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

More rounds, More classes, More success, Guaranteed.

* |n 1990 became lhe first U.S. debaters to win the World Coliege Debate Champlonship.
In 1981 CDE graduates won two events al Nationals plus second and fourth place trophies,

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

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

In 1995 CDE graduates won three National Championships.

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

This year YOU are invited to join us.

Lincoln Douglas and Extemp Camps: July 2-July 17, 1998. $1,125.
(Held at Northern Arizona Univ. in Flagstaff).

Team Debate Camp: July 19-August 8, 1998. $1,125.
(Held at the University of Utah, Salt Lake City).

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

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

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

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

D

Mail to: CDE, P.0. Box Z, Taos, N.M. 87571
Phone: (505) 751-0514 Fax: (505) 751-9788
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1 Foreign Extemp
MasterCard .
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Name

Mailing Address

[d | have enclosed my $85 application check {or CC # and expiration}. Send me my full packet loday.




CDE DEBATE HANDBOOKS FOR 1998-99:
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CDE HANDBOOK
1998

POLICY

VYolume One

g

U.S. - RUSSIA

CDE  William H. Bennett

ah

RUSSIA

EXCLUSIVE NEGATIVE BLOCKS ON:

1. Generic Disadvantages

Economic Growth

Costs
Hegemony
North vs. South
East vs, West

Unilateral Action

North Korea
Privitization
Elderly
Belo-Rnssia
Mideast Oil
Iraq Resurgence

Brain Drain
Sensitive Tech Loss
Zhirinovski
Nationalism
NATO

China
Anti-semitism
Poverty
Rearmament
Ethnic Repression
Caspian Sea
Strategic Minerals

Russ-Serb Alliance

5
COMPLETE. EACH
BOOK HAS OVER ICgl;g HANDBOOK

200 DIFFERENT
NEGATIVE BLOCKS
and the case specific
blocks will ALL be on
next year's specific
topic. Rated the best
handbooks published
in both Texas and
National camp
COmparisons.

ORDER

U.S. - RUSSIA
POLICY

Yolume Two

| CDE  William H. Bennett
And Staff

£ _ &

TODAY CDE makes only ONE printing. When
the books are sold no more are available. Our

handbooks have scld out for the iast eight years,
don’t wait too long to buy yours.

Cost is $25 for each Volume, $69 for the set.

Postage is prepaid if you pay in advance. It is added
to your bill if you use a purchase order. Volumes are

unbound for easy filling, ad $5 each if you wish bound

copies.

Mail Today

TESTIMONIALS

“Unique avidence and arguments unavailable elsewhers.” ). Prager, Calif.
“| wouldn't go a year without CDE." V. Zabel, Desar Craek

“ 80 much more complete than all the other handbooks that I den't see

how they stay in business.”

J. Daan, Texas

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

FAX: 505-751-9788

Name

Mailing Address

2. Generic Economic Harm Blocks

3. Generic Topicality (the, substantially),
change, its, policy, towards}

4. Generic Justification (the, United
States, its, policy, Russia}

5. Generie Counterplans:

U.N. Study
IMF EEU
NGOs

6. CASE SPECIFIC NEGATIVE ATTACKS
Environment Pollution
Mafia Nuc. Disarm,
Terrorism Communist Resurg.
Foreign Aid Jt. Venturcs
Belo-Russia Naval Decommissions
Toxic Waste Power Grid
Space Coop and More
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CDE  William H. Bennett

LP And Staff

“-
2 Affirmative Cases Book ......ccooovvcceeeeeeeen, $44
I 1 RPN $39

(4 or more copies — $29 each}
0 The Really Big Theory Block Book .............. $45

{ Debate Handbooks, 3 voIS .oocoee i $69




From a beginner’s first argument

fo tournament level competition...

NTC Tops the

- . Ballot!

5302-2

g For details on our extensive line
- of debate products,

call 1-800-323-4900.

Ask for Cherlyn Data, Exi. 302

National Textbook Company
NIC . division of NTC /Contemporary Publishing Group

1-8(10-323-4900 » Fax: 1-800-998-3103 » e-mail: ntcpub@tribune.com © http://www.ntc-school.com 01292
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NextMonth:  Dr. David Cheshier on institutes; Steve Mancuso

on international relations in debate.

THE HAWK
Bill Hicks voice on the telephone was choked with sorrow,

"the Hawk is dead”. James Hawker, former NFL President,

longtime judge director at nationals, coach of National Champion

the Indiana State Speech Coaches Hall of Fame. Jim was very
proud that he was named a "Sagamore of the Wabash".
Known for his fairness he once lectured the Executive

teams, and member of the NFL Hall of Fame
succumbed to a final heart attack on January
13, atage 81. Foaais

Council that it was not enough "to get a
winner, we need to get the winner."
‘When it came to looking at tourna-

Hawker was the greatest all around
speech coach of his time. Twice his team
won the National Sweepstakes (1964, 1965}
and once the PKD/Bruno E. Jacob Trophy

ment schedules and tournament results
him was a true savant. He once went to
Bruno Jacob and proved that a national
coach of great renown who always

worked in the National Tab Room was
always placing his own students in
advantageous positions. When Bruno
reviewed the proof he banished the
offending coach from tabbing and replaced
him with Hawker!
After retirement the Hawk was a
- fixture at the National Tournament
‘ helping with judge assignments. He
T coached students for Bob and Pam
{ / Deutsch at West Lafayette HS and
) directed civic theater plays,
' He was always willing to help any
student. He actively coached the 1977
Drama winner and corresponded with students in other states
that he had seen speak at Nationals and who sought his advice.
NFL's Hawk is gone. He will be deeply missed.

HALL OF FAME NOMINATIONS DUE
NFL coaches may nominate a coach for Hall of Fame consideration if such a nominee has either coached twenty-
five years or is retired from coaching. Send nominations to Jean Boles, 9737 Tappenbeck, Houston, TX 77055.
Nonunations must be received by March 3.

LI A A P N ] EEEEEEE OO -

: COUN CIL CANDIDATES STATEMENTS ON PAGES 53, 54, 55, 56 :

L I I BN B ]

1998-9 TEAM DEBATE TOPIC
Resolved: that the United States should substantially change its foreign policy toward Russia.

(1968). He coached National Runners-up in
Drama, Oratory, and Girls Extemp and two
semifinalist debate teams. Twice he was NFL
Coach ofthe Year. B
Hawker sent students to 28 National
Tournaments and coached 7 consecutive
Indiana State Debate Champions. He eamed
the Distinguished Service Key and Plaque
and five District Chair Gold Awards. His -
schools eamned the Leading Chapter Award 5
times. He was NFL's first 6 Diamond Coach.
Jim served 25 years on the Council
from 1956 to 1981. He was Vice President
from 1962 to 1973 and succeeded Senator
Karl E. Mundt as President in 1973,
Hawker was personally selected by Bruno E. Jacob to be in
the initial Hall of Fame class in 1978. He also was inducted into

Jim Hawker

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 Forersic 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.



BARKLEY FORUM
EMORY NATIONAL DEBATE INSTITUTE
Lincoln-Douglas Division
Under the Direction of Melissa Maxcy Wade
June 21-July 4, 1998

Emory University, Atlanta, Georgia

The Emory Nationa! Debate Institute has been contributing to the education of high
school debaters for twenty-five years. The curriculum is steeped in the most
fundamental aspects of debate: presentation, research, and critical thinking. The
curriculum has also developed over the years to adapt to the needs of current practice.
An excellent combination of traditional argument and value debate theory and an
emphasis on current debate practice, makes the Emory National Debate Institute one
of the most successful year after year. Novice, mid-level, and varsity competitors
have found the Institute a worthwhile learning experience because the staff has the
expertise to teach all levels of students and the experience to adjust to a variety of
student needs. Fees are comparatively inexpensive.

Features of the Emory National Debate Institute

Experienced staff: Our senior level staff has worked at this Institute and many
others, including: American University, Bates College, Baylor University, Berkeley,
Dartmouth College, Georgetown University, University of Kentucky, University of
Iowa, Lovola of Los Angeles, University of Michigan, Northwestern University,
Samford University, and Stanford University. Students will have access to all faculty.
Excellent staff student ratio: The Institute offers debaters the opportunity to
work with one senior level instructor accompanied by at least one active college
debater in small lab groups of 10 to 14 students.
Library access: The Institute offers debaters access to the Woodruff library system;
including the Gambrell law library, the Woodruff medical library, and a large
government document collection. While the main Woodruff library undergoes
renovation, a comprehensive in-house dormitory library will provide access to journals,
books, and government documents. In addition, an in-house dormitory library makes
hundreds of articles and documents easily available. We find the dormitory library
especially helpful for the beginning student.
Flexible curriculum: The Institute has always provided students a wide variety of
instruction suitable to their levels of experience. Each laboratory group has explicit
objectives and a field tested curriculum for the two week period, dependent upon their
level of experience. Each student is tracked into theory and practicum classes
appropriate to their needs. Videco-taping of all students augments instruction.
Commitment to Diversity: The Institute has always been committed to making
instruction accessible to rural and urban areas. We have several funded scholarships
dedicated to promoting diversity. Additionally, ongoing grants from The Open Society
Institute and other foundations make it possible to support many students from
economically challenged areas.
Dormitory supervision: An experienced staff including high school teachers,
graduate students, and college upperclass students will supervise the dormitory. Back
for her fifth year, the head dormitory counselor's sole duty will be supervision of the
dormitory.
For an application, write or call:
Melissa Maxcy Wade
P.O. Drawer U, Emory University
Atlanta, Georgia 30322
(404) 727-6189; email:lobrien@emory.edu; FAX: (404) 727-5367




BARKLEY FORUM
EMORY NATIONAL DEBATE INSTITUTE, Policy Division
Under the Direction of Melissa Maxcy Wade
June 21-July 4 1998

Emory University, Atlanta, Georgia

The Emory National Debate lnstitute has been contributing to the education of high
school debaters for twenty-five years. The curriculum is steeped in the most
fundamental aspects of debate: presentation, research, and critical thinking. The
curriculum has also developed over the years to adapt to the needs of current practice.
An excellent combination of traditional argument and debate theory and an emphasis
on current debate practice, makes the Emory National Debate Institute one of the
most successful year after year. Novice, mid-level, and varsity competitors have
found the Institute a worthwhile learning experience because the staff has the
expertise to teach all levels of students and the experience to adjust to a variety of
student needs. A division for junior high students rnuns concurrently with the high
schocl division. Fees are comparartively inexpensive.

Features of the Emory National Debate Institute

Experienced staff: Our senior level staff has worked at this Institute and many
others, including: American University, Bates College, Baylor University, Berkeley,
Dartmouth College, Georgetown University, Univeraity of lowa, University of
Kentucky, Northwestern University, University of Michigan, Wake Forest University,
Samford University, and Stanford University. Students will have access to all faculty.
Excellent staff student ratio: The Institute offers debaters the opportunity to
work with one senior level instructor accompanied by at least one active college
debater in small lab groups of 10 to 14 students.

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

Flexible curriculum: The Institute has always provided students a wide variety of
instruction suitable to their levels of experience. Each laboratory group has explicit
objectives and a field tested curriculum for the two week period, dependent upon their
level of experience. Each student is tracked into theory and practicum classes
appropriate to their needs. '
Commitment to Diversity: The Institute has always been committed to making
instruction accessible to urban and rural areas. We have several funded scholarships
dedicated to promoting diversity. Additionally, ongoing grants from The Open Society
Institute and other foundations make it possible to support many students from
economically challenged areas.

Dormitory supervision: An experienced staff including high school teachers,
graduate students, and college upperclass students will supervise the dormitory.
Returning for her fifth year, the head dormitory counselor's sole duty will be
supervision of the dormitory.
Coaches workshop: An in-depth coaches workshop is conducted. Topics will
include administration, organization, and coaching strategies. A full set of lectures
appropriate for the classroom will be developed. Junior high teachers are also
welcome.
For an application, write or call:

Melissa Maxcy Wade

P.O. Drawer U, Emory University
Atlanta, Georgia 30322
(404) 727-6189; email:lobrien@emory.edu; FAX: (404} 727-5367



WAKE FOREST

Anriourices
The Summer Debate Workshop, June 21st to July 10th, 1998

The nation’s premier three week workshop for over 30 years, leading the way in the combination of
practice, theory, and evidence. Staffed by the same nationally successful high school and college coaches
who teach at the Policy Project, and a select group of intercollegiate debaters all of whom have 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. The
workshop, open to all levels of students, is limited in size to the first 120 applicants.

The Policy Project, July 5th to July 31st, 1998

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 64 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 analysts, and special projects ranging from
web page creation to public debates). The faculty are all prominent high school or college coaches, and
represent many years of experience at every major national institute. Due to limited enrollment, applicants
will be selected on a competitive basis, maintaining a firm 8:1 student-to-staff ratio.

Policy Analysis and Strategy Seminar, June 28th to July 4th, 1998

A fifth week for a select group of Policy Project participants, led by MBA's 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.

The Fast-Track, June 21st to July 31st, 1998

A six week program for a select group of Policy Project participants, led by Ross Smith, Wake Forest's
debate coach Students get the full benefits of all of Wake's innovative summer programs plus the chance to
work closely with the coach who in the 1990's has qualified more teams to the National Debate Tournament
Elimination Rounds and has had more top-sixteen ranked teams than any other coach this decade.

All Wake Forest Workshops feature. . .

Need-based financial aid, air conditioned dorms, air-conditioned lab and classroom facilities, full meal
plan options, unrestricted access to all libraries (including law, business, and medical), a copy of Wake
Forest's Debater's Research Guide, a complete set of all workshop evidence produced by all labs, and a
safe, supervised leaming and living environment..

Wake Forest Debate, Box 7324 Reynolda Station, Winston-Salem, NC 27109

Phone: 910-759-5405 Fax: 910-759-4691 E-mail: debate@wfu.edu
Web Page address is http:/wfu.edu/~debate
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SELECTED PHILOSOPHY TOPICS THAT ARISE FREQUENTLY
IN LINCOLN-DOUGLAS DEBATE

The Social Contract
The Social Contract in general

As citizens of a particular society (a
nation, a high school, a speech and debate
team, etc.) we receive benefits and have ob-
ligations, Because [ am a citizen of the
United States, 1 have various obligations:
For example, I'm obligated not to break the
law. 1 also receive benefits by virtue or my
citizenship: 1have my constitational rights
protected, 1 can apply for government schol-
arships, and so on. The same holds for
your membership on a speech and debate
team: you are obligated to come to prac-
tices and show up at tournaments, and you
receive benefits in the form of becoming a
better speaker, developing confidence,
meeting new people, and perhaps visiting
another state for the national tournament.
In short, membership in a society entails
receiving benefits from and owing obliga-
tions to that society.

The Social Contract is a theory which
seeks to explain this system of benefits and
obligations in a society. The theory as-
sumes that, long ago, individuals existed in
an asocial context (they did not live in a
society). Exponents of the Social Contract
called this presocial condition the State of
Nature. Because individuals did not be-
long to societies in the state of nature, they
did not have obligations to societies and
could more or less do whatever they wanted.
But living without a society also meant that
individuals received no benefits from a so-
ciety. These individuals, as rational beings,
gradually came to realize that the state of
nature did not allow them to live up to their
full potential because they remained divided
and incapable of working together.

It is at this point that individuals be-
gin to contemnplate forming a society. They
realize the anarchic state of nature insures
constant disorder, so they find a way out of
it: they enter a society. What will this soci-
ety be like? What benefits will its citizens
receive? What obligations will they owe?
Everyone who is going to be a part of the
society must agree to the terms of the soci-
ety: they must agree with the ways in which

the society answers these questions. (This
does not mean thal individuals in a society Thust conform
absolutely to the ways in which the society answers these
questions. The values and assumptions upon which a soci-

by David M. Shapiro

ety is based may be open to constant recvaluation by ils citi-
zens. However, without some basic agreement about the laws
and principles which will govern a society, disorder will

prevail and the state of mamre will return) A contract is
one way of insuring an agreement in which
an individual receives benefits and owes
obligations. For example, [may signa con-
tract with you under which 1 agree to wash
your car if you pay me five dollars. I have
an obligation to you (washing your car) and
I receive a benefit from you (five dollars).
A Social Contract is the same concept ap-
plied to an individual and a society: Itisa
systemn of benefits and obligations to which
the individual agrees. The individual ac-
quires obligations such as abiding by the
law and receives benefits such as having
his rights protected.

In a society, benefits often take the
form of protected liberty and obligations
take the form of limitations on liberty. The
dilemma is that liberty must be limited in
order to protect liberty. 1f there were no
limitations on my kiberty, I could go around
killing people. Butif 'm going around kill-
ing people, your right to life--a fundamen-
tal liberty--is in serious jeopardy. There-
fore, in order to protect your liberty (the
right to life), my liberty (the freedomto go
around killing people)} must be limited. If
there were no limitations on liberty in a so-
ciety, one would have no obligations to the
society and could do whatever one wanted.
That would bring back all of the problems
that plagued the state of nature. In sbort,
liberty must sometimes be sacrificed for or-
der because liberty cannot be protected in
a state of disorder.

What would happen if liberty were
always sacrificed for order? This would
create the opposite of the state of nature:
there would be plenty of order and no 1ib-
erty. Forexample, I would not have the lib-
erty to own a TV because [ might use it to
violate your liberty (in this case your right
to free speech) by throwing it at you during
one of your rebuttals. The complete oppo-
site of the state of nature, which may be
called authoritarianism, is just as bad as the
state of nature.

Clearly, the Social Contract must
strike a recasonable balance between order
and liberty. Another way of saying this is
that under the Social Contract, individuals

should be granted as much liberty as pos-
sible without sacrificing the order that is
necessary for liberty to be protected. Find-
ing the proper balance between order and
liberty is one of the most difficult challenges
in political philosophy.

Variations on the Social Contract

The Social Contract was first formu-
lated by Thomas Hobbes. According to
Hobbes, individuals in the state of nature
went around killing each other left and right
because human nature is fundamentally
evil. The only purpose of society, accord-
ing to Hobbes, was to insure the safety
which was lacking in the state of nature.
Therefore, an absolute monarchy (one form
of authoritarianism) was justified because
it protected safety. To Hobbes, the liberty
that would have to be sacrificed for safety
under an authoritarian government was of
httle importance.

John Locke refined Hobbes' Social
Contract. When people speak of "The So-
cial Contract”, they generally mean Locke's
version of it. Locke took a more positive
view of human nature than Hobbes: People
were fundamentally good, and therefore that
state of nature was relatively peaceful.
Nonetheless, the disorder of the state of
nafure meant that individuals could not
unite and channel their energies toward
common goals, hence the need for a soci-
ety. Because Locke had more faith in hu-
man nature than did Hobbes, he saw no
need to control peopls absolutely. Locke's
Social Contract granted people more free-
dom than Hobbes's, and sought to strike a
balance between order and liberty.

Jean-Jacques Rousseau was a crack-
pot who messed up the Social Contract. He

‘claimed to have resolved the order versus

liberty dilemma by saying that there was no
conflict between order and liberty. Under
his Social Contract, people in a society bad
to assent to the General Will (what every-
one else thinks) in order to be free. Free-
dom meant making the General Will your
will, so that in following the General Will
you followed your will. For example, if your
soclety decided to burn you as a witch, you
would have to say "Yes, I'm a witch! Please
burn me!” in order to be free.
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Was there really a state of nature?

No. Longer than there have been
people (i.e.: homo sapiens), there have been
societies. People have always existed ina
social context. The principles of the Social
Contract remain useful, however, because
people often form new societies: new busi-
nesses, nations, or clubs.

Moreover, the Social Coentract pro-
vides a paradigm with which to analyze our
current societies. We cannot say that our
society is constituted rationally or justly if
we would not enter into it from the Aypo-
thetical state of nature. The Social Con-
tract is essential to evaluating our soecieties
and exploring how they should be changed.

John Rawls and the Original Position

John Rawls is a preeminent contem-
porary political philosopher, whose theory
of the Original Position, which is a variation
on the Social Contract, often arises in Lin-
coln-Douglas. Essentially, Rawls redefines
the hypothetical condition from which
people enter societies and calls it the Origi-
nal Position. When people are forming so-
cieties and choosing the principles by which
they will be governed, they wear a veil of
ignorance. This means that they do not
know what position they will occupy in the
society, whether they will be bankers or
begpars. Rational individuals wearing a veil
of ignorance would design a society which
is fair to both rich and poor, Black and White,
male and female because they could wind
up in any of these roles. Let's consider the
income distributions of two societies from
the standpoint of people in the Original
Position:

Society A Socicty B

% of population
making more than 10 2
$100,000 per year

% of population
making $50,000- 10 28
$100,000 per year

% of population
making $25,000- 0 50
£50,000 per year

% of population
making below 80 20
$25,000 per year

Individuals in the Original Position
would know these income distributions be-
cause they would know what the economic
roles in a society would be and how these
roles would be distributed. They would not
know which role they would fill, but they

would kmow the probability of finding them-
selves in each role.

Examined from the standpoint of in-
dividuals in the Original Position, Society B
seems more rationally organized in terms of
income distribution than Society A. Indi-
viduals in Society A have a ten percent
chance of striking it rich, of finding that they
have high paying jobs when the veil of ig-
norance is lifted. But they also have an
eighty percent chance of finding themselves
fairly poor. Although individuals in Soci-
ety B have less of a ehance of receiving an
enormous salary, eighty percent of them are
assured of a reasonable income. Rational
individuals in the Original Position would
be more likely to join Society B than Soci-
ety A.

The Original Position, like the State
of Nature, is a hypothetical condition which
can be vsed as a tool for assessing a soci-
ety. Broadly speaking, a law or principle is
Jjustif people in the Original Position would
agree to it. For example, a law which man-
dates the incarceration of murderous psy-
chopaths is just according to Original Posi-
tion analysis. There is a low probability
that one will wind up as a murderous psy-
chopath and a higher probability that one
would fall victim to a murderous psycho-
path if such individuals ran rampant. In the
Original Position, individuals under a veil
of ignorance would support laws restrain-
ing murderous psychopaths.

The Social Contract applied to Lincoln-
Douglas Debate

Social Contract analysis can be ap-
plied to many Lincoln-Douglas Debate reso-
lutions because they often deal with a con-
flict between order and liberty. For example:

Resolved: Limiting Constitutional
liberties is a fust response to terrorism in
the United States.

This resolution involves the conflict
between order and liberty, Striking the bal-
ance in favor of liberty would mean that Con-
stitutional liberties notbe limited in order to
preserve order through the prevention of
terrorism. Striking the balance in favor of
order would entail limiting Constitutional
liberties, and thus limiting individual rights,
to maintain safety. The Social Contract can
be used on the affirmative side to highlight
the limitations on liberty that must exist ina
society in order to further order and on the
negative side to underscore the rights of
citizens which governments are obligated
to protect. The Social Contract may be ap-
plied to many other resolutions:

Resolved: When in conflict, the pro-
tection of the innocent is of greater value
than the prosecution of the guilty.

Under the Social Contract, a society
has duties both to maintain order through
the prosecution of the guilty and to protect
the liberties by guaranteeing the rights of
the accused. How should conflicts between
these duties be approached?

Resolved: The safety of others is of
greater value than the right to privacy of
those with infectious diseases.

Rights such as privacy must be lim-
ited to preserve safety--but to what extent?
You might be able to use the Original Posi-
tion on the affirmative side by arguing that
there is a relatively slim chance that one will
contract an infectious disease and that limni-
tations of the right to privacy of those with
infectious disease could protect many oth-
ers from being infected.

As you may have guessed from these
examples, the Social Contract is often use-
ful on both sides of a resolution, which
means that your opponent can easily turn
your Social Contract arguments against you.
Two equally skilled debaters with equal
understandings of the Social Contract will
generally fight to a stalemate on Social Con-
tract issues. Therefore, including Social
Contract analysis in your constructive case
may be risky, but being able to apply this
analysis will often allow you to flip your
opponent's arguments,

Read this

John Locke, The Second Treatise of
Government.

John Rawls, 4 Theory of Justice.

Utilitarianism vs. the
Categorical Imperative
General

Imagine the following scenario:

There are ten people in a well which
is rapidly filling with water. A very fat per-
son is stuck in the top of the well, prevent-
ing the people in the well from climbing to
safety. They will soon drown, unless you
shoot and kill the fat man in order to remove
him. What do you choose--to shoot the fat
man or to do nothing?

Some people say that they would
shoot the fat man. They conclude that ten
tives are of greater value than one and there-
fore that shooting one man to save ten lives
is just. Essentially, this line of reasoning is
an appeal to Utilitariamsm, a philosophy
articulated by Jeremy Benthatn and refined
by John Stuart Mill. Utilitarianism holds
that we can assess the value of an action



based on the extent to which it furthers util-
ity--the greatest good for the greatest num-
ber. In the case at hand, the life for ten
human lives serves the greatest good for
the greatest number, Utilitarianism dictates
that the fat man should be shot.

Shooting the fat man also relies upon
a concept known as consequentialism.
Consequentialism simply means that ac-
tions are to be judged on their effects, their
consequences. Utilitarianism is a form of
consequentialism because it focuses upon
whether the consequence of an action is
the promotion of utility. Since the death of
one man is less of a grave consequence than
the death of ten, consequentialist reason-
ing leads to the conclusion that the fat man
should be shot. Philosophers often call the
consequence of an action the "end” and
the action ttself the "means”. Since Utilitar-
ian/consequentialist reasoning focuses on
effects (ends), it may be called ends-based
reasoning (1've never actually heard any-
one call it that, but that's the term that makes
intuitive sense to me). Some people like to
call ends-based reasoning "teleological rea-
soning” or teleology".

But perhaps the fat man should not
be killed even to save ten lives. Killing
people {except in self-defense) is inherently
wrong. Indeed, if we analyze the action it-
self--the act of killing-~rather than the end
of the action--the act of saving lives--we
reach radieally different conclusions. Itisa
moral principle that we should not kill oth-
ers. Arguahly, this principle stands even in
the difficult scenario athand. Perhaps some
principles are so fundamental that they must
be adhered to in all cases. What principle
could be more fundamental than the prohi-
bition against killing?

The argument just advanced is not
consequentialist one. 1t focuses on the act
of killing, rather than the consequences of
killing, This type of argument, where the
morality of an action is based upon the ac-
tion itself rather than the effect of the ac-
tion, is non-consequentialist. 1 call non-
consequentialism "means-based reason-
ing" (although no one else does) beeause,
when applying non-consequentialism, an
analysis of the morality or immorality of an
action is based upon the action itself (the
means, rather than the end which it causes).
Many people refer to non-consequentialist
reasoning as "deontological reasoning",
but I think they're confused.

The non-consequentialist conclusion
that the fat man ought not be killed is based
upon the principle that taking human life is

immoral, a principle which has been assumed
throughout this discussion. But how do
we arrive at this principle?

The philosopher Immanual Kant held
that people possess moral worth, or human
dignity, because of their ability to make au-
tonomous choices based upon rationality.
In other words, people are not tools to be
used for various purposes but instead are
valuable in and of themselves. In fact when
we treat people as mere tools, we violate
their human dignity. Kant held that people
should not be treated as means to ends.
This requires that we should not use people
as instruments to bring about effects which
we desire. To shoot the fat man would be to
use his life as a means to an end--the pres-
ervation of other lives.

Kant's principle that people should
not be treated as means to ends may be
called the Categorical Imperative. The pro-
hibition against using people as means to
ends applies in all cases--it is categorical.
Even if using people as a means to an end
furthers important principles, it cannot be
justified because it is inkerently immoral,
More generally, the Categorical Imperative
means that actions are moral or immoral in
and of themselves and not because of the
ends they bring about in specific cases. So
how do we determine if an action is moral or
immoral in and of itself?

Aceording to Kant, we make this de-
termination by eontemplating what would
happen if everyone undertook the action in
question. For example, one might say it is
mmmoral to litter becanse if everyone littered,
severe environmental problems would re-
sult. Generalizing the effects of an action in
this fashion means that morality or immo-
rality of an action is not speeific to a par-
ticular situation, but true for all sitnations,
When looking at the fat man in the well situ-
ation, the question we should ask, accord-
ing to Kant is not "Is it just to kill someone
stuck in a well in order to save ten people
drowning in the well?” but "As a general
principle, is killing people just? Obviously,
the answer to the second question is "no".
According to Kant, because killing people
is immoral generally, it is imtnoral in the spe-
cific case as well. If everyone accepted the
principle that killing were just, the effects
would be disastrous. Therefore, according
to Kantian, Categorical Imperative analysis,
the fat man should be spared based upon
the principle that kifling people is wrong ro
matter what the context. Because people
cannot be used as means to ends in any
context, the fat man cannot be used as a

means to an end in this context.

To summarize:

--Utilitarianism is a philosophy which
assesses the morality of an action based
upon whether its consequences serve the
principal of utility, the greatest good for the
greatest number,

--Utilitarianism is therefore a
consequentialist philosophy.

--John Stuart Mill was the preeminent
Utilitarian philosopher.

--Non-consequentialism assesses the
morality of actions based upon the actions
themselves, not upon their effects.

~-Kant's Categorical Imperative is a
non-consequentialist philosophy which
states that actions are moral or immoral in
and of themselves. To deternmine the moral-
ity of an action, we must consider what
would happen if everyone were to act in
that way. 1f an action is immoral in this gen-
eral case, it is also immoral in every specific
case.

--As a general principle, people's hu-
man dignity should be respected because
grave consequences would result if the op-
posite were held as a general principle.
Since violating human dignity is immoral in
general it is also, according to Kant, immoral
in specific sitpations where violating hu-
man dignity would serve important aims;
that is, people must not be treated as means
to ends.

Utilitarianism and the Categorical
Imperative applied to Lincoin-Douglas
Debate
Inmany Lincoln-Douglas resolutions,
Utilitarian reasoning supports one side of
the resolution and Categorical Imperative
analysis supports the other. For example:
Resolved: When called upon by their
government, individuals are morally obli-
gated to risk their lives for their country.
A Ultilitartan approach may suggest
the affirmation of the resolution. In some
cases, individuals risking their lives for their
country may support the greatest good for
the greatest number in that country; for ex-
ample, individuals risking their lives for their
country may save it from foreign attack.
On the other hand, the resolution may
violate the Categorical Imperative by treat-
ing people as means to ends. Obligating a
person to risk his life shows little respect
for that his human dignity or his right to
selfudetermination. Indeed, it treats him as
a means to the possible end of serving the
interests of others in that country.
(Shapiro to Page 48)



The Michigan Classic

July 12 - August 8

Founded in 1989, the Michigan Classic is a four-week policy debate
workshop designed for students who desire a challenging summer workshop
experience and who wish to engage in competition at an advanced level the
following year. The Classic offers separate divisions for rising Seniors, Juniors and
Sophomores. Students who are admitted to the Classic and The Preparatory
Institute are able to participate in cohesive, continuous Seven-Week Lab Groups.

The Classic curriculum is an intensive and innovative format implemented
through lectures, small group discussions and lab groups. The curriculum focuses
on topic-specific argumentation, applications of debate theory, and effective
debating and communication skills.  The faculty is comprised of highly
accomplished college and high school coaches and outstanding college debaters.
The student to faculty ratio is 8 to 1.

The cost of the Classic is $2600 which includes tuition, room, meals and
class fees. Financial aid is available. Admission is selective. A $50 application fee
must accompany all applications.

www.umich.edu/~debate

To receive a complete informational brochure and application form please write to:
(available approximately February 1, 1998)

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




The Lincoln-Douglas

Institute at Michigan
July 12 - July 25

The Michigan Lincoln-Douglas Institute is a two week workshop designed for LD
debaters of all experience levels. Its format is designed by its Director, Kandi King of
San Antonio Clark HS, and Senior Lecturer Marilee Dukes of Vestavia Hills HS in
Alabama. Bryce Pashler of Vailey High School will serve on the Faculty once again.

The Lincoln-Douglas Institute curriculum stresses three components: an
extensive lecture series, lab groups which analyze and research topic-specific
arguments, and cultivation of an effective speaking style. Last year students
representing 18 states and 33 schools attended this Institute.

The cost of the LD Institute is $1200 which includes tuition, room, meals and class
fees. Financial aid is available.

www.umich.edu/~debate

To receive a complete informational brochure and application form please write to:
(available approximately February 1, 1998)

Michigan Debate Institutes
530 South State Street #382
University of Michigan
Ann Arbor, M1 48109




The Michigan National

Debate Institute
June 21-july 11

Founded in 1985, the Michigan National Debate Institute is a three-week
policy debate workshop designed for students of all experience levels. The
workshop offers a strong faculty, innovative course design, and the tremendous
resources of the University of Michigan.

The MNDI curriculum emphasis is on the teaching of effective debating and
communication skills. MNDI participants begin debating on the fourth day of the
workshop, after a comprehensive speaker position lecture series and introductory
instruction about the national topic. Students participate in 15 fully critiqued
debates, including individualized rebuttal rework sessions. Student to faculty ratio
is 12 to 1.

The cost of the MNDI is $1275 which includes tuition, room, meals and class
fees. Financial aid is available.

www.umich.edu/~debate

To receive a complete informational brochure and application form please write to:
(available approximately February 1, 1998)

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




The Michigan Preparatory

Debate Institute
June 21-july 11

The Preparatory represents a new institute concept formatted exclusively for
students who are attending a second workshop later in the summer. It is a three-week
policy debate workshop for students of any grade level. Only students who also attend
the Michigan Classic, IRUM, Dartmouth, Northwestern, Wake Forest, or similar
workshops will be offered admission to The Preparatory.

Students who are admitted to The Preparatory and The Classic will be placed in
special Seven-Week Labs with a cohesive, non-duplicative curriculum; and featuring
continuity in Lab Leader instruction.

The cost of The Preparatory is $1800 which includes tuition, room, meals and
class fees. Students who attend Michigan Institutes for seven weeks will receive a
$400 package discount.

www.umich.edu/~debate

To receive a complete informational brochure and application form please write to:
(available approximately February 1, 1998)

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




The Institute in

Residence at Michigan
July 12 - August 8

The Institute in Residence at the University of Michigan (IRUM) is a four-
week policy debate workshop designed exclusively for rising Senior debaters. The
workshop offers a strong teaching staff, innovative course design, and the
tremendous resources of the University of Michigan.

" The IRUM curriculum emphasis is on dialogue-based instruction by Harvard
University debate coach Dallas Perkins. The IRUM student to faculty ratiois 5 to 1
or better. The IRUM Teaching Staff is comprised of accomplished college debate
coaches and debaters. The curriculum also emphasizes electronic evidence
collection and processing techniques.

The cost of the IRUM is $2600 which includes tuition, room, meals and class
fees. Financial aid is available.

www.umich.edu/~debate

To receive a complete informational brochure and application form please write to:
(available approximately February 1, 1998)

Michigan Debate Institutes
530 South State Street #382
University of Michigan
Ann Arbor, MI 48109
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RENEWABLE MANDATES MAY HIT WRONG TARGET

As policy-makers across the country
embark on efforts to restructure the nation’s
electric power industry, decision-makers at
all levels and from all points on the ideo-
logical spectrum have voiced suppert for
renewable power, This support ranges from
tax credits to green funds to portfolio man-
dates-all designed to help renewable energy
compete with other generation technologies
and fuels in a free market. I am concerned
by these proposals, not because the gas
industry is philosophically opposed to re-
newable power, but because implementing
these proposals may discourage the use of
clean-burning and efficient gas-fired gen-
eration.

Green Versus Green

Many generators, independent
power producers and fossil fuel producers
oppose these kinds of preferential treatment
for renewable power. First, it seems contra-
dictory to promote full and free competition
in the electric power market to realize eco-
nomic efficiencies while simultaneously re-
quiring a new federal program to subsidize
one generation type over another. It is par-
ticularly inconsistent when considered in
light of the universal array of policy-makers
that have renounced the Public Utilities
Regulatory Policies Act’s power purchase
mandate. It seems ironic these leaders would
renounce a mandated purchase program for
preferable fuels because it is inappropriate
and inefficient while at the same time con-
structing a new preferred fuel mandate that
15 remarkably similar in nature. Second, a
market that allows customer choice will pro-
vide renewable power with the opportunity
to market its green heritage directly to con-
sumers interested in promoting these tecl-
nologies, making the need for artificial sup-
ports unnecessary. Third, mandating renew-
able power on the basis of assumed envi-
ronmental benefits is also unfair to those
fossil fuel generators who have invested
huge sums in pollution-control equipment
to clean up their own emissions. Such a
mandate would take a portion of the market
these generators could target by offering
clean power and essentially give itto a com-
petitor. While each of these concerns has
merit, I would urge policy-makers to look
down another avenue in order to see the
full ramifications of a renewables portfolio
mandate more clearly.

By Rhod Shaw

Preferable Sources

In meetings with congressional pro-
ponents of renewable energy,  have asked,
“What do you hope to achieve by enacting
a renewables portfolio mandate?” Their
overwhelming response focuses on im-
proved air quality, safer power and a cleaner
environment. More specifically, supporters
mention their dislike for nuclear power and
coal-fired generation, and their determina-
tion te wean the country from
“nonpreferable” sources of electricity. Such
a shift from nuclear and coal-fired produc-
tion should create a boom for gas and make
the industry an ally in this effort. Unfortu-
nately, while the fans of a portfolio mandate
intend to discourage the use of these non-
preferable fuels, the practical application of
such a mandate will result in the uninten-
tional switching from one environmentally
preferable tuel to another, without affecting
the intended targets.

The Renewables Portfolio

To understand why, let’s look at what
a portfolio mandate would actually mean in
a restructured world, First, the nature of gen-
eraticn technologies predetermines much of
what can run, what can operate at a specific
price, what is best for satisfying baseload
needs and what is best for meeting peak
demand. For example, in general, biomass
generation is the only nonhydro renewable
generation source dispatchable as baseload,
since wind and solar power are intermittent
resources. Nuclear and coal-fired plants re-
quire long periods to ramp up and ramp
down, and are most cost-effective when
running continuously. Therefore, owners
will have every economic incentive to avoid
shutting down their existing baseload gen-
eration capacity and switching to the above-
market-priced power forced upon themby a
renewables portfolio. Nevertheless, they will
have to meet the portfolio mandate, and I
believe they will do so during peak periods.
This is where the concerns of the gas in-
dustry come in to play.

Robbing Peter to Pay Paul

As a preferable fuel, gas generally is
used to generate electricity during peak
periods. Most importantly, gas-fired tur-
bines can go from dormant to fully opera-
tional inIess than five minutes. This allows
gas-fired generators to react much more
swiftly to spikes in demand than coal or

nuclear plants. In addition, competitive fuel
prices and low operational and maintenance
costs make gas-fired generation extremely
attractive even during these peaks. In com-
bination these factors make gas the fuel of
choice for satisfying peak demand. Butun-
der a renewables mandate, rather than us-
ing gas for peak loads on an intermittent
basis, operators will be strongly encouraged
to switch from gas to wind, solar, landfill
gas or some other renewable source. Since
peak periods also bring higher priees and
renewables’ costs run higher than the mar-
ginal eosts for coal and nuctear power, meet-
ing a mandate with renewables during peak
times may make economiic sense to a gen-
erator during these intermittent demand
spikes. Suddenly, gas, a fuel never envi-
sioned as a target by the supporters of a
mandate, finds itself in the crosshair. Rather
than harnessing the multiple benefits gas-
fired generation offers, including efficiency
and cleanliness, this clean and preferable
fuel will be swapped out for other clean fu-
els while the targeted fuels continue to op-
erate just as they have in the past. In addi-
tion, such a regulatory requirement that
defies free market economics obfuscates the
principal goal of restructuring-to lower the
cost of electricity by improving the overall
efficiency and competitive nature of the
power market. While the gas industry is not
sure how a restructured energy market will
affect it, since the rules of the road have yet
to become clear or final, it is prepared to
battle for market share in a comnpetitive mar-

ketplace. Proponents also believe custom-

ers eventually will benefit and natural gas

will be valued for its strengths. In short, the

introduction of a renewables mandate for
such high-cost and intermittent sources of
power is in direct conflict with the purpose

of this entire exercise. A portfolio mandate

will increase the cost of power to consum-

ers, and it will have the perverse impact of
displacing other clean fuels from the fuel

mix while barely impacting the fyels in-

tended. I believe the nation wants to usc

the most efficient, cost-effective and clean

generation possible, and the gas industry

is prepared to meet that challenge in the

open field of a competitive market. With the

proponents of a renewables mandate, I share

the belief that the country should increase

(Shaw to Page 20)




Northwestern University

is pleased to announce

The Clarion Dewitt Hardy National High Scheol Tournament
April 17 through April 19, 1998

The National High School Debate Institute
June 28 through July 25, 1998

The Coon-Hardy Program for Rising Seniors
July 12 through August 8, 1998

The Zarefsky Scholars Program for Rising Juniors
Dates to be Announced

Scott Deatherage, Director, Northwestern University

Matthew Anderson, Northwestern University
Chuck Ballingall, Damien High School, Los Angeles, California
Bridget Brocken, Indiana University
Adrienne Brovero, University Of Michigan
John Day, University of Southern California
Marie Dzuris, Centerville High School, Centerville, Ohio
Micheal Gottlieb, Northwestern University
Jim Hunter, Highland Park High School, Dallas, Texas
Terry Johnson, Michigan State University
Les Lynn, Whitney Young Magnet School, Chicago, Illinois
Gordon Mitchell, University Of Pittsburgh
Brian Mcbride, University Of Texas
Alex Pritchard, The Greenhill School, Dallas, Texas
Frank Seaver, Woodward Academy, Atlanta, Georgia
Nate Smith, Northwestern University
Ryan Sparacino, Northwestern University
Aaron Timmons, The Greenhill School, Dallas, Texas
Dana Vavroch, Bettendorf High School, Bettendorf, Iowa
Lesliec Wexler, University Of Michigan

For Brochures and Applications Contact
The National High School Institute, Northwestern University
617 Noyes Street, Evanston, IL 60208
Phone: 1-(800)-662-NHSI Fax: 1-(847)-467-1057
Web Page http://www.nwu.edu/summernu/nhsi
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INVENTING MORE CREATIVE DISADVANTAGES IN POLICY

One of the major differences between
good and great policy debate teams is the
greater argumentative inventiveness of the
best teams. As the year progresses the most
successful teams invariably generate inter-
esting new arguments, always seeming to
stay one step ahead of their competitors.
Although some of these new arguments will
diverge in major ways frormn handbook and
summer institute generics, the best also keep
their lead by revising generics in novel ways.

How do they do it? The most obvi-
ous advice, frequently and rightly given, is
that students should keep their arguments
fresh by continuing to read on the topic,
and to stay up-to-date by reading the news-
papers over the course of the season. It's
good advice for many reasons. Debaters
gain the greatest educational benefit by stay-
ing current with world and national events,
constantly reading and revising their
thoughts as they encounter changing cir-
cumstances, and the varying scholarly ap-
proaches that endeavor to explain them.
Teams who fail to take into account new
developments as the year progresses will
not only find their arguments enjoying di-
minished success, but drastically so: any
team, for example, failing to stay current with
climate change developments since the
Kyaoto tatks would not do very well on this
year's renewable energy topic. And whether
we debate Russia or the United Nations next
year, keeping up to date will be critical.
Changes in topic-related events can so ob-
viously suggest intelligent argumentative
revision that to some extent every debater
has to keep abreast of the news if s/he wants
to win.

And let's face it: as the best teams
gain more facility in defending their affirma-
tive cases, the competitive need grows more
urgent for smart negatives to come up with
innovative and unforeseen arguments, and
to refine their existing argurments so that
canned responses will not be adequate.
This is a task that grows more difficult as
the year progresses, in part because good
affirmative cases gradually shed their weaker
claims and come to focus on well evidenced,
even true, arguments.

The emphasis on staying current is
also good advice because doing 50 natu-
rally strengthens the skill of scenario con-

DEBATE
by Dr. David M. Cheshier

struction, which is at the heart of good
policy argument, Disadvantages tell a story
and lay out a sequence of chained events
starting with some occurrence triggered by
plan adoption, and culminating in projected
disaster. And of course the converse hap-
pens when the affirmative describes the
benefits of the plan.

The reliance on scenario construction
is criticized in some quarters, since it pro-
duces claims that can seem ridiculous: even
the smallest policy changes are alleged to
produce nuclear apocalypse or to prevent
it. Among the most popular critique argu-
ments today are some that question the logic
of cause-effect calculations at the heart of
scenario-building. And protocols of argu-
ment that favor chained-out event se-
quences can seem to divert us from the real
merits of proposed change, taking us in-
variably (it seems) into speculations about
presidential popularity and budgetary poli-
tics,

In my view, these criticisms do not
fully offset the considerable merits of a sce-
nario-construction approach and are thus
usually unconvincing. They tend to cap-
ture a snapshot of debating (and the snap-
shot is almost always of the original argu-
ment shell, where claims are understandably
the most extremne), without taking adequate
account of how scenarios undergo revision,
reality-checking, and reduction as debate
progresses. It is this entire process of un-
folding and tested argument which teaches
such invaluable life skills: the ability to put
risk and benefit claims into context, to imag-
ine the many diverse and often unforeseen
outcomes of widespread change, to under-
stand even the distant imteraction effects
between domains of public decision, to dis-
cover the weaknesses and strengths of
claims and the evidence used to support
themn, and to grasp the extent to which pro-
posed courses of action genuinely require
either-or choices. Every student reached by
policy debate gains a permanent benefit
from this kind of instruction, even if (and
this is unlikely) his or her only lifelong pub-
lic activity is responding (or not) to the
claims of mass media advertising or politi-
cal persuaders.

Of course, all this will come as no great
msight to policy debate defenders, since

one of its most cited benefits is how, what-
ever its weaknesses, it induces students to
educate themselves about their world. In
what follows, 1 offer some tips for inven-
tively writing new disadvantages, in ways
designed to improve critical thinking skills
(in particular the much discussed idea that
we need to better educate our students to
think laterally while also improving your
debater's competitive success. Some are
practical, so commonsensical and even ob-
vipus, while others you may not have ex-
plicitly comsidered. Thoughtfully imple-
mented, they can compensate for what
some see as the distressing tendency for
research creativity to extend no further than
the Lexis-Nexis™ keyboard, as far as that
may be. As you learn to innovate, and to
teach your teams how to better generate
creative arguments, you'll find debate more
fun, more intellectnally rewarding, and
judges more eager to listen.

Inventing New Disadvantages

Let's focus on inventing innovative
negative positions, if only because as the
year passes winning on the negative is
harder to achieve with consistency. The
same tips mentioned here work as well for
teams designing tricky and creative affir-
mative cases. But, if only to avoid confu-
sion, the following advice is organized
around winning on the negative.

Beyond reading widely in the topic
literature, the other most obvious source
for new negative argument is brainstorm-
ing, and we all try to use brainstorming tech-
niques when we first encounter new affir-
mative claims. By brainstorming I simply
mean we list every conceivable argument
we can think of, good or bad, and use the
list as a source of argument invention.

Brainstorm with an open mind. This
doesn't mean you should think through
every single apocalyptic impact imaginable,
and dream up weird ways to connect it to
the case your contemplating. It does mean,
however, that you should contemplate all
possible and realistic implications, good or
bad. You should be somewhat systematic
about this in iwo ways. First, you should
think systemically: If the plan acts in one
sector (regulatory, research and develop-
ment, etc.), imagine about how changes
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there might have repercussions elsewhere.
Changes in American regulatory policy
might have effects as diverse as changing
commodity and resource prices, reorienting
foreign relations with nations disadvantaged
by the proposal, shaping American legal or
regulatory behaviors, or influencing domes-
tic corporations or social movements who
operate in the plan's area of influence. Do
not hesitate to list plan consequences in
these other areas simply because they sound
desirable when first mentioned. You may
find ways to convert even apparently de-
sirable outcomes into negative arguments
later. Second, survey the whole range of lit-
eratures that pertain to the topic area.
These include not only the obvious (gov-
emnment hearings, periodical articles, books,
law reviews) but also less widely circulated
materials, such as might be posted on the
WorldWide Web or indexed in the Alterna-
tive Press Index. Those other sources will
take your thinking outside the boundaries
of conventional and mainsiream politics,
economics, or social theory.

Of course you should think about
who will be angered by the plan. Major leg-
islative changes have consequences, and
invariably arouse opposition in some quat-
ters. Who is benefited, and whose interests
are undermined?

In thinking over new arguments, once
you've started reading affirmative sources
for more ideas, you'll encounter apparently
true claims that nonetheless seem inconse-
quential for one reason or another. If you've
read about wind energy sources, for in-
stance, you have invariably encountered
evidence listing "bird death” as one of it's
negative effects; put simply, wind turbines
kill birds who fly into the blades. These cards
appear with surprising regularity. You'll also
find evidence that communities surround-
ing wind turbine "factories” don't really
enjoy them since often turbines make an
annoying and constant humming noise.

The temptation is to ignore such evi-
dence; after all, how will "bird death" and
"noise inconvenience" outweigh "oil
wars"? But the urge to discard such link
cards should itself be rejected. Creative
teams will find a way to impact well linked
arguments. How can such evidence be
used? Some have attached a "species deci-
sion rule” to the bird death evidence, as a
way of giving it priority in the debate over
other apparently more weighty consider-
ations, but that can be hard to win (after all,
only the occasional bird gets killed; wind

_turbines are not instruments of bird geno-

cide). There are other options. You might
counterplan with another energy source,
capturing the same benefits (like tidal or
golar) while sparing the birds. Then the net
benefit comes down to whether animals
should be the victims of pain for no appar-
ent reason. Or you could consider integrat-
ing evidence on the popularity of the en-
ergy source with the bird evidence by way
of proving a link to an environmentalism
position (what would be the consequence
of granting the movement's wish for sus-
tainable energy development in ways that
otherwise antagonize their expressed inter-
ests?). You may find a way to use the evi-
dence to strengthen the internal link to some
other argument you wish to connect to the
plan, even if it doesn't support its own sepa-
rate posttion (for instance, as internal link
evidence to political backlash arguments).

My point is not to convince your
teamns to go for "bird death” every time they
debate wind energy; far from it. But 1 en-
courage you to mark and find a way to use
any unusual impact evidence, even if such
evidence seems obscure or not immediately
relevant given other apparently larger
claims. Better to start a generic position with
the fue argument that turbines kill some
creatures than to sirain for a "perception”
link to something else. And if it doesn't con-
nect with a generic position, try to find a
way to make if into a case turn, case impact
reducer, or solvency attack.

What counts as unustial impact evi-
dence and why is it so important? The
simple fact is teams often undermine their
most creative research by connecting it
with predictable impacis. Opposing teams
that shudder when they hear the original
link and internals end up breathing a major
sigh of relief when the impact finally comes
out ("Oh, its just another link to the Mead/
Bailey evidence! -- Get out the impact
turns!™). If you can find ways to connect
new link claims with impacts that are inven-
tive as well, your work will go much further.

So what exactly does one look for
when seeking interesting impacts? Look for
impacts that are difficult to credibly fum.
That list grows ever smaller given debater's
inventiveness for arguing the merits of
nuclear war and global economic depres-
sion. But there are many impacts left which
are difficult if not impossible to defend as
desirable, simply because no one in policy
making circles (mainstream ot obscure) ad-
vocates them. 1've never seen anyone make
a credible defense of genocide, racism,
AIDS, or ethnic conflict. Even those sick

enough to defend war or the plague (it
brings Earth's population back beneath car-
rying capacity” or "it accomplishes Gaian
appeasement”) will not argue to accomplish
population reductions by singling out par-
ticular ethnic or religious groups. And no
one I know defends the horrific wars of eth-
nic fratricide seen recently in Rwanda. No
evidence 1've seen makes a good case that
a miltaristically nationalistic takeover in
Russia would advance the cause of world
peace. No credible evidence defends poi-
son gas attacks as advancing social jus-
tice. These are incontestably horrible, even
evil, consequences, and if they credibly
connect to a link story you're developing,
they will gain far more sympathy from your
judges than will rehashed economic depres-
sion impacts.

Most debaters accomplish the basic
brainstorming process pretty well. Its fairly
easy to spin out elaborate stories connect-
ing plan action to global horror, but far more
difficult to find the evidence making such a
scenario credible. Here is where brainstorm-
mg and its benefits are usually discarded.
You'll send a debater off in search of disad-
vantage evidence proving global oil prices
will drop after the plan, which will in turn
induce non-American oil consumption to
temporarily soar (tuming the case, since the
less efficient use of fossil fuels elsewhere
will likely be dirtier than our own), and the
student may often return dejected: "It's not
unique -- ook, oil prices are dropping now,"
or "I couldn't find anything on this argu-
ment in the indexes" or "there is no entry in
the PALS Index for 'oil price overcompensa-
tion.™ This is the place where creativity most
often founders, and many times the creative
spark is extinguished altogether ("we'll just
run Clinton"),

The solution is to make brainstorm-
ing a process, not @ onetime event. As your
students read policy literatures, they must
always test themselves along the way if in-
ventiveness is to survive: "Is there any idea
in this article that I can use as the basis for
anegative argument?” "How can I incorpo-
rate this evidence or new development into
the sirategy we're planning?" "The link we
thought up doesn't seem to be referenced
in this literature: so how can I adapt the
story given the evidence we do have?"

Teach your students that when ap-
parently crippling defects in potential po-
sitions become evident, not to stop and ad-
mit defeat but to rethink the story around
the rew information. "OK, American oil
prices are low now. So how can I revise the



uniqueness of this Mexico/Indonesia/Nige-
ria/Russia, Saudi Arabia political stability
position to keep it alive?" As new informa-
tion and knowledge is encountered, it should
always be welcomed as providing an op-
portunity to strengthen a position. Times
will come, of course, when you'll end up
with evidence expressing precisely oppos-
ing perspectives ("the earth is cooling,”
"the earth is warming"): when that happens,
decide which case is better, then build your
position around the stronger side.

‘ When you hear inventive positions
run by other teams, borrow their best think-
ing, and then add a twist to make your ar-
gument even better. At every tournament
your teams will debate opponents who have
an inventive or clearer way of explaining
some important claim. Press your students
to talk through those explanations. When
you ask them after the debate what they
heard, don't seitle for the answer "Russian
0il." Have them take you through it every
time, looking for clever ideas and explana-
tions that can be appropriated later on. If
vour teams typically answer, say, oil price
disadvantages by making uniqueness ar-
guments, make a point of interrogating your
students about the particular uniqueness
stories they had to answer, and then urge
them to integrate the best into their own
negative debates. Follow through after tour-
naments to make sure that your students
track down the evidence read against them,
for their own use later on.

In general it's a good idea to come up
with different ways to explain the internal
links of your negative disadvantages, and
scouting helps here immeasurably. For ev-
ery tournament you attend, work to devise
a new wrinkle in the main generics in which
your students specialize. If they will run
"Clinton popularity” no matter what, better
at least for your judges to leave impressed
with the new thinking added since Novem-
ber, beyond the new poll numbers in today's
newspapers.

There are times too, of course, when
itis aggravatingly difficult to come up with
inventive negative arguments. Those in-
clude situations where the affirmative has
managed to latch on to a difficult (even
unturnable) case impact. What then? One
idea is to think about reconfiguring the time
frame or the overall context of decision.
Some of the most inventive and difficult to
answer arguments in policy debate have
resulted from this advice. If it is too difficult
to prove carbon dioxide-based warming is
generally good, then try to devise a reason

why such warming might be good right now.
This way of thinking produced the so-called
"ice age" twm (which argues that despite
the general detrimental consequences of
warming, we should promote it anyway
given an overall cyclical propensity for cool-
ing in the next century).

Promoting American hegemony
might seem a good idea (especially given
the fervor of the evidence written on its
behalf by certain authors), and it may seem
tough to take on affirmatives defending
hegemony given the one-sided eloquence
{if not the truth) of the pro-hegemony posi-
tion. But s expanded hegemony good now?
1n the broader historical context of empires
rising and falling, are efforts to reassert
American leadership a good idea? Or should
we let decline takes it course, and give Ja-
pan or Germany or China or India the op-
portunity to smoothly and gradually assert
their own prominence in global affairs?

Counterplans can also help
reconfigure the context of comparison as
well. Following the hegemony example: Even
if one accepts American economic hege-
mony is desirable, the evidence for it does
not often assume renewable energy tech-
nology. Teams have enjoyed great success
by piecing together credible internal link
stories to make their case, but the fact is it
doesn't cohere very well. Some say, "green
technology" can restore American eco-
nomic preeininence, butthose advocates are
almost always talking about conservation
and cleaner fossil fuel production methods
and not renewable energy technology. Oth-
ers say the US should "take the lead" in
renewables, and if we did we'd have a "com-
petitive advantage for centuries,” but
they're mainly speaking of a lead in a par-
ticular energy sector, and not in the more
Olympian sense spoken of by the Wash-
ington Quarterly.

The point is not that economic lead-
ership claims derived from renewable en-
ergy research are a lie. There is some evi-
dence making the conmection, and a plau-
sible case can be made that the national
which designs the next generation of power
generation will have great influence. But this
link between renewables and hegemony is
no stronger than similar cases made for other
sectors. For every quality piece of evidence
that speaks of how solar leadership will make
us the planet's hegemon into the next cen-
tury, there are as many or more making simi-
lar claims with respect to biotechnology,
telecomimunications, space exploration, ad-
vanced materials processing, computer tech-
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nology, or genetics. Thus a way to
reconfigure the context in this instance
would be to counterplan by promoting
some other of these alternatives: it costs
the same, captures leadership claims, mean-
ing the debate will come down to the non-
hegemony merits of renewable energy pro-
duction.

A final piece of advice, pertaining to
times when an inventive disadvantage idea
just doesn't pan out. There you'll often find
that if an inventive idea does no good for
the negalfive, It can ofien do wonders for
the affirmative. Your great new disadvan-
tage suffers from uniqueness problems?
Fine: Think about running it as an advan-
tage, since advantages by definition are not
unique (the harm is strongest if it is coming
now). Found a new way to solve the energy
crisis, but one problem: it doesn't have any-
thing to do with renewables? Fine: defend
the free market or deregulation or coal gas-
ification or natural gas production as a
counterplan or disadvantage. Creative re-
search can always be used, if not on the
negative then on the affirmative.

Conclusion

Although creativity is communicated
in argument construction, it is also commu-
nicated by in-round practice. The most in-
ventive arguments fall flat if delivered
unenthusiastically and without passion,
organized to obscure rather than highlight
novelty. If the first negative shell doesn't
contain evidence that conveys or plainly
lays the foundation for a scenario's new-
ness, then new stories spun out in the block
risk sounding more desperate than brilliant.
And if debaters 7un new arguments but al-
ways end up extending their old, tried-and-
true generics, all the benefits of creativity
can be lost.

Debaters seen as creative, cormmuni-
cate a sense of urgency and conviction. In
extending a position, this impression of cre-
ativity is reinforced by internal overviews
that focus on what's new in the situation.
Thus, instead of simply retelling the
"Clinton needs more popularity to keep
troops in Bosnia" story, reorient the telling
to emphasize the special urgency of popu-
larity now, or the set of singular occurrences
which make popularity uniquely fragile or
American credibility especially vital at this
moment, or the set of geopolitical circum-
stances that make your impact predictions
particularly compelling given newly devel-
oping circumstances.

Debaters who structure their argu-
ments to mask weaknesses also impress
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their judges as more creative: thus, to take
but one example, if you find that you have a
well reasoned link argument but only have
one good piece of evidence to back it up,
consider merging your link and internal link
claims together on the flow, fo create the
impression that you have many cards sup-
porting your story. Or, to take another, in-
stead of spreading your extension evidence
on the link out over an entire flowsheet
worth of affirmative responses, consolidate
them, reading all in the same place, Doing
so will turbo-charge your persuasiveness,
and contribute to a sense that your argu-
ment is not only true and smart, but also
overwhelmingly supported by the literature.
And creativity is enhanced by debaters who
extend their ayguments with specificity: in-
stead of letting a judge forget your brilltant
analysis of economic fragility by saying in
the 2NR, "pull the Korea brink," invite the
judge to recall evidence extended by name,
and bring your analysis to mind by refer-
encing it not simply with a word but with a
suggestive extended phrase that evokes the
precise wording of your best evidence.

Tactical creativity is also an impera-
tive. When a team researches a new and
creative argument, there is often the temp-
tation to highlight them front and center.
But featuring them that way (or worse, sur-
rounding them with other arguments that
are relatively stale) simply invites special
and early scrutiny by your opponents. I do
not defend the practice of hiding arguments,
or burying new claims within apparently old
generics -- the purpose of good arguing is
to win on the merits, not through cheap
tricks. Rather than relying on strategies
which presume your opponents will suffer
a micro-seizure at some vital point during
the INC, I urge you to strengthen your
claims by anticipating your oppeonents' like-
liest reactions and adapting accordingly.
Adjust your arguments to sidestep their
normal responses. If, for example, you know
the team you're meeting prefers to answer
Clinton with a fluny of uniqueness argu-
ments, center your attention there, working
to come up with a novel spin on your
uniqueness position. If their preference is
to link turn, and they've defeated you with
those turns hefore, then run the argument
the opposite way, so that you get the ben-
efit of their link research.

Best of all is when you can adjust your
main positions so that your opponents’
normal responses will feed your version in-
stead of taking it out. If your opponent regu-
larly uses recent events at Kyoto to make

your perception disadvantages unique, look
for uniqueness claims that have arisen post-
Kyoto, so that you can argue that their nor-
mal uniqueness arguments really do only
reinforce your brink claims. If you know that
a certain affirmative answers all economic
arguments by saying that, given the inevi-
tability of renewables research, the eco-
nomic benefits are inevitable too {making
your disadvantage not unique), then shift
your attention to the issue of who benefits,
and why that is good or bad, or to when
these consequences happen,

These tips will produce for some the
adverse reaction that I'm advocating style
over substance, preferring the sizzle over
the steak. But creativity is not just style,
and thought of appropriately it consists of
far more than flashiness. Think open-
mindedly and test your ideas at all states of
the process, and let your best ideas emerge
as you develop and refine your strategies.
The practice of policy debate will be im-
proved as a result.

(Dr. David M. Cheshier competed in NFL
in Indiana and attended the 1978 and
1979 Nationals. He is currently Director
of Debate at Georgia State University.)

(Shaw from Page 15)

its reliance upon clean and abundant re-
sources. 1 do not believe the guide they have
selected will accomplish that goal. It may
actually be detrimental to their intended
purpose. To wean the country from
nonpreferable fuels, renewable power will
have to compete economically, create a mat-
ket demand indifferent to higher prices, or
restructure a renewables mandate so that it
hits the intended target. Any of those op-
tions are compatible with the national goal
of a competitive marketplace and could gar-
ner the support of many in the gas industry.

(Rhod Shaw is executive director of the
Natural Gas Power Group. This article
originally appeared in Hart's Energy
Markets, September 1997)

FREEPORT,
ILLINOIS
HOME OF
LINCOLN
DOUGLAS
DEBATES

Ed Finch, former NFL Coach whore-
established the NFL chapter at Freeport
High School is pictured with Lincoln Dou-
glas interpreters George Buss (Lincoln), a
Freeport native and teacher at Freeport Jun-
ior High and Richard Sokup (Douglas), an
NFL debater who in 1956 won the Illinois

state debate championship under the guid-
ance of NFL coach Ralph Enstrom. The men
stand in front of the statue of Lincoln and
Douglas who debated in Freeporl where
Douglas issued his famous Freeport Doc-
trine. In 1994 C-SPAN came to the city fora
re-enactment of the Freeport debate. Mr.
Buss and Mr. Sokup appeared at the 1991
Glenbrook National's Opening Assembly as
Lincoln and Douglas.
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MARK TWAIN'S SPEECH CODES
A RESPONSE TO LARRY SMITH

As a card-carrying apprentice debate
curmudgeon (one must serve a minimum of
20 years with the activity to attain full title),
1read with interest Larry Smith's "Curmudg-
eonly Thoughts on the State of Policy De-
bate" (Rostrum, January 1998). It just goes
to show there are divisions even within the
ranks of cranky traditionalists, as 1 found
as much in Smith's article to disparage asto
applaud.

Faulty Claims

As much sympathy 1 have for Smith's
curmudgeonly views, his argumentation
leaves much to be desired. Smith makes sev-
eral claims, admittedly "from a strictly bi-
ased and personal position" that don't re-
ally hold water, despite their appeal to our
intuitive leanings. Much of what he writes
scems true in pessimistic moments, but
hopefully the debate community has the
courage to put aside bleak moods and ana-
lyze these claims more objectively.

Smith falls into a common error in his
opening line: "The overarching assumption
regarding competitive debate ought to be
that the activity is an educational one."”
Further, he backhandedly defines "educa-
tional" as having "as its end result some
applicahle knowledge or skills...teaching
[students] the methods and skills required
in real life decision making...a training
ground for future leaders."

The problem here is that Smith foists
his view of "education" on the entire com-
munity, when the culprits he cites as respon-
sible for debate's demise {university debat-
ers, institutes, games theory, theory i tofo,
et al) simply view the term differently.

Ask any debater fond of critiques and
topicality run in the way Smith decries, and
you'll hear an earful of how "educational"
these practices can be. They expose the
debater to philosophical and moral reason-
ing, one hears. They instruct the debater in
precise language use and rigorous logic.
They constitute an introduction to seman-
tics. All cutting edge at the university level.

What's more, can we really draw a line
in the sand and say that policymakers, edu-
cators and attoineys in the "real world"
never focus on language use and appropn-
ate speech? The Claremont Institute for the
Study of Political Theory and Statesman-
ship (whose mission is (o promote leader-
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ship and clear political reasoning) certainly
thinks deconstructionism is worth attention.
Quite simply, if we could definitively nail
down the meaning of "educational", all
would be calm and bright in debate-land.

Next, Smith blames games theory for
debate's demise, offering as proof an alleged
decrease in the number of programs nation-
ally. Whether the activity is losing popular-
ity, [ cannot say, but it is a bit basty to gen-
eralize and point to university-inspired
game-playing as the sole cause, Lack of lo-
cal funds for co- and extra-curricular activi-
ties may be responsible. Wild antics of a
squad may prompt cutbacks. Lack of avail-
able coaches could signal the death of a
program. Siniply, it's not that simaple.

Smith also writes "this public percep-
tion of the activity [by professional critics]
is not what the forensic educational com-
munity would like to broadcast." He's refer-
ring, of course, to the shock and horror of
lawyers and teachers who consent to judge
debate only to encounter delivery speeds
in the hundreds of words-per-minutes, jar-
gon to intimidate a physicist and arguments
culled from Adorno and Foucaunlt.

While this phenomenon is real, it im-
plies that an improved "educational” debate
would pander to the assumptions and pref-
erences of whomever happens to be in the
judging pool, lest debate be proven to have
sinned and fallen short of the glory of its
roots. Public perception is not an adequate
measure for gauging the health of the activ-
ity. Debate trains its judges as well as its
dehaters inevitably.

Smith cites as his specific, and usual,
suspect m the crime the university summer
institute. It is here, he claims that the seeds
of games approaches take root, only to
flower back home in competition. The
weeds so grown naturally strangle rigorous,
presumably stock-issues/policymaking
paradigmatic considerations, resulting in
debate that is increasingly untethered from
anything tangible or sober.

The problem with this view is that it
closes the investigation before finding the
real culprits. Institutes do not spring spon-
taneously from test tubes. They meet a de-
mand. Somewhere along the line, a student
must decide to attend an institute, and a
parent and a coach must give sanction at

sorne level.

This is the same tired complaint we
see leveled at evidence handbooks: if you
think they promote bad debate, don't buy
them. "Ah, but we must keep up with the
kids at Jones HS, and they use handbooks.
If we want to compete, we need to accept
handbooks as a necessary evil." Untrue. If
curmudgeonism is a call for a return to the
virtues of debate's distant past, then some
measure of moral responsibility is implied.
Scapegoating college instruction is ecasy.
‘What's not so simple is refraining from par-
ticipating in that instruction even atthe cost
of more losses on the circuit.

Among other Smith overstatements,
1 find the assertion that "no judge should
ever decide a debate round on the basis of
who did or did not use 'offensive’ language
choices." What of the decidedly traditional
prohibition on abusive ad hominem? Or a
team screaming racial epithets at its oppo-
nents in licu of debating the issues? T know
few debate "educators” who would fail to
give such a teamn a punishment ioss there
and then, and righfly so, I feel.

Smith also declares critiques to be
"nothing more than an attempt to avoid the
real issues in policy debate." | think of Kan-
sas governor Bill Graves' opposition to a
proposed "English as official state lan-
guage" proposal, on the grounds that it was
subtly and inherently racist. Are official
English statutes something other than "real
issues" in "real-world" policy debates? Ts
Republican Graves a PCer in GOP clothing?
Is he not a "real" policymaker?

Smith also asks us to "imagme any
legislative body...having to consider
whether or not implementing the policy
would lead to environmental collapse.”
Okay, let's do so (I suspect the Sierra Club
would jump for joy at the prospect). The
climate summit comes to mind. Or perhaps,
"slippery slope” is the mindless argument.
Yet we find it in scholarly, legislative, judi-
cial and theological debates on assisted
suicide and abortion.

On the Other Hand

That said, I have to confess that T find
much of merit in Smiths's article, though I
think, overall, he succumnbs to a conserva-
tive failing: viewing a world defiled and opt-
ing for simplistic and ultimately counterpro-




ductive cures suggested by hasty and su-
perficial analyses of the problems. Nostal-
gia, sadly, just ain't what it used to be.

Here I, too, enter into op-ed mode.
My only defense is that our clamoring for
definitive proof within a debate round is not
so productive or easy when discussing the
fate of the activity overall, necessitating
some speculation sooner or later. 1 second
five trends Stith denounces: Questionable
Appropriateness of Critiques, Debasement
of Topicality Argumentation, the Impover-
ishment of the Case Side Debate, Idiocy of
Disadvantages, and a General Demise of
Critical Thinking in Competition.

Questionable Appropriateness of
Critiques

1 admit, 1 hold to the view that a team
can have my ballot on a critique when they
pry itfrom my cold, dead fingers. Critiques
are interesting academically, provocative
intellectually, but of dubious value to stu-
dents ages 14-18. If Smith's article contains
some hasty generalizations, critique debates
appeat to have poured the mold for that er-
ror. I shudder to imagine veteran philoso-
phy and semantic PhDs claiming a firm grasp
on the many authorities cited in critique
wards, let alone students who, in their down
time, must concern themselves with Retin-
A and dniver's ed. Forgive me; that was ter-
ribly ageist.

More seriously, what concerns me
about critiques goes to the root of the uni-
versity-institute problem overall, namely,
that the rate oftummover from college to high
school is accelerating. Call it theoretical fis-
ture shock. University programs and edu-
cators revel in the cutiing edge, appropri-
ately so, pushing it ever further towards the
horizon. My sense is that the connection
between high school and college has al-
ways existed, but that what was once a
trickle-down of ideas and practices has now
become a rushing torrent. Something called
"plan-plan" makes an appearance on the
CEDA listserv, then suddenly springs fully-
formed from the riouth of an eleventh-grader
the following weekend in competition.

The fact is, nobody can assimilate
cutting edge theory, much less evaluate its
nuances and implications on the many ele-
ments of high school debate's "mission
statement,” in so short a time. To an extend,
the analogy to the atom bomb seems ap-
propriate: we develop a new rhetorical tech-
nology before we understand its moral (edu-
cational) ramifications. Qur science moves
faster than our conscience.

Lest college critics protest, ['ve lost

count of similar comments from such judges
after rounds: "They tried a gender kritik, but
ended up just hurting themselves with it."
‘What more can we expect from high school
students, many of whom struggle for the
entire first year to grasp basic stock-issues
approaches? We seem to be teaching
interdimensional travel before we've estab-
lished that students can walk to the corner.

In sum, critiques are fasciating, ar-
guably "real-world despite Smith's objec-
tions, but too newfangled to welcome
uncritically into the pedagogical fold of high
school debate training. Let's see how these
applications fare in an environment where
they canbe tested more rigorously. Let high
school debate remain conservative, cau-
tiously changing, rolling at glacier-speed if
nced be, until we have a better sense of
what new rhetorical technologies portend
so as to avoid "hurting ourselves" with
these high-tech weapons.

Debasement of Topicality Argumentation
Smith’s weapon against topicality is a
shotgun, and some of his pellets strike pet
aspects of the argument for me.

Structure seems anathema to Smith,
though structured positions usually have
better odds of covering all bases required
by common sense and rigorous logic than
slopped-together rants and whines. Simply
put, "They're not topical; here's a defini-
tion" falls far short of what even curmudg-
eons should hope for than a position ar-
ticulating and supporting a negative inter-
pretation of the resolution and specific
terms, definitional support for that interpre-
tation, procedural reasoning highlighting
the affirmative violation, and some impact
statement bringing it all together.

Is it true that structure can mask ig-
norance, especially in topicality debates?
Of course. Is this necessarily so? Of course
not. Does arguing a finer nuance of a word
damn a topicality argument as picayune and
a "time suck"? 1 would argue not, and here
I break ranks with curmudgeonly comrades.

The notion that a judge has an intui-
itve knowledge of the topic's parameters is
a subtle call for intervention. A plan may
look, sound and smell topical upon cursory
examination, but curmudgeons champion
something deeper than cursory glances.
That deeper level of analysis canand should
be provided by a scrutiny of the words,
phrases and contexts of the resolution. 1f
this means going down a maze of interpre-
tations of the term "substantially," so be it.
‘What it should a/ways mean, however, is a
sincere attempt to get to precision and rigor
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in thinking about the round and each sides'
burdens. This view would necessarily pro-
hibit "time-suck T" run out only to be
punted later in an obvious move. Topicality
has a legitimate place in the pantheon of
voting issues; insincere manipulation of the
argument to distract the opposition and dis-
courage clash is, in some way, sacrilegious.

A rule of thumb (as opposed to
Smith's more curmudgeonly "rules," period):
Evaluate the quality of any position on
whether or not it encourages or discour-
ages clash. If the debaters take even a pica-
yune topicality issue seriously, devoting
speech time, thought and evidence to its
adjudication, we have clash and the appli-
cation of critical intelligence. If the disads
drop in importance as a result, we still have
what the dictionary calls "debate.”

None of which disputes Smith's at-
tacks on prefab briefs penned by college
debaters and sophistically read by students
with Hitle real grasp of the fundamentals and
history of topicality argumentation itself.
The danger here is the substitution of
soundbytes and slogans for true advocacy
and substance, and we already see too
much of that in "real-world" politics for it to
be of much value in academic debate.

The Impoverishment of the Case Side
Debate

Smith is right when he notes that 1Ns
have effectively given up their traditional
ghost to the siren song of weighty disads.
There is much spurious reasoning to be
found in this development, too much to
address here.

As my arteries harden, 1 find that 1
abide by a simple judging philosophy: [ vote
for or agamst the first negative speaker. If
he or she drops the ball on case-side, I can
usually bank on the disads being too Jules
Verne for sober consideration. [f he or she
actually mounts a respectable attack on tra-
ditional case-side issues--including
procedurals, both topicality and prima facie
demands--then my money is on the affirma-
tive being so blindsided by these traditional
{and thus forgotten} techniques as to com-
pletely fall apart.

The fact is, in too many quarters, the
mere mention of inherency produces a
stifled chuckle from judges. "Give me nuke
war,"” they cry. "Show me dead bodies." Well,
bully for them. None of which refutes the
fact that inherency is a valid component of
every judging philosophy I have ever en-
countered, the notable exceptions being
game-playing and the extremely hypotheti-
cal (read "table-top fusion") tebula rasa.
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What troubles me more of late is the
reappearance of inherency, only much mis-
understood. A national qualifymg round I
judged recently found the negative claim-
ing that if 1 liked renewable energy, 1 should
uphold the status quo, as it is transitioning
to such fuels already. In other words, the
topic is true, so vote against the advocates
of the topic.

In contrast, in the same round, the
affirmative claimed that, because negative
had offered no proof of the present system
extending Scction 29 tax credits on meth-
ane reclamation from landfills (affirmative
plan), inherency was a non-issue and firmly
in the affirmative's camp. No, no, no, chil-
dren. Inherency/uniqueness is a question
of the harms/benefits alleged by the case. If
the status quo is ameliorating the harms or
achieving the advantages, using whatever
policy it wants, those harms/benefits are
not inherent/unique. Negative need not
prove that the status quo is adopting the
plan as we speak. Such seems to be the in-
tellectual fruit of a long vacation from
inherency argumentation.

Likewise, traditional case-structure
analysis is more or less a dodo at a time
when older case structures are being return-
ing to limited vogue. At qualifiers, I judged
a straight-up need-plan case and a textbook
criteria case. Yet no questions about the
subtleties of these different organizing log-
ics emerged. For example, "What do you
have to do to justify the resolution: prove
that plan better meets criteria or win other
substantive issues?: was never heard. Ab-
sent that clarification, affirmative could have
claimed victory because renewables were
more envircnmentally benign, despite solid
disads proving plan would cause, say, six
million human deaths: Save the plankton by
nuking the world.

Idiocy of Disadvantages

I've nearly given up listening to dis-
advantages. My ideal would be to see one
with a clear link to plan, solid internal links
cards that met their taglines, clear thresh-
olds or proof of linear trade-offs, weighty
impacts, and at least one author supporting
the entire predicted chain of events--all ac-
cording to a somewhat plausible scenario
and all presented by a debater who seemed
to understand how the world works.

What I hear instead falls into three
categories: one-card disads, eight-minute
disads stretch PlasticMan's imagination, ot
some hybrid thereof. When a disadvantage
approaches "real-world" rescmblance, it
usually has to do with economic policy, and

the resulting narrative by the 2N proves
beyond doubt that more Americans recog-
nize the name Tiger Woods over Alan
Greenspan. Intrinsicness flies out the win-
dow, as policy actors, even whole nations,
are depicted as mindless drones with only
binary options for action. 1 reccntly heard
an almost adcquate disad impacting to a few
hundred thousand people thrown out of
work. Apparently the speak docs not read
the business news, That many folks get
downsized annually in the United States.

Now, in our rush to use something
approximating a comparative-advantage
structure on affirmative, we have seen cases
metamorphose into disads against the sta-
tus quo--lacking all the sense and solidity
formerly associated with negative disadvan-
tages. Used to be, an affirmative had to have
its ducks in a row on inherency, and unique-
ness on disads was a major research and
thinking effort. Now, the world hangs by a
thread on both sides of the resolution, and
green judges must surely leave rounds aftraid
to twitch lest they bring down the sky
around thern. When we let affirmative run
disads against the status quo, we hoped to
find solid causal reasoning, hopefully bleed-
ing into the comsciousness of negatives,
prompting them to reform their positions. It
worked in reverse: sloppy disads from the
2N infected comparative-advantage, and
now we have sloppy disads against the
present system, The best laid plans....

My disgust has peaked at the point
wherc I have advocated a theory of nega-
tive prima facie for all stock issue positions,
but particularly for the disad and the topi-
cality argument. What's good for the goose:
if negative has the ability to dismoiss an in-
adequate affirmative with a procedural ob-
Jection, let affirmatives wipe away sloppily
conceived and constructed disads in like

~ fashion,

General Demise of Critical Thinking in
Competition

All of the above combines into a kind
of depressing Sargasso sea of pseudo-ar-
gument where the game is really morc about
patroting opponents than strategically op-
posing them.

See a fairly traditional affirmative with
a smattering of knowledge about topical
counterplans. See them hit with one of these
beasties in a final round. See them hop on
the Mach 12 bandwagon, taking as axiom-
atic all the theoretical assumptions neces-
sary to allow a topical counterplan into the
round. The hapless affirmative has fallen
into the trap laid, leaping straight for the

evidence boxes and the Chloraseptic in-
stead of pausing a few beats to really think
about the rigor of the attack.

I'm finding more and more of these
cutting edge practices quite vulnerable to
responses found in the 1977 edition of
Prentice and Hensley's Mastering Competi-
tive Debate, not to mention even older texts.
It is one thing to stand on the shoulders of
giants. It's another to arrogantly bury those
giants under a ton of trendiness and imag-
ine that we stand higher today than they
did in the olden days.

In our haste to run out time-suck topi-
cality, we forget that some still believe--and
can defend--the notion that tapicality is a
prima facie censideration, not a press for
newer and better cards showing how plan
meshes with topic. Even T grant that
counterplans are legitimate, but | still cling
to a view of resolutional justification via
induction, which raises a few obstacles for
topical counterplans. (1 like counterplans in
theory. I've just ncver heard a good one).
Even good old incrementalism needs re-
teaching, given the shoddy understanding
of civics and economics and internatioal
relations I'm seeing in rounds today.

Or history: what better ground for
uniqueness arguments can be found?
Uniqueness isn't just a question of whether
or not a similar program in the status quo
also threatens nuclear annihilation. It's also
a search for past examples showing where
the alleged doomsday scenario did not oc-
cur. Believe it or not, | find such basic am-
nesia commen, especially in rounds where
counterplans are run "to provide unique-
ness for the disads." Oh, I could go on: the
idea that inherency and disadvantages can
ncver appear in the same negative position
or philosophy, the snubbing of debate his-
tory implied in "no impact anyway, since
they never told you topicality's a voter™, et
cetera ad nauseum.

‘What Can't Be Done

Nausea is not conducive to reform,
however. Nether are additional regulations
on the activity--Smith's proposed solutions.
Among his new rules.

1. Require institutes to restrict their
curricula to "traditional rhetorical theory.
"(By what decree? By whose authority?
Defmition of "traditional"?)

2. Ban decision rules. (Rather like a
PC hate-speech code advocated by Mark
Twain. Say "D-rule” and autornatically lose.
Sounds strangely like a judge deciding the
round on the basis of "offensive” language
choices.)



3. Base topicality challenges on
phrases rather than individual words. (Thus
denying negative a change to object when
affirmatives substantially changed United
States foreign policy towards Zimbabwe
rather than China a few years back.)

4. Go back to 4x6 "cards" instead of
briefs/blocks or limit teams to two tubs. (1
have a warm place in my heart for allmy old
cards--back when "cards” meant CARDS.
But shall we examine files for evidence that
gets pasted frontand back? Can't we shrink
the font and squeeze a short brief onto a
4x6. What shall be the approved physical
dimensions of the permissible two tubs?
Shall these measurements round up or
down, be in metric or standard?)

5. Extend first rebuttals; limit last re-
buttals to summary only; and remove the
negative block. (Remove the only structured
negative strategic counterweight to
affirmative's first- and last-word privilege?
To their ability to frame the debate by choice
- of plan and case? And how shall we define
"summary"? Perhaps a list of verboten non-
surmmarizing words? See above on Twain
and hate-speech.)

6. Require negative to argue inherency
and significance or announce the grant.
(Under penalty of? Pro forma at best, no
real motive to change the emphasis on plan-
side deification, just to admit up front the
imbalance.)

7. Prohibit debater questions regard-
ing critics’ paradigms. (I must check the
Curmudgeonly Constitution. I swear that
"adaptation” was in the preamble.)

8. Allow judges cite personal knowl-
edge (unargued in the round) as a valid rea-
son to allow/disallow positions. (Please
mark the border between "beliefs" and
"knowledge"” in yellow highlighter.)

Perhaps Smith was being sarcastic.
It's tricky to gauge, coming from a fellow
curmudgeon, It is also quite possible that
some tournament directors who share
Smith's's views, his disgust, and his sim-
plistic scapegoating, will actually implement
these "rules” atindividual meets. Some may
even view Smith's article as a call for a
breakaway league, one based on the delu-
sionthat one can presciently legislate away
every conceivable form of naughtiness.
Unfortunately, entropy is a natural phenom-
enon (as are laziness, ethical slips, and win-
at-all-cost mentalities), one that can't be
bottled up any more than one can capture a
river in a Ziplok baggie.

' What Must Be Done
Rather than help more rules and regs

on what is, at base, a marketplace of ideas,
why not practice what we preach? We claim
that debate and discourse are saving graces
of society and the individual. Put them to
use.

Instead of blaming "college people,”
camps and handbooks for what our own
students do each weekend (exceptit's never
our kids, always someone else's), we need
to focus on a reasonable approach to solu-
tions. Dialogue with local college debate
programs. Express your concermns that your
students are not yet prepared for the sultry
siren songs of listserv ruminations; they
need to master the basics first. College in-
structors will understand, so long as they
are not pilloried as marauders of high school
debate integrity. Brainstorm for ways to
control the flow of ideas from institutes and
friendly CEDA/NDT advisors.

Reassert coach authority as a filter,
Smith advocates this policy with regard to
institutes: he annually "de-programs” his
students on their return from camps. "De-
brief" may be more polite phraseology, but
we all know of which he speaks.

Don't send students to camps until
you've thoroughly researched the philo-
sophical approach, the backgrounds of the
staff. Make the camps provide such infor-
mation for you if they want your money,
and insist they stand by their claims. (Pic-
ture a state attorney general filing a class
action, truth-in-advertising fraud case
against an institute for accepting Rebecca
of Stock-Issue Farm and churning out a rag-
ing Greek Sophist. Do we really want to
descend that far?

Quit whining about handbooks. Ei-
ther buy them carefully or refuse to do so
entirely, then reap what you sow either edu-
cationally or competitively. If you buy, buy
wisely, despite the dearth of reliable com-
parative consumer information about them.
There seems little else that can be done.

And remember the most important
lesson any educator can ever reach. A law
no one sees as legitimate will be broken as
soon as the watchers look away. You can-
not be in every one of your students'
rounds. If you have not shared your vision
of what debate is, was, should be, and can
be again--inspiring them, persuading them
of the attractiveness of that ideal--you have
little grounds to expect them to advance that
vision in competition. Goethe wrote: "Let
every many sweep in front of his own door,
and the whole world will be clean."

Oh, rats, "Man" and "his." Sigh.
Bring on the gender critique.
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DEBATE COACH/
SPEECH
INSTRUCTOR
WANTED:

Desert Vista High School,
a brand new state-of-the-art
public high school in the beau-
tiful desert foothills of Phoenix,
Arizona is looking for someone
who can coach both policy and
Lincoln/Douglas Debate and
teach an advanced placement
speech course (24 credits in
upper division coursework
Speech Communication re-
quired). The successful appli-
cant will fulfill a full time teach-
ing assignment in English, So-
cial Studies, or other academic
field (Arizona Certification Re-
quired). The position will be
available in the fall of 1998, and
Interviews will begin immedi-
ately. For information contact
Linda Reyes at 602-706-7900
or send resume and transcripts
to: Dr. Joe McDonald, Princi-
pal, Desert Vista High School,
16440 S. 32nd Street, Phoenix,
Arizona 85044,




The National Forensic Consortium presents the

California National Forensic Institute
Policy and LD programs: June 13 - June 27, 1997

The California National Forensic Institute is a national caliber two-week summer
forensics program located in Berkeley, California. The CNFI is an independent program
held in the residence hall facilities of the University of California at Berkeley. The CNFI
provides serious debate students the opportunity to interact with some of the finest and most
renowned forensics instructors in the nation at an incomparable cost for a program of this
nature, quality and location. The program is directed by Jon Sharp of West Georgia College
and Ryan Mills of CPS and director of the California Invitational, the nation's largest speech
and debate tournament.

POLICY and 1L.D DEBATE

* The policy and LD programs offer intensive instruction for students of all levels of experience
and skill. The instructors will include accomplished collegiate and high school debate coaches, as well as
current collegiate debaters who are former NFL Nationals and TOC participants.

» In addition to topic and theory lectures, students will receive numerous critiqued debates with
rebuttal reworks, free materials from the central evidence files, and personalized seminar instruction. All
policy and LD materials are included in the program cost, with no additional fees charged for evidence
distributed by the camp. Students also receive access to the best evidence researched at each of the other
three NFC summer camps.

* LD students will participate in a unique curriculum designed to maximize individual i 1mpr0ve-
ment through philosophy lectures, techmque practicums, and theory seminars.

* The mentors program returns to the CNFI and will insure a variety of top quality debaters will
be in attendance. This program will be co-ordinated by Jon Sharp and Ryan Mills.

Last year's policy and LD debate staff, most of whom are returning, and additions for this year include:

JON SHARP, WEST GEORGIA CHERYL BURDETTE, VESTAVIA RacHEL CHANIN, STANFORD

MarT FRASER, STANFORD  RyaN MiLis, CPS RoBerT THOMAS, EMORY
JoanNA BURDETTE, EMORY JUDpY BUTLER, EMORY DAVE ARNETT, KENTUCKY

AvLLisoN GROVES, REED CoLLEGE (LD)

PROSPECTUS and COSTS

A detailed program prospectus can be obtained by writing to the address
below, or calling and leaving a complete address on the program’s message service.
Materials will be sent in late February.

Costs for the full resident program for both team debate and LD, including -4
tuition, housing, lunch and dinner on most days of the program, and most materials .
is approximately $1,185. Commuters, for whom there are only a limited number of
spots in the program, pay approximately $610. One-weck programs are also
available, for an approximate cost of $625. There is an additional $75 non-refundable
application fee. Students not accepted will have their application fee returned.
CNFI, 1678 Shattuck Ave, Suite 305, Berkeley, CA 94709 or call: (510)548-48G0

www.educationunlimited.com
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The National Forensic Consortium presents the

California National Forensic Institute
LD program: June 13 - 27

THE STRENGTH OF ANY DEBATE CAMP LIES IN THE STRENGTH OF ITS STAFF. AND TO BE GREAT,
A DEBATE CAMP STAFF NEEDS TO BE SUPERBLY QUALIFIED, AND ENTHUSIASTIC ENOUGH ABOUT
TEACHING TO BE FULLY_INVOLVED IN EVERY STEP OF EACH STUDENTS LEARNING EXPERIENCE,
STUDENTS WHO HAVE WORKED WITH THE CNFI LD STAFF ARE THE ONES MOST ABLE TO GIVE

AN UNBIASED ASSESSMENT OF THESE GREAT EDUCATORS:

"I strongly recommend this camp to other students because it helps you not only with basic technique,

but also teaches extremely advanced varsity level philosophy and strategic tactics. I loved all of the

lectures, particularly the ones on philosophy and logic. And the student to staff ratio was great!”
Munish Puri, previous CNFI camp participant

"The lectures were very informative, and I especially liked the detailed philosophy discussions. 1 would

recommend this camp to kids from anywhere because even though I come from a very different part of

the country, I found the camp to be very good. 1 also felt that the emphasis on research was just right.”
Chrissy Stear, previous CNFI camp participant

"The CNFI staff was easy to approach, and really friendly. The stop and go critiques of debates were
very helpful, and I liked the intensity level of the camp because if really kept me on my toes. I would
recommend this camp to others not only because you leamn a lot, but also because of the comfortable
environment." Amber Veldkamp, previous CNFI camp participant

INITIALLY CONFIRMED FACULTY FOR 1998:

¢ ALLISON GROVES OF REED COLLEGE WHO DEBATED AT APPLE VALLEY HIGH SCHOOL IN
MINNESOTA. HER COMPETITIVE SUCCESS INCLUDED 1ST AT BRONX AND 1ST AT THE MBA
ROUND-ROBIN TWO YEARS RUNNING.

e ADDITIONAL NATIONAL CALLIBER STAFF TO BE ADDED AND ANNOUNCED SHORTLY!

e QUR FACULTY SPECIALIZE IN TEACHING PHILOSOPHY AND INSTRUCTING STUDENTS OF ALL

LEVELS IN THE ART OF LD DEBATE.

PROSPECTUS and COSTS

Costs for the full resident program for LD, including tuition, housing, lunch and
dinner on most days of the program, and most materials is approximately $1,185.
Commuters, for whom there are only a limited number of spots in the program, pay
approximately $610. One-week programs are also available, for an approximate cost of
$625. Thereis anadditional $75 non-refundable application fee. Students not accepted will
have their application fee returned.
CNFI, 1678 Shattuck Ave, Suite 305, Berkeley, CA 94709 or call: (510) 548-4800

and on the web at:www.educationunlimited.com




The National Forensic Consortium presents the

NationaL DeBate Institute, D.C.

HeLp AT THE UNniversiTy oF MaryLAnD, CoLLEGE PARK, iNn WasHingToNn, D.C.
CX (all programs): June 30 - July 18 LD: June 30 - July 13

The Naticnal Debate Institute, D.C. offers an exciting opportunity for students
to attend a national caliber debate institute at a cost competitive with the fees of most
regional camps. Students receive instruction from some of the nation's finest debate
teachers, including respected high school and college coaches, as well as some of
the nation's most successful current and former collegiate debaters.

¢ NaTIONALLY RENOWNED FACULTY. Outstanding coaches with proven track-records of success
at both the high school/collegiate level, and top-flight current and former collegiate competitors.

* Ricorous curricuLum. A carefully crafted schedule developed and refined over the years
at NFC camps. Classes are intensive, designed for the dedicated student of debate who wishes
to maximize personal improvement.

* SUPERIOR FACILITIES, LOCATION AND RESOURCES. Students have access to the vast educational
resources of the nation's capital, its abundance of libraries and think-tanks, and get to experience
the city's cultural and entertainment attractions while on fully-supervised excursions. Program
pricing includes lunch and dinner throughout the program, and all evidence produced at the camp
for policy debaters! Remember to compare complete costs when pricing other camps.

¢ TARGETED LEARNING for both national circuit debaters and regional competitors. Classes
utilize a variety of mutually reinforcing techniques, inciuding fast-paced lectures, affirmative and
negative labs, theory and practicum seminars, and individualized consultations. LD emphasizes
philosophy, technique, and theory.

» ACCELERATED LEARNING ENVIRONMENT. Includes over a dozen critiqued debates in the
standard program as well as repeated argument drills and rebuttat rework exercises, all designed
to teach mastery of superior technique at all levels, for both policy and LD debate.

* [InTENsIVE 30-ROUND POLICY DEBATE OPTION. For students who feel they need a camp
experience heavily weighted toward practice and technique instruction. Students in this special
focus lab will spend a portion of each day learning theory, cutting originals, and putting together
positions, and then will debate an average of two rounds a day (fully critiqued with reworks) for the
duration of the camp. Look for an update on the outstanding staff for this special program in
upcoming issues of the Rostrum!

* EXPERIENCED PROGRAM DIRECTION. The director is Ryan Mills, debate coach at College Prep
and director at UC Berkeley, whose teams this year alone have cleared at many of the nation's best
tournaments, including Berkeley, the Glenbrooks, Stanford, Loyola, and Redlands.

Costs (which includes housing, lunch and dinner throughout the program, and
all program materials/briefs and evidence):

Regular CX Program 30-round plus CX program Two Week LD Program
$1,175 (rm, board, tuition) $1,435 (rm, board, tuition)  $925 (rm, board, tuition)
An additional $75 enrollment fee is required upon application.

For more information: NFC

on the web at: 1678 Shattuck Ave., #3035
www.edncationunlimited.com Berkeley, CA 94709




The National Forensic Consortium presents the T

NarionaL LD Desarte Instirute, D.C.
June 30 - July 13 at the University of Maryland, College Park

The National LD Debate Institute, D.C. offers an exciting opportunity for students to
attend a national caliber debate institute at a cost competitive with the fees of most
regional camps. '

The program features include:
¢ NATIONALLY RENOWNED FACULTY o TARGETED LEARNING

¢ RIGOROUS CURRICULUM * ACCELERATED LEARNING ENVIRONMENT

e SUPERIOR FACILITIES, LOCATION AND RESOURCES

Students have access to the vast educational resources of the nation's capital, its abundance of
libraries and think-tanks, and get to experience the city's cultural and entertainment attractions
while on fully-supervised excursions. Program pricing includes lunch and dinner throughout the
program, and all fopic preparation materials produced at the camp for LD debaters! Remember
to compare complete costs when pricing other camps.

Initially confirmed staff members are:

Michael Major of the College Preparatory School of California, LD coach and
College Prep program director

Ace Padian of Yale College, formerly a nationally successful high school Lincoln-
Douglas competitor, round-robin participant, and national qualifier

Here are how NFC students who worked with our staff last year felt about their experience:

“[my instructor] was dedicated, listens to students, is very patient, and makes lab fun. She was very
supportive and | learned a lot from her in terms of real world experience. | learned more in 2 weeks than
I thought possible.” ,

Natalie Huddleston, previous NFC participant

"[the staff] has an excellent knowledge of philosophy, and of debate. They were very friendly, and | was
very satisfied with my experience. The learning experience was incredible."
Jack Fitzgerald, previous NFC patrticipant

"My satisfaction with [my instructor} was great. He gave great critiques, was friendly, and he was always
willing to help me with debate.”
Danny Schoenfel, previous NFC participant

Costs (which includes housing, lunch and dinner throughout the program, and NATIONAL

all program materials/briefs and evidence): GORENSIC CONSORTY )
Two Week LD Program
$925 (rm, board, tuition)

An additional $75 enroliment fee is required upon application.

For more National Forensic Consortinum
information 1678 Shattuck Avenue, Suite 305
contact: Berkeley, CA 94709 ph: 510-548-4800

on the web at: www.educationunlimited.com




The National Forensic Consortium presents the

Austin National Debate Institute

CX Main Session: July 2 - July 18 LD Main Session: July 2 - July 15

The Austin National Debate Institute seeks to provide students access to a national-caliber faculty
at an incomparably low cost. The ANDI is an independent program which offers both Policy and
Lincoln-Douglas debate, taught by some of the finest and most respected forensics educators in the
country. The ANDI provides a true national level program, with options for policy debate or L-D debate
programs or for one-week primer sessions in either type of debate.

Fabulous Learning Environment

* Great location. The ANDI is located in fabulous Austin, unique in Texas for its moderate summer climate,
quality libraries and document depositories. Students are housed in a secure facility which is one of the finest
residence halls in Austin. Housing is of the highest quality, with comfortable, climate controlled double rooms,
many of which have a separate living area and kitchen facilities. Rooms are modern and tastefully furnished.

* Educational emphasis. The ANDI programs focus on the teaching of debate skills and techniques in combination
with a proper emphasis on preparation and original research. The program is designed to accomodate students at the
beginning and advanced levels, with separate labs and primary instructors for beginners. All essential camp evidence
and materials, including over a thouand pages of briefs produced at the camp by policy debate students, are included
absolutely free of additional charges. Policy students will graduate prepared to tackle the 1998 policy topic, while the
L-D students will be prepared to debate a myriad of possible and likely national topics.

* Numerous special program features. These include enrollment caps to ensure student access to ALL the top
faculty; an incredible faculty-studentratio of around !:7; special theory seminars, lectures and guest lecturers; multiple
critiqued debates; rebuttal reworks and strategy training; and much more! The program as a whole emphasizes learning
through doing, with all students working with a variety of faculty on basic and advanced aspects of skills such as
argument preparation, strategizing, extension of positions, and foundational theories of debating and delivery. Policy
debate students will also receive access to the best evidence produced at the other three NFC camips!

* Top quality national-circuit faculty. The ANDI faculty is composed of many of the finest coaches and
debaters in the nation. Students will have the opportunity to learn from a supportive and experienced staff which
collectively has dozens of sessions of institute teaching experience. A glance at the qualifications of the ANDI
staff will reveal the depth and quality of what is every summer debate program's most important asset, its teaching

staff. ANDI compares favorably with any other program in this and every regard!

Carefully Structured Schedules
SAMPLE CX SCHEDULE SAMPLE LDSCHEDULE

8-9:00 AM Breakfast Breakfast
9-10:30 AM Topic Lecture Vulue Analysis Practicum
10:30-Noon AfT Case Construction Seminars on Strategizing
Noon-1:00 PM Lunch Lunch
1:00-2:30 PM Library work Class on using evidence
2:30-3:30 PM Theory seminar Practice debate wicritique | Fees: $895 for CX,
3:30-5:00 PM Library work Neg case preparation $725 for LD,
5:00-6:30 PM Dinner Dinner $495 one-week
6:30-8:30 PM Lab session Delivery drills plus $75 application fee.
8:30 PM Commuter checkout Commuter checkout For info contact: NFC
8:30-11:00 PM Topic preparation Aff case work session 1678 Shattuck Ave, #305
11:00-12:00 AM Recreation & relaxation Recreation & relaxation Berkeley, CA 94709
Midnight Lights out Lights out or call: 510-548-4800




The National Forensic Consortium presents the

Austin National LD Debate Institute

Regular L. Session: July 2-15 One-Week LD Session: July 2-9

The Austin National LD Institute offers a national-caliber program with great
instructors ata cost comparable to local camps. The camp has a variety of outstanding
features, and has a history of preparing students for all levels of competition: local,
regional, and national circuit.

The initially confirmed staff for the 1998 program are:

Adam Lauridson of Harvard University (formerly Bellarmine College Prep) and Allison Groves of Reed College
(formerly of Apple Valley High School in Minnesota). Her competitive success included 1st at Bronx and 1st at the
MBA round-robin two years running. Both of these instructors specialize in teaching philosophy and instructing
students of all levels in the art of LD debate.

And here are what some previous ANDI LD camp participants thought:

"I would recommend this camp to other students because it was tons of fun and I learned a lot. The work was
hard, but the intensity was high, but wasn't overwhelming... The staff did a good job explaining things and made
it easy to ask questions. The quality of instruction, level of intensity, and student to staff ratio were all a '10"..."

Alison Campbell, previous program participant

"I learned a lot and feel I've improved tremendously. I liked the emphasis on research... I {elt the best features
of this camp were the friendliness of the staff, their dedication to our intellectual and spiritual growth, and the
free bumper stickers! The level of preparation of my lab leaders, their knowledge and skill level, and their
commitment to providing a quality experience were all 10 out of 10..."

Will Orloff, previous program participant

"l would recommend this camp to others because it definitely helped my skills. This camp expanded my
knowledge of philosophy, and there were lots of practice debates. 1had a high level of satisfaction with my
nstructors..."

J.R. Holland, previous program participant

"l will recommend this camp to others because it is a good learning atmosphere, with diverse instructors who try
to make debate an exciting experience. The intensity was high, but I'm giad we did so much work because I
learned a lot."

Haady Taslin, previous program participant

"l would recommend this camp because it's affordable with the same qualities as more expensive camps. [really
enjoyed the counselors. ...the instructors were experienced, but were also people that students could relate to..."

MATICN AT
Viviana Gonzalez, previous program participant .H;‘_-y'.:.%‘?'i‘-‘-l? LOBBGIRNI
For a brochure contact: NFC ANDI LD Camp Fees :
1678 Shattuck Ave, #305 $495 for the one-week, or
Berkeley, CA 94709 $725 for the full program,
or call: 510-548-4800 plus a $75 application fee.

Listed fees include tuition, room and a full board package.
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MOCK TRIAL PART VI

Well, the opponent might not die. But
with good questions you can give him
heartburn with the first direct, a big head.-
ache with the second, and a backbreaker
with the third.

Direct examination is the time to make
things clear. In directs, the witnesses star-
-they do the talking because they're the
ones who know stuff. Attorneys are sup-
posed to draw out the story by focusing
everyone on the questions that the ordi-
nary person would like to know the answers
to. The order of the questions has to be so
straight and easy to grasp that even Homer
Simpson could follow it.

Unless the witness is hostile (which
should not happen in mock trial), the
attorney's job is to make his side's witnesses
look intelligent, responsible, worthy of re-
spect; and above all --TRUTHFUL. The
attorney is supposed to let the facts speak
for themselves. That's why attempts to
"sell” those facts by using emaotive words
or by making speeches during a witness's
testimony are no-no's. Your goal is to write
flawless questions that cannot draw objec-
tions. You do not want to invite objections
because they cost in three very important
ways:

1. You look stupid. Even when
the opposition doesn't object, you look as
though you don't know haw to ask proper
questions.

2. Youlose continuity. Every ob-
jection, even when it is not sustained, de-
rails the train of thought in the story se-
quence you were trying to give your listen-
ers. This means backtracking and wasting
time.

3. Youlose steam. You lose your
own concentration and momentum with
every interruption.

The most common flaw in student
questions for direct is that they lead--put
words into the witness's mouth. Let's think
about why leading is wrong. The lawyers
were 10t parties to the crime, and they didn't
personally see what went on. They don't
know the facts except through what others
tell them. Sensible and fair juries or evalua-
tors want to hear the facts for themselves
from the witness's own mouth as he answers

DIRECTS TO DIE FOR

by M. Donna Ross

questions asked by both counselors--not
from an attorney who is supposed to be
helping one side beat the other,

Leading also makes you look stupid
and lazy since you haven't taken the time or
thought to craft proper questions.

If you absolutely cannot think of a
way to avoid leading without sounding idi-
otic, you can fall back upon, "If any." For
example, "What knowledge do you have, if
any, of the events leading to the death of L.
Pangbom?" Still, leading is not the thing
to do.

These are the things to do. You have
already analyzed your witness's testimony
and the stipulated facts, Both sides have
agreed to the stipulated facts and cannot
deny them. Still, the jury does not know
them. Any key stipulations that don't fit in
direct or cross will have to go in the open-
ing and/or closing.

You have already decided how each
witness's testimony fits into your whole
plan. Ideally, every direct examination will
have 4 parts.

The first part is letting the witness
tell who he is and how he came to know
what he knows. (This background infor-
mation is the witness foundation. It in-
cludes name, address, occupation and any
other items that would allow the jury to
understand the witness. For expert wit-
nesses, also include field of expertise and
length of experience in it, education, publi-
cations, awards and honors and any other
pertinent points which would make the wit-
ness loak like the world's leading authority.
Expert witnesses are the only witnesses al-
lowed to GIVE OPINIONS. Of course, they
can only give opinions in the areas in which
you have shown them to hold expertise.
Theirjob isto fill in gaps in the jury's knowl-
edge.)

If your own witness's testimony
poses a SERIOUS threat to your case, (such
as being a co-crimunal who is turning state's
evidence to get a reduced sentence), briug
it up right away and deal with it in a forth-
right manner. Don't let the other side beat
you to it. Use some judgement, though.
Minor points are often best handled by
waiting for your opponent's cross. What-

ever you talk about in the beginning is go-
ing to look important--so be careful what
vou put first. Deal with a sticky point up
front only if it is big and unavoidable.

Next come the three lines of question-
ing that lead to the specific points you want
to prove. 3 points is an ideal number be-
cause as Texas attorney James L. Branton
noted, "Reducing a case to two or three
key pivotal issues gives a jury an anchor or
framework."

Remember, the prosecution needs to
make sure that it offers enough evidence

for every single item needed to meet its

burden of proof. That may be more than
three. Ifitis, try to group into three issues.
The Defense must fitlly counter at least one,
preferably all, of the key points in the in-
dictment. (By the way, indictment is pro-
nounced in-DITE-ment and thymes with ex-
CITE-ment.)

To illustrate, as defense, you know
that you will have to offer an answer to the
motive question. So you prepare a se-
quence of questions as in the upcoming
example.

Imagine that the prosecution tried to
show the motive of greed in a murder case.
The opposition offered evidence that the
defendant took out a very large policy on
the life of his companion just 3 days before
his pal had a fatal accident. We'll call this
"The Grim Case of Loafer the Gopher."

In preparing questions for direct,
think MOR--Middle of the Road. Questions
that are too specific are no good because
they lead. For example, "Did you buy the
policy on your gopher Loafer because you
wanted to create a memorial to a beloved
pet upon his death?

Questions that are too broad are no
good because they are not even questions-
at least not the ones we want answers to.
For example, "What can you tell us ahout
Loafer?" Such questions are objectionable
because they, "Call for a narrative” from the
witness. They're bad because they make
no sense to the jury and don't seem rel-
evant to anything at all.

So, find a middle ground. Ask neu-
tral questions broken into sequences that
anyone with a frontal lobe can follow.




Q- "Who is Loafer?”

A - (He was my pet gopher.)

Q - "What was your relationship with
Loafer?"

A - (Loafer was special. He was my
best friend.)

Q - Would you explain what you mean
by saying, "Loafer was special”?

A - (Loafer would bring in the news-
paper every evening and read it to me. I'm
blind, you know. Loafer was a seeing-eye
gopher. He was more than a pet. We took
care of each other.)

Q - "Would you give an example of
yowr taking care of Loafer?"

A -(Well, 1 fed and clothed him. 1 tied
his little shoes. 1 saw that he got exercise--
the little chap hated doing chin-ups. Teven
took out a life insurance policy on him.)

- "And why did you take out that
policy, Miss Pangbom?"

A - {So that I could build a memorial
to him when he died. Gophers don't have
long life spans, after all. 1 wanted to show
him the policy and surprise him with a short
bier as a birthday present.)

Q - "When did you take out the policy
on Loafer?"

A - (July 14th, just three days before
the furry fellow died.)

Q@ - "Who is the beneficiary of that
policy?"

A-(lam)

Q - "What insurance company issued
that policy?

A - (The Catauqua Casualty Com-
pany, small rodent division.)

Q - "What was the amount of the
policy?

A - {1 point 2 million dollars, and 20
pounds of chipmunk feed.)

Q - "Why did you take out such a
very large policy?"”

A - (Loafer loved grand funerals. He
wanted me to recreate the funeral of Rat-olf
Valentino. Of course, that would be very
expensive.)

Q - "Has the tnsurance company paid
you on the policy?"”

A - (No, they say thatThad not owned
the policy long enough to collect. The
policy wouldn't have been in force for an-
other 27 days.)

Q - "Were you aware at the time that
you bought that policy that it would not
pay off if Loafer died before a full 30 days
had passed?"

A -{Yes, Mr. Lovamole who sold me
the policy explained all that very thor-

oughly.)

Q - "Where did that discussion with
Mr. Lovamole take place?"

A - (He came to my home. We talked
in the vestibule.)

Q - "When was that?"

A - (That was in June--about two
weeks before I took out the policy on
Loafer.)

Q - "What was the purpose of Mr.
Lovamole's visit?"

A - (To talk about a life insurance
pohicy on Loafer.)

(Q - "Who suggested that you meet
with Mr. Lovamole to discuss a pet policy
on Loafer?"

A - (He did--Mr. Lovamole called me.
After all, he's a salesman.)

That takes us to the end of this series
of questions on motive. Save emotional
ipact for the last seconds of the directand
refer back, preferably in that witness's own
words, to earlier testimony. For example:

Q - "Miss Pangborn, earlier you said
that [oafer was your 'Best Friend'. Would
you please tell us how the death of your
best friend has affected you."

A - (I'mlost without Loafer. Thave no
one to drive me 1o the Guggenheim. No one
chuckles with me over the stock market
quotes in the Wall Street Journal. I'm so
depressed that 1 just leave the television
off altogether since I can't share it any more
with my little couch potato. Just picking up
the remote control makes my nose twitch. 1
burst out crying if | hear an ad for the movie
Groundhog Day. 1 miss Loafer more than 1
can say.)

Q - "Miss Pangborn, did you kill
Loafer?”

A - (Of course not. Inever harmed a
single tuft on his furry little head. No one
who knew how close we were could even
ask such a question. Iloved Loafer.)

So, OK, tlie answers are silly--but the
questions are typical of directs. They are
neutral and non-leading. (Though they may
be objectionable on other grounds.) They
have an easy-to-follow sequence. They
include follow-up questions that show the
attorney is listening since they use the
phrases of the witness to create new ques-
tions in a DIALOGUE with the witness do-
ing most of the talking,

Remember that every question needs
a foundation--a basis for understanding so
that the evaluators can mentally file it where
itbelongs. You will see lots of puzzled ex-
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pressions if your questions lack founda-
tions.)

You will notice that | have sneakily
used all the 5 W's that journahists use (WHO,
WHAT, WHEN, WHERE, and WHY ) as well
as HOW. In an actual trial, many questions
are not really questions but requests. For
example:

Could you tell the coutt. . .

Please describe. . .

Would you please explain. . .

Further you might ask the witness to
give an example, to identify, to list, etc.

The following 5 points came from a
presentation by six attorneys to the Texas
State Bar in October of 1990 called "Per-
suading the Jury from Voir Dire through
Closing Argument: How People Receive
Information.” by Margarct Keys, et. al. (The
parentheses are mine.)

1. Attention spans are short. Think
of yourself as the producer and director of
a human drama. Have a clear theme; clear
messages.

2. Jurors bring a set of stereotypes to
the courtroom. (Use metaphors and itlus-
trations from common life to gain under-
standing. For example, because the aver-
age person has pleasant experiences with
pets, most people can relate in a happy way
to comparisons or stories about pets.)

3. One picture is worth 1000 words.
{Use any visual materials you are allowed.)

4. People learn through all senses.
Use vivid and descriptive language. Use
strong verbs.

Moral: Directs daunt dabblers, dilet-
tantes and dawdlers. Digressers deserve
defeat; diligence deserves decisions. Do-
ers destroy doubt, drive down distrust, defy
detractors and drill directs dead-on.

(Mary Donna Ross is the tournament
manager of the 1998 Gateway Nationals
in St. Louts. She formerly coached at
Parkway Central (MO) HS.)




The National Forensic Consortium presents the

Stanford National Forensic Institute |

CX Program: July 26 - August 14, 1998 LD/ Events: August1-14, 1998
SUPERIOR The Stanford National Forensic Institute offers a unique national caliber
PROGRAM: program which features policy debate, LD debate, and NFL events. The

policy program is 3 weeks, the |E and LD programs are 2 weeks. One of the finest faculties in the
nation will teach students both fundamentals and advanced techniques in a rigorous, carefully
structured environment that caters to the needs of forensics students at all levels. Policy debate
students who have attended an institute of sufficient rigor earlier in the summer may apply for

acceptance into the “swinglab,” designed for students desiring a 5 week comprehensive program.
SUPERIOR The faculty of the SNFI is among the finest ever assembled. The majority
FACULTY: of primary faculty will be current and former high school and collegiate
coaches of national repute. Initially confirmed faculty include:

Judy Butler, Georgia State  Randy Lusky, El Cerrito Hajir Ardibili, Kansas
Robert Thomas, Emory Matthew Fraser, Stanford Joanna Burdette, Emory
Jon Miller, Redlands Ryan Mills, College Prep Abe Newman, Stanford l
Alex Turkeltaub, Stanford Byrdie Renik, Columbia George Kouros, Emory
Rachel Chanin, Stanford Dave Arnett, Louisville Jenny Brier, Rutgers

Dan Fitzmier, Emory Bill McKinney, Vista Jon Sharp, W. Georgia
Michael Major, College Prep Adam Lauridson, Harvard Byron Arthur, Jesuit

Matt Spence, Stanford Allison Groves, Reed Gay Brasher, Leland

Hedel Doshi, Vestavia Jessica Dean, Boston U A.C. Padian, Yale

Sasha Peterson, CPS Kanan Sawyer, Washington BrianHouseholder,Humboldt
SUPERIOR The SNFI is held on the Stanford University campus, located in Palo Alto,
SETTING: CA. Stanford is one of the best universities in the world, and has for several

years running ranked in the top five in the annual U.S. News college rankings. There is no better
location anywhere to study forensics. The campus is safe and secure, being set apart from the city
of Palo Alto, and provides a beautiful setting for the students to study, practice and iearn. Around
the clock supervision is provided by an experienced staff which collectively has hundreds of
previous institute teaching sessions of experience. The SNFI specializes in advanced competitors,
but comprehensive programs at all levels are available.

REASONABLE Policy Debate LD and Events
COST: $1,575 resident plan $1,225 resident plan
$800 commuter plan $645 commuter plan

Given the nature and quality of the 1998 program the cost is quite low. This program,
both in faculty composition and in structure compares favorably with programs costing
nearly twice as much. The SNFI maximizes program quality by spending funds on
obtaining superior facilities and faculty. The resident plan includes housing for the
duration of the program, 3 meals a day on most days of the program, tuition and all
required materials. The commuter plan includes tuition and some materials. An
additional $75 application fee is required upon application to the SNFI.

TO APPLY Stanford Debate -~ SNFI Scholarships in the
&/or INQUIRE: 1678 Shattuck Ave, Suite 305 form of need-based
or call: (510) 548-4800 Berkeley, CA 94709 aid are availabie.

www.educationunlimited.com




The National Forensic Consortium presents

THE STANFORD NATIONAL SWING LAB PROGRAM
' JuLy 26 - August 14, 1998

The Stanford Swing Lab Program is the finest academic preparatory program for policy debate students.
To be eligible, students must be varsity level and must have previously attended at least one rigorous debate
institute during the Summer of 1998. The Swing Lab Program is held at Stanford University, one of the world’s
premier research institutions. Faculty include some of the finest and most respected debate educators, the
curriculum is rigorous and carefully executed, and students receive more debates that are expertly critiqued than
any other program of similar quality. The Swing I.ab Program has a phenomenal track record: the 1996 and 1997
graduates “cleared” at most national circuit tournaments, including Greenhill, Wake Forest, Bronx, the Bronx
round-robin, Redlands, Loyola, Lexingon, Berkeley, Stanford, and Emory. Recent participants of the swing lab
have won 1st place this year at such tournaments as the Glenbrooks, USC, Stanford, and Lexington.

THE PROGRAM

Expertly Critiqued Debates. Swing Lab scholars will participate in a rigorous series of at least a dozen practice
debates beginning on the second day of the camp, with an emphasis on stop-and-go and rebuttal rework debates.

Research, Evidence and Topic Inquiry. The Swing Lab program provides intensive instruction in research,
argument construction, and advanced level technique. Students will gain expertise in the 1998-99 policy debate
topic. The kemnels of arguments which are produced by other institutes will be used as a starting point. These
argumentative seeds will be used by program participants to construct entire detailed positions which will include
second and third level extension blocks, modular topic arguments, and major theoretical positions with micro and
macro analytical support blocks.

Advanced Theory. Swing Lab Scholars are assumed to have mastered the basics of debate theory. This
foundation will be used to construct sophisticated and comprehensive positions. Scholars will be immersed in
advanced theory through special seminars that offer unique and rival views on a variety of issues including fiat,
competition, intrinsicness, permutations, justification, presumption, extra-topicality, the nature of policy topics,
and many other issues from the cutting edge of current theoretical discourse.

THE PRIMARY FACULTY

Robert Thomas is a debate coach at Bainbridge Island in Washington, and a former NDT debater at Emory University.
During his coaching career his teams have cleared to late elimination rounds at every major national tournament. While
coaching at Woodward Academy his teams won the Harvard, Glenbrook and Pace Round Robin tournaments. During his
last year of NDT debate he cleared at every tournament that he attended. Mr. Thomas is one of the NFC Directors and has
been teaching at summer debate institutes for over adecade, with nearly 40 individual camp sessions of teaching experience.

Jon Sharp is a debate coach at West Georgia College, and was an NDT debater at Emory University. In his senior year
of debating he won the Harvard and West Georgia tournaments, and the Dartmouth round-robin. He and his partner were
ranked #3 in the nation going into the 1994 National Debate Tournament. He was top speaker at the Pittsburgh, Louisville,
and Heart of America touraments, and in his senior year cleared to late elimination rounds at both the NDT policy debate
national championships and CEDA debate nationals. This will mark his ninth year of

teaching summer debate institutes. NATIONAL
g ORENSIC L INSOR T e
: {7y

APPLICATION AND ENRCLLMENT

Students desiring to attend the Swing Lab Scholars Program will be admitted on an application-
only basis, and are required to attend at least one rigorous debate institute prior to attendance at the
SNFI. All NFC camps gualify; other camps will be considered. Complete and send in the NFC
application form, and be sure to circle “Policy” and “Swing Lab” as indicated. Call (510) 548 -
4800 if you have specific questions about the program, or wish to obtain copies of the program
application.

www.educationunlimited.com




Stanford National Lincoln-Douglas Debate Institute

Regular seesion: August 1-14
Swing lab session: August 14-21

QOutstanding features of the 1998 institute:

1) 14 fully critiqued practice rounds: most camps offer a practice tournament at the end of
the camp which may offer only four rounds of total experience. At SNFI, your students will not be
sent home with a pile of notes on philosophy and a stack of student researched evidence with mini-
mal visible improvement in their debate skills. Your students will receive practice rounds built into
the daily schedule. Their progress is monitored so that their development is assured!

2) Incomparable staff: The following staff members are confirmed:
Program Director: Michael J. Major, College Prep
Lab Instructors:
Hedel Doshi, Emory Derek Smith, Harvard University
Allison Groves, Reed College Byron Arthur, New Orleans
Kenneth LeFrance, New Orleans Jessica Dean, Boston University
A.C. Padian, Yale Matt Spence, Stanford University
Additional national caliber staff being confirmed now - check out future
issues of the Rostrum, or see our brochure, for more details!

3)Swing Lab Week Option: The outstanding highlight of this optien will be an extra 20 fully
critiqued practice rounds. Students attending other camps during the summer can avail themselves of
this one week expenience or students in the regular camp can extend their stay for a total of 34 practice
rounds!

For many LD debaters this is the equivalent of a full year
of competitive LD debate experience in just 3 weeks!

Important Information

Dates: Cost:
Stanford LD Institute: August 1-14, 1998 $1,225
Commuter program: August 1-14, 1998 $645
Third week Option: August 14-21, 1998 $750

For additional information and applications contact the NFC at:
1678 Shattuck Ave., Suite 305, Berkeley, Ca., 94709
(510) 548-4800 FAX: (510) 548-0212
or on the web at:www.educationunlimited.com
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Stanford National Forensic Institute
Individual Events Program August 1-14, 1998

Dramatic Interpretation...Humorous hterpretation
Oratory... Extemporaneous Speaking..impromptu
Thematic Interpretation...Prose...Poetry...Duo Interpretation

The Stanford Individual Events Institute offers a comprehensive program which accounts f_OT
regional differences in style, content, and judging. Students will have the opportunity to work_wnh
coaches and national champions from around the nation. The Institute is designed lo prov1.de a
strong technical foundation in an enjoyable atmosphere, students at all levels of experience will be
accomodated.

The Two Track System of Placement allows advanced studentsto focus on specific events atan accelerated
pace, while also ensuring that the beginning to intermediate level students advance at a more relaxed pace
while participating in and learning about a variety of different events. This ensures that upper level
competitors leave camp prepared to immediately step into high level tournament competition. Seminars
are designed to cater directly fo areas of student interest. Workshops are provided to instruct new
competitors in basic speaking technigues, and novice workshops meet the needs of both new competitors
and those solely interested in improving general speaking skills without the intention of later competition.

on student coaching. We teach students of all levels how to coach themselves during the course of the year
to maximize their competitive experience and success. The research facilities unique to the Stanford campus
provide an excellent resource for the creation of a comprehensive script library. Institute staff has on hand
hundreds of scripts both to assist student, and to serve as example material. Resource packets are provided
specifically for this group.

Custom Coaching Seminars are a unigue feature of the SNFI Events camp. The Institute’s large Lincoln/
Douglas and Policy debate as well as Individual Events staff allow Us access o an enormous resource pool
of coaches and former competitors all at the same location.

* Tournament Competition * Individualized Coaching * Freqtient Performance Review
* Day Trips * Access to Instructors before and after camp Advanced Training
* Outstanding Staff * Two Weeks of Instruction and Performance

NATIONAL
ENSIC CONSOR7y;,

“I had never competed before the Institute and now I am taking home First Place
awards! 1 learned a lot while making friends for life. I'll be back!!”

Team Instruction provides students who are involved ina recently formed Forensics team basic techniques \
- Loan Pham, 1996 SNFI Individual Events camp participant ‘

Resident cost: $1,225 / Commuter cost $645
An additional application fee of $75 is required
For additional information: call (510} 548-5800

SNFI Events Program, 1678 Shatinck Avenne, # 305 Berkeley, CA 94709
www.edncationunlimited.com
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The 1998

Florida Forensic Institute

and Two Outstanding Coaching Institutes
A Few Highlights

From the Largest & Fastest Growing
All-Events Institute in the United States

JULY 24 THROUGH AUGUST 7
Lincoln-Douglas Debate

The L-D workshop at the FFI continues to grow each year in numbers, just as the students leaving the institute hav
grown in their knowledge of debate. Our highly qualified staff of teachers and lab assistants work with students o
all skill levels to enable them to reach their full potential as debaters.  Students Ilearn the foundations o
philesophy, effective speaking skills and countless debale strategies that continuousty place FFI alumni in th
final rounds of national tournaments, including both the NFI. and NCFL National Elimination Rounds.

Duo Interpretation
The FFI offers instruction in all of the interpretation events, and we have one of the premiere programs for those
interested in Duo Interp--NFL and/or CFL style, FFI instructors collectively have coached dozens of national
finalists in this event, incloding several NATIONAL CHAMPIONS! Come alone or with your partner to learn from
the best!

Student Congress

The FFI is one of the few institutes to offer Student Congress as a separate lab. Instructors work with students wh
are new to the event, as well as highly seasoned competitors who wish to refine their skills. The lab focuses on th
essentials of Student Congress theory and practice: ethics, drafting and critiquing legislation, brainstorming
speech writing, parliamentary procedure, congressional argumentation, and, of course, ethical politicking. No or
will ever call Congress a "secondary event" again. Literally every student who attended the FFI Congress La
gualified for one or both Nationals; and numerous alumni have competed in the National Super Congress.

National Coaching Institute (7/20-24)
& FFI Teacher Workshop (7/27-8/7)

These workshops for teachers offer the opportunity for new coaches as well as experienced coaches to enhance the
coaching skills. The FFl presents three options, an intensive one-week institute for coaches only, a two-wet
session which runs in conjunction with the FFI, or a combination of the two -- one week of each. Three hours
accredited University credit is included. Featuring top notch staff from the Florida Forensic Institute, the NCI
coordinated by Anthony Figlicla (LE.), and Tucker Curtis (L-D).

THE FFI ALSO OFFERS THE FINEST INSTRUCTORS IN THE COUNTRY FOR:

**Extemporaneous Speaking (Featuring Fr. John Sawicki & Mr. Merle Ulery)
**QOriginal Oratory (Feawring Mr. Bob Marks)
**Team Debate (Novice & JV Labs, with Jim LaCoste & Jeff Tompkins)

** A1l Interpretation Events {(With Tony Figliola, Peter Pober, Casey Garcia, Heather Wellinghurst,
Debbie Simon, David Risley and more).

JOIN THE MOST EXCITING, INTENSIVE, AND REWARDING INSTITUTE IN THE COUNTRY!
Held on the campus of Nova Southeastern University in Ft Lauderdale, FL

To receive an application to the FFI, or for more information, please contact
Brent or Kristin Pesola at 1-800-458-8724 or 954-262-4402.
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SOCRATIC TECHNIQUES IN DEBATE EDUCATION
by Eric L. Krug and David Rhaesa

Even experienced debate educators
seem to find out year after year that there is
more to learn about the process of teaching
debate. With each crop of debaters we are
faced with completely different obstacles
to successfully teaching the practices of ar-
gumentation. One tool, employed in much
of the academic community, designed to
teach students in a variety of disciplines is
the Socratic method. It appears that the
possibility of employing the Socratic tech-
nique in debate education may be a fruitful
avenue for instructors to consider. The pro-
cess of Socrates' approach forces student
debaters to learn the practices of advocacy,
clash, refutation and extension which are
critical to advancing in the leaming process.
The main difficulty with such an approach
is time. Socrates was not burdened with an
extensive debate travel schedule nor with
the research requirements of life in the in-
formation age. Additional time constraints
require us to allow our students to balance
debate education with their other personal
and academic pursuits. WE need not be re-
minded the penalty Socrates received for
ignoring such issues. Assuming that most
of us distaste the prospect of hemlock we
cannot afford to teach every aspect of de-
bate to our students Socratically. The solu-
tion, it seemns, is to instruct our students in
the Socratic method and employ the tech-
nique to force them to use it in their debate
preparations. Such an approach is empow-
ering to the students -- teaching them to
undertake intrapersonal and interpersonal
Socratic dialogues. We believe that such
an approach can most effectively incorpo-
rate Socratic technique into debate educa-
tion. The rewards of such an approach in
terms of tournament and educational suc-
cess are not insubstantial. In this essay we
will explore the application of the Socratic
technique to teaching the theory and prac-
tice of debate. First, we will present a con-
ceptual definition of instruction. And sec-
ond, we will describe the strengths of teach-
ing debate through the Socratic method.

A Conceptual Definition of the Socratic
Technique

It is necessary to begin with an inter-
pretation of what we mean by the Socratic
technique. This is a key point, and one that
could involve entire papers or panels among
forensic educators. It appears in discuss-

ing the matter informally with our peers that
most instructors claim to be familiar and
competent in Socratic techniques of instruc-
tion. Ironically, when one pushes
(Socratically) below the surface of such
claims, most educators have incredibly dis-
parate notions of what the Socratic tech-
nique is and how it is to be employed at all
-- let alone how it might be fashioned in a
competent way in the instruction of all as-
pects of debate. As a result, we feel that
some definitional analysis of the Socratic
technique is warranted before considering
its application to the practices of argumen-
tation.

It scems a bit siily to base any para-
digm for educating through Socratic tech-
niques from anything but the exemplar,
Socrates himself. Surprisingly, it appears
that many educators have a misconception
in this regard. The method of Socratic in-
quiry is treated as any form of group dis-
cussion. The model persona is not the wit
of Socrates, but the pompous character of
John Houseman in the film Paper Chase.
We believe that common sense dictates
drawing our understanding of the Socratic
technique from the character of Socrates
himself.

A cursory survey of literature con-
cerning Socratic rheterical theory provides
a clear description of the general steps in
the Socratic process. (Golden, Berquist, and
Coleman (1983) explain the Socratic tech-
nique simply:

The sequence and rhetorical

strategies that are used give

dialectic its uniqueness and

scientific thrust. Adhering to a

chronological pattern, it begins

with a definition of terms and

proceeds through analysis and

synihesis to an ultimate con-
clusion based on enlightened

understanding. (p. 33)

As Golden, et al. (1983) express, the
technique of Socratic dialogue is a particu-
lar form of educating via a unique chrono-
logical or sequential procedure of inquiry -
not any loose form of discussion. They
highlight the four distinct steps of the
Socratic technique:

The particular communication

strategies also unfold in a se-

quential manner that utilizes

four steps. One of the partici-

pants initiates the discussion

by phrasing one or more ques-

tions, Among the points con-

sidered here will be the defin-

ing of appropriate terms. This

is followed by the presentation

of a response that sets forth

hypotheses which are devel-

oped through demonstration.

As soon as these answers are

introduced, the third step, com-

prised of refutation and cross-
examination, takes place. The

final phase hopefully will con-

sist of a modification of the

origina] position held by each

participant. The desired end
result is shared meaning and

enlarged understanding. (p. 53).

Central to the process is the focus on
reaching a definition of the terms in ques-
tion. The type of definition wvolved is more
than mere denotative understanding of a
term. The understanding for which the defi-
nitional step is designed is a conceptual or
philosophical definition of the term in ques-
tion. For the purpose of argumentation the
definition of the argument is more than
merely a statement -- but a clear and dis-
tinct description of the precise position ata
conceptual level.

The student is not expected to dem-
onstrate a clear and distinct definition of
the argumentative concept -- be it an un-
derstanding of theories concerning risk or
which particular form of post-modemism is
the basis for today's kritik of the affirma-
tive. The definitional step of the method is
a process of critical inquiry described as
"adduction.” Indeed, it is this initial stage
of the process along with the final stage
that provide the major difference between
the Socratic technique and traditional tec-
ture-based alternatives, Tredennick (1969)
describes this induction process in his in-
troduction to The Last Days of Socrates:

He [Socrates] set himself to ac-

complish his divine mission by

systematic questioning, in the
coutse of which he not only
cleared up his opponent's
minds muddle and misconcep-
tion, but developed his own
two important contributions to
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logic, namely adduction (A bet-

ter word for the Socratic

method than "induction”,

which has a more technical
meaning) and general defini-

tion. What he did was this. As

soon as a term like Courage

cropped up in the course of a

conversation, he began by ask-

ing what it meant; and then,

when the attempted answers

proved to be unsatisfactory,
proceeded to adduce various
instances of courage, and show

that, though different in detail,

they have some common char-

acteristic by which they are all

recognizable as what they are;

and this, expressed in words, is

the definition, All this may seem

obvious now, but it had never

been made clear before; and it

had a most important effect on

both logic and metaphysics. It

led, through the genius of Plato

and Artistotle, to the discovery

and distinction of such con-

cepts as quality, substance,

essence, attribute, matter and
form, genus and species, and

inmumerable others. (p. 10)

The adduction process moves the
definitional level from the conventional
analysis of the practitioner or artist to the
conceptual level of the philosopher. 1t is
achieved through the accepted pattern of
questioning for clarification from examples,
and synthesizing or adducing a definition
at a higher level of abstraction than the ex-
amples considered.

Several qualifiers may be important
in considering the unique character of
Socrates as an educator. These characteris-
tics appear fundamental to his technique,
yet are often ignored by instructors claim-
ing to employ the Socratic method. First,
while Socrates was uniquely gifted in intel-
lect, he leammed that his true gift was his
recognition of ignorance. Many approach-
ing the Socratic technique with qualifica-
tions far less than a proclamation from the
Oracle at Delphi fail to grasp the importance
of this lesson about teaching from the char-
acter of Socrates. Unlike the traditional no-
tion of instruction, Socrates' method helped
the students learn how to think for them-
selves. The instructor establishes a hierar-
chy of power based on knowledge which
undermines the ability of students to think
critically for themselves, The Socratic tech-

nique, on the other hand, is an empowering
method where students gain their own in-
sights from the Dialogue. Indeed the dia-
lectical traps set by Socrates are designed
to force the students to think for themselves,

Second, one mustrecognize Socrates
distaste for the teaching methods of the
Sophists. In the Gorgias and the Phaedrus
Socrates demonstrates a distinction be-
tween false rhetoric and good rhetoric. The
latter demonstrates the possibility of em-
ploying rhetoric for philosophical purposes.
It appears that Socrates would only approve
of the use of the Socratic technique IF it is
employed in a non-Sophistic manner -- in a
search for philosophical truth on the sub-
Ject in question.

Third, the interpersonal tone of
Socrates' technique employs irony and hu-
mor to assist in each of the four steps. This
attitude towards the entire philosophical
process is sometimes difficult for instruc-
tors trained in the seriousness of the
episternic hierarchy between teacher and
student, The method is playful in manner
which seems integral to encouraging the
students to give birth to their own ideas.
Absent this playful tone, the force of the
Socratic technique may be threatening to
the development of the knowledge within
each student.

These explanations provide a brief in-
terpretation of the technique operation-
alized in this essay as the Socratic Method.
The sequential four steps of conceptual
definition, creation of the hypothesis, analy-
sis and refutation, and ultimate understand-
ing coupled with the pedagogical attitudes
of intellectual humility, philosophical pur-
pose, and playful persona are the concept
of the technique we are discussing for the
purposes of debate education.

Coaching Debate Through Socratic
Techniques

We feel that employing the Socratic
technique can augment more traditional
methods of debate education. Three
strengths of the Socratic technique are
clearly visible; first, the technique teaches
students to present clear and cohesive ar-
gumentative positions; second, the tech-
nique teaches students the ability to effec-
tively extend arguments; and third, the tech-
nique teaches students to honestly assess
the big picture of the interactions of vari-
ous positions in the round.

We feel that the Socratic technique
teaches students to present clear and co-
hesive arguments. So often, the presenta-
tion of the argumentation begins with a skel-

etal form. The gaps in the logic or narrative
of a given position initiated in such a man-
ner do not include the depth of develop-
ment present in the form advanced under a
Socratic method. Unfortunately, tradition
merely requires the student to answer the
specific line-by-line argumentation of the
opponent in a given round. The difficulty
with such an approach is that the communi-
cative interaction between the student and
the judge may leave the judge with only a
skeletal understanding of the position. The
Socratic technique allows the student to
initiate the argument in a skeletal form but
begin the extension with development of
the conceptual definition of the argument
consistent with the process learned in the
first step of the Socratic technique. This
assures that a judge does not dismiss an
important argument merely due to a misun-
derstanding of the concept involved. 1t
seems that such misunderstandings are a
glaring cause of unforced defeats tourna-
ment after tournament and year after year.
Too often a brief quiz of debater and judge
after a defeat demonstrates a fundamental
difference of understanding as to what a
specific argument is. This is a definitional
difficulty. We are torn between understand-
ing the argument the debater articulates and
the argument the judge articulates. 1t is
clear that they are not on the same page.
By simulating a Socratic dialogue concern-
ing the conceptual definition of the argu-
ment and presenting the additional devel-
opment in each level of extension, students
can be more likely to guarantee that they
and the judge will be on the same communi-
cative page. While it would be possible to
provide such development without employ-
ing the Socratic technique, the adduction
process provides students with a procedure
to incotporate an internal dialogue between
themselves and an imaginary critic for the
purpose of assuring a common understand-
ing of the argumentative position bheing
advanced. We believe that the incorpora-
tion of such an internal dialogue into the
decisions concerning extension should
eliminate a large portion of defeats now at-
tributed to critic-misunderstanding.

We feel that the Socratic technique
teaches students the ability to effectively
extend arguments. In contemporary debate
perhaps the greatest weakness across-the-
board is in the arca of extension. This is not
necessarily the fault of the debaters. Rather,
it seems that the pedagogical method for
teaching the art of extension has become
horribly compressed. For the most part it



appears that students and judges have come
to define extension as synonymous with
refutation, Debate is so focused on line-by-
line analysis that as a community we have
forgotten that such point-by-point tech-
niques -- while critical -- constitute amere
fragment of the art of extension. Many de-
bates are evaluated completely by a me-
chanical determination of sufficient refuta-
tion. If the students from one school refute
their opponents points in succession they
have, by contemporary standards mastered
the art of extension. One difficulty of such a
perspective is that conceptual level of ar-
gument (so important to Socrates) is lost
and ignored. Quality extension is more than
refutation. In fact, the Socratic technique
provides an excellent blueprint for quality
extension.

Initially, the student should make the
conceptual definition of the argument clear.
Second, students should present a re-
sponse which sets forth their hypothesis
concerning the position. Popular wisdom
sugpests providing "Three Reasons We're
Winning." It seems that often this discus-
sion comes too late in the debate -- follow-
ing the totality of the line-by-line analysis.
The placement of this response may be bet-
ter understood by the chronological se-
quence of the Socratic technique. In addi-
tion, the arbitrariness of the "Three Rea-
sons" standard is suspect. The conceptual
definition of the argumentative situation
will dictate the scope of the hypothesis re-
sponse. In some situations there may be
merely one great reason rather than three.
In some debates, it may be ten reasons
which force the opponents away from the
hypothesis responses presented in their last
speech. The critical factor is the number of
reasons depends on the conceptual situa-
tion. The third step in the line-by-line analy-
sis or refutation. Given the current empha-
sis on this form of debate practice, cuirent
teaching seems sufficient versus "defen-
sive" responses by the oppenent. In regard
to "offensive" responses (for example,
counterdefinitions on topicality or turn-
arounds on disadvantages or kritiks), how-
ever, the student should leam to employ
the entire arsenal of Socratic technique
against each element of the offensive re-
spomnse.

Finally comes the stage of synthesis.
Itis critical to recognize this as an indepen-
dent step following the refutation stage.
Otherwise the synthesis stage which is so
critical to student-judge common under-
standing gets lost in the art of refutation.

Synthesis is an art in itself and needs to be
incorporated following the refutation to
demonstrate the student's awareness and
honest assessment of the preceding string
of points. Golden refers to this as a modifi-
cation of the original position in light of the
argumentation to that point, Rarely do de-
baters do this. It is an important art to learn
to incorporate into both constructives and
rebuttals. The synthetic step is a modifica-
tion of the original argument. If the oppo-
nent ignores the modification and simply
retains its original attacks, the Jack of clash
will be obvious. In addition, most judges
are left to synthesize the arguments and are
subsequently berated by the losing team
for poor synthesis. The obvious solution is
to incorporate the synthesis stage into the
art of extension as perhaps the most impor-
tant component. Two types of synthesis
which are employed late in some debates
can be incorporated into initial extension --
the even-if synthesis and the risk assess-
ment synthesis. Even-if synthesis assesses
a position in light of accepting the possible
truth of the opponents' responses. For ex-
ample, "All the arguments are just defen-
sive link mitigators. The evidence in the shell
and the link extension evidence is sufficient
to provide a significant probability of the
mpact." Risk assessment is practiced much
better with the possible exception of com-
paring the standards of risk assessment.
Often debaters will use one standard to
measure the risk of their arguments and a
much stricter standard in the evaluation of
opponents' arguments' risk. The main
trouble with current argumentative assess-
ment is that it comes within the refutation.
Often the risk assessment comes in the form
of blips on the flowsheet. It is important for
us to teach that the art of synthesis is sepa-
rate from refutation and needs to be devel-
oped separately. In other words, debaters
know how to make risk assessment type ar-
guments, but don't understand when to
make these synthetic arguments. Accord-
ing to our analysis of the Socratic technique,
it 1s this synthetic stage which demonstrates
most clearly the difference between false
and philosophical rhetoric. It is not wise to
let it be lost in the blither of a sequence of
refutation. Fortunately, the chronological-
sequential explanation of the Socratic tech-
nique Golden outlines demonstrates the
proper stage for risk assessment at the point
of hypothesis modification following line-
by-line analysis,

We feel that the Socratic technique
teaches students to honestly assess the big
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picture of the interactions of various posi-
tions in the debate. So many judges' evalu-
ations suggest that the outcome was deter-
mined by poor choices that it seems tbat
the most important area for improving de-
bate education is a method for teaching the
proper means of choice-making, The diffi-
culty with most methods for choice-making
are that they are inflexible. Invariably when
we bave coached our teams conceming a
particular strategy in a round, as the situa-
tion enfolds in the debate a completely dif-
ferent set of choices is most strategic. Asa
result we back off from a particular strategic
method and leave room to the students and
the flexibility backfires as they make no
choices or poor choices. Fortunately, the
Socratic technique provides an excellent
method for students to employ during the
debate to determine the most intelligent
choices. The process involved moving the
question for Socratic dialogue to a higher
level of abstraction -- from individual posi-
tions to the round as a whole. This concep-
tual stage employs an internal dialogue to
determine the honest conceptual definition
of the round. The process of internal dia-
logue helps students escape their subjec-
tivity and begin to view the debate as a
whole in the manner that the judge is asked
to evaluate it. The students should inter-
nally present both the hypothesis that they
lost the debate and the best intellectually
honest reasons for that assessment as well
as the hypothesis that they won the debate
and the most persuasive reasons for that
assessment. The refutation stage involves
going through all the particular positions
and arguments on the flowsheet. In terms
of positions they once again should begin
with the perspective that they lost the ar-
gument and then that they won. In the syn-
thesis stage the student will learn which
choices to make. The student will leamn
which arguments require substantial atten-
tion and which can be covered quickly.
Mostimportantly, perhaps, the student will
learn the best introduction for the rebuttal
answering the question, "Why are you win-
ning this debate?" The answer will reflect
the entire debate as opposed to a given
position. Such a synthesis prevents the
opponent from winning by the strategy of
going where you don't because your intro-
duction will have justified your assessment
of the entire debate strategy of your time
allocation.

Conclusion
We have attempted a conceptual defi-
(Krug and Rhaesa to Page 48)



UNIVERSITY OF KENTUCKY

Home of The National Tournament of Champions o8

1998 POLICY INSTITUTES

Three Week One Week
Institute : Institute

June 19 - July 12, 1998 June 19 - June 28, 1938
Tuition - $540 Tuttlo_n -- £325
Housing/Mesals - $546 Housing/Meals -- $255

1998 INSTITUTE FELLOWS 1998 INSTITUTE FELLOWS
1998 INSTITUTE STAFF

(all are definite unless siarred - others to be added - see April Rastrunr)

DANIEL DAVIS: Champion debater, University of GA; runner up 1997 NDT National
Champion; first place USC, Navy; semi-finals, Harvard; Institute Instructor, Texas,
Emory, and Kentucky.

DAN FITZMIER: Senior champion debater, Emory University; Institute Fellow,
1993; Kentucky and Emory Institute Staff, 1996 and 1997. A —) ;
Raja Gaddipati entuey Ty institute Sta an Tina Valkanoff
MBA, TN Head Royce, CA
DAVID HEIDT: NDT Champion, Emory, 1996; Assistant Coach, Emory University,
1996-1997; Instructor, Emory Institute, 1994, 95, 96; Kentucky 1996 and 1997.

JOSH HOE: Debate Coach, formerly Arizona State, currently North Texas State Coach;
CEDA National Champion debater, CSU, OK; Institutc Instructor, UMKC, Arizona
State, Emporia State and Kentucky.

GEORGE KOUROS: Senior champion debater, Emory; Institute Fellow, 1994; TOC
i National Champion, 1995; Institute Staff, Emory, Stanford and Kentucky.

Amy McIntyre Srikanth Reddy

El Cerrito, CA * PAUL SKIERMONT: University of Kentucky champion debater; twice first place Appleton-East, WI
speaker at NDT; 1991 TOC Champion; Assistant Debatc Coach 1996-97, University of
Louisville, and 1997-98 at Harvard; Institute Instructor five years, Kentucky and Stanford.

LESLIE WADE: Sophomore champion debater, Emory; [nstitute Fellow, 1995; Ken-
tucky and Emory Institute staff, 996 and 1997.

Guest Lecturer:
DR. DAVID HINGSTMAN: University of lowa, Guest Lecturer.

Jake Foster Housing Director: Ma] Hulbanni
Head Royce, CA MS. ALMA NICHOLSON: Collins Hill HS, GA Groves HS, MI

For an application to Institute and scholarship information, write to:

Dr. J. W, Patterson, Director of Debate
205 Frazee Hail
University of Kenfucky
Lexington, Kentucky 40506-0031
(606) 257-6523

Sean Lobo
Glenbrook North, IL

Sarah Miller Travis Swearingen o Rashad Evans
Unv. School, TN . MBA, TN Newark Science, NY




UNIVERSITY OF KENTUCKY

Home of

The National Tournament of Champions

1998 Lincoln-Douglas Institutes

Three Week Two Week

Institute Institute

June 19 - July 12, 1998 Jone 19 - July 5, 1998
Tuition -- $540 Tustion -- $440

Housing/Meals -- $546 Housing/Meals -- $395

1998 INSTITUTE STAFF

(see April Rostrum for complete Staff)

JASON BALDWIN: PART TIME (POSSIBLY FULL TIME) GUEST
LECTURER, CRITIC AND TEACHER: 1997 Philosophy
Graduate, Wheaton College, IL; LD debater, Vestavia Hills, Alabama,;
first place LD wins: TOC; two times at Glenbrooks and Glenbrooks
Round Robin; §t. Mark's; Barkley Forum; Wake Forest and Bronx
RR. Taught at five institutes including Kentucky, lowa, Samford,
Emory, WI.

MICHAEL K. BIETZ: LD Coach, Hopkins HS, MN; Unv. MN.
Philosophy major; has coached debaters to elim rounds at Bronx, St.
Mark's, Greenhill, Glenbrooks, Harvard, NFL and TOC; member
TOC Advisory Council and TOC Tab Room Staff member.

LEAH HALVORSON; Rising sophomore Philosophy-Psychology
major, Reed College, Portland, OR; four year LD debater, Apple
Valley, MN; participant in three LD RR's: Bronx, Glenbrooks and
MBA; first place Bronx; TOC; two times State Champion in
informative speaking and original oratory.

SCOTT ROBINSON: 1997 Graduate, Political Philosephy, Unv of Texas,
Dallas; 1994-1997 LD Coach, Newman Smith HS, Dallas; Coached
debaters to elim rounds at many tournaments ineluding semi-finalists
at Emory and Isidore Newman; contributing writer to Paradigm
Research, Inc., on NFL-LD topics with emphasis on applying
political phifesophy; member, 1997 Kentucky Institute Staff.

Institute Philosophy and Aims

The staff believes that fixed approaches to what is best for L-D are
counter-productive: we believe that a variety of strategies and arguments,
with varying levels of justification are possible. We therefore encourage
the participants to think of the justifications for their strategies and argu-
ments before, during and after debating. In order to emphasize this thought-
ful justificatory approach to debate, we last year offered, over the course
of three weeks:

--advanced philosophy lectures and discussions on Kant,
utilitarianism, virtue ethics, social contract theories, and
alternatives to social contract theories

--lectures, pane! discussions, demonstrations, and extensive
question-and-answer scssions on strategy

--small-group brainsterming sessions on possible L-D resolutions

--library research

--seminars to discuss relevant philesophical essays read by all
participants

--praetice rounds on possibte NFL resolutions, with extensive oral
critiques by the faculty.

Quite simply, we aim to teach clear, thoughtful, reasonable argurmen-

tation.

1998 INSTITUTE FELLOW

';L

Steve Davis
Roosevelt HS, TA

Michael Osofsky
Isidore Newman, LA

Lmdsey- Jandal
Grapevine HS, TX

Emily Pryor
Hopking HS, MN

i

Ben Silbermann

Heidi Kamp
Roosevelt HS, TA

Apple Valley HS, MN

Not Pictured:
Ben Schultz

Max Clarke Stuyvesant, Julie Ajinkya
San Antonio Lee HS, TX NY Randolph HS, Ni
Institute Options

The Two-Week Institute: Lectures and Discussions, with minimal
practice rounds.

The Three-Week Institute: A third week of practice rounds; ad-
vanced, small-group sessions; and even more individual attention.

For an application and Institute and scholarship information, write to:

Dr. I. W. Patterson, Director of Debate
205 Frazee Hall
University of Kentucky
Lexington, Kentucky 40506-0031
(606) 257-6523




48

(Shapiro from Page 9)

Resolved: Limiting Constitutional
Liberties is a just response to terrorism in
the United States.

An affirmative debater may contend
that preventing terrorism at the expense of
Constitutional liberties serves the greatest
good for the greatest number. An effective
negative debater might respond that, in our
society, Constitutional liberties are an im-
portant part of the greatest good for the
greatest number. Moreover, he could argue
that the resolution undermines human dig-
nity because liberty is essential to human
dignity and that depriving people of their
liberties treats them as means to the end of
preventing terrorism.

In general, using Utilitarianism as a
value or a criterion in Lincoln-Douglas De-
bate is a bad idea. Inmany cases, it can be
turned against you, as the discussion of
the last resolution suggests. Even worse,
an effective opponent will back you into a
comer where you have to acknowledge that
Utilitarianism allows people to be treated as
means to ends and shows little respect for

(Krug and Rhaesa from Page 45)
nition of the Socratic tectmique based on
the persona of Socrates as reported by ex-
perts in Socratic thetoric, The definition in-
cludes a sequential four step process and
several qualifiers based on Socrates’ own
pedagogical beliefs. Unfortunately, we lack
the background in classical rhetoric and ar-
gumentation to adequately develop the de-
tails of the Socratic dialogues as depicted
by Plato. In addition we did not consider
other classical evidence conceming the
character and methods of Socrates. Perhaps
a comparison between the references from
Platonic sources and from Xenophonic
sources would provide a more meaningful
adduction process. We encourage schol-
ars in these fields to augment our efforts.
Our original hypothesis was that the
Socratic technique might be a fruitful av-
enue for debate education. We refuted the
original hypothesis in the name of efficiency.
The time constraints on instructors prevent
us from being all places at all times. Our
modified hypothesis suggests teaching the
students to think Socratically by teaching
them the Socratic method. This appears a
reasonable pedagogical suggestion akin to
teaching the students the use of the scien-

human dignity. It's more defensible to ar-

gue that, in certain cases such as those
under the resolution, the threat to society
is 50 grave that liberty must be limited than
to argue for a general Utilitarian approach.
By contrast, using the Categorical
Imperative can be very effective because it
allows you to be the champion of human
dignity and respect for people.
Read this
Immanual Kant, Political Writings.
John Stuart Mill, Unlitarianism.

The Social Contract, order, liberty,
the Categorical
Imperative, and Utilitarianism: A
synthesis for Lincoln-Douglas
Debate

How do all of these philosophical
paradigms fit together? There is a strong
correlation between Utilitarian philosophy
and an approach to the Social Contract
which emphasizes order over liberty. Often
times, sacrificing some liberty for order up-
holds the greatest good for the greatest

tific method in natural and social science
courses. Such an approach gains the
strengths of the Socratic approach we have
outlined while avoiding the danger of ad-
ministrative hemlock for ignoring our other
duties.

Finally, we should add that improv-
ing our expertise in the Socratic method may
be useful in other areas of debate educa-
tion. Future research could consider the in-
terdisciplinary nature of the Socratic tech-
nique as a means of teaching quality argu-
mentative content across the multi-disci-
plined fields of arguments which appear in
resolutions from year to year. The debaters
would become responsible for expertise
within the field and the coach would test
their preparation Socratically. This forces
them to focus their positions and defend
their expertise to several lines of extension.
Unfortunately such a discussion would re-
quire a deeper understanding of argumen-
tation theories concerning the concepts of
fields of argument than our collective long
term miemories could produce. We hope that
interested scholars who are more involved
in such theories might suggest the possi-
bilities such a coaching approach might
entail. Finally, it seems obvious that the

number. For example, we are searched for
narcotics and firearms at the airport, which
arguably is a limitation of our Fourth Amend-
ment right to be free from unreasonable
search and seizure, because a well-ordered
society has an interest in controlling drugs
and terrorism. In short, emphasizing order
over liberty often serves Utilitarian prin-
ciples.

Contrariwise, there is a correlation
between non-consequentialist philosophy
and an approach to the Social Contract
which emphasizes liberty over order. Ifone
begins with the principle that people’s fun-
damental rights are inalienable because they
are based upon human dignity, one must
conclude that these rights cannot be taken
away even to serve the greatest good for
the greatest number. Phrased another way,
to take away people's liberties for the sake
of order would be to use people as means
to the end of serving the greatest good for
the greatest number through social order.

For a broad understanding of West-
ernl political philosophy, read Leo Strauss,
History of Political Philosophy.

Socratic technique could be used in a com-
pletely different arena of debate education
-- the pedagogical role of the judge. It would
be interesting to see if a paradigm based on
a refined conceptual definition of the
Socratic technique might bridge some of the
current misunderstanding between strict
constructionists and argument evaluators.
It appears that theoretical discussion of
paradigms will once again be necessary to
synthesize the different styles which are
gradually merging across the United States.
Given that the judges hold the power of
defeat orvictory, it seems that such consid-
erations of methods to transcend the pecu-
liarities of many different judging perspec-
tives might help the debaters know what is
expected in any given round. Such a judi-
cial synthesis would make the merging of
debate styles a much easier prospect for
the students for which this game is de-
signed.

{This article originally appeared in the
Kansas Speech Journal. Eric Krug was
Sformerly director of debate at Ft. Scott
(KS) State University. David Rhaesa was
a champion collegiate debater.)



THE 1998 UNIVERSITY OF
TEXAS NATIONAL INSTITUTE
IN FORENSICS

Our staff is the most comprehensive in the country, offering National Championship
coaches and competitors in EVERY AREA of instruction. We believe our commitment
to excellence in an well-rounded Forensics program is unmatched. Last year’s
faculty included:

David Breshears, Texas Randy Cox, Milton Academy Eric Emerson, Texas
Tony Figliola, Holy Ghost Prep Casey Garcia, Texas Lindsay Harrison, USC
Meg Howell, Mountain Yiew HS Kevin Kuswa, Texas, Georgetown  Brian McBride, Texas
Bill Shanahan, Texas Deborah Simon, Miiton Academy Sonja Starr, Harvard
Lesley Wexler, Michigan Elizabeth White, Churchill HS Matthew Whitley, Texas

We Remain Committed to providing students with an affordable, high-quality education. Tentative dates:

CX DEBATE WORKSHOP JUNE26- JuLY 13
CX DEBATE PLAN Il WORKSHOP JuLYy 17 - AUGUST 5
INDIVIDUAL EVENTS WORKSHOP JUNE27-JuLy 12
I.LE. TUTORIAL EXTENSION JuLy [2--JuLy 17
LD DEBATE WORKSHOP SESSION 1 JUNE 27-JULY 12
LD DEBATE WORKSHOP SESSION 2 FuLy 17 - AUGUST i
(CX DEBATE SUPERSESSION JUNE 26--AUGUST 3

TEACHERS AND BARTON SCHOLARS WELCOME

* air-conditioned suites * instruction in all NFL, CFL, TFA, & UIL forensic events
* 3 meals a day weekdays, 2 on weekends * need based tuition reductions

* commuter and coach rates available » US’s 6th largest public library

* low cost and high quality staff ¢ lots of free copies

¢ curriculum designed to address all sides of theoretical controversies

The University of Texas at Austin has won the American Forensic Association
National Debate Tournament--National Individual Events Tournament
Overall Championship for the last flve years in a row.

THE UTNIF is the only Austin Institute that: (1) is sanctioned by the University of Texas, (2)
provides authorized access to the University of Texas library.

For more information and a brochure when available, contact Dr. Peter Pober, Dept. of Speech Communication,
Jesse H. Jones Center, CMA 7.114, Austin, TX 78712
(office) 512 471 1957 (fax) 512 471 3504 or e-mail ppober@mail.utexas.edu or Dr. Joel Rollins at

jd.rollins @mail.utexas.edun
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NAME _____ _ _ PHONE _______________
ADDRESS ____ __ __ _ . CITY/STATE ________ . ____ iy __
HIGH SCHOOL _— - COACH __ —_—

PHONE SCHOOL ADDRESS
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As Featured

Institute Directors:

Linda M. Collier

Director of Instruction

Under Collier's direction, UMKC’s debate squad
became the first in history to win both the Cross
Examination Debate Association {CEDA} and
Mational Debate Tournament (NDT) National
Points Championships in the same year, 1997.
The UMKC debate squad has ranked in the top
20 of the CEDA rankings for the past 10
consecutive years and has won four national
championships in the past four years. UMKC
debaters have won tournaments at the
University of Southern California, University of
South Carolina, University of Utah and Cornell
University, among others.

David Genco Kingston,

Director of Policy Debate

David is the assistant director of debate at
UMKC and formerly coached at the University
of Morth Texas and University of Kansas. Winner
of the 1994 CEDA Mational Tournament, David
has been on staff at Kentucky, Stanford and SDI.

Other Confirmed Faculty:
Martin Glendinning, director of debate for
Broken Arrow Public Schools in Oklahoma, has
been a three-time qualifier and octa-finalist at
the NDT. He coached and assisted nine
Oklahoma State Champions, 12 NFL national
qualifying teams, and a TOC quarter-finalist and
third speaker.

Jim Haefele, debate coach at Macalester
College, was a nationally successful high school
and college debater. Haefele has previously
been on staff at Michigan State and Emporia
State high school institutes as well SDL

Myron K. King, an assistant coach at UMKC, is
a former debater at Morehouse and UMKC. He
has been on the teaching staff of the SDI for
three years, As a debater, King won the 1997
HBCU Inviational, was in the final round of the
1996 USMA tournament and was in elimination
rounds at USC, UCQ, GSL and CEDA Mationals.

Chris Riffer, director of debate and forensics at
Blue Valley High School, is a highly successful
high school coach and teacher. He is a former
UMKC debater whose accomplishments set
squad records during his four-year career.

Jenny Barker and Scott Betz, UMKC’s top
debate team, were winners in 1997-98 of the
USC tournament and invited to the USC,
Redlands, and Jesuit Round Robin tournaments.

8 UMKC

Policy Debate Phase |

Evidence production is shared between labs, and debaters are taught research
skills along with debating skills. Policy evidence photocopy costs are included in
the price of the institute. There is an eight-round, concluding policy debate
tournament and a minimum of four additional practice rounds included in the two-
week general session schedule. Phase | is open to students of all levels, but is
limited to the first 120 who apply. Save up to $50 for “early bird” registration by
June 1.

Residential and Commuter options available;
$715 — Residential by fune 1
$765 — Residential affer fune 1

5415 — Commuter by fune 1
$450 — Commuter after fune 1

Policy Debate Phase 1l

Exceptional team debaters are invited to apply for an additional week of study.
During that third week, the student-faculty ratio will be 2-1. Special emphasis will
be given to refining speaking skills and developing competitive strategies. Partici-
pants in Phase Il wilt complete two video-taped practice rounds each day along
with speaking drills. Phase [ is for advanced students and is limited to 16 qualified
applicants.

All Phase Il applications are due June 1.

Resident option only (no Commuter) available:
$1,135 for Phase | and Il
Up to 3 hours of college credit is available to all students for $45 per credit hour.

Coaches Workshop

Coaches will be offered residential or commuter training on the 1998-99 policy
topic. Graduate credit is available, but enrollees do not have to purchase graduate
credit to participate in the workshop. Continuing education credit is available for a
portion of the workshop (See Coaches Weekends below).

Resident and Commuter options available:
5770 - Residential/Private Room $425 — Commuter
$725 — Residential/Shared Room

Continuing education credit is not included in the above costs (see below}.

Coaches Weekends

In conjuction with the institute, a two-weekend course is available for 2 credit
hours through continuing education. It meets from 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. the first
weekend for lectures and from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. during the institute debate
tournament on the second weekend. Coaches can participate in both the non-
credit workshop and in the class simultaneously. Continuing education fees are
paid directly to UMKC, not through the insitute.

The tuition includes air-conditioned dormitory housing (double accupancy),
a flexible meal plan, instruction and a complete set of camp evidence for
debaters. All of the UMKC classroom and library facilities are air conditioned.
A non-residential option for allows local residents to forgo paying dormitory
and/or meal costs.
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SUMMER DEBATE INSTITUTE

Policy Debate Phase |
Policy Debate Phase Ii
Coaches Workshop
Coaches Weekends

July 6-19

July 20-26

July 6-19

July 11-12 & 18-19

Send your $50 deposit today to receive application forms and information;
, enrollment is limited to 120. Before june 1, instruction, evidence, room
and board are only $715. After June 1, the rate increases to $765.

O
S
r"“ai;
1998 UMKC SUMMER POLICY DEBATE AND CDACHES EVENTS INSTITUTE APPLICATION uﬂa'y
o m——
{ Circle One> Policy Debate Phase | Palicy Debate Phase 1l Coaches Workshop Coaches Weekends
T — july 6-19 july 20-26 July 6-19 July 11-12 & 18-19
{ Circle One Residential Option Commuter Option
T —— {Policy Debate Phase | & I, Coaches Workshop) (Policy Debate Phase I only, Coaches Workshop, Coaches Weekends)

REGISTRATION DEADLINE: JUNE 26, 1998 ¢ COMPLETE PAYMENT DUE: JULY 6, 1998

Name Age
Address

City State Zip

High School High School Address

Social Security Number E-mail Address

Phone Number D - { ) E-{ )

Parent’s Name (N/A for Coaches)

Parent’s Signature (N/A for Coaches)

You will receive detailed registration forms and information upon receipt of your application and fee.

University of Missouri-Kansas City
5100 Rockhill Road

Kansas City, MO 64110-2499
Fax: (816) 235-5539

E-mail: Imcollier@cctr.umke.edu

RETURN FORM AND $50 DEPOSIT (NON-REFUNDABLE) TO: UM_& Linda M. Collier, Director
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NATIONAL CENTER FOR POLICY ANATLYSIS
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ENERGIZE YOUR
RENEWABLE ENERGY RESEARCH!

The National Center for Policy Analysis has assembled valuable information for high school
debaters on the renewable energy topic. Highlights include:

Explanations of various sources of renewable and nonrenewable energy.

MUST HAVE MATERIAL FOR THE NEGATIVE CASE: A study by

Robert Bradley, Ir. (Institutefor Energy Research) on Why Renewable Energy is
not Cheap and Not Green.

® UNIQUE MATERIAL FOR THE NEGATIVE SIDE: Rebuttal to Specific
Affirmative Arguments, including: why we're never going to run out of energy,
why energy independence is a mistaken goal and why we shouldn't do anything in
the near future about global warming.

® Links to many other useful sites.

The www.ncpa.org site is well organized. It allows you to go in, get your needs met and get
out quickly. It's ideal for people just beginning research. It covers all the main renewable
technologies, and has superb glossaries for people who don't know the meaning of key terms.

It's also a quick way to learn the legislative environment of the energy market to get a firm grip
on its nature.

As many will remember from the health care topic a few years back and the crime topic last
year, NCPA's powerful market-oriented analysis proved useful both in preparing market-based
affirmatives and in attacking new government programs. NCPA's pro-market approach to public
policy comes through, but our webmaster is unstinting in providing links to a wide variety of
different kinds of sources.

Visit the NCPA's Website at http:/www.ncpa.org

Click on the HS Debate icon and you're there!

NATIONAL CENTER FOR POLICY ANALYSIS

12655 North Central Expressway, Dallas, Texas 75243 @ 972-386-6272 @ Fax: 972—3?6-0924
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COUNCIL CANDIDATES
[ THIRTEEN SEEK COUNCIL SEATS

The biannual election which will choose four directors to the NFL Executive Council, elect a council alternate, and establish an order for other
alternates, will take place in March and April of this year. The four elected directors will each serve a four year term,

All seats are not up for election. Councilors L.D. Nacgelin, Billy Tate, Donus D). Roberts, and Frank Sferra were elected in 1996 to four year terms and
theiv seats will require clection in 2000.

Batlots will be mailed to ehapters on March 20. Chapters not receiving a ballot by April 10 should contact the national office. The deadline for
returning ballots is May 1 (postmark). The number of votes a chapter may east is based upon total members and degrees on record as of May 1. The count
| will be done by Dr, James Heeht of Credentialling Services; all ballots will be mailed directly to him. No ballots should be sent to the national office nor will
nationa} office personnel or candidates see any ballots.

The order that candidates appear in this March Rostrum and the order that candidates appear on the ballot were determined in separate drawings
conducted by NFL Compiroller Carol Zanto, Statements and pictures were furnished by the candidates and not edited.

For more inforniation consuit the NFL Constitution [Artiele VII B] and the NFL Chapter Manual [XI:NFL Elections]

Mike Burton

As a forensic educator for twenty-nine years, I have seen the movement from recipe boxes in team debate to five or six
tubs of information. Lincoln-Douglas debate has entered the fray and speeeh events have gone from four basic events to
numercus types at numerous tournaments that teams fly into from around the United States. Are all these changes good? Clearly
that will be answered by how successful both the National Forensic League and the National Federation of High Schools are in
keeping speech and debate programs going m ALL high schoels and junior highs. My goal as a member of the executive couneil
would be to work with both of these organizations to continue our activity in inner-city suburban and large "blue eollar” public
sehools throughout the United States. National level competition is a viable activity, but clearly from the artieles in the Rostrum
over the last few years; we see a growing eoncern from some coaches and administrators aboul national eompetition with the -
cost and time out of sehool vs, loeal competition and the educational desires of some. | ’\I

I see myself as a bridge between these two groups as the director of one of the largest programs in the state of Washington '
at Auburn Sentor High School with one hundred students competing locally and yet still traveling nationally seven to eight times a year. We need to bring the
two groups together and resolve coneerns on both sides. If we do not the administrators will resolve it for us,

My background takes in twenly-nine years of coaching both at small schools and large schools, from a small program of twelve to a program of over
one hundred. [ am active in the NFL as district chairperson, altemalte to the council and have served at nationals as chair of cratory and in cross examination
tab. I also have been active in the National Federation both in speeeh and debate and as President of the Natjonal Federation of Interscholastic Offieials
Association. My strength is in negotiations and dealing with confliet; 1 feel these strengths are needed on the executive council at this time, Vote for somebody
from the Pacifie Northwest who will work to bring people and groups together. Vote for Mike Burton, Auburn High School.

Kandi Kiog

Arriving at the decision to throw my proverbial hat into the NFL ring has not been hasty. 1 have sought input from
friends and colleagues and, while all of them have encouraged me to run, none have mattered more than the one person who said
simply to me last Sunday, "I think you should." That one person 1s Lanny Naegelin, my mentor, my colleague and my friend.
And, like so many of you have often asked, how do you say "No" to Mr. Naegelin? So, when 1 said, "OK, Lanny", tny next
question became, "So what do I say in this ‘pitch' 1 am to write for the Rostrum?" There is nothing unique about me, so what do
I have to offer?

Well, T first offer my ability to listen - to you as teachers, ecaches, colleagues. Truly, everyone has a story, a perspective,
and everyone deserves a listener who is willing to reserve judgemenl until as much as can be known is known and to empathize
even when a decision may not ultimately be the decision we want it to be. After all, 50% of the communication proeess is
listening!

Students also need a listening ear. There is so much diversity in the population of the NFL. Our students eome from every advantage and disadvantage
and, as an organization, we need to remember that daily. Our students participate and believe strongly in their events, be it policy debate or humorous interp.
As a coach, | have coached them ali, and not always well, but always with love and the desirc to do the best for my students.

[ finally offer a sense of fair play and my love of this activity. Neither of these are my characteristics and mine alone! The truth is they are yours, theirs
and mine. The NFL is an organization, however, that is unique beeause it enables all of us to share these common denominators.

I will bring nothing unique to the NFL table. What I bring, however, is a representation of what all of us invelved in speech and debate education bring
on a daily basis - a love of what we do, of who we teach and eoach, and of those with whom we work. Northing more and ngver anything less.

Don Crabtree

Lyndon Baines Johnson once noted that duty is not a reward, but an increased respensibility. It is the essenee of these
feelings with whieh [ have tried to serve you and your students while serving on the Executive Council for the National Forensic
League. It is a responsibility that [ take very seriously.

1 am always impressed with the insight and dedication of the eurrent council; however, [ still feel that the area of
individual events is underrepresented. I feel that my experienee in this area has been a positive foree on the eouneil.

I am an agtive coach with twenty-seven years of teaching and ecaching experienee. I am actively involved in suymmer
institutes that promote individual events training. I have ccaehed at a small, private school and at a large, suburban school. 1
coach team, L. 3., and all of the individual events. Although my current school, Park Hill, is a large ehapter, we eannot travel
extensively and we are responsible for a large portion of our budget. We work very hard to promote speech and debate
experiences for as many students as possible. [ am aware of and daily deal with the problems of fund-raising, finding enough time
to eoach "everything," the daily challenge of motivating students, balancing family-life and respensibilities and justifying the existence of this outslanding
activity. 1 feel my experienee and commitment will allow me to represent the diverse populations of this activity.

[ have enjoyed being your host for two national tournaments and just reeently received my fifth diamond award. | am commitied and dedicated to the
National Forensic League and you!

I strongly believe in a manageable and fair distriet and national toumament. [ also firmly believe and practiee that each and every eoaeh and student
is important and must be treated fairly and with dignity!

I will continue to take a personal interest in students and coaches from all areas of the eounty. I believe and_praetiee that one must be a good lisiener
in order to be a decisive advocate of change and policy. I take my responsibility of serving as your elected council member very seriously. As your voice in the
National Forensic League, 1 will eontinue to serve you and your students. 1 ask you and your students for your support.
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Jacqueline F. Feote

Serving the National Forensic League national family of students and coaches would certainly be 2 grand opportunity for
kindness returned. Over the past twenty-six years as an educator and speech coach, many fine individuals in speech edueation
have influenced my life and the lives of my students. By serving on the National Forensic League Executive Council, I could
carry the forensic torch others have faithfully held high.

As a two diamond coach, the host of the suecesstul '96 Tarheel Forensic League (North Carolina's state forensic
organization), recipient of the North Carolina Governor's Award for Qutstanding Speech Educator, North Carolina's Coach of
the Year for two consecutive years, a reeipient of the Time Honored Coach Award presented by the T.W. Andrews Burford
Forum, a former member of the Future Nationals Committee, a former member of the C.A.R.E. Committee, and a national
toumnament official serving under NFL couneil member Harold Keller in the National Student Congress, 1 have been blessed by
the opportunities to serve my fellow coaches and forensic students. Forensics is an important part of my life. As an educator
and coach, [ sincerely believe that forensic aetivities have the power to change the lives of young people and thus impact society in a positive way.

My platform for candidaey is twe-pronged. First, the tremendous help I received from the North Carclina forensie eoaches and the local and state
governments, businesses, industries, volunteers, and school officials while putting together the '96 Tarheel Nationals included sacrificial gifts of time, talent,
hard work, and monetary support. Hosting the national tournament was a joy, one of the highlights of my life. I would like to share the lessons leamed from
puiting together a national tournament. As executive council member, [ would enjoy serving as a national tournament consultant to the local host chair in
the areas of organizational hicrarchy and detail on the jocal level and structured fund-raising methods (o insure a debt-frec national tournament.

Secondly, | believe now is the time to approach the various state departments of public instruction in states where specech is not a requirement for
graduation. The concern for raising student expectations and student performance has never been more evident than now as we face the threshold of the third
millennium. Until speech is required as a unit for graduation, our nation's students will not be provided the opportunitics for integrated knowledge and leaming
in critieal thinking, ethics, rescarch skills, leadership skills, and public speaking skills. As the national organization which addresses speech education, what
better vehicle than the National Forensic League to design a public relations campaign to bring this dream to fruition. Perhaps then the problems veteran
coaches see in forensic education with coach retention and reaching students with higher level decision-making skills will then somewhat diminish.

I have often been aceused of exhibiting a missionary zeal for forensic edueation. And, yes, I am guilty as charged. Coaehing students and mentoring
new coaches in the various areas of forensic education is time well spent. Thank goodness, my husband Ralph is understanding and suppertive. [ respectfully
request your open-minded consideration of me as a viable candidate for the National Forensic League Exeeutive Counctl. The only promise 1 can make is that
[ am not afraid of hard work and will use the Puritan work ethic to help make future ventures of the National Forcnsic League suecessful. I covel your vote
of confidencc and the opportunity to represent you, my national forensic family. I am more than willing to "go forth to scrve.”

Cat Horner Bennett

Some of you may be surprised by my decision to tun for the Executive Couneil. Several coachcs have expressed their
concern that events surrounding my resignation were unfairly orchestrated. These and other coaches are concerned that the
interests and beliefs 1 support are no longer adequately voiced in Council debate. At their request, I offer myself to you as a
candidate. Those of you who elected me the last time 1 ran, had largely no say in my remaining on the Councif. Now you will,
1 am committed, as | always have been, to the following beliefs.

1. The NFL must have room for all types of programs and philosophies. I have coached in New Mexico, Nebraska,
IHinois, and Wyoming. [ am active in coaehing both dcbatc and individual events. I have coached at schools that were
financially blessed, and I also know whalt it is like to sell candy bars in the backwaters. [ believe | have a broader experience than
most with the full range and type of programs in our membership. Smaller, poorer programs feel disenfranchised, and that is
Wrong.

2. 1 am proud to have been a founding member of the CARE committee to promote and expand opportunities for eoaches. The summer CARE
workshops, the fcllowships to the national toumament, and the aid given by CARE Lo states and districts 1o enhance coach education arc endangered. These
Jabois of love cannot be allowed to disappear.

3. Through the CARE committee and my own example, [ have sought to increase the participation of wommen and minorities in this activity. There
is still much to be done here, and I believe 1 am a strong advocate in this regard.

If you fear, as I do, that the NFL is increasingly prone to a hidden agenda that does not represent the necds of much of its membership, it is time to
make that known with your ballot.

W.E. Schuetz

I have taught and coached speech and debate for twenty-four years, twenty of it as a member of the National Forensic
League, During this time the league program has provided my students with recognition, rewards, and incentives for individual
effort and personal exccllence. In the league, the student is the winner; the student is the focus.

Since becoming a member of the National Forensic League, 1 have promoted and supported its programs whenever and
wherever I could. At the district level, I have worked in the Extemp Draw, as event chairs, and in recruiting new sehools. [ was
elected to the district committee in two districts and with the support of my colleagues, I was elected district chair for eight
years. For six national toumaments, [ was in the tab room. On the state level, I serve on a number of committees and direct
contestls which promote speech and drama. Recently, T was elected treasurer of our state organization, Three years ago, | was
invited to participatc in the National Federation of State High School Assoeiations Debate Topic Selection mecting. With a
eolleague, we wrote the United Nations topic and the most recent Latin Ameriea topic. [ have accepted a nomination to serve
on the wording committee for the National Federation, which is a four year commitment.

To me, the most important fask I perform is promoting the activitics and organizations which allow students to learn and grow in speeeh and drama.
I am excited about what 1 do; T work hard to help students succecd! I hope you will support my efforts by eleeting me to the Executive Council of the National
Forensic League. [ appreciate your consideration.
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Hareld C. Keller

Seme call me "Mr. Congress.” T appreciate the title but I hope that all might view me as a caring person eoncemed with
all aspects of the speech program.

1 know that my program is similar to the majority of other programs. Therefore, [ am empathetie with the concems and
problems thal many face. I am a elassroom teacher with six assignments. I know the headache of fund raising and of being the
only Coach in a program. §till, I have Coached 42 students to the National Toumament during my 32 years of teaching. [ have
experienced the joy of having Coached a National Champion and I have also felt the agony of self doubt during those lean years
of student reeognition.

1 have been awarded the NFL Serviee Key, two Service Awards, and the Gold Award for serving as a District Chairperson.
[ am a Fourth Diamond Coach. In 1990 | was indueted into the NFL Hall of Fame. I have tried to make eontributions to the
forensic community through Resfrum articles and regional presentations, I have served in the National Student Congress for
over 20 years. However, [ view my recognition in NFL as secondary. | hope rather that T might be remembered for my consistently promoting honesty,
fairness, and elhics, and "Students First." I believe that the reeord will show my initiative, advoeacy, and support of student activities.

I pledge myself and talent to the Coaches of today and the leaders of tomonmow. I would appreciate one of your votes in this NFL Council Eleetion.
We still have much to accomplish and 1 would appreeiate the opportunity of serving and representing you on the Council for another terrn.

William Bartheime

As District Chair for New Jersey and a member of the tab room staff at Nationals for the past four years, I have
developed a deep appreciation for the hard work and dedication of our member students and coaches. I seek and opportunity
10 serve the members as a member of the Executive Couneil. Recently, there has been a great deal of aerimonious discussion
among coaches on various subjects; I would like to work for a more eivilized dialogue ameng members. While debale is now my
primary focus, 1 have had extensive experience with coaching speech. I believe that I can bring a fresh new voice to the
Executive Council. 1 favor raising point limits for all categorics of forensics in order to motivate students who specialize in one
area to continue to value their NFL membership. I also favor regional meetings of District Chairs in order to increase
communication among the districts. Let's work together to improve the professionalism of our NFL.

John Durkee

Candidates for thc National Council need to be concemncd with the whole world of forensics. Current council actions are
directed to supporting only a small group of the national forensics community. Specifically, these are my concems. Policy
formation is poorly developed. Consider the recent referendum on "ethics' for council members. Without adopting a codc of
ethics to guide behavior, the national council is empowered to disenfranchise any particular council member. That is, the policy
allows the council to expel any couneil member for any reason it sees as fit without recourse to district chairs or to the general
membership. A code of ethies would have provided better guidance. This ambiguous policy demenstrates the drift in reasoned
decision making.

Further, some members of thc national council have ehosen to be absent from NFL developmental conferences which
focus upen presentations of thoughtful papers to the forensics community, such as the recent Denver conference. Yet, from
a position of absent leadership these same members have fell confident in stating their right to reserve a vcto on any
conference recommendation with which they wcerc not pleased.

Additionally, the national council has chosen to give money to non-NFL groups, such as the NDCA, while withdrawing support from its own CARE
committce. It is not appropriate for a non-NFL group to decide on coaching scholarships when an NFL appointcd committee has already been charged with
that task. It is not appropriate to expend developmental moncy on favored established camps when fledgling camps serving disadvantaged communities need
this foundational support.

I have been a critic of monolithic practice, practice which undermines the creativity and usefulness of the debate events. I offer workable solutions.
1 have been a critic of cxpending our time, pelicics, and energy to coddle well cndowed elite programs at the cxpense of struggling programs. I have solutions
for bringing the disenfranchised back into the center. It is time to halt the drift loward dissolution and trivialization of specch, as has occurrcd on college
campuses. Even the Rostrum, mouthpiece for high school forensics, has chosen to be an avenue for publishing coliege theorists who do not understand
advocacy. I am not willing to lose forensics as a tool of student empowerment to a small elite whose shaking tail sees the NFL as their dog to wag. I hope you
sharc my passion for the need to retum NFEL to its membership, the students, and will sepport me in my candidacy. I challenge you to avoid complacently
passing on your chance to vote in the coming council election. [1 will take your vote and your continued support to set the council back on the track of reason.

Michael E. Starks

It is important that we continue to prepare the National Forensic League for the coming century. I have attended three
of the past national conferences and presented my ideas to work toward this goal. NFL must continue to service coachcs at the
very beginning of their carcers if indeed they are to have careers with this most educational of institutions. Many new coaches
attended the first Denver Conference in 1992 and we were able to help direct new goals for us to achieve. It is with many of
these new coaehes in mind that I now ask for your vole for a position on the new council.

I have been an NFL coach since 1977. During that time [ have also scrved cight years as state president, scven years as
a District Chair, worked in both tab rooms at Nationals, but most important in that time, I have met many coaches from many
parts of this country. It is difficult to look at thc shortage of coaches every fall as cxpericnced cducators rctire or tire of the
need for travel every week. After the Denver Conferenee of 1992, the CA.RE.. Cmte. was created, It rapidly becarne a tool .":'I%
for innovation and creative thought throughout this organization. C.A.R.E.. had no necd to appcal to special groups for it e
appealed to all groups. Monies were offered for experienced coaches to attend workshops, new coaches to attend Nationals prior to qualifying a student, and
the opportunily for N.IF.L. to be promoted in new and exciting ways. [ would like to see these efforts continucd and expanded.

T believe that all of us began our coaching careers in order to help some student, or offer students the same opportunities we had enjoyed in our learning
careers. Students cannot be offered these great choices unless there continues to be coaches who are willing to coach. We rnust be able to accommodate all
professionals into our ranks even as we concentrale our efforts on teachers who have the mnost access to students and will continue to be the center of our
best efforts. Students can be helped in large programs and small programs we well, and we must be ready to serve both. As the need for money becomes this
huge encompassing giant that scems capable of affceting all of our decisions, it is great to look to coaches and the ideas they generale in order to fill the tanks
of the next century. All great idcas do not eost huge sums, and with teehnology racing ahead, we may find ereative ways of eonnecting rcgional eenters and
building conferences we can all attend. WE may need to look to other professional eommunication organizations that we are not cunently ¢ourting. We as
ecaches must serve for the future of any coaehes who may seek our educational expertise. If we truly earc about the children of the next century, we must work
now to provide coaches for them. I deeply apprecialc your support of these ideals.
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Glenda Ferguson

in my opinion, an effective Council member:

1. Considers all viewpoints (whether we like them or not) from all areas and makes deeisions based on what is
workable. (I believe in cost-benefit analysis).

2. Seeks input from the membership. (I'm a firm believer in democracy.)

3. Tries to be sensitive to problems that both publie and private schools have to face and to help with solutions.
(Been there, done that.}

4. Is willing to make hard decisions regardless of the politieal fall out. (Been there, done that, tco.)

I teaeh team debate, Lincoln Douglas debate and original oratory, extemporaneous speaking and competitive drama. [
believe I understand the requirements of each discipline. My goals for the NFL include more eommunication with the
membership through the Rostrum, and direct questionnaires to the district ehairs. 1 want to continue to find a palatable
situation for finding and using the best judges we ean for all events at Nationals,

1 have tried to meet my own standards the last six years. [ will continue to do so if given the opportunity.

Michael Vergin

Ten years have passed between my last year of eompeting at a Nationa}l Forensiec League National Tournament and my
role as host of the 1997 Star of the North Nationals. In my own life, that decade was one of transition and growth whieh
brought me to a teaching and eoaching eareer at Eagan High Sehool in Minnesota, Owver the same time, [ have watehed
forensies move through transitions of its own. While debate, speech, and student congress are eertainly "alive”, there is much
more that can be done to guarantee that they remain "well".

My year and a half spent planning and preparing for last year's National Toumament was the experience whieh led to
my decision to seek a seat on the Executive Couneil. At one level, it was an honor and a wonderful experience to work with
the leaders of Minnesota's debate and speech communities. They are truly many of the most impressive people that T know.
On another level, 1 felt that the process was more frustrating and difficult than it needed to be. The process of "reinventing
of the wheel" was a eonstant source of frustration and struggie. The NFL needs to eontinue developing both its informational
and financial resources provided to hosi sites. There is a need to reexamine the finanejal amrangements which currently have the hosts ineur the finaneial risk
while being subject to dictates of the League and the Council.

My six vears of service on the Executive Board of the Minnesota Dcbate Teachers Association has given me a unique opportunity to join a group of
forensic leaders who work tirelessly to improve upon the state of debate i our eommunity. The MDTA is reeognized nationally as a leader in curriculum for
speech and dcbate education. lts fund raising, outreach, and teacher workshop programs have been both successfui and innovative. The NFL needs to
continue drawing upon the ideas and knowledge of organizations like this from across the country. The best ideas may not always come from the nine
members of the Council. My hope is that the NFL will continue to develop this type of network.

Whilc T have been a coach of both debate and speech for more than a third of my lifetime, T cannot match the twenty and thirty years of coaching
others have accomplished, That may not be a liability. There is a placc for a new perspective and voice on the Executive Council. Politics and personality
have encroached on the focuses on cducational growth and ethieal eormpetitiont whieh must remain the guiding principles of this organization if it is to remain
viable and vibrant into the new millennium.

Ted W. Belch

it has been a tremendous honer to serve on the NFL Exeeutive Council for the past nine ycars, and I am most grateful
for your support as | seek to continue serving the high school forensics community. Although active as a coach for more than
25 years, having worked with programs in New York, North Carolina, and for the past 17 years [llinois, serving as Distriet Chair
of the New York State and Northern Illinois NFL Districts for almost 2¢ years, my enthusiasm for forensics is stronger than
ever. We now facc wonderful opportunities to make our activity stronger than ever in its history.

The NFL has always featured ccntrally in my own professional life. As an English and debate teacher in a demanding
and sometimes non-supportive cnvironment, [ see ¢very day how speech training transforms the communication and ertical
thinking competencics of its participants. As a forensics coach, I rely on the NFL to provide high quality competitive events,

i informative magazincs and video tapes, and data about varied speech opportunities from around the country. And as a member
of the Executive Council, I've had many occasions to work with NFL to build national eonstituencies for our work. My colleagues from Northern [linois and
1 were pleased to host The Glenbrook Nationals in 1991, and we enjoy welcoming thousands of coaches and students to our fall all-events tournament every
Novcmber.

1 have actively served the National Forensic League in my tenurc as coach, tcacher, and Council member. As chairperson of the District Chairs
Comynittee 1 tried to bring the concerns of NFL Districts from across the pation to the attention of the Executive Secretary and Council. Tt is my honor to
direct the Future Nationals Commitiee, where I oversaw the drafting of the first comprehensive guidelines for National Tournament site sclection. 1 continue
to serve as chair of that committee, and I review and rceommend sites for our annual tournament/convention. As a Council member, | have always worked
to speak for all of our programs, to defend the interests of all participating students, and to advocate forensies excellence. 1 have championed changes in
debate rules, the addition of duo as a permancnt eategory at Nationals, more local districts, more qualifiers to Nationals, simplification of rules for District
and National Toumaments, and clarification of rules in extemp and interp. 1 am committed to financial security for the NFL through sound fiscal
management and procurement of grants and gifts.

We have so much work still to do to assure competitive aecess for all those who can benefit from speech and debate training. The NFL has been
increasingly successful in attracting extcrnal funds, including the recently announced Barbara Jordan Debates, sponsorcd by the Kaiser Family Foundation, in
whose oversight I play a central role. T will coordinate debate efforts in Chicago and New Orleans, where students from those cities' most troubled
environments can learn the value of verbal, not physical, confrontation. More such support for efforts like these, when configured to supplement our
exisiing prioritics, can enhance access for kids from otherwise disadvantaged backgrounds. As I've traveled to specch and debate tournaments and talked again
with many of you, [ continue to be amazed by the Herculean efforts you make under such diverse conditions, and I pledge to find ways to rejnforee your work
where possible through the NFL. My aim is to roprescnt your interests faithfully, seek ways to improve speeeh and debatc activities, and thoughtfully and
open-mindedly servc our expanding and diverse membership. I am fully aware that 1 cannot satisfy everyone, and 1 will not purport to be all things to ail
people. What makes us a "National” forensics league is our diversity. Too often we're not willing to respect or even acknowledge that diversity. What | do
promise is to listen, to be fair, and have as my first priorities the students of American forensics. | appreeiate your eonsideration, and would be grateful for
your vote,
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SUMMER
DEBATER'S
WORKSHOP

Two 1998 sessions:
® June 21 - July 3
® July 19 - July 31

Highly Motivated Students & Nationally Recognized Teachers

This summer...
Align yourself with excellence

Baylor workshops consistently produce nationally prominent debaters and many
state champions

* Since 1937, Baylor University has extended a commitment to excellence
into high school forensics. Each year over 600 students from over 40 states
participate in the Baylor Debaters’ Workshop.

Baylor workshops offer excellence at every level

» Large enough to encourage a diversity of ideas, but small squads facilitate
individual instruction,

» Largest library of resource material on this year’s topic that you will find!
Baylor worksheps attract nationally prominent faculty

+ Champion debaters and coaches, our faculty includes Karla Leeper, Kelly
Dunbar, Lee Polk, William English, Josh Zive, Bill Trapani, Ryan Galloway,
John Fritch, Rod Phares, Heath Dixon, Jay Hudkins, Joe Johnson, Win Hayes
and many others.

Baylor workshops are an outstanding value

* Our low cost of $825 per student includes ALL costs of tuition, room and
board in air-conditioned dorms, photocopying briefs, and a variety of handbooks.

Lincoln-Douglas Workshop
* [nstruction at the aavice and odvonced

Policy Debate Workshop

* (losses offered on the novice,

Teachers Workshop
® [eciures by directars of the nation’s

levelsinboth L /D debate techniques ond
in onolyzing volues & value propositions.
* Numeraus practice debotes and
proctice speeches, critiqued by
experienced coaches.

® Each student receives complete
positions with evidence and analysis on
0 wide variety of values and value
debate propasitions, os well os
offirmative & negative value arguments
thot con be used on virtually ony topic.

Ask about our Special Opportunity
for ADVANCED L /D debaters

infermediate and advanced levels.

® Foch student will participate in ot feast
10 practice debates.

* ecture series by recognized debate
theorists who hove published in schalorly
journals and have participoted in
numerous conferences on argumentation
and debute.

* The most extensive librory of material
on the upcoming topic.

* Top couches in bath the high school
and college ranks.

Ask about our Special Opportunity
for ADVANCED policy debaters

For application and additional information, please contact:

Dr. Karla Leeper « BAYLOR DEBATERS’ WORKSHOP » Department of Communication Studies

P.O. Box 97368 « Baylor University * Waco, TX 76798-7368
PHONE: (254) 710-1621 = Fax: (254} 710-1563 * e-mail: Karla_[eeper @baylor.edu

ieading high schoal ond college farensics
programs on:

- conching

- ndministering a squod

- odministering o toumoment

- orgumentofion ond debote.
* Graduote or undergradunte level credit
of three college hours.
o Participonts receive extensive
instructianal materiol, including debufe
course Jessan plons, syllobi, discussian
quides, sample cases, offimative/
negative briefs, and computer assistance.
® Excellent networking opportunities
within te farensics circuit.




Samford University’s 24th
Summer Forensics Institute

19 July - 1 August 1998

Samford University is pleased to announce the dates and staff for our twenty-fourth forensics
institute.

The Samford Summer Forensics Institute is firmly committed to offering students the greatest value
for their money. We carefully maintain a 7:1 student-faculty ratio. All of our leadership staff are
seasoned professional coaches with national reputations. Our curriculum is carefully planned and
supervised so that no moment is wasted. Every student gets the individual attention and direction
they need to meet their goals and fulfill their potential in a secure and supportive environment.

Our program for novice debaters is widely considered one of the best in the nation. The divisions of
the 1998 Institute include:

Lincoln-Douglas Debate

The Samford University Lincoln-Douglas Debate Institute is one of the nation’s longest running
Lincoln-Douglas. It is designed to cater to students in their first or second year of debate. The
program strongly emphasizes fundamental skills with a focus on resolutional interpretation. The
intensive program is designed to acquaint students with political philosophy through a combination
of practice debates and reading of primary materials. This year we are pleased that National
Championship coach and Lincoln-Douglas innovator Patricia Bailey will be directing the division

with former National Champion and coach Claire Carman. As of 1 January, members of the staff
include:

Co-Dir. L-D Fror coach, Homewcod High School; National urer George Washington Law School ; L-D
P . Champianship coach; Barkley Farum Key Coscky Lect . Debate Director a! Monigomery Bell Academy;
at Bailey Founder, U. lowa LD Lrstitule; Founder, Samfurd Renard Francois = samford Forensica lrst. '8%-96; U. lowa lret. 'B596.
University LD Irstitute
Dir i 1993 NFL LD Champiory U, lowa Jnsl, 94-97;
CO-, - LD Samford Forensics Inst. 9497 ; Rice University;
Claire Carman Assistant Coach, St John's,TX
BA
urer Direclor of Forensics, Vestavia Hills; National
LeCt_ Champiorstup coach: Barkley Forum Key Coachy
Marilee Dukes Fourder, U. [owa LD Institute; Founder, Samford

Uriversity LT Institule

Policy Debate

The Samford University Policy Debate division is the longest running division at the Samford
University Forensics Institute. Over the years we have been fortunate to attract one of the nation’s
premier institute staffs. The institute primarily caters to students in the first few years of their debate
careers. We emphasize an older staff of successful high school and college coaches. The mission of
this division is to return students who are ready to start the debate season. Qur novice program is
considered by many coaches the best in the country. Members of the staff include:

: > Coach, University of lowa; kmr evach Samford
Co-Director Director of Forensics, Samford U.: Forw. Coach, U, Paut Bellus Unsversity: Girecor, U Towa Tt U. Kemtucky
Michael Janas Georgia and lowa; U, of lowa Inst '35-96; MA Irst; Narthwestern Inst.; 91 NFL runner-up,
Ph.D. tongwood Coliege Lrst, 'B3-93; Direclor, Samford Omaha Weslside High NE: Samford Forersics
Summer Insl. 9497 Inst, 92, 9457
1 Coach. Mounlainbrook Jr. High AL; former
Sklp Coulter Direclor of Debale, Samiord l%., 77-87; Samford
MA Forensics Imst., 77.97

Samford University is an Equal Opportunity Institution and welcomes applications for employment and educational programs from all
individuals regardless of race, color, sex, handicap, or national
or ethnic origin.
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Heidi Hamilton
Ph.D.

Michael Jordan
BA

Greg Myrberg
BA

Len Neighbors
MA

Coach, Augustana College, IL; fmr coaeh, U. lowa;
fmr. Coach U, North Carolina; lowa Forensic Inst.
'92-96; Samford Forensics Institute "95-97;
Champion Debater, Augustana College, ND

Cumberland School of Law; Champion Debater,
Charles Henderson High, AL and Samford U.;
Coach, Mountainbrook High, AL; Samford
Forcnsics Inst. 'B9-57

Debate coach at lowa City West High School;
Westminster Academy, GA; Champion debater at
U. Kansas; Samford Forensics Institute '97

Coach, Samford University; {mr coach, University
of Georgia; Champion debater, University of
Georgia; Bayside High School, VA; Longwood
College Forensics Institute *94-95; Samford Debate
[nslitute *97

Individual Events

David O'Connor
BA

Thom O'Rourke
MA

Champion debale coach at lowa City West High
School; DesMoines Roosevelt; W. DasMoines
Dowling High School. He has had teams to the
national finals of most national tournaments. lowa
Debale inst. '86-97; Samford Forensics Inst. '93-97

Debate coach at the University School of Nashwille,
fmr coach at Unuversity of Alabama, Champion
debater al University of Alabama

This will be the the Samford University Individual Events Institute’s fourth season. Held in
conjunction with the nationally ranked individual events program at the University of Alabama,
the institute focuses on preparing students for fall competition. The program is rigorous, expecting
students to master more than one event in the course of the two weeks. Members of the staff

include:
Director
Dan Mangis
BA

Interp.
Jon Birdnow
BA

Carol Davenport

MA

Coach, Texas Military Institute; DSR-TKA finalist
Duo; NFY Finalist, Externp, 1993; National
Champion, Student Congress; fmr coach, University
of Alabama; University of Alabama LE. Team; U,
Iowa Inst. "92-%4; Samfotd Forensics Inst. "95-96

Assistant coach, University of Alabama; DSR-TKA
2nd Prose, ADS, Oral Interp '97; Semifinals ADS
POL; Qualified all 12 AFA Events; Univetsity of
Alabarna champion I.E. teamn; Samford Forensics
Insl, '95-56

Director of Forensics, Jefferson State College; fmi.
coach, University of Alabama; Phi Rho P1 coach of
the Year and Dislinguished Service Award;
National Champions in Prose, Poetry, Impromptu,
Duo, ADS, Persuasion, Informative, and POl

Lecturer
Gloria Robison

Lee Robison

Lecturer
Frank Thompson
Ph.D.

Coach, Texas Military Institute; Champion Coach,
5t. lames School (AL); Battleground Academty (TN);
U. lowa Inst. B8-94; Sarnford Forensics Inst. '95-95

Assistant coach, Texas Military Institute; Champion
LE. 5t James Acadermy: Davidson College; TMI
Institute '97-98; Samford Forensics Inst, '96-98
Director of Forensics, University of Alabama; 5 ime
DSR-TKA Mational Sweepstakes Champion; AFA
Coach of the Year and Distinguished Service Award

The goal of the Samford Summer Debate Institute is to provide expert instruction at a reasonable cost. We do not fund any
part of Samford Debate through the institute. Fees for the institute cover all essential expenses for students during the two
week period. Supervised housing is provided in air-conditioned dormitories and all meals will provided. It is our firm
intent to offer high quality at the lowest possible cost to the student.

L-D, Policy, and

Individual Events

$825.00 includes
tuition, housing,

group copying and

meals

For more information about Samford University or the Samford University Summer Forensics Institute write or call:

Dr. Michael Janas
Dir. of Debate

Samford University
Birmingham, AL 35229

(205) 870-2509

mjjanas@samford.edu

or Mr. William Tate
Montgomery Bell
Academy

4001 Harding Rd.
Nashville, TN 37205
(615) 269-3959



Rank Change
1. -
2 +7
3. a1
4, -
1% -2
a. +1
7. -1
8. -
9. -4

10. +2

1. -1

12 +3

13. -2

14, +2

16, 2

16. +1

17. 3

18. -

18, +2

20, -1

21, -1

2 +l

23 +1

24, +3

25. +8

26. 4

27. 1

28, -3

20, +3

30. -

a1, +18

3z -3

34, 2

34, -

35. +18

36. +11

37. 9

38. -2

a9. +B

40. -

4L -3

42, -

43. 8

44, -7

4B. -

46. +24

47. L]

48, 5

49, +@

50, +28

5L +6

52 -4

53. d2

54, +4

55, -1

56, -7

857, 5

58. -3

50. 5

60. +8

61, -1

62 +1

63. -7

64. +8

65. +22

66. +16

a7. 5

68 +7

69. 5

69. -2

71. -13

72 -7

73. -12

74. +3

75. £

786, +3

77, -6

78. -1

0. -

80. 4

81. -

82 +12

83. T

84, 4

§5. +3

88, -3

87. -3

88, +8

80. +6

80, 4

) 4

o2 -3

03. -1

94, 4

5. 4

86. 3

87, +1

58, -1

b9, -

District

Northern South Dakota
Rushmore

Kansas Flint-Hills
Northern Ohio

East Kansas

Heart of America
West Kansas
Northwest Indiana
San Fran Bay
Central Minnesota
Florida Sunshine
Hole in the Wall
South Kansas

Show Me

Western Washington
California Coast
Northern Olinois
East Los Angeles
Sierra

New York City
Eastern Ohio
Southern Minnesota
Hoosier Central
Nebraska

Montana

Hoosier South
Rocky Mountain-South
New Engliand

THini

Ozark

Colorado

Big Valley
Carver-Truman
Northern Lights
North Coast

DeeDd South

Florida Manatee
North East Indiana
Nebraska South
South Oregon

South Texas

Valley Forge
Pittsburgh
Southern Wisconsin
Northern Wisconsin
West Towa

East Texas

Enstern Missouri
Michigan

Rocky Mountain-Nerth
East Oklahoma
Heart of Texas
Tennessee

South Carolina

New York State
Idaho

Lone Star

North Dakota Boughrider
New Mexico
Southern Colorado
Sagebrush

Wind River

Tall Cotton
Sundanee

Maine
Utah-Wasatch
Great Salt Lake
Eastern Washington
Georgia Northern Mountain
Central Texas
Bouthern California
West Virginia
Louisiana

North Texas Longhorns
Greater Illinois
North Oregon
Southern Nevada
Mid-Atlantic
Western Ohic

West Oklahoma
Arizona

East Iowa

South Florida

West Los Angeles
Pennsylvania
Caroling West
Georgia Southern Peach
Troquois

Capitol Valley
Tarheel East
Mississippi
Kentucky

West Texas

New Jersey

Gulf Coast

Puget Sound

Big Orange

Patrick Henry
Hawaii

DISTRICT ST ANDINGS

(February 2, 1998)
Ave, No. Degrees
156.00
155.88
13047
13254
130336
12382
12227
12226
118.00
115.07
108.80
10858
10484
104.00
102.00
100.73
10028
$8.63
8347
8050
BOS52
8520
B3.73
8360
8155
70.69
78.80
T7.00
76.86
7515
T4.75
T4Bd
74.06
73.42
T2092
7284
7263
T0.77
70.31
68.60
8850
87.05
6684
66.42
6600
6566
6548
6455
6412
63.75
6373
63.71
6357
6245
6115
60.42
58.77
59.42
57.33
5720
56.66
5580
546
5453
5437
53.92
5391
5397
53.61
53.61
5325
5316
52485
5277
52.30
5L64
5155
B12T
49.73
48.60
48.48
4839
4772
43.64
4350
42.80
4220
4011
3980
38.75
3837
37.05
36.00
3533
3400
3338
3245
2084
19.40

Second Largest Chapter
Milbank

Sioux Falls-Roosevelt
Topcka
Niles-McKinley
Sumner Academy
Independence-Truman
El Dorado

Munster
Danville-Monte Vista
Forest Lake
Sarasota-Riverview
Cheyenne-Central
Andover

Blue Springs-South
Gov. John Rogers
Lynbrock

Elk Grove

San Gabriel
Clovis-West

Regis

Wooster

Rosemount

Brebeuf Jesuit
Norfolk

Flathead Co
Evansville-Mater Dei
Wheat Ridge
Manchester, MA
Homew ood-Flossmoor
Springflield-Glendale
L K. Mullen

Lodi

Nevada

Grangd Rapids
Gilmour Academy
The Montgomery Academy
Taravella

Fort Wayne-Northrop
Omaha-Westside
Roseburg

Westfield

La Balle College -
Bethel Park
Marquette Unlversity
Appleton-West
Bishop Heelan

Klein

Ladue Horton Watkins
Portage Central
Skyline

Bartlesville

Round Rock
Montgomery Bell Academy
T.L. Hanna
Newburgh Free Academy
Boise

Grapevine
Fargd-Shanley
Eidorado

Palisade

Reno

Jackson Hote
0Odessa-Permian
Carbon

Cape Elizabeth

Sky View

Hunter

Gonzaga Prep
Calhoun

San Antonio-Madison
Claremont
Parkersburg-3outh
Bolton
Colleyville-Heritage
Belleville-East
Oregon City
Advanced Technologies Academy
Blacksburg, VA
Centerviile
Edmond-North
MeClintock

Wahlert

North Miami Beach
Notre Dame
McKeesport Area
Providence

Warner Robins
Richfield Springs-Central
Del Norte County
Pine Forest

R.H Watkins

Boone County

El Paso-Cathedral
Montville

Pharr-8an Juan-Alamo-North
Eastlake

La Habra

Princess Anne

H. P.Baldwin




Mastering Competitive Debate *"<%"t!"

Dana Hensley, Diana Carlin

This comprehensive and practical iniroduction to debate is better than ever. It has been
reorganized, updated, and expanded. Examples and illustrations help beginners understand
theory and how to apply it. Activities in the text and teacher's manual help polish skills.
New chapters on debate history, argumentation, L-D, Student Congress, mock trials, and
updated theory throughout.

Hardcover Net Price $24.00 ISBN 0931054-32-X
Papercover Net Price $16.50 ISBN 0931054-35-4

Advancing In Debate: Skills & Concepts

George Ziegelmueller « Scott L. Harris » Dan Bloomingdale

A complete textbook for advanced debaters from three highly respected college debate
coaches. Recent debate theories and their practical applications for high school debate are
covered. Features: Critigue strategy and arguments for and against its use; Story telling
and its use in focusing critical arguments for the judge; Judging paradigms and their
implications; Permutations, agent counterplans, international fiat, and theoretical issues
related to counterplans.

Hardcover NetPrice $22.50 ISBN (931054-37-0
Papercover Net Price $15.00 ISBN (0931054-36-2

Lincoln-Douglas Debate: Values In Conflict
Jefferey Wiese (Published in collaboration with Hutchinson Research Association)

The most complete L-D textbook available. A detailed appendix presents an outline of
argurments applicable to many LD topics. A separate teacher's manual features objectives,
activities, additional LD topics, bibliography, ballots, quizzes, and answer keys. Features
include: Understanding 1-D theories, Understanding values, Choosing the values to
debate, Researching values topics, Preparing cases, Developing rebutial
strategies, Improving delivery skills.

Hardcover NetPrice $18.50 I1SBN (0931054-27-3

Philosophy in Practice: Understanding Value Debate

R.Eric Barnes

Written by a college philosophy instructor, Philosophy in FPractice explains the major
philosophical theories and concepts of L-I> Debate in terms that are understandable to students
at all levels, while remaining true to legitimate philosophical interpretations. Provides real
insights into the strengths and weaknesses of each theory, as well as practical strategies for
attacking and defending these theories. Material is presented in an easy to use outline format,
and is identified as either novice, intermediate, or advanced.

Papercover NetPrice $15.00  ISBN 0931054-41-9

To Order Dial Toll Free:

(800) 845-1916

(785) 862:0218 outside US,

PO Box 19240

Topeka, KS 66619-0240
http://www.clarkpub.com/
custservice@clarkpub.com

Clark
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The 20th Midwest
The Midwest Philosophy

We believe high school debaters must leam to do original, topic-specific research,
logical analysis and original case development. We believe that college debate is a
separate and distinct activity from high school debate. We believe that high school
students learn most from regionaily and nationally successful high school coaches
working in their areas of expertise. We believe that students learn best when
student-faculty ratios never exceed 10:1. We further believe that students need
access to qualified instructors who are not only lecturers but also interact with
students as lab group leaders. We vaiue ethics and the art of communication as the
foundation of competitive high school debate. We believe that summer workshops
should provide the opportunity for personal development and preparation of the
individual student for the coming debate season.

Midwest Policy Debate Workshop
July 12 - 24, 1998
Rockhurst College

Kansas City, Missouri

Tuition $345.00

Room/Board $280.00

Best Programs

Advanced lab groups available by application
Scholarships available by application

Best Place

Qutstanding research at three major university libraries
Located just south of the historic Kansas City Plaza
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Debate Institute

The Midwest Programs

Beginning and advanced seminars help students develop research, listening, and
speaking skills that will be of lifelong benefit. Original research is the cornerstone of
the Midwest programs All briefs and evidence are compiled by students. Handbook
evidence and college back-files are not allowed. Midwest workshops feature tradi-
tional paradigm instruction. Students attend group lectures, small lab group work
sessions, practice round. Our mini-tournament will furnish direct experience in
debate with emphasis on preparation for the coming season—not just winning. All
Midwest workshops offer internet access and computer labs. Midwest students have
consistently been successful at regional and NFL national competitions: 2nd in CX
1986, 9th in CX 1992; 6th in FX 1994, 4th in FX 1995; 1st in Oratory 1982, 11th in
Oratory 1997; 1st in Congress, 1995; 5th & 6th in Congress, 1996.

Midwest Value Debate Workshop
July 19 - 24, 1998

Rockhurst College

Kansas City, Missouri

Tuition $200

Room/Board $200

Best People

High school coaches with a recognized commitment to excellence
Student:faculty ratio of 10:1

Best Prices

Registration Deposit required for Cross Exam Workshop $100
Registration Deposit required for Lincoln Douglas Workshop $50
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NATIONAL CHAMPIONSHIPS IN 1995 & 1996

MICHIGAN

S PARTAN
DEBATE

INST]TU"EES

RN O =

FOR DETAILED INFORMATION ABOUT SDI, PLEASE VISIT
OUR WEB SITE: http://www.acm.cps.msu.eduw/~wyattgeo/sdi/

OR E-MAIL US AT: repkowil @ pilot.msu.edu

WHY SDI? After all, there are many summer institutes from which to choose. The SDI
offers the following distinct advantages:

A COMMITMENT TO PRACTICE ROUNDS - By providing entering students with an affirmative case
and several negative positions, SDI can begin practice rounds almost instantly, with some students debating
as early as the second day of the camp. Although SDI produces large amounts of high quality evidence, we
believe the only way to improve your debating skills is by providing many opportunities to debate in front
of knowledgeable critics. In addition, both 98 sessions will conclude with judged tournaments, relaxed,
vet structured, opportunities for students to validate the education received during their stay.

CURRICULUM DIVERSITY - Staff members and lab placements exist for all skill levels, ranging from
novice groups to those choosing to polish varsity skills. In addition, the SDI administration is committed
to a curriculum emphasizing the diversity of ideologies in the debate community, enabling graduates to
succeed before a variety of judging audiences.

COACHES’ WORKSHOP - SDI offers a unique opportunity for coaches to gain familiarity with both the
topic and theoretical issues of their choice. College credit is available, as are flexible attendance options.
Contact Prof. Roper for further information.

SDI SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM - SDI can provide limited need-based financial assistance.

COMPETITIVE PRICES/ FLEXIBLE OPTIONS - SDI is committed to offering outstanding debate
institutes at affordable prices, which include tuition, room and board, and copying of lab evidence.

3 WEEK INSTITUTE: July 19 - August 7, 1998 - $1049.00
2 WEEK INSTITUTE: July 19 - July 31, 1998 - $749.00

FOR FURTHER DETAILS AND FREE APPLICATIONS, PLEASE CONTACT US ELECTRONICALLY
(SEE ABOVE), OR WRITE THE INSTITUTE DIRECTOR:

Prof. James Roper, Philosophy Dept., 503 South Kedzie Hall, Michigan State University, East Lansing, MI 48824

OR CALL ANY OF OUR DIRECTORIAL STAFF, AT ANY TIME:
Prof. James Roper Will Repkeo Mr. John Lawson
517-699-5141 517-337-2361 248-203-3618
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WHEN LOOKING EOR OIL

DOWN HERE,

IT HELPS TO HAVE TECHNOLOGY

THAT OPENS YOUR EYES.

Put your hands over your eves. Now look for
oil, Thars what irs like looking for oil located
below salt layers as thick as 5,000 feet in the
Gulf of Mexico. But recently, we found a way to
see through these layers. We combined inno-
vative thinking with advanced 3-D seismic tech-

,_;:. ‘*

nology to make the Gulfs first commercially
successful sub-salt oil discovery. A break-
through that was due not so much to improved
evesight, as to vision. At Phillips, that’s what it

s

means (0 be The Performance Company, }F-mw )

i
PHILLIPS PETROLEUM COMPANY (86

Far a copy af our annual yeport, call 918-661-3700 € waite to. Phillips Al Bepor, B-91. Adams Blde., Barilesville, OK 74004,




National Sponsor of the NFL Lincoln-Douglas Debates
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