
government should substantially
change its foreign policy toward
the People’s Republic of China,"¢

nearly all would agree that the de-
bate should revolve around
whether the U.S. should change its
foreign policy toward the P.R.C.
More controversial is the claim that
the only subject which can be dis-
cussed in the debate round is the ex-
ample of the resolution chosen by
the affirmative. This approach rep-
resents a logically-flawed line of
reasoning for at least two reasons.



Initially, it is an interpretation
which runs counter to how lan-
guage is ordinarily interpreted.
While recognizing the fact that this
is a descriptive claim, this objection
is still valid because language is one
of the few areas where commonal-
ity is essential. It is important to
consider the fact that language is
usually interpreted in a general
way within our society.” For ex-
ample, when someone claims that
"birds can fly,” the claim that "pen-
guins cannot fly" would not cause
us to reject the general statement.
This is because we presumptively
interpret statements holistically,?
even though we know that excep-
tions might exist. By the same to-
ken, debate topics ought to be ar-
gued as general statements, with
examples only becoming relevant if
they are shown to be typical of the
resolution under consideration.
Another reason why it would
be logically correct to consider the
resolution as the focus of the debate
is the presence of alternative phras-
ing possibilities.® The term "re-
solved" has appeared in all contem-
porary policy debate resolutions
and a review of the literature indi-
cates that the term implies a firm-
ness or determination in reference
to the claim which is being upheld.?
This interpretation would seem to
render atypical examples irrel-
evant because no firmness or deter-
mination could be demonstrated in
reference to the statement to which
"resolved” applies. At an absolute
minimum, there is no linguistic rea-
son to believe that the resolution is
meant as a boundary from which
the affirmative is free to pick any
example. Indeed, the authority of
the topic selection committee to
phrase the topic any way it wishes
would seem to indicate that they at
least have the option to permit the
possibility of resolutionally-fo-
cused debate. The committee could
have phrased the resolution as:

Resolved: That a plan of the
affirmative’s choosing should be
adopted by the United States gov-
ernment which would substantially
change its foreign policy toward
the People’s Republic of China.

or the committee could have uti-
lized a format frequently used in
collegiate debate organizations and
phrased the resolution as:

Resolved: That the United States
government should substantially
change its foreign policy in one or
more areas toward the People's Re-
public of China.

Indeed, several potential top-
ics utilizing the latter type of topic
phrasing were on the 1995-96 high
school policy debate ballot® and
rejected?®  Considering the avail-
ability of these alternative phras-
ing possibilities to the topic word-
ing committee and even more so,
their presence on the National Fed-
eration topic ballot, it would be il-
logical to assume that anything in
the resolution legitimizes a purely
jurisdictional approach to
resolutional analysis.

Nicholas J. Coburn-Palo

Increased Accessibility to the
Activity

While recognizing that some
important differences exist be-
tween collegiate and high school
forensics, perhaps some lessons can
be drawn from the recent crisis in
collegiate policy debate. Through-
out the 1980s, the number of college
programs which have expressed a
preference for CEDA debate over
NDT debate most likely reflected a
preference for some of the customs
which were popular in each of the
activities. Although clearly not the
sole factor, one major complaint ex-
pressed by many students as well as
coaches in the past concerning NDT
debate has been the extremely high
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research burden necessary to com-
pete at even a moderately success-
fullevel. The authors do not believe
it to beunreasonable to hypothesize
that at least one of the reasons for
the enormous popularity of Lin-
coln-Douglas debate at the high
school level is the comparatively
modest research burdens associ-
ated with the activity. Many debate
coaches, including the authors who
themselves competed and coached
with some success in both value and
policy debate, believe forensics to
be one of the most valuable activi-
ties in which a high school student
can participate. The high school
forensics community can avoid
making policy debate “inaccessible
by commitment” in part by making
the transition from parametric
analysis to resolutional analysis.
An understandable concern
expressed by opponents of
resolutionally-focused debate is the
fear that the quality of debate will
decrease with lower research bur-
dens and greater numbers of par-
ticipants. This would not necessar-
ily be the case. It is possible for
people who wish to conduct greater
amounts of research to channel
their efforts toward depth, as op-
posed to breadth, in argumentation.
This should satisfy all parties in-
volved because those who have lim-
ited facilities or time will have a
minimally sufficient amount of ma-
terial from which to debate. For
those debaters who have the time
and inclination, their in-depth re-
search will lead them to more intel-
lectually rigorous lines of reasoning
which should enable them to win
more rounds. With resolutionally-
focused debate, the key difference
is that the research material ineg-
uity between the affirmative and
negative would be significantly re-
duced, allowing the negative to
once again focus the discussion on
theresolution. In such rounds, nega-
tives would not be forced to adopt
indirect argumentation strategies
such as running the many variants
of topicality, conditional counter-
plans, and speciously-linked ge-
neric disadvantages. This approach
also avoids the embarrassment of
the negative having nothing to say
against an especially narrow but
logically-flawed interpretation of
the resolution. At present, victory
for an affirmative based on the el-
ement of surprise and an expecta-
tion that opponents will lack mate-
rial from which to argue against an
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overly-narrow case is indeed a hol-
low and intellectually-bankrupt
concept.

Even if concerns about the de-
creased quality of holistic and ge-
neric argumentation were to be
true in the short run (a conclusion
which the authors certainly do not
share), they must be kept in per-
spective. When we as coaches ap-
peal to school administrators for
funding we do so in the name of
improving the quality of education
for the students involved. As edu-
cators, nearly all coaches and judges
would like to help as many students
as possible. Perhaps it would be
beneficial to accept a slight short
term decrease in argumentative
quality to increase quantitative stu-
dent participation. When we con-
sider that one reason why many
very intelligent students do not par-
ticipate in debate is because of the
great time commitment, in the long
run here might actually be an in-
crease in the argumentative qual-
ity of the activity.3

Additionally, resolutionally-
focused debate would allow many
debaters to become involved in
other valuable activities, further
broadening their educational expe-
rience as well. By encouraging ho-
listic argumentation, debate pro-
grams can enjoy the best of all
worlds: "hard-core” debaters can
still distinguish themselves by con-
ducting in-depth research; "multi-
activity" debaters would find de-
bate more enjoyable and still have
time for other activities; and more
students would participate in an
activity they find less intimidating
both at a time and commitment
level. This result alone would do
much to dispel the increasingly
common perception that policy de-
bate is an elitist activity.

Improved Critical Thinking and
Decisionmaking Abilities

Although enhancing commu-
nication skills is an essential part of
the debate process, its potential
benefits the areas of critical think-
ing and decisionmaking should not
be overlooked. The National Foren-
sic League claims to "Train Youth
For Leadership™ and an important
part of that goal involves cultivat-
ing the kind of analytical reasoning
skills which people who have been
involved in academic debate so of-
ten sport. When one considers the
impressive number of attorneys,
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journalists, educators, and policy-
makers who debated in high school,
the relevance of that mission takes
on an even greater sense of impor-
tance. The authors do not think it
is unreasonable to claim that if de-
bate does have an impact on the
lives of its participants, the type of
critical thinking skills and patterns
they develop are a substantial part
of that impact.
Resolutionally-based argu-
mentation enhances decision mak-
ing skills at both a substantive and
abstract level. Initially, it is educa-
tionally superior to search for
broader conclusions and theories, as
opposed to discussing issues with a
limited application in either time or
subject area. For example, it would
be more desirable for a student to

Minh A. Luong

learn about the broader issues in-
volved in the animal rights debate
than to discuss the specific policies
of one laboratory. According to
Bile:

..general education tends to have
greater longevity since "theories”
tend to have more staying-power
than "facts.” Educators argue for
example that "liberal education pro-
vides a general background which
makes reorientation easier. By
stressing the theory of a subject
matter, it avoids imprisonment in
the narrow applications which may
soon be obsolete."

The implication of this argu-
ment is that in terms of the substan-
tive information which is retained
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over a long period of time, general
argumentation is educationally su-
perior.

The critical thinking benefits
derived from a holistic, re-
solutionally-based approach to de-
bate go far beyond the literal reten-
tion of information. In terms of a
person’s mode of thinking, the type
of analysis taught by parametri-
cally-influenced reasoning is logi-
cally inferior. A simple classroom
analogy makes this point relatively
clear. If a teacher assigns a term
paper on the topic "Does President
Bill Clinton have a high degree of
ethos as a public speaker?,” the ex-
pectation is that the students
should draw a general conclusion
about Mr. Clinton as a speaker. If a
student turned in a paper discuss-
ing the first two minutes of the sec-
ond Bush-Clinton-Perot presiden-
tial debate, without explaining why
it was typical of Clinton’'s perfor-
mance as a public speaker, it would
almost certainly receive a poor
grade. If we as educators condone
the belief that looking at a poten-
tially random example of a phe-
nomenon allows a person to draw a
general conclusion, what are the
implications for the kind of minds
our forensic activity produces? Lo-
gicians Eisenberg and Ilardo ex-
plained the risks when noting that:

..the fallacy of composition..holds
that what is true of the parts is true
of the whole..This wrong kind of
reasoning is the root of prejudice
and stereotyping. The colloquial ex-
pression, "seen one, seen them all"is
the essence of this fallacy. Minor-
ity groups have had to bear such un-
Just accusations for too long. The
best remedy for this kind of sloppy
reasoning is exposure on sight!¢

While this type of reasoning is
certainly not the sole cause of rac-
ism, it would be naive to believe
that it does not strongly contribute
to perpetuating the problem. Sev-
eral public awareness campaigns
targeted against racism in the
workplace attempted to break the
cycle of stereotype perpetuation by
pointing out that “one bad worker
does not mean that all like him (or
her) are that way.” At an absolute
minimum, educators who are con-
cerned about the decisionmaking
skills developed in debate should
give serious thought to the message
that parametric argumentative
strategies impart.




ARGUMENTATIVE
APPLICATION

Having explained a few of the
many rationales for resolutionally-
focused debate, the question of how
to integrate this approach into the
contemporary debate format must
still be considered. It is the position
of this essay that the affirmative
should have to commit to one of
three argumentative options in the
first affirmative constructive
speech: 1) defend the proposition as
presented; 2) allow reciprocal argu-
mentative options for the negative;
or 3) offer an a priori defense of
parametric theory with presump-
tion resting against a purely juris-
dictional approach.

While this essay attempts to
present a preliminary defense of
these standards, it does so with two
caveats in place: First, these stan-
dards presume that the resolution
is presumptively the focus of the
debate. An initial defense of that
viewpoint was offered in the first
section of this essay so that this sec-
tion can concern itself with how
best to argumentatively impose
that standard. Second, this essay
has been undertaken as a starting
point for discussion. It does not
claim to have discovered the defini-
tive standards for assessing
whether correct propositional bur-
dens have or have not been met, nor
will it answer all resulting criti-
cisms of this position. It is the hope
of the authors that significant dis-
cussion about how to refine these
standards will result from the
points raised in this essay.

1. Defend the Proposition as
Presented

If the resolution is the focus of
debate, then it would seem obvious
that debating the resolution as pre-
sented would be the preferred
mode of analysis for the affirma-
tive. Advocates can do this by ei-
ther presenting "generic” or "typi-
cal" arguments. Generic claims are
those which apply to the resolution
most of the time. Many opponents
of resolutional focus argue that the
presence of a generic plan would
serve to make the debate process
extremely boring. In most cases
these individuals mistake the utili-
zation of a generic plan with a limi-
tation on the harm areas eligible for
discussion. There is no reason why
this outcome would be the result.

For instance, an example of a poten-
tial claim springing from a generic
plan on the topic

Resolved: That the United States
government should substantially
change its foreign policy toward
the People's Republic of China

would be a case which argues that
the basis of foreign policy toward
the P.R.C. should be based on human
rights instead of economic factors.
Another example would be a case
which argues that the U.S. should
change its foreign policy from a
“One China” to a “Two China” policy;
recognizing both the P.R.C. and Tai-
wan. Yeta third exampleis that the
U.S. should adopt a policy of mili-
tary containment while developing
trade relations with the PR.C. In
short, argumentative ground need
not be reduced by generic claims. It
is likely, in fact, that it will ulti-
mately be increased once
affirmatives lose their ability to
"screen out” generic disadvantages
by claiming that the positionsdo not
link to their particular case area.

Although generic claims are
argumentatively preferable,
resolutionally-focused debate does
not eliminate the use of examples.
All that would be required to avoid
the fallacy of hasty generalization
or composition would be for the af-
firmative to demonstrate that their
example is typical of the claim in
question. At this point, the affirma-
tive claim would become a valid in-
duction” and would be sufficient
to answer the resolutional question.
A common objection to a typicality
standard is the difficulty in finding
a micro standard for determining
typicality. Although it is a prob-
lematic, there are ways of deter-
mining whether an example is typi-
cal. One such method would be to
utilize an evidential micro standard
(EMS). If the affirmative can
present evidence indicating that
their program is at the core of the
subject area of the topic, this would
seem to be sufficient. For example,
if a case on the US/PRC topic had
evidence indicating that the plan
would cover most U.S. policies deal-
ing with the P.R.C, as well as pos-
sessing the characteristics of most
foreign policy programs, then the
specific example would be deemed
typical.

The potential difficulties in
establishing typicality in the con-
text of an affirmative case causes
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many theorists to argue that the
entire resolutional focus viewpoint
is tragically flawed due to the
vagueness of its standards. First,
the standard is not impossible to
meet. A quick glance at some of the
evidence contained in handbooks
on the US/PRC topic demonstrates
that several cases could meet this
standard rather easily. Second,
even if a typicality standard is im-
possible to meet for this specific
resolution, it would not be a valid
reason to reject the broader stan-
dard of resolutionally-focused argu-
mentation. Instead, it would simply
mean that the affirmative should
utilize generic claims instead of at-
tempting to produce typical ex-
amples.

2. Allow Reciprocal Argumenta-
tive Options for the Negative

If the affirmative feels that it
is unreasonable to take on the bur-
den of defending the entire resolu-
tion in 1AC, another argumentative
option exists: Counter-warrants.
Simply put, if the affirmative does
not want to deal with all the
resolutional ground at the outset of
the round, there is no reason why
the negative should not be allowed
to widen the scope of the discussion
(assuming they stay within the
bounds of the resolution).

This essay offers two ration-
ales as to why the use of non-
inducable examples should be re-
ciprocal. Initially, fairness would
seem to require that if the affirma-
tive gets to present their narrow
examples, that the negative be al-
lowed the same privilege. Without
this right, the negative is placed at
a serious disadvantage which, as
Bile explained, usually results in "a
slow and painful death."® Even if
the negative is able to overcome
this competitive disadvantage, the
fact that the playing field is no
longer level clouds our ability to de-
termine the better debaters in a
given round. Another rationale for
permitting counter examples in re-
sponse to a non-inducable affirma-
tive case is derived from the often-
claimed "search for truth." Even the
most cynical affirmative teams
usually attempt to prove that their
example is truthfully a wise policy
option. If the resolution is the fo-
cus of debate, then a counter ex-
ample which expands the amount
of resolutional ground discussed in
a given round should be welcomed
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a given round should be welcomed
as moving us closer to determining
the truth of the proposition under
consideration.

If one peruses contemporary
debate publications, there is no
shortage of writings about the de-
sirability of counter-warrants.!®
Virtually all who are critical of the
concept, however, assume that the
resolution is not the focus of debate;
it exists only as a parameter for dis-
cussion. Once the desirability of fo-
cusing on the resolution has been
established, few serious objections
continue to exist. One concern that
possesses a great deal of validity is
that allowing counter-warrants
will result in example-stacking by
both sides. Herbeck and Katsulas
explain that:

[iln such an argumentation contest
the affirmative lists examples sup-
porting adoption of the resolution,
while the negative lists examples
against the adoption of the resolu-
tion. Inevitably such a debate de-
generates into a series of unsub-
stantiated assertions and counter-
assertions. No matter how one
views the nature and purpose of the
activity, such a debate is a disas-
ter."?

The authors are in complete
agreement with Herbeck and
Katsulas that such a debate would
be highly undesirable. Perhaps it is
better to find a logical way to pre-
fer one example over another
rather than throwing our hands up
in despair and 'depending on the
good nature of any given affirma-
tive team to provide a mutually-
agreeable example. If example-
stacking were to become a legiti-
mate concern in high school policy
debate, we should then treat ex-
amples as we would definitions and
prefer the "better” example offered
in the debate round. The most logi-
cal micro standard (LMS) for adju-
dicating a "better" example debate
would be one of how much
resolutional ground is considered.
Quite simply, the warrant which is
more applicable to the resolution
should be the focus of discussion.

By refocusing the debate to
the more resolutionally-orientated
examples under consideration, con-
cerns about clash and example-
stacking can be alleviated, while
still allowing the debaters to enjoy
the advantages mentioned earlier.
If an affirmative runs a narrow
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case, the counter-warrant can serve
as a check against abuse. Rhodes
and Pfau offered further explana-
tion in noting that:

Herbeck and Katsulas also overlook
the point that it is to the advantage
of negative in a counter-warrants
round to present reasonable and
solid examples, since the negative
hopes to show by comparison that
the affirmative example is isolated
and unrepresentative.” %

On the other hand, if the affir-
mative runs a broad case, it can pre-
vent negative teams from present-
ing similarly abusive examples.
Paulsen and Rhodes explained that:

[tlhe counter-warrant would be
dangerous only to an affirmative
using broad definitions and a nar-
row case area. Should the affirma-
tive choose, they could present a
“stock” case. A broad affirmative
case would place the negative at a
disadvantage in trying to find
countervailing examples of
resolutional areas, especially ex-
amples of similar or greater impor-
tance.” #

By utilizing a "better” example
standard, problems stemming from
diminished clash are also resolved.
In fact, it isnot altogether clear that
the affirmative is at a competitive
disadvantage when operating
within this framework. The affir-
mative team would maintain the
option of running a broad case and
defending its example as being "bet-
ter,” or granting the jurisdictional
superiority of a negative example
and then "turning” it against them.

If the affirmative were to per-
mit use of reciprocal examples
from the outset, concerns regarding
their prima facie requirement
could be set aside because of the
shared advocacy role of both sides.
In addition to restoring fairness in
the utilization of non-inducable ex-
amples, analyzing counter-war-
rants at a "better” example level
will increase the level of strategi-
cally-oriented thinking and add an
extra dimension to debates which
all too often are decided by the ele-
ment of surprise, rather than supe-
rior argumentation and persuasive
skill.
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3. Prove the Superiority of
Parametric Analysis

It is the position of this essay
that argumentation focused on the
resolution Iis clea;ly superior to de-
bates confined within a parametric
framework. At an absolute mini-
mum, however, the reasoning pre-
sented in the first section of this
essay establishes that resolution-
ally-focused deb_ate should enjoy
strong presumption when in con-
flict with competing frameworks
foF analysis.? Accordingly, this
third argumentative option is in-
tended as a compromise position
between those who prefer generic
debate and people who are firmly
wedded to their belief in paramet-
ric debate. If the affirmative team
feels strongly enough about pre-
serving their exclusive right to
present non-inducable examples,
then they ought to have the option
of defending their viewpoint
within the debate round. But, in
order to insure both fairness and
high quality argumentation, sev-
eral logically necessary require-
ments should be imposed on the af-
firmative: 1) the defense of para-
metric analysis should be initiated
in 1AG; 2) if the defense fails, it
should constitute an a priori voting
issue; and 3) the defense should re-
flect primarily normative (as op-
posed to descriptive) reasoning.

That the affirmative team'’s
defense of parametric analysis
should be presented in the 1AC
makes perfect sense if the debate
is supposed to reflect good argu-
mentation. The question being
asked in a debate round, at first
glance, is whether or not the reso-
lution is true. This is how both a
logician and an average person
would perceive the situation® If
the affirmative team wishes tl}e
judge to view the dispute from a dif-
ferent perspective, they need to ex-
plain and justify what that perspec-
tive should be. Absent such a justi-
fication step, the affirmative case
constitutes only a random claim
with no standing in a debate round
with a previously agreed upon ques-
tion for discussion. Accordingly,
such a claim would be non-sequitur
to the question before the debaters
and the affirmative team would
have failed to meet its burden to
present a prima facie case (pre-
sumptively in terms of the
resolutional question) in the 1AC.
Of course, such a claim would not




have to be entirely proven at the
outset of the round, but it still must
be present. Otherwise, the debate
case would take on the appearance
of a geometric proof with a crucial
step missing; it would be logically
nonsensical. This approach is not as
radical as critics often claim, for if
the affirmative cannot ultimately
prove that parametric analysis is
the best perspective to adopt in the
debate round, they would lose the
round in the same way that a non-
topical case would be disqualified
within a parametric framework.

A major reason why debates
over issues of resolutional focus
often become very difficult for
judges to resolve is that both sides
argue from very different perspec-
tives. Affirmative teams often ad-
vocate claims which are descriptive
in nature. For example, "The affir-
mative has the right to define" is a
claim which is descriptive because
the claim is that the affirmative's
view on definitional argumentation
is commonly held at the time. Nega-
tive teams, on the other hand, often
advance normative claims when
arguing about the issue of
resolutional focus. An example of
a normative claim is: "The affirma-
tive should not have the right to
define." This claim is normative in
nature because it addresses the is-
sue of how things should be, rather
than how they are presently. It is
the position of this essay that when
these two claims come into conflict,
normative claims should be pre-
ferred to descriptive claims® be-
cause they enhance argumentation
skills and avoid ad vericundium fal-
lacies. Descriptive claims have
been used to justify slavery, deny-
ing women the right to vote,and the
belief that the earth is flat.?® Nor-
mative claims at least have logic
and reason as a check on their con-
clusions.

One of the primary arguments
advanced against focusing on the
resolution in policy debate is that
tradition indicates that the affirma-
tive example is the focus of debate.
Herbeck and Katsulas wrote that
"..debate practice alone is sufficient
reason to support the contention
that debate focuses on examples of
the resolution and not on the
broader resolution.” # In addition
to being an overtly descriptive
claim, it is also an incorrect claim.
While it is true that in recent years,

parametric analysis has become an
accepted practice in policy debate,

it is a hasty generalization to con-
clude that when considering the
entire history of academic policy
debate in the United States, that the
resolution was not the focus of de-
bate. Indeed, up until the 1970s the
resolution was generally consid-
ered to be the focus of debate. Bile
explained that:

[tlraditionally, academic debaters
argued the 'totality of the resolu-
tion' and judges decided not on spe-
cifics but "on the general resolu-
tion." In fact, from "the beginning
of the national resolution until
about 1973-74, the entire resolution
was normally thought to be
debated...the [parametric view-
point]... is comparatively recent and
seems to have no real theoretical
underpinning other than current
practice" % :

Accordingly, tradition is given
meaning within the eye (and age)
of the beholder.?® It is the hope of
the authors that the debate commu-
nity can move beyond this problem-
atic and anti-argumentative frame-
work and discuss the issue of
resolutional focus at a normative
level

CONCLUSIONS

This essay has taken the posi-
tion that resolutionally-focused
reasoning should be considered su-
perior to parametric analysis of the
resolution in high school policy de-
bate rounds. This conclusion has
been reached because of the poten-
tial benefits to students in the ar-
eas of improved logic-based analy-
sis, increased accessibility to the
activity, and the development of
superior decisionmaking skills. The
implications of this conclusion are
that affirmative teams should be
obligated to choose, at the outset of
theround, from one of three options
regarding resolutionally-based bur-
dens:

1DDefend the proposition as
presented. This would
involve presenting a case
which is either generic or
typical in terms of the resolu-
tion; or

2) Allow the negative recip-
rocal argumentative options.
The implication is that if the
affirmative is allowed to
present non-inducable
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examples, the negative
should have the same right.
In order to avoid concerns
about example-stacking, a
"better" example standard
should be utilized, with the
example which covers the
most resolutional ground
being considered preferable;
or

3)Prove the superiority of
parametric analysis. This
should be done in the 1AC, be
considered an a priori issue,
and rely on normative as
opposed to descriptive claims.

Although many valid objec-
tions and concerns exist regarding
a resolutionally-focused method of
reasoning, the adaptability of holis-
ticanalysis to policy debate does not
seem to be one of them. It is not
unusual for affirmative teams to
make the claim that debating the
resolution, as opposed to their ex-
ample, "destroys policymaking" and
policy debate in general. Interest-
ingly, Murphy pointed out that:

[wihile many teams are apprehen-
sive to argue counter-warrants or
whole resolution as a separate po-
sition, many still argue resolutional
focus through collective noun topi-
cality violations®’

In short, policy debate thrived
and grew using resolutionally-fo-
cused analysis for most of its insti-
tutional life and has been able to
survive forays into resolutionally-
focused analysis when parametric
analysis became the fashionable
trend. Under the framework pre-
sented in this essay, if debaters
wish to advocate a specific policy
they can still do so, the policy would
only have to meet the burden of
typicality or else the affirmative
team would have to give the nega-
tive a reciprocal right to present
their own examples.

Even if fears about a decrease
in traditional policymaking educa-
tion were to be true, it would only
result to a shift toward a more valid
form of policy debating. Paulsen
and Rhodes explained that:

To use the analogy of parliamen-
tary or legislative debate, an advo-
cate trying to win support for a
vague, broadly worded resolution
through a single, carefull, y-selected,
The Rostrum




and limited example probably
would not find his opponents will-
ing to agree to limit themselves to

only the example he provides. They .

would instead draw from other ex-
amples which deny the validity of
the resolution and would perhaps
not even address themselves to a
specific example provided by the
affirmative advocate. Kather than
(or in addition to) denying the spe-
cific, therefore, they would offer
other specifics. Either strategy
would lead the uncommitted ob-
server, or critic to reject the resolu-
tion before the house. %

Finally, assuming the very
worst, that resolutionally-focused
argumentation resulted in a net de-
crease in policymaking education,
it might very well be preferable to
suffer those consequences than to
actually encourage anti-logical
thinking in today's students (who
the authors assume will be
tomorrow’s leaders). Frankly, the
authors would rather help produce
a student who could think logically
but lacked specific policymaking
skills, when the alternative result
is a student who is adroit at suggest-
ing specific policy actions which
turn out to distressingly illogical.®

One of the most valuable skills
which competitive debate can help
develop in high school and college
students is the ability to think criti-
cally about the questions with
which they are confronted. On an
issue like resolutional focus, which
plays a significant role in shaping
the kind of critical thinking skills
that the activity will impart, it is
important that coaches, students,
and judges try to utilize those skills
in resolving this theoretical di-
lemma. Itis the hope of the authors
that this essay will serve to spark
some very necessary discussion on
this very important issue. Although
many people will have different
opinions, the only intellectually un-
forgivable act is not to give any real
thought to one's viewpoint on the
subject.3
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GAMES FOR PAINS

It's March,and the Young Lions
(read "bored debaters") are nuttin’
but trouble in the back of the room.
Oh no, ma'am, our files are done.”
hy should I? I'm not goin’ out to
any more tournaments!”

Herearesomeideas toget them
oing something productive and
ven maybe fun. I have written
hese for policy debate, but all are
easily adaptable to L/D.

1. Dice debate

Materials needed—-one pair of
ice, loaded if you like.

Debater's affirmative case pre-

our squad, his name is Chuck.
(Chuck belongs to us. You have to
come up with your own. How about
Princess Die? Andrew Dice Clay?)

largument according to the key be-
low. He gives an overview, an
| underview, and an argument against
L each point of the 1AC. The debater
 flows it.
] 2--Chuck insults the judge. She
slaps him.

3--Chuck says something in-
mprehensible. The judge vigor-
ously nods her head and flows it.
4-ChuckrunsT. You figure out
hat he said.

5-Chuck runs a nuke war d/a
ell. You determine which one is
lappropriate.

6-- Chuck runs an excellent sol-
lvency argument. You determine
hatitis.

7--Chuck drops it.

8--Chuck reads a card directly

denying your point, from the same
source you quoted.

9--Chuck reads a card that
states your sourceisa liar and a child
abuser, and a spy for Albania.

10--Chuck makes an incredible
logical argument against your point
with no card. Figure it out.

11--Chuck asks the judge for a
date. She accepts.

12--Chuck counterplans with
World Peace, mandated by a higher
being, of whom he is a prophet.

The debater has five minutes
to prepare the 2AC, and then deliv-
ers it. You collect the flow sheets,
possibly to grade them.

By drawing up your own key,
you can practice any speech in the
debate. Chuck can do any speech.
He also can imitate your likely
opponent's styles before a big tour-
nament.

2. Rebuttal practice

A. thelAR. Thedebaters must
bring a flow sheet from an affirma-
tive round, and catch themselves up
in their memories to the 1AR. The
debater WRITES out the rebuttal,
using the minimum number of words
necessary to totally defeat the nega-
tive. The debater then delivers the
rebuttal without the manuscript.
Collect the manuscript and grade it
on word economy and quality re-
sponses.

(To really make this challeng-
ing, limit the debater to one 4 X 6
card)

B. the 2NR. Thedebater brings
a flow sheet from a negative round.
She must prepare a rebuttal for a stu-
dentjudge with absolutely no debate
training, and without lying or distort-
ing the opponents argument, con-
vince the judge that the negative
should win. The judge then fills out
a ballot and votes, explaining why
on the ballot. This might reveal to
the debater why she is not commu-
nicating well with lay judges.

3. World debate wrestling

Two teams, debating the usual
topic, but with the following
changes.

A. Any debater, by tagging his
partner, can take over a speech or
cross-ex. However, each debater
must speak an equal amount of time
by the end of the debate.

B. Each side has six minutes of
cross-ex, which they may useat any
time, including the middle of oppo-
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nents speeches, or at the end of the
debate. Each cross-ex must use at
least a one minute increment how-
ever. If the debater just asks one
question, he loses a whole minute.

C. Each team has ONE "argu-
ment slam!”, which, cried out as the
opponent delivers an argument
(ONLY during the 2AC or 2NC), im-
mediately wins that argument per-
manently for the slamming team.

D. If you wish, let the last two
speeches be subject to the heckling
of the opponents.

4. Contract debate

Using the same affirmative
case, two teams debate each other
twice. Judges evaluate the debates
on a point scale 1-30 on each speech.
The debater with the most points
wins. You can draw up a rubric
which rewards behaviors you are
trying to encourage.

5. The ultimate off-topic de-
bates

Each debater secretly prepares
a case based on the resolution Fe-
solved: the Status Quo should be
changed. Every point must be evi-
denced with legitimate evidence.
Then create a tournament with de-
baters debating each other twice, on
each side of the resolution. Negative
may not run T, and since he prob-
ably won't have any evidence, this
side of the resolution will be by wits
alone. Multiple judgesdo not vote for
affirmative or negative, but award
points for good debating by use of a
rubric you draw up to reward debat-
ing behavior you wish to encourage.

6. The blast from the past de-
bates

The debater assumes the char-
acter of a deceased character of the
past. All arguments must be consis-
tent with the knowledge and style
of the character. Imagine a round
between Adolph Hitler, Ghengis
Kahn, Marilyn Monroe, and Jimi
Hendrix.

For a twist, run these debates
like a Presidential Sham, er, debate,
with student panelists asking ques-
tions of the characters, with chances
forrebuttals.

Emphasize the insights that a
debater gets from taking the differ-
ent viewpoint than the usual.

(Bill Davis coaches at Blue Valley,
(KS) and writes this regular Rostrum
column.)
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This survey was done in response:
who have expressed a concern that ther
more women in debate. These coaches bel e
that there were more male debaters and coac
in the activity than females. s

scientific, but may contribute to the ongoing dis-
cussion on this topic.

The survey was handed out during registra-
tion at NFL Nationals and mailed out by the Na-
tional Debate Coaches Association. Forms were
mailed back to me and resulted in the following:

Thirteen surveys were answered by coaches,
(eight females and five males), and forty-one
were answered by students.

Most squads were relatively divided between
male and female students; three were predomi-
nantly male, and two predominantly female.

Schools responding attended at least nine
tournaments with most attending sixteen or
more.

Most tournaments were overnight. Most
women attended overnight tournaments.

Every school responding had students who
attended summer institutes.

Only five schools sent women to LD work-
shops. Only five schools did notattend policy in-
stitutes.

Only five surveys alluded to having women
coaches who were lab leaders in policy debate.

Twenty-four of total forms returned had
male coaches. Thirty had female coaches.

Specific Answers:

"How often have you received comments on
a debate ballot that you considered sexist?"
14 occasionally, 1 often, 39 never

"How often have you experienced any ver-
bal sexist behavior at debate tournaments?"
27 occasionally, 3 often, 24 never

"How often have you experienced any physi-
cal sexist behavior at tournaments?"
7 occasionally, 1 often, 46 never

"How often have you experienced any ver-
bal sexist behavior in debate class?"

19 occasionally, 3 often, 32 never

"How often have you experienced physical
sexist behavior in debate class?"

5 occasionally, 49 never

' cause 'the teacher couldn't do anything about it
This survey and the results are certainlynot or 1L

he above questions, please explain how
cher responded.” o
ost students didn't report the incident be-

or 'I handled it myself’, or T felt uncomfortable
- reporting it )

(This response was the overwhelming an-
swer. The rest of the comments were only made
once,) .

‘A comment here and there.’

"Teacher didn't notice."

‘One yelled.'

‘One treated it as a joke.'

'One male coach took drastic measures.’

"Have there been discussions in your class
about this issue?"

18 yes

"Why did you take debate?"

Tmprove speaking and critical thinking
skills, fun, personal growth and challenge, to un-
derstand other viewpoints, research skills, travel,
meeting people, pre-law, competition, learn to
voice my opinion, like to argue.’

"What do you think precludes women from
taking debate?"

29 answered "nothing"

5 answered "male-dominated"

5 answered "don't want to take that much
time"

3 answered "too much work"

4 answered "girls are trained to be submis-
sive"

1 answered "debaters are different, some
girls don't want to take the chance to be labeled
as different”

Other reasons: girls don't want to scare guys
away by appearing too smart, few female role
models, more things to do, women take debate but
by their senior year usually have not developed

the same kind of close friendships in debate as
boys.

It is my understanding that some coaches :
were collecting surveys from their area to turn
in, but never made it. Anyway, this is what we
got and I hope it can shed some light on the suﬂbﬁ,
ject. - T

(Glenda Ferguson is a member of the NFL i
Executive Council. She coaches at Heritage Hal.
(OK) and is a member of the NDCA Boa
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COACHES CORNER

When the speech special-
ists with the Birmingham City
and Jefferson County Schools--
Julia Matson and Vic Vichtner--
recruifed teachers and students
for forensics programs in their
schools, they encountered a
problem: students of beginning
programs disliked debating
against the high powered teams.

Dr. Michael Janas, Samford
debate coach, faced a similar
problem. He sent his Samford
debaters to orient a county
school to policy debate. The
Samford students instructed the
students on the current policy
topic and invited the high
school debaters to attend the
annual Samford University De-
bate Tournament. The debaters
attended the tournament, hit
three high powered teams, lost
eachround,and returned home,
folded their debate materials,
and said, "We can't face them
again." The competition had
been too overwhelming. The
polarization continued between
the highly prepared teams with
summer workshops under their
belt and the totally green, newly
prepared teams.

Dr. Janas decided that a
new type of debate would be
necessary.One that would bring
the county and city high schools
into a debating situation that
would be fresh, require a mini-
mum of preparation, and assure
them of a strong footing in an
academic area that these stu-
dents could handle. Sometimes
Dr. Janas labels this debate the
Birmingham -style debate. At
other times,he more accurately
calls it Parliamentary Debate.
This forensies activity, newly
created, springing from the
thinking of the young Samford
professor, involves three per-
sons per team. This arrange-
ment consists of a first affirma-
tive, second affirmative, affir-
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THE FIRST STEP
by Lois Annette C. Askew

mative rebuttalist. The nega-
tive team has a first negative,
second negative, and negative
rebuttalist.

According to the pre-
scribed rules, the function of the
firstaffirmative and first nega-
tive is to present the cases. The
second affirmative and second
negative argue their positions,
respectively, and attack the op-
ponents’ views. Then the affir-
mative and negative
rebuttalists refute the argu-
ment of worth on the flow and
prove their winning points.

...students of
beginning pro-
grams disliked
debating high
powered teams.

- Anotherunusual quality of
this parliamentary debate is
that the times are short. Only
six minutes is the limit for the
firstaffirmative, first negative,
second affirmative,and the sec-
ond negative. The rebuttals are
only four minutes each.

The topics for the debate
have proved to be of interest to
the students. The first one con-
cerned the death penalty. The
second resolution was that the
programs supporting affirma-
tive action should be abolished.
Now the students are working
on the de-escalation of the war
on drugs by the United States
Government. These are topics
on which the students can find
current information in a short
period of time.

Before scheduling tourna-
ments for the students, Dr.
Janasand his assistant, Michael
Jordan conducted three after-
noon workshops for coaches.
They reviewed the basics of re-

27

search, the philosophy behind
debating, and the techniques of
simple argumentation.

The response to the two
tournaments that the students
in the Birmingham area have
attended is positive. On the first
afternoon of a tournament held
at Samford University, a coach
of a policy debate team who had
traveled with his team to many
high powered tournaments,
said, "This is the way a tourna-
ment ought to be, relaxed, calm,
and free of hassle." Another
coach stated, "This inspires the
students to want to debate. Per-
haps they will want to compete
later on a much more competi-
tivelevel" A student whose par-
ents had objected to the long
hours of the regular novice
policy debate tournaments
found the event fun and fulfill-
ing. Even Dr. Janas, the founder
of the Parliamentary Debate
Circuitin the Birmingham area,
wrote to the teachers, supervi-
sors, and students that he be-
lieved this type of debate to be
one of the most successful ex-
periments in the nation. And
the success now assures the Bir-
mingham Area of two accom-
plishments: more students want
todebate and more are wanting
to participate in larger tourna-
ments now that they have expe-
rienced the simplified debate
format at the Parliamentary
Debate Tournaments. As
Michael Jordan, assistant coach
at Samford University, says, "It
[parliamentary debate]yis a
great first step for beginning
coaches and debaters. The real
focusisgetting the teachersand
the students so involved that
will no be overwhelmed."

(Lois Askew coaches at
Huffman, AL)




Many places Claim to be the best. However, the undeniable leader is

SPOUTING MOUTH INSTITUTE

The Best For Over Thirty Years

Worried about debate this year? Will you have the edge? Will you have to think! Put away
all your worries, cares and thoughts and prepare for fun at the prestigious Spouting Mouth Insti-
tute. Inventors of the new quadruple critique (Come and see!). We have led the pack in debate
theory. Our research is packed with tons of Clinton D/A extensions and a specific China link to
the D/A turned out at our institute five years ago! (Well, actually the link isn't specific to China,
it only mentions how Clinton doesn't like Chinese food. However, we'll teach you to "speak” so
fast, no one will notice!) Our new quadruple critique has a scenario on fourlevels! You'll never
have to argue that nasty thing called "case" ever, ever again! However, that's not all. As we
mentioned above, you will be taught to speak extremely fast. Our new, exciting concept is to
never actually enunciate anything. Justsay guaipgiasdfpojspdfapsh over and over again! We'll
also teach you to speak an actual Two Octaves higher than normal! Only dogs who like to bark
at the moon will be able to hear it! Enough with the talk, let's see what we have to offer:

Affirmative Cases

* Stop everyonein China f rom jumping at the same time with death of planet/mashing Chelsea
advantage

Lift r]ice import controls with Chinese restaurant advantage [plus Clinton not eating Chinese
Food

* Sell pants to China @ $1 a pair with clear economic advantage (1.2 billion bucks gross!!) along
with Clinton-not-in-shorts adv.

Mak]e debate judges wear shoes with Chinese shoe sale advantage [plus Clinton-running-shoe
adv.

Export opium with clear clear Clinton disadvantage (i.e. he doesn't inhale)

China inferior, so nuke'em [plus Clinton becomes commander-in-chief & overcomes draft
disadvantage]

Deng and Cryogenics with stability advantage (i.e. preserve him indefinitely)

Impose English as official language of China with Clinton advantage [ie. he can't talk to them
Export sense of humor to China with clear Clinton advantage [i.e. he can be alarmingly funny
Here's a real stupid one that you probably won't run: Panda Protection /Clinton looks like a.
panda, adv.

Increase export of Head-and-Shoulders with "Dandruff Winter" advantage [plus Clinton hair
advantage]

* Allow immigration of Chi Long Wang Dong Song Song Blue Chang Long Chi Zhang with clear
Clinton advantage (since he knows him/them)

Original D/As

*

* %

* ¥ K ¥

*

Clinton with export link Clinton with Environ. link Clinton with Missing link

Clinton with economic link Clinton with Chinese Dogs link Clinton with MFN link

Clinton with human rights link Clinton with Pandas link Clinton with Link link
All With North-South
Scenario!

Cost: $83,000. Clinton advantage here, keeps economy moving.

Satire provided by Greg Rehmke
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STUDENT VIEWS

WILL THE COLD WAR RETURN?
by Janet Hedgecock and Barry Furniss-Roe

Why did I enroll in debate
class? Well..to tell you the truth, I
always was an argumentative little
cuss. I couldn't help it; when you're
the youngest and smallest of six
children, brute force is not enough
tosurvive. Finally, when the paren-
tal units shoved the older ones out
of the nest, that argumentative
streak remained in me. The way I
figured it, debate would channel
that energy before it really ticked
someone off. It didn't work. The
phrase "Just for the sake of argu-
ment.." became commonplace. A
typical conversation was some-
what like:

Parent: Clean up your room,
please. I'm tired of looking at the
mess.

Debater:

1. It's not a mess; it's creative
disorder.

2. As a non-union worker, my
benefits don't exceed the risk in-
volved. Anyway, there's no Com-
prehensive National Health Insur-
ance in case I get hurt.

3. WillI get a trophy?

4. Under what criteria of judg-
ment is my room messy?

5. Maybe I'll clean it after you
prove the mess is harmful.

Parent: Why did [ ever let you
Jjoin Debate?!?

I'll tell you why. You didn't
want a child who: would never get

into college without a football hel-
met; thought "inherency” was a
grunge band; asked when Ronald
Reagan's term would be over; and
thought a "value premise” was a
churchyard.

You wanted a child who would
mature quickly, one you could chat
with about current events. It took
a little while, but there I was. [
thought deeper; I learned more; I
grew a lot. It wasa year ago whenl
realized what it was all about. 1
looked at who I was and realized
that this was an activity worth
sticking to. Sure, hotels and road
trips became a way of life, but that
didn't matter when I'd go claim my
trophy. Receiving the hardware
didn't matter either. When I walked
up, I was telling everyone I had a
good time doing what I did, and I
appreciated being able to commu-
nicate with their intellect. I en-
rolled again and again in a class that
was fulfilling; and activities that
were rewarding. It was no longer
about the awards or the recogni-
tion. It was about me, about who I
was, and what I wanted. It was
about facts and opinions, not nec-
essarily my own. It was all about
finding and proving a truth, or cre-
ating one. I grew, I learned, and I
became a better person.

I'll never forget the day I stood
up in front of an audience to give a

speech and wasn't nervous. I heard
my voice: loud, resonant, and level.
So this is what it was like to have
total confidence. I always was an
arrogant S.0.B, but this was differ-
ent. This was worth something.

If someone ever tells you to do
something like debate to "Open your
mind a little bit", laugh at them. You
will not open your mind a little bit-
-no, a lot more happens than that.
Opening your mind implies know-
ing the other side of an issue. De-
bate requires understanding it.
There is a very large difference.
For the latter, one must erase all
bias, certainly not a simple task.
Then comes the realization that you
are not capable of giving both sides.
That is a problem-solving skill that
will take you far in life.

It doesn't matter whether you
signed up for debate to fill a slot in
your day or to have another class
sitting next to the girl you've got a
crush on. Make the most of it. Not
only will it drive your five other sib-
lings crazy, but it will put you astep
ahead of the game, and your peers.
Plus..how else can you convince
your parents cleaning your room
will reignite the cold war?

(Janet Hedgecock and Barry
Furniss-Roe are debaters at

Northwest Guilford HS (NC)
coached by Chuck Nerwell)

POSITION AVAILABLE

JANUARY 29, 1996

HEAD DEBATE COACH
FULL TIME TEACHER -- DEBATE/ENGLISH
NOVA HIGH SCHOOL
BROWARD COUNTY, FLORIDA
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Nova High School is seeking a qualified individual to assume the position of Head Debate Coach and
English teacher for a highly competitive Debate Team. Candidates should have English certification and
be able to obtain Florida teacher certification. Nova High School has a nationally recognized Debate Pro-
gram with a history of state and national qualifiers and champions.

Send resume with detailed qualifications to Nova High School, ¢/o Dr. Steven Pomerantz, Principal,
3600 College Avenue, Davie, Florida 33314 (954) 370-1704, FAX (954) 370-1658.

January 1996
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Advertisement

+Not the National Debate Coache

Quality Not Elitism: Fair Not Foul

ecently, a spe-

cial interest

speech organi-

zation  was
able to muscle its way into
the NFL National Council
pressuring its demands upon
us all. Appropriately known
by the exclusive nomencla-
ture, as the National Debate
Coach’s Association, this
group is in the midst of creat-
ing evil in the world of
speech and debate. Reaction
to this group springs from the
following abuses its mem-
bers have perpetuated. -

1. Destroying the ability
of new women coaches to
have an advocacy role. Its
tactics are one of ambush,
fooling even many sensible
coaches into believing the
lies it perpetuates. Refusing
even a heart felt apology.

2. Mandating a National
Norm for acceptable debate
practice. Excluding schools
who practice debate as a
forensic activity and who
refuse to play the national
circuit game.

3. Controlling the Na-
tional Forensic League by an
effective lobbying system
which preempts less exclu-
sive schools who are outside
of the elite’s cable from hav-
ing a voice in the council’s
decisions.

In short, a crisis has
reached the National Foren-
sic League. The need for an
alternative lobby is all too ur-
gent.

An alternative to the domination of
national circuit coaches
is finally available,

It is time to face
the fact that not all NFL
members are treated
with equity and fairness

Members of the NFL who
oppose the distructive efforts
of a small community of
coaches who force their petty
agenda & attitudes on us all
Now Have an Alternative

Inquiries C\O:
John Durkee
1275 N. 11th Street
Laramie WY 82070
FAX 307-721-4419

A New Coach’s
Group Forms to
Promote Sense

eaction to the de-
structive trends in
national speech

and debate politics has re-
sulted in the formation of a
new organization of speech
coaches. Its goals and beliefs
are:

- Every student is impor-
tant and every program is
necessary. To this end, the
group will work to promote
the work of the NFL. CARE
committee and other regional
and national efforts to bring
new schools and coaches into
speech

- Quality is a teachable
skill, not a purchasable quan-
tity. To this end, the group
will work to establish speech
and debate programs for all
schools and students.

- Gender equity on the
national council will promote
sensibility. This group will
encourage and financially
support women candidates
who are responsive to the
needs of all students .

- A vigilant watchdog is
necessary to limit the de-
structive capabilities of the
National Debate Coaches
conclave. A primary task of
this group will be to stay at-
tentive to the actions of the
more elite members of our
community, with the express
intent of lobbying the na-
tional council to listen to rea-
son not venom.

——




NFL NOTES ..

Council Change...

Catherine Bennett (NM) has re-
signed as a member of the NFL Execu-
tive Council... Alternate Ted W. Belch
IL) now is a member of the Council. . .
Roger Brannan (KS) is the new Council
alternate...

Numbers...

Marching toward 1,000,000 members
by the year 2000!

Josh R. Greegor, Auburn HS (WA)
867,000.. . John Paul Sergio, St. Francis
Prep (NY) 875,000. . . Tara Holland, Ar-
kansas City HS (KS) 876,000. . . Jason
Ceresa, Chaparral HS (NV) 877,000. . .
Amy Walker, Mounds HS (OK) 878,000.

Lights out...

The wonderful Mary Donna Ross,
chair of the Eastern Missouri district re-
ports that "God declared a
mistournament” at Springfield Hillcrest
(MO), as lightning struck the main build-
ing transformer and plunged all 2000
contestants into the dark, cancelling the
meet. Was that Randy Pierce in the
parking lot with a kite and a key?

On the Road Again...

Jean Boles, to Norway, to visit one of
her children at Christmas... Les Phillips
from Lexington HS (MA) to France. ..

Scholars. ..

Paul Slappey at U of ITowa currently
recruiting "twin towers" Noah and
Aaron Menick debaters at Towa City—
City HS. The twins each achieved a per-
fect 800 in their SAT's.

Free Ride...

The State champion forensics team at
McPherson HS (KS) was rewarded with
a celebration parade. Team members
rode with coach Jim McPheeters down
main street on a combine.

Kudos...

Indiana Forensic Hall of Fame class
of 1995 Charlotte A. Hicks, Brebeuf
Prep. , Claryn Myers, Ft. Wayne
Northside, Chris Stepp, Ben Davis... A
1995 KCTS Channel 9 Golden Apple
award to the apple of Auburn HS(WA)'s
eye, coach Mike Burton. .. Howard
Henderson, longtime director of the Ten-
nessee High School Speech League in-
ducted into the THSSDL Hall of Fame...
Newburgh Free Academy (NY) coach
Cheryl Kazmarek chosen North East De-
bate Coach of the year...
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Alumni...

David Lillehaug, prosecutor involved
in therecent "Malcolm X trial” wasa 1972
Extemp finalist. He was astudent of Jim
Carlson at Souix Falls, Washington. . .
Mark Fabiani Damien HS (CA) and
Redlands debater now chief counsel for
Bill Clinton in Whitewater matters. . .
1981 Debate champion Mark
Koulogeorge and former coach Ted
Belch judged National Oratorical Finals
held by the Greek Orthodox Churches
last summer in Glenview (IL). .. Pat
McRoberts, coached by Hall of Famer
“Louie” Mattachione at Perry HS (OH)
now playing the lead role in "Miss Saigon”
on Broadway. Pat reached the final
round in Humor. .. Cherry Jones, Na-
tional finalist coached by Hall of Fame
doyen Ruby Krider won a Tony for her
performance in "The Heiress". . .Jeff
Calhoun, forensics student at Pine-
Richland (PA) whoattended two Nation-
als in the 1970's now director and chore-
ographer of Broadway musical,
"Buskars".... Todd Mohr, leader of Alter-
native rock group "Big Head Todd and the
Monsters”, is an NFL member....

Stars...

Lafayette (IN) Central Catholic HS
coach Derek Yuill coordinated an excel-
lent cable program featuring the county
qualifiers to Nationals. The tape was a
record of the "Spotlight on Qualifiers
Night" organized by Yuill and Denise
Walker. Cox Communications did the
taping.

Winners...

Bob Jones Academy won the South
Carolina State Congress for the second
time last season in the State Supreme
Court building. All seven winners are
NFL mermbers, reports coach Chuck
Nicholas. .. Albert Odom, Emeritus As-
sociate Secretary of NFL was recently
voted "best dressed”, "best looking", and
“best preserved"” at his high school re-
union at Milby HS in Houston...

Sick Call...

West LA Chair Chuck Vogler back in
harness after some serious heart prob-
lems... Megan O'Neil NFL All American
at Alva HS (OK), now a freshman at U-T
Austin received critical spinal injuries
during an auto accident returning from
the University of Nevada-Las Vegas
Tournament. She is pursuing rehabilita-
tion at the Jim Thorpe Center in Okla-
homa City. . . Jim Hawker, NFL past
President, hospitalized with heart prob-
lems, but recovering nicely.. Ashley
Arnold, daughter of Abingdon HS(VA)
coach Jennifer Bradley, recovering
from two brown recluse spider bites...
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Welcome Back...

45 years as a member of NFL, Mrs.
Darla Kusel-Chilcote Johnson is coach-
ing in Prescott Valley, AZ. As a student
she was coached by Hall of Fame mem-
ber Francis Ferris. As a coach she built
a great chapter at Cubberley HS(CA)...

Small World...

Super coach Veva Bissonnette re-
orts that a member of her Saratoga HS
E)CA) faculty is married to Janet Reno's
debate partner, Peter Camp. Their child
was a debater for Veva's team.

Tournaments...

Dave O'Connor hosted the first an-
nual Great Midwestern Novice Debate
Championships at Iowa City--West last
spring. He hopes this event will become
the premier novice debate event. In ad-
dition to debating, fun events were held:
tub tossing, pen twirling, and a debate ob-
stacle rely race. ... Brookfield Central
(WI)hasnamed their debate tournament
in honor of longtime coach and Southern
Wisconsin NFL Chair Dru Munson. ..

Legal...

Bishop Kelley (OK) coach Marianne
Stich received a summons for jury duty
the week of Nationals! Fortunately a let-
ter from NFL wangled a postponement.

Publicity...

One of the best debate recruiting bro-
chures is produced by Morris Snively at
Belleville-East HS (IL). It stresses the
history of the program, traditions, activi-
ties, values, and benefits...

In Memoriam. ..

Helen Malseed, first woman execu-
tive council member, longtime district
chair of the Pennsylvania district, mem-
ber of the NFL Hall of Fame, coach at
McKeesport (PA), after a long illness. . .
Palmer Boles, husband of NFL Hall of
Fame Secretary Jean Boles. . Longtime
Sheridan (WY) High School Coach Terry
Shoumaker, after a long illness. She
had just earned her quad ruby. Her
coaching associate, Susan Baker, just
having earned her double diamond, had
planned to pass on her first diamond to
Terry soon. The family and Susan felt
it appropriate to pin Terry with the dia-
mond, anyway, and she was buried with
it. Terry leaves husband Micheal, her
former debate partner who now takes
over as policy debate coach at SHS;
daughter Jennifer, a senior, who quali-
fied for nationals as a sophomore, and
who is chapter NFL president ; and
Amanda, an eighth grader who is al-
ready preparing for a high school career
in interp.




Rank Change

1.
2 +3
3. —
4, 2
5. +1
6. -2
7. +5
8. -
9. -2
10. +10
11. +4
12, +1
13. +1
14. 4
15. -4
16. -7
17. -
18. +8
19. -3
20. -1
21, +2
22, +13
23. -2
24, +3
25, -
26. 4
21, -9
28. +10
29. -1
30. -6
3L -1
32 +17
33. -1
33. -2
35. -6
36. +10
37. +4
38. -5
39. +30
40. +10
41, -1
42 8
43. -6
44, B
45, 6
46. +9
47. +29
48. -5
49. +22,
50. -3
51. +5
52 +8
53. 8
54. +8
55, 1
56. +3
57. +8
58. -10
59. -15
60. -18
61. -10
62 +2
63. -5
64. -7
65. +2
66. 3
67. -6
68. -15
69. +1
70. +15
71. -19
72 -4
73. +9
4. +12
75. -
76. 2
7. 11
78. -1
79. +10
80. -7
81 -9
82 +2
83. -4
84. -3
84. +4
86. L]
87. 1
88. 8
89. +3
90. -7
91. +5
92 +2
93. -2
94. -4
- 95, +3
96. -3
97. -
98. 3
99 -

District

Northern South Dakota
Heart of America
Kansas Flint-Hills
Rushmore

West Kansas
Northern Ohio

East Kansas

New York City
Show Me

Central Minnesota
San Fran Bay

South Kansas
Southern Minnesota
Hoosier South

Big Valley

Great Salt Lake
Sierra

Nlini

Northern llinois
Florida Manatee
Northern Lights
South Texas
Eastern Missouri
New Mexico
Eastern Ohio
Carver-Truman
North East Indiana
Florida Sunshine
Rocky Mountain-South
East Texas
Northern Wisconsin
Western Washington
California Coast
Nebraska

Nebraska South
South Florida
Pittsburgh

Hoosier Central
New York State
Northwest Indiana
West Iowa

Ozark

Western Ohio
Central Texas
Montana

North Coast

South Carolina

Hole in the Wall
Tall Cotton

North Dakota Roughrider
East Towa

South Oregon
Southern Wisconsin
Pennsylvania

Lone Star

Nevada

Tennessee

Wind River

West Virginia
Louisiana

East Oklahoma
Southern California
Rocky Mountain-North
Colorado

Idaho

Eastern Washington
East Los Angeles
Tarheel East

Deep South
Sundance

Greater Illinois
Georgia Northern Mountain
West Los Angeles
Arizona

Valley Forge

Gulf Coast

Southern Colorado
West Oklahoma
Carolina West

New England

New Jersey
Mid-Atlantic
Iroquois

Georgia Southern Peach
Michigan
Utah-Wasatch
North Texas Longhorns
Mississippi

Capitol Valley
North Oregon
Maine

West Texas

Patrick Henry
Kentucky

Big Orange

Puget Sound

Hawaii

Alaska

Guam

DISTRICT STANDINGS

(December 4, 1995)
Ave. No. Degrees
118.66

101.82

100.76
99.10
95.30
94.66
9381
89.70
8481
8285
81.00
7650
75.52
7413
74.00
73.33
7283
66.41
6610
65.45
63.84
63.05
62.63
62.42
6219
6211
61.88
6157
60.85
59.53
57.65
5753
5716
5716
57.00
56.61
56.55
56.52
55.36
55.05
54.65
54.36
5205
5188
5171
51.54
5086
50.64
50.06
48.36
48.04
4750
4723
46.61
46.34
46.33
46.03
45.88
45.83
45.61
44.86
44.78
44.05
44.00

32.05
3183

16.52

Second Largest Chia .
Milbank :hapter
Independence—Truman
Topeka

Sioux Falls-Roosevelt
Garden City
Youngstown-Mooney
Shawnee Mission-West
Regis

Raytown-South
Forest Lake
Miramonte

Wichita Heights
Rosemount Sr.
Evansville-Mater Dei
Turlock

Salt Lake City-Skyline
Bakersfield-West
Homewood-Flossmoor
New Trier

Taravella

Walker

Lamar Consolidated
Parkway South
Farmington

Wooster

Monett

Fort Wayne-Northrop
Sarasota-Riverview
Bear Creek

Taylor
Sheboygan-South

Gov. John Rogers
Lynbrook

Norfolk

Lincoln-East

North Miami Beach
North Hills

Brebeuf Prep.
Lakeland

Plymouth

Bishop Heelan
Springfield-Hillcrest
Dayton-Oakwood

San Antonio-Clark
Great Falls

Crestwood

Riverside k
Cheyenne-East
Amarillo
Richardton-Taylor
Bettendorf

Roseburg Sr.
Greendale

Franklin Regional
Midway

Chaparral
Montgomery Bell Academy
Casper-Natrona County
Pt. Pleasant Sr.
Bolton

Jenks

Colton

Pomona

Mullen

Blackfoot

Gonzaga Prep.
Alhambra

Enloe

Montgomery Academy
Mountain View

Pekin Community
Westminster Schools
Arroyo Grande
McClintock

La Salle College
Pharr-San Juan-Alamo North
Sierra

Norman

High Point-Andrews
Manchester

Randolph

James Madison, VA
Webster Sr.

Lee County
Portage-Northern
Bountiful

Lewisville

Byram Attendance Center
Galt

Portland-Lincoln
Brunswick

El Paso-Cathedral
Kempsville, VA
Boone County

La Habra

Oak Harbor

Damien Memorial
Petersburg

Academy of Our Lady of Guam




For years, Phi]]_ips Petroleum has sponsored

Project Wild, Project Learning Tree and
Project Wet. These unique programs help
kids learn about the environment today so

 they will make responsible decisions about

it tomorrow. And thats one class assighment
that just won' fit under a refrigerator
magnet. At Phillips, thats what it means
to be The Performance Company. (s

PHILLIPS PETROLEUM COMPANY
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Phillips Petroleum
Is the National Sponsor of the
National Forensic League.

This publication is made possible by
Phillips Petroleum Company.
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