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Pursuing H. B. Mitchell’s Record




CDE Debate and Extemp Camps
The Best in the Nation -'

More rounds, More classes, More success, Guaranteed.

i In 1990 became the first U.S. debaters to win the World College Debate Championship. ‘
o In 1991 CDE graduates won two events at Nationals plus second and fourth place trophies.
# In 1993 CDE graduates won three events at Nationals plus two second places and two third place trophies.
s In 1994 CDE graduates were the first U.S. team to ever win the World High School Debate Championships.
And atN.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.
=k

In 1997 CDE alumni won two National Championships.
@  In 1999 CDE alumni won the National Debate Championship and another National
Extemp Championship.

This year YOU are invited to join us.
Lincoln Douglas and Extemp Camps: July 1 - July 15, 2000. $1085, Alumni $985, Commuters $540,
Teachers and Coaches $440
(Held at Northern Arizona University in Flagstaff).
Team Debate Camp: July 18 - August 8, 2000. $1085, Two week session (July 18 - July 31) is $650
(Commuters $375).
(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.

PRGN 9 o R Both camps will be headed by WILLIAM
" | H. BENNETT, the former national debate
champion, author of over 50 texts and
books, and coach of 9 national champions
and championship debate teams.

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

Each camp is limited to the first 60 appli-
cants. An $85 application fee must accom-
pany entry. Check or credit card accepted.

Mail to: CDE, P. 0. Box Z, Taos, N. M. 87571

Phone: (505) 751-0514  Fax: (505) 751-9788
Visit the CDE Web Site - www.cdedebate.com
Team Debate Email - bennett@laplaza.org

Lincoln Douglas

Name

Foreign Extemp

Mailing Address

Domestic Extemp

Generic Extemp Phone #

oo oo oaog

I have enclosed my $85 application check (or CC# and expiration). Send me my full packet today.




WHICH CAMP IS REALLY THE
"BEST IN THE NATION™"?

by William Bennett

The next few months you will see numerous
ads, flyers, and other sources proclaim that their camp
is a "great" camp, maybe even the "best in the United
States." But, as you well know, only one camp can
TRUTHFULLY make the claim. The thing you need
to know to be sure to select the best camp for you is
which one is telling the truth. And the answer is CDE.
And there are six reasons why that is true.

First 1s the quality of the staff. No other insti-
tute offers you Catherine Bennett (coach of three na-
tional extemp champions and the ONLY coach whose
students "closed out" final round at Nationals in Lin-
coln Douglas), and a staff of 27 more who between
them have produced top debate speaker, two national
championship debate teams, three firsts in L.D. at Na-
tionals, and seven National champions in extemp.

Other teachers include Geof Brodak (1999 Na-
tional Debate Champion, 2™ at L..D. Nationals in
1996), Bob and Anne Jones of Oregon (coach of 37
National qualifiers, and National trophyists in both
extemp and Lincoln Douglas debate), Josh Levine
(Univ. of Colorado and a recent National Champion),
Frank Irizarry (former Director of Forensics at Pace
University and author of THE REALLY BIG COM-
PUTER RESEARCH book), Bill Bennett (author and
or editor of over one hundred books, past national
policy debate champion, coach of National Champi-
ons in team debate, extemp, and Lincoln Douglas
debate).

Second is the work commitment of the staff.
Qur people do NOT come in to give the occasional
"guest lecture." We all work ten to fourteen hours a
day to be sure that you get your money's worth.

Third is our record of empirical success. Itis
in your best interest to compare what percentage of
CDE graduates qualify for Nationals compared to the
other camp(s) you are considering. At CDE as many
as 87% of our graduates in any given year make it to
Nationals. No other camp has this success rate. Only
CDE graduates have won both the high school and

college level international debate championships for
the United States (Scotland, 1990 and New Zealand,
1694).

Fourth 1s the amount of critiqued practice
rounds you receive. WE don't just give you a "tour-
nament" at the end. At CDE you get critiqued
nondecision rounds through the whole camp. If you
are In policy debate that means 24 debates before you
graduate. In Lincoln Douglas you average 23, in
extemp its 24 rounds. And they are all critiqued in
constructive ways by successful professionals.

Fifth is the class structure you will enjoy. Itis
hard work for you but it assures learning and growth.
And it i1s different from other camps because we do
not assign you to "labs" for most of your time; too
often "labs” are a name for subjecting you to the er-
ratic vagueries of an individual coach or two. At CDE
you follow a class, practice, and research format per-
fected since 1969. Hour-by-hour you move through
a learning plan that exposes you to different teachers
who excel at the subject they are helping you with.
And this happens to you 6 days a week, from the day
you arrive until the day you leave. You are exposed
to every teacher on our staff, you are helped and prod-
ded and even eat some of your meals with staff mem-
bers to assure that your individual needs are met.

Sixth is cost. Unlike many other camps CDE
figures the cost of all your meals into the price we
quote to you. And unlike many other camps we fig-
ure in the cost of ALL debate blocks or L.D. blocks
and extemp materials i the price we quote you. CDE's
price tells you the truth.

Only one camp is the BEST in the nation. And
that camp is CDE. We accept the first 60 students
who apply.

CDE students also do well after they get to
Nationals. Since 1983 CDE has produced more Na-
tional Champions than any other camp. I hope you'll
join us this upcoming sumrmner.




Bates | College Maine

2000 Bates College Forensics Institutes

National Policy Institute: June 25 - July 15
Lincoln Douglas Debate Workshop: June 25 - July 8
Individual Speech Events Workshop: June 25 - July 1

Excellence in debate has been a tradition at Bates since 1896, when the college christened its program
by besting Boston University in the finals of the first New England Debating League Championship.
Competitive excellence remains the hallmark of the Bates debate program. In addition to its active
participation in debate tournaments throughout the U.S. and Canada, Bates conducts an annual
debating exchange with Japanese universities and makes frequent international tours.

The Bates Policy Debate Institute was founded in 1974 by the late Professor Robert Branham. The
Lincoln Douglas wotkshop was added in the 1980s, and 1997 marked the addition of a one-week
program in individual speech events.

The student-faculty ratio is carefully limited to 6:1. The program features daily supervised library
and internet research, numerous critiqued practice rounds, and a full program of recreational and
social activities.

Bates ensures that all instructional groups are led by professional forensic coaches with years of
teaching and coaching experience, assisted by outstanding college debaters. All lab groups are led by
senior staff, and each student works with each faculty member. The 2000 teaching faculty includes:
John Blanchette, R. Eric Barnes (author of Philosophy In Practice: Understanding Value Debate),
Lynne Coyne, Jen Harris, Bob Hoy, Joan Macri, Mike Matos, Dick Merz, Mindy Newman,

Les Phillips, Jon Sharp, Chnis Wheatley, and the UDL Coach of the Year.

Students live in double rooms in one of the college's modern dormitories, supervised by Richard
Bracknell, parent, grandparent, teacher and forensics coach at Carrollton {GA) HS, and full-time
director of residence life for the Bates Institute since 1993, The pastoral 109-acre campus located in
Lewiston, Maine, is about 140 miles northeast of Boston and within half an hour's drive to the coast.

Comprehensive fees include tuition, handbook & copies of the institute briefs (policy debaters),
videotaped critiques (speech participants), room and board. All meals, including a lobster bake, are
included in the comprehensive fee. LDers receive copies of the Bates LD Reader and Eric Barnes’
book, Philosophby In Practice: Understanding Value Debate. No hidden costs. Policy Debate Institute
$1,275; Lincoln Douglas Debate Workshop, $850; Speech $490. Need-based financial aid and
payment plans available to qualified applicants. This year, applications will be processed on a first-
come, first-served basis -- apply early for best chance of admission.

For further information:

Bates Forensics Institutes

Office of Summer Programs

Bates College, Lewiston, ME 04240

email: summer@bates.edu, telephone: (207) 786-6077
http:/fwww.bates.edu/summer

Come to Maine! Study with the best at Bates!
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Bracknell, parent, grandparent, teacher and forensics coach at Carrollton {GA) HS, and full-time
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included in the comprehensive fee. LDers receive copies of the Bates LD Reader and Eric Barnes’
book, Philosophy In Practice: Understanding Value Debate. No hidden costs. Policy Debate Institute
$1,275; Lincoln Douglas Debate Workshop, $850; Speech $490. Need-based financial aid and
payment plans available to qualified applicants. This year, applications will be processed on a first-
come, first-served basis -- apply early for best chance of admission.
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Bates Forensics Institutes

Office of Summer Programs

Bates College, Lewiston, ME 04240

email: summer@bates.edu, telephone: (207) 786-6077
http:/f'www.bates.edu/summer

Come to Maine! Study with the best at Bates!
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ONTHE COVER: Ted W. Belch: Four NFL National Finalist
debate teams; Three champions.

Jason Baldwin on choosing an LD Institute.
National Hotels. Council candidates.
COVER PICTURE: Model Image (Chicago)

NEXT MONTH:

The National Debate Circuit

The National Debate Circuit! It is applauded and reviled but it
won't go away. Moreover, it has and will continue to change the face
of debate in the 21st Century!

Just what is this "circuit” which celebrates the spread, encour-
ages the "kritik", and insists that only "qualified" judges should adju-
dicate?

In brief, it probably consists of major college hosted high school
debate invitationals: Wake Forest Early Bird, The Barkley Forum at
Ernory University, Harvard, Berkley, Stanford, Redlands, Northwest-
ern, U.S.C. and the holy grail -- The Tournament of Champions at the
University of Kentucky. It certainly also includes the major high school
debate invitationals: The Glenbrooks, The Southern Bell Forum at
Montgomery Bell Academy, St. Mark's, Bronx Science and Greenhill.
Certainly it contains the elite round fobins: Greenhill and The
Glenbrooks and Pace and Baylor.

And other tournaments may arguably be on that list: Yale, Florida
Blue Key, Lexington (MA), New Trier (IL), Crestian (FL) and the
Towa Caucus are attended by top teams from many states. Also the
circuit includes national institutes. And finally, although the NDCA is
open to all coaches, few would deny that its membership contains
every "circuit” coach and its own NDCA tournament is "circuit” based.

Should there be a national circuit? The qucstion is really moot.
There has always been something of a national circuit. But as trans-
portation improved "the circuit" really grew.

David Johnson telates that in 1927 - four years prior to the first
NFL national tournament, a "national championship” was held in Wash-
ington D. C. between Hartshorne, Oklahoma and Alexandria, Virginia,
judged by the entire Supreme Court in the Capitol rotunda! H. B.
Mitchell told James Copeland that when H. B. was in high school in
the early 1920's he won an interstate tournament in Birmingham.

By the 1960's a number of big events were being staged: The
Georgetown Cherry Blossom Festival run by Bill Reynolds (later James
Unger), the Northwestern University Tournament, the Miami Beach
Forensic Festival -- held during Christmas vacation in Florida, the
Bellaire Forensic Tournament in Houston and the Central Sweepstakes
in Pittsburgh, were among the most prestigious and well attended.

By the late 1960's Emory University coach Glenn Pelham ap-
proached Brother Rene' Sterner, Jane Eldridge, and others about trans-

forming the Barkley Forum from a four speaker Southern tournament
to a two speaker national event to draw the finest teams from the
North: St. Brendan's of Brooklyn, Princeton of Cincinnati, Central
Catholic of Pittsburgh, Marquette of Milwaukee and Bronx Science of
New York.

In the 1970's large pageant tournaments were held. David Horn
ran the "Bi-Centennial Forum" where the final rounds were conducted
in Independence Hall or the historic Philadetphia City Hall. The Super
Bowl of Debate was held in Milwaukee on Super Bowl Sunday. One
team from each of the NFL cities, dressed in football jerseys, com-
peted for a large football trophy!

In the 1980's Ted Belch was talking about the triple crown:
NFL, NCFL, and TQC -- all of which his teams won. In the late 60's
and early 70’s the triple crown was Miami Beach, Emory and
Georgetown!

[s the national circuit for everyone? No. Many state activities
associations deny or limit travel so schools in those states rarely can
attend national invitationals. Some coaches prefer state and regional
tournaments where debatc is more traditional. Some students don't
have time or money to attend summer programs or travel the "circuit."

And most important, a philosophical difference exists between
the "circuit" judges where spread, spew, "kritiks" and unusual para-
digms are accepted (and even encouraged) and state and local meets
where speech coaches and lay judges call for policy making, communi-
cation, and real world arguments.

Each sehool, coach and student must make a choice which tour-
naments meet their needs. But a "national circuit” does exist -- whether
it will grow or self destruct in an explosion of spew, "kritiks” and
obscure off topic arguments remains to be seen. Its demise has been
often predicted but the "circuit” continues to prosper.

This issue of the Rostrum highlights the national eircuit. Two
world class articles on post modernism and "kritiks" are offered by Dr.
David Glass, coach at Edgemont (NY) and a favorite national circuit
judge and by Professor Roy Schwartzman. A column by Dr. David
Cheshier, another circuit final round favorite judge is also included.

No, the articles this month are not easy reading. But, they are
essential for any coach or debater who aspires to debate on the "na-
tional debate circuit”.

NWROSE NATIONALS WEBSITE: WWW NWROSE.COM

NEW NFLDEBATE AND L/D TOPIC HOME PAGE: http:/sites.netscape.net/topicpagenfl/homepage

The Rostrum provides an open Forum for the forensic community.
their own and not necegsarily the opinions of the National Forengic League, its officers or members.

The opinions expressed by contributors to the Rostrum are
The National Forensic

League does not recommend or endorse advertised products and services unless offered directly from the NFL office.



MILESTONE
OF
THE
MILLENIUM

m Karl E Mundt, later U. S. Senator from South Dakota,
was NFL member #1 in 1925!

W§h0 will be NFL member one million
(1,000,000) in 2000?

Counting....coceveernieieanencrreniereccaenees

991,000 Aocife Dowdall
Marist School, (GA)

992,000 Vanessa Alfaro
San Gabriel HS (CA)

993,000 Mandelyn Krueger
Groton HS (5D)

994,000 Christian Taylor
Carrollton HS (WY)

995,000 Courtney C. Barcellos
Arroyo Grande HS (CA)

996,000 Sara Laue
Burlington Comm. HS (IA)

997,000 Jessica Lopez
Miami Southridge Sr. (FL)

998,000 Amber Wollan
Sioux Falls-Roosevelt (SD)

999,000 James A. McAuley
Cypress Creek HS (TX)

1,000,000




The Stanford Debate Society presents the Summer 2000

Stanford National Forensic Institute

CX Program: July 25 - August 13 LD/ Events: July 31 - August 13
Extended-week program for both CX and LD: August 13 - 20

SUPERIOR The Stanford National Forensic Institute offers a unigue national caliber
PROGRAM: program which features policy debate, LD debate, and NFL events. The
policy program is 3 weeks, the IE and LD programs are 2 weeks. The SNFI is conducted by the
Stanford Debate Society of Stanford University, a registered student organization of the Associ-
ated Students of Stanford University. An excellentfaculty teaches 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 “policy debate swing lab,” designed
for students desiring 5 weeks of comprehensive instruction.

SUPERIOR The majority of primary faculty will be current and former high school and

FACULTY: collegiate coaches of national repute. Last year's faculty included (and most will
return for Summer 2000):
Hajir Ardebili, UC Berkeley Law Robert Thomas, Emory Dave Arnett, UC Berkeley
Russ Falconer, Emory Anne-Marie Todd, USC Randy Lusky, El Cerrito HS
Jon Miller, U of Redlands Ryan Mills, College Prep School Abe Newman, UC Berkeley
Dan Fitzmier, Emory Byrdie Renik, Columbia U Jessica Clarke, Whitman
Jon Dunn, Stanford Debater Jon Sharp, W. Georgia College Tina Valkanoff, Northwestern
Michael Major, formerly CPS Jessica Dean, Boston U Adam Lauridsen, Harvard U
Byron Arthur, Stuart Hall Hetal Doshi, Emory Nick Coburn-Palo, Hopkins
Jonathan Alston, Newark Leah Halvorson, Reed College Michael Edwards, Princeton
Josette Surrat, New Orleans Aaron Timmons, Greenhill Matthew Fraser, SNFI Director

*listed affiliations are for identification purposes only. The institutions noted are where the relevant
SNFI staff member works, debates or debated, and/or studies during the academic year. More
detailed staff qualifications are enumerated in the program brochure, available in March.

SUPERIOR The SNFI is held on the Stanford University campus, located in Palo Alto,
SETTING: CA. There is no better location anywhere to study forensics. Stanford

provides a beautifut setting for the students to study, practice and learn.
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: $1,725 resident plan $1,375 resident plan
$895 commuter plan $775 commuter plan

$850 Aug 13 - 20 CX extended week $850 Aug 13 - 20 LD swing lab

Given the nature and quality of the 2000 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 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 addiftional $75
application fee is required upon application to the SNFI.

TO APPLY Stanford Debate Society - SNFI Scholarships in the
&/or INQUIRE: 555 Bryant St., #599 form of need-based
(650) 723-9086 Palo Alto, CA 94301 aid are available.

e-mail: snfi@mail.com

———




The Stanford Debate Society presents the I

Stanford National Forensic Institute

individual Events Program: July 31 - August 13, 2000 H

Pramatie Interpretation...Humorous Interpretation
Oratory.. Extemporaneous...Impromptu...Expository
Thematic Interpretation...Prose...Peetry...Duo Interpretation u

The SNFI Individual Events program offers a comprehensive program which accounts for regionat
differences in style, content, and judging. Students will have the opportunity to work with coaches

and national champions from around the nation. The Institute is designed to provide a strong k
technical foundation in an enjoyable atmosphere, students at all levels of experience will be
accomodated. h

Outstanding staff includes:

Josette Surratt is in her 29th year of teaching, and is currently at Teurlings Catholic High School. She
|| hasqualified 90 students to the NCFL and 20 students to the NFL nationals in her last six years of coaching.
She has coached state champions in every event, J

Adam Lauridsen attends Harvard University, and went to Bellarmine College Prep for High School.
Adam was the 1997 national champion in domestic extemp, and a two-time California State Champion.

David Kraft coaches speech at Holy Ghost Prepatory School in Philadelphia. He has coached two national
champions in HI, and two finalists in duo. He is also a published playwright, and one of his plays recently
was used to win first place in duo at CFL nationals, and another play made octos at NFL nationals.

The Two Track System of Placement allows advanced students to focus on specific events at an
accelerated pace, while also ensuring that the beginning to intermediate level students advance at a more q
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 to areas of student interest. Workshops are provided to instruct
new competitors in basic speaking techniques, and novice workshops meet the needs of both new
competitors and those solely interested inimproving general speaking skills without the intention of later
competition.

Team Instruction provides students who are involved in a recently formed Forensics team basic
techniques 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.

“I had never competed before the Institute and now I am taking home First Place awards! 1 learned a lor while
making friends for life. I'll be back!!”
- Loan Pham, previous SNFI Individual Events camp participant

Resident cost: $1,375 / Commuter cost $750

An additional application fee of $75 is required

For additional information: call (650) 723-9086
SNFI, 555 Bryant St., #599, Palo Alto, CA 94301

—— — ——




The Stanford Debate Society presents the

Stanford National Forensic Institute

Lincoin-Douglas Program: July 31 - August 13, 2000
Outstanding features of the 2000 Lincoln-Douglas portion of the SNFI:

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 2000 staff includes: ,
Program Director: Dr. Michael Major, formerly of College Prep School
Lab Instructors:
Hetal Doshi, Emory University ~ Leah Halvorson, Reed College
Adam Lauridsen, Havard Byron Arthur, Stuart Hall School
Aaron Timmons, Greenhill School Jessica Dean, Boston University
Jonathan Alston, Newark Science Michael Osofsky, Stanford Debater
Michael Edwards, Princeton Michael Arton, New Orleans Jesuit

Nick Coburn-Palo, Hopkins Jon Geggenheimer, Woodson School

3) Extended Week Option: The outstanding highlight of this option will be an extra 20 fully
critiqued practice rounds. Students attending other camps during the summer can avail themselves of
this one weck experience 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 se-
mester of competitive LD debate experience in just 3 weeks!

Important Information
SNFI LD Institute: July 31 - August 13
Resident Program: $1,375 Commuter program: $750

LD Third week Option: August 13-20
Third Week Resident Program Cost: $850
For additional information and applications contact us at
SNFL, 555 Bryant St., #599, Palo Alto, CA 94301
(650) 723-9086

m



UNIVERSITY OF KENTUCKY

Home of The National Tournament of Champions

2000 POLICY INSTITUTES

Three Week Institute
June 16 - July 9, 2000

Tuition ~ $575

Housing/Meals -- $625
2000 INSTITUTE FELLOWS

an

Michael Klinger
Glenbrook North, IL

Elliot Tarloff
College Prep, CA

s ]
f}'*ﬁ:—"!

Stacey Nathan
Glenbrook North, IL

1I.

Scott Phillips
St. Thomas Academy, MN

poh s, ¥ i BT
Chris Stanton
$t. Thomas More, LA

Two Week Institute

June 16 - July 2, 2000
Tuition - $490
Housing/Meals -- $440

2000 INSTITUTE STAFF
(all are definite unless starred - see April Rostrum)

ERIK CORNELLIER: Former Champion debater and current &ssistant Coach,
Gonzaga University; Institute Instructor, Northwestern, 1997 and 1999,
Michigan State, 1996-99, and Kentucky, 1998-99.

DANIEL DAVIS: Former debater, University of GA; Debate Coach, Univer-
sity of KY; runnerup 1997 NDT National Champion; Institute Instructor,
Dartmouth and Kentucky; 1997-99.

*KAMAL GHALI: Senior Champion debater, Emory University, 1997 TOC
winner.

JOSH HOE: Debate Coach, University North Texas; CEDA National Cham-
pion debater, CSU, OK; Institute Instructor, UMKC, Arizona State, Emporia
State and Kentucky, 1996-99.

MICHAEL HOROWITZ: Senior Champion debater, Emory University; Emory
Institute Instructor, 1998-99.

AARON KALL: Senior Champion debater, University of Kentucky; Presi-
dent, UK Student Forum, Sponsor of the TOC; Kentucky Institute Staff,
1996-99.

CHRIS LUNDBERG: Debate Coach,Emory University; former Redlands Uni-
versity Champion debater; Institute Instructor Liberty, 1997; Emory; 1998-
99; and Dartmouth, 1998,

JASON PATIL: Assistant Coach, Glenbrook Morth; Champion Debater, Uni-
versity of Kentucky; University of Chicago LLB.

*JOHN PAUL LUPO: Senior Champion debater, Emory University; Emory
University Institute Instructor, 1997-99.

RACHEL SALOOM: Champion debater, University of West Georgia; Institute
Instructor, West Georgia, 1997-99.

JON SULLIVAN: Former Champion debater and currently Debate Coach,
Michigan State University; Institute Instructor, Michigan 1997-1999; Ken-
tucky, 1998-99.

JASON TRICE: Debate coach, Michigan State University; CEDA National
Champion debater, Michigan State University; Institute Instructor, Ken-
tucky and Michigan State, 1996-99.

Guest Lecturer:
DR. DAVID HINGSTMAN: University of lowa

Director, Health, Safety & Security
ALMA NICHOLSON, DEBATE COACH, Collins Hills H.5.,GA

*For institute information and scholarship application, write to:

Dr. J. W. Patterson, Director of Debate
' 205 Frazee Hall
University of Kentucky
Lexington, Kentucky 40506-0031
Ph: (606) 257-6523 Email: jwpatt00@pop.uky.edu

NOT PICTURED BUT ATTENDING
Racquel Bracken, Greenhill, TX

R e ]
One Week Institute

June 16 - June 25, 2000
Tuition -- $365
Housing/Meals —~ $260

2000 INSTITUTE FELLOWS

Nermin Ghali

Caddo Magnet, LA
Even chil_dren can debate

Erie Oddo
New Trier, IL

Eli Rosenbaum
Georgetown Day, MD

Cort Kenney
College Prep, CA

Jordan Pietzsch
Greenhill, TX




TOP TEN DEBATE SCHOOLS
OF THE CENTURY

T he Nation's top debate
school of the 20th Century
is Glenbrook-North (IL).
Since the first national tournament in
1931, North has won the Debate Cham-
pionship fourtimes: 1974 (Steven Davis,
coach), 1986 (Jeffrey Wortman, coach)
and 1997 and 1999 (Ted Belch, coach).
North finished second in 1996 (Ted
Belch, coach} and 1980 (Pam Schultz-
Takona, coach).

Using the number of final round
appearances as a standard, the second
best debate school of all time is Semi-
nole, (OK) coached by the legendary
H. B. Mitchell: first in 1956, 1958, and
1959 and second 1n 1938, 1951, and
1955,

Seminole appeared in four finals
in five years (1955-1959) and
Glenbrook-North has made the stage
three times in four years (1996-1999),
but may add to their string this vear,

Third is Oklahoma City - Classen
coached to championships by Hall of
Famer C. E. "Pop" Grady in 1937, 1939,
and 1941 and another in 1951 coached
by Gerald Kidd.

Tied for Fourth is Toledo-Whitmer
{OH), coached by NFL's most success-
ful woman debate coach, Esther
Kalmbach. Whitmer won back to back
in 1971 and 1972 and was second in
1966. Also fourth 1s Houston - Bellaire
(TX), winnerin 1968 (Hall of Famer Bill
Henderson, coach) and 1979 (Hall of
Fame coach David Johnson at the
helm). Bellaire also lost the final round
in 1984 with Johnson coaching.

Sixth is shared by Elgin (1L},
whose unsung coach R. S. Cartwright
led Elgin to the title in 1938 and second
in 1934 and 1937, and The St. Mark's
School of Texas, coached by NDCA
founder David Baker, firstin 1990 and
second in 1987 and 1992,

by James M. Copeland

Also sixth is Miami Beach (FL)
HS. Beach appeared in three final
rounds, winning in 1954, Margaret
Roberge (Sprinkle), coach and losing in
1964, Emie Beresh, coach and 1975,
Ralph Carey, coach.

Tied for ninth is Greenhill (TX)
and Westminster School of Atlanta
(GA). Both won twice: Greenhillin 1996
and 1998 (coached by Alex Pritchard
and Aaron Timmons); Westminster in
1988 and 1991 (coached by Eric
Brannan). Greenhill also added an LD
title and placed an LD runnerup
{(coached by Timmons).

Special recognition must go to
Vestavia Hills, coached by Hall of Fame
doyen Manlee Dukes. The Hill Folk won
debate in 1992 and LD in 1994 and 1998,
Vestavia, Regis (NY) and Greenhill
have won both debate and LD titles.

Near the top ten are Louisville
(OH), Edmond (OK), Bristow (OK) and
San Antorio-Lee (TX). Each split in two
final rounds each, one win and one loss.

Honorable mention is awarded to
Mullen {(CO)}, coached by Hall of Fame
member Frank Sferra, which lost in two
finals 1968 and 1971; Topeka (KS),
which lostin both 1931 and 1989 and to
Milwaukee-Marquette (W1), coached
by James Copeland. Marquette was
runnerup in 1971, and the only school to
have two teams 1n the semifinals the
same year, 1974; both teams lost.

Unlike the National Catholic Grand
Debate final round and the Tournament
of Champions final round both closed
out by Marquette, the NFL Debate fi-
nal round has never been closed out and
only in 1974 did Marquette have a
chance. Bill and Cat Bennett at St.
Michael's (NM) closed out LD finals in
1986.

Beside Seminole, (1958,1959) and
Toledo Whitmer, (1971, 1972) no other

schools have won back to back national
debate titles. But Bristow (OK) won in
1940 after a loss in 1939, Elgin (IL) lost
in 1937 butwon in 1938 and Seminole
won in 1956 after losing in 1955.
(lenbrook-North lostin 1996 but won
in 1997,

An oddity is Classen's four titles,
coming in stairstep years, 1937, 1939,
1941. After the 1941 tournament the
war years intervened so no national tour-
naments were held. After the war the
Principal's Association banned debate
at nationals from 1946 to 1950 ("too
competitive). When debate was re-
stored, Classen won again in 1951!

Only two students have captured
two national debate titles. Eugene
Edwards and William J. Holloway of
Classen won as callow sophomores in
1939 and again as seniors in 1941- but
both years with two other teammates
as part of a 4-person team. Three other
students appeared in two final rounds,
Cyclone Covey {(what a kewl name) of
Bristow 1n 1939 and 1940 and Doris
Ollman and John Amott from Elgin (IL)
who lost the finals in 1937 and won in
1938, butin 1937 were part of a three
person team.

Only one person has both won the
nationals in debate and later coached
the national debate charmnpionship team.
Jeffrey Wortman won in 1981 at
Glenbrook-South (IL) and coached the
winner in 1986 at Glenbrook-North.

There are many standards to mea-
sure the excellence of a debate pro-
gram. Ifusing a competitive standard,
these schools which appeared in sev-
eral NFL national tournament final
rounds are clearly the very bestin the
20th Century.

{James M. Copeland has served as NFL Secre-
tary since Sepfember, 1986. As a coach he quali-
Jfied debate teams from Marquette (Wi) and Baitle
Creek Central (MI) High Schools)

[



The National High
Northwestern

The Coon-Hardy Program
July 9 through

The Unique Coon-Hardy Curriculum

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

For Further Information Contact:

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

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

Northwestern University
National Debate Tournament Top Speakers
1999 * 1998 * 1996 * 1989 * 1973 * 1968 * 1966 * 1962

Rex Copéland Memorial Award -- Top First Round At-Large
1999 * 1996 * 1988 * 1979




School Debate Institute
University

For High School Students
August 5, 2000

The Coon Hardy Teaching Staff
Scott Deatherage, Director, Northwestern
« Chuck Ballingall, Damien High School, California
Alan Coverstone, Montgomery Bell Academy, Tennessee
« Adrienne Brovero, Associate Director, Northwestern
Michael Gottlieb, 1998 and 1999 NDT Champion, Northwestern
- Dan Lingel, Director of Debate, Jesuit College Prep, Texas
Brian McBride, Associate Director, Northwestern
- Grant McKeehan, 1999 NDT Semi-Finalist, University of Kansas
« Nate Smith, Associate Director, Northwestern
= Ryan Sparacino, 1998 and 1999 NDT Champion, Northwestern

Recent Northwestern Alums Include:
e 1999, 1998, and 1997 NDT Champions
e 1999 and 1998 NDT Top Speakers
e 1999, 1998 and 1996 NFL National Champions
e 1999 and 1998 Tournament of Champions Winners

""Go to College before you Finish High School"

Northwestern University
National Debate Tournament Champions
| 1999 * 1998 * 1995 * 1994 *1980 * 1978 * 1973 * 1966 * 1959 * 1958

| Cross Examination Debate Association National Champions
1997
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TOP TEN DEBATE COACHES
OF THE CENTURY

At the 1959 National Tournament
Founder Bruno E. Jacab proclaimed 11. B.
Mitchell the "Foremost Debate Coach” in
America. And justly so.

Mr. Mitchell’s debate teams had
reached the final round of the National Tour-
nament an unprecedented six times, includ-
ing three national championships. Seminole
High School (OK) was first in 1956, 1958
and 1959; second in 1938, 1951 and 1955.
Five times in the same decade wasan H. B.
Mitchell Seminole team in the final round.
Out of 12 teams (state or district winners)
who qualified for nationals from Seminole -
six made the stage!

i
H. B. Mitchell
H. B. was an interstate debate cham-
pion in high school {nationals, nor NFL had
yet been invented) and was voted "Out-
standing Debater” in college.

Mr. Mitchell summarized his own de-
bate career in his book Here's the Question:
It is only the coach who has
the desire and the willingness
to "pay the price” who will suc-
ceed. Successful debaters....are
the product of an expert and in-

terested craftsman.

The National Tournament began in
1931. Sixty-one national debate final rounds
have been held since then. (No debate
championship was conducted during the
WWII years, 1942-1945 or from 1946-1950

by James Copeland

when the National Principals Association
banned debate for being "too competitive").
If Mr. Mitchell is the foremost debate coach
of the earhier nationals (1931-1969) Ted Belch
is the foremost coach of the later ones (1970-
1999). Ted's teams won the nationals in de-
bate in 1981, 1997 and 1999 and finished
second in 1996. Belch's debate teams have
also won TOC and NCFL titles as well as
major invitationals like the MBA Southern
Bell Forum, Emory's Barkley Forum and St.
Mark's. Belch, still coaching at GBN, is purs-
ing H. B. Mitchell'srecord.

if Mitchell and Belch are the top NFL
debate coaches of all time the runners-up
must be Hall of Fame coaches C.E. "Pop"
Grady and Esther Kalmbach. In third place
"Pop" coached three teams to finals -- all
winners -- in 1937, 1939 and 1941. Fourth
place Kalmbach, NFL's top woman debate
coach, coached winners in 1971 and 1972
withasecond in 1966.

In fifth place would be Hall of Fame
Coach Steven Davis who directed teams to
three final rounds from three different
schools: Glenbrook-Narth (L) won in 1974,
Alexander-Ramsay (MN) was runner-up in
1978 and San Antonio-Churchill) (TX) sec-
ond in 1988. Davis is still coaching at Vance
High School in Charlotte, (NC). Also in fifth
place would be R. S. Cartwright of Elgin HS
(IL) who coached the 1938 winner with run-
ners-up in 1934 and 1937, NDCA founder
David Baker whose St. Mark's teaim won in
1990 and placed second in 1987 and 1992 15
also tied for fifth. Baker still coaches at The
St. Mark's School of Texas.

Interestingly, Mitchell coached five
finalists in nine years and four in five years,
Belch coached three finalists in four years,
Grady three finalists in five years and Baker
three finalists in six years.

Only Kalmbach and Mitchell coached
back to back winners; Mitchell m 1958 and
1959 and Kalmbach in 1971 and 1972; al-
though several coaches had teams in the
finals two years in a row.

In eighth place are coaches whose
team won twice: P. Eric Brannen Jr. of
Westminster (GA) in 1998 and 1991 and the
duo of Alex Pritchard and Aaron Timmons

Ir. from Greenhill (TX) in 1996 and 1998.

Honorable mention listing must go to
David Johnson of Houston-Bellaire (TX)
firstin 1979 and second in 1984 and to Frank
Sferra of Mullen High School (CO) with two
seconds: 1968 and 1971, Both Johnson and
Sferra are Hall of Fame members and still
actively coaching. Johnson has qualified
the most debate teams to nationals: 36.

And don't forget Bristow (OK) coach
Joe C. Jackson whose team won in 1939 and
lostin 1940.

Special recogmition must be accorded
to coaches who have placed in both debate
and L/ at Nationals. Aaron Timmons Jr.
with two champions in policy also has a

Ted W. Belch

winner and runner-up in L/D. Marilee Dukes
of Vestavia Hills (AL) scored a policy win in
1992 and L/D wins in 1994 and 1998. Hall of
Fame coach Richard Sodikow had a debate
finalist in 1983 and an L/D winner in 1984,

No coach has closed out debate at
NFL Nationals but one coach, James
Copeland of Milwaukee-Marquette (W),
come close with two teams in semis in 1974,

There are many ways to select the
greatest coaches of the century just passed:
teaching ability, victories on the national
circuit, state championships, successful
students in later life, etc. But if the standard
is success in debate at Nationals, the above
list chironicles the all time greats.
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Consider_the Sfaff

- AP

» Jason Baldwin, coordinator + Scott Robinson, Ph.D.
Vestavia Hills High School Texas A&M University
+ Alex Gomez * Andrew Vaden
University of Michigan University of Chicago
« Noah Grabowitz * Tom Zimpleman
Yale University University of Chicago
DIRECTOR, HEALTH, SAFETY & SECURITY

Alma Nicholson, Debate Coach, Collins Hill HS, GA

Consider the Reviews Consider the Results

"There are no parallels! Kentucky had a bigger work . .
load, better lectures, better everything! I really got a lot out Final Round Close-Outs At:

of it and Ireally enjoyed it!" * NFL Nationals: 1999
. Greenhill: 1999
"The staff are wonderfull I enjoyed everything about . St. Mark's: 1999
Ll * *
3 «  Greenhill RR: 1997, 1998, 1999
"Excellent staff, numerous practice rounds, and a good . Glenbrooks: 1999

environment make KDI the place to go."

First Place At:

"It really helped me -- plus I made a lot of good friends . Emory: 1998, 1999
and had a lot of fun -- it went by so fast!!!" . St. Mark's: 1998

. Glenbrooks: 1998
. Glenbrooks RR: 1998

"You more than exceeded my expectations.”

" Although I was an [other institute] grad iast year, this . Tournament of Champions: 1999
camp and its staff were far better. KDI was cheaper, bet- N MRBA: 2000
ter, longer, and overall more fun -- the best camp at a good )

t." L]
oS Consider the Value

Weoffer a full three weeks of instruction for less than some camps charge for 11 or 12 days, and our two-week option is even
more affordable. Every student has opportunities to work with every staff member. Some need-based scholarships are available.
FOR APPLICATION AND SCHOLARSHIP

3-WEEK INSTITUTE: June 16-Fuly 9-$1,305 INFORMATION CONTACT:
J.W. PATTERSON
Kentucky Debate Institut
2-WEEK INSTITUTE: June 16-July 2-$1,000 205 Franee Hont o HE

Lexington. Kentucky 40506-0031




EMORY

The Scholars Program at the

Emory National Debate Institute
June 18 - July 1, 2000 - Emory University, Atlanta, Georgia

The Emory National Debate Institute, which has contributed to the education of high school debaters for a quarter of a century,
now offers a_specialized workshop-within-a-workshop catering to experienced high schoaol debaters with advanced skills. The
Scholars Program, which was conceived and designed by some of the nation’s most competitively successful college coaches, gives
accomplished debaters the opportunity to receive the kind of instruction, research opportunities, and feedback they will need in
order to meet their competitive goals for the coming vear.

The Scholars Program will take place alongside the established Emory National Debate Institute, under the Direction of Melissa
Maxcy Wade. Those who enter the Program will have access to the entire faculty of the ENDI. However, the Scholars Program
contains a number of additional features designed specifically to benefit the advanced debater.

Special Features of the Scholars Program
Under the Direction of David Heidt

Advanced curriculum: Every aspect of the Scholars Program has been redesigned by our staff of accomplished coaches, from the
lecture schedule to the structure and pace of lab groups, Members of the Program will receive advanced library instruction, including
guided research in the Woodrult library system and targeted use of Internet resources. Our curriculum helps students understand and
utilize the most advanced modern debate positions, but without sacrificing their ability to win rounds with traditional skills and strategies.

Emphasis on evidence accumulation: Rather than forcing experienced students to endure redundant basic lectures, we let
Scholars get on with the business of researching the topic and practicing advanced techniques.

Amazing staff-to-student ratio: We maintain a [:4 staff-student ratio in lab groups, and each student will interact with nearly
every member of our large Scholars Program faculty.

Unique, separate lectures: Outside their lab groups, members of the Program will receive direct instruction from top-rated
college coaches. Even in lecture settings, our staff-student ratio is unusual, with no more than 20 students listening to one instruc-
tor. Furthermore, we offer a small group theory seminar menu targeted to students’ needs and interests,

Numerous debate rounds: Our curriculum includes a minimum of 12 rounds, with extended time for critiques from our stafl.

Select faculty: The Program will be directed by David Heidt, past winner of the National Debate Tournament and coach of
numerous national collegiate champions at Emory over the past several years. Assistant Directors will include Kristin Dybvig and
Stephen Bailey. Kristin is the coach at Arizona State University, where she was a nationally ranked debater, and has coached teams
into the elimination rounds of national championship tournaments. Stephen Bailey, a veteran instructor of the Emory and Michigan
Institutes, set a national college record last year when be compiled the second best win-loss record in the country as a sophomore.
The rest of the Scholars faculty has been selected from among the ENDT’s staft of accomplished college debaters and coaches.

Great value: Scholars will pay the same price as other students at the Emory National Debate Institute, We are a nationally
competitive institute at a discount price!

You must apply for the Scholars Program at the ENDIL. Those seeking admission should call or write:

Melissa Maxcy Wade
P.0O. Drawer U, Emory University - Atlanta, GA 30322
Phone: (404) 727-6189 - email: lobrien@emory.edu - FAX: (404) 727-5367




EMORY

Barkley Forum - Emory National Debate Institute

June 18 - July 1, 2000 - Emory University, Atlanta, Georgia
Under the Direction of Melissa Maxcy Wade

The Emery National Debate Tnstitute 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. An excellent combination of traditional argument
and debate theary and an emphasis on current debate practice makes the Emory National Debate Institute one of the most successful year after

year. Novige, mid-level, and varsity competitors have found the Institute a worthwhile learning experience because the staft has the expertise to

teach all levels of students and the experience to adjust to a variety of student needs.

Features of the Policy Division
Under the Direction of Bill Newnam

Experienced staff: Gur senior level staff has worked at this Institute
and many others, including: American University, Bates College, Baylor
University, Berkeley, Dartmouth College, Georgetown University, Uni-
versity of lowa, University of Kentucky, Northwestern University, Uni-
versity of Michigan, Wake Forest University, Samford University, and
Stanford University.

Excelient staff-to-student ratio: The Institute offers debaters the
opportunity to wark with one senior level instructor accom panied by at
least one active college debater in small lab groups of 10 to 20 students.

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.

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

Dormitory supervision: An experienced staff including high school
teachers, graduate students, and college upperclass students will su-

pervise 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.

Inclusive Fees: The standard I[nstitute fee includes tuition, housing,
food, lab photocopying fees, entertaiument, a t-shirt, and a handbook—

the works.

Features of the Lincoln-Douglas Division
Under the Direction of Jim Wade

Experienced staff: The Director of the Lincoln-Douglas division
has been in the activity for over twenty years, and has served in his
current position for eight years. Other staff members include an array
of the finest college coaches, as well as some of the top college debaters

in the nation.

Excellent staff-to-student ratio: The [nstitute offers debaters the
opportunity to work with one senior level instructor accompanied by
at least one active college dehater in small lab groups of 10 to 14
students.

Flexible curriculum: The Institute has always provided students a
wide variety of instruction suitable to their levels of experience. Qur
classes deal buth with general philosophical issues and practical tech-
nique. There is a strong emphasis in lab groups on building speaking
experience and providing constructive critique. A typical day involves
three classes dealing with philosophy or technique and theory, followed
by five hours of practical lab sessions.

Commitment to diversity: The Institute has always been commit-
ted to making instruction accessible to urban and rural areas. We have
several funded scholarships dedicated to promaoting diversity, Addi-
tionally, ongoing grants make it possible to support many students from

economically disadvantaged areas.

Dormitory supervision: An experienced staff including high school
teachers, graduate students, and college upperclass students will su-

pervise the dormitory.

Inclusive Fees: The standard [nstitute fee includes tuition, housing,

food, lab photocopying fees, entertainment, and a t-shirt—the works.

For an application, write or call:

Melissa Maxcy Wade
P.O. Drawer U, Emory University
Atlanta, GA 30322
Phone: (404) 727-6189 - email: lobrien@emory.edu - FAX: (404) 727-5367




BAYLOR DEBATERS WORKSHOF
The aniandf ket o e 2t ey

Introducing a new look for the new miliennium
July 9-July 21, 2000

POLICY WORKSHOP

»  Outstanding library resources. We have purchased hundreds of the latest books and have acquired about a thousand
articles on next year's lopic. We also have access to the Baylor University collection and its vast new electronic
collections.

s Quistanding faculty. Baylor's nationally prominent faculty includes Dr. Karla Leeper, Mr. Kelly Dunbar, Dr. Lee Polk,
Dr. William English, Mr. Ryan Galloway, Ms. Susan Stanfield, Dr. Phil Voight, and Dr. Mark DeLoach and many other
champion debaters and coaches.

s Outstanding Curriculum. We emphasize the skills of refutation, extensive analysis of the topic and contemporary debate
theory, briefs specific to the 1999-2000 debate topic, and numercus practice debates and speeches. Classes are offered at
the novice, junior varisty and championship levels.

LINCOLN DOUGLAS WORKSHOP

»  Qutstanding resources. The Baylor University library houses one of the finest philosophy collections available. In
addition we have purchased a number of books that will be essential for students who are researching the NFL topics and
the critical philosophers.

¢ Outstanding faculty. Baylor’s nationally prominent faculty includes Mr, Joseph Johnson, Mr. Duke Kim, Ms, Eunice
Kim, Mr. Daniel Pastor and many other champion debaters and coaches.

¢ Cutstanding Curriculum We emphasize lectures by the top Lincoln Douglas theorists, snperior instruction in the
techniques of Lincoln Douglas debate and in analyzing valnes and value propositions, briefs on a variety of values and
value propositions , and many Oracticc speeches and debates.

TEACHERS’ WORKSHOP
Our Teachers” Workshop provides 3 hours of graduate or nndergraduate level credit and credit for advanced academic training
and provides teachers with valuable information and tools to use in building and managing a complete forensics program.

NEW!!

July 22-]July 28, 2000
AN OPTIONAL THIRD WEEK!!

For some students, two weeks at Baylor just isn’t enough. So, by popular demand, we have added an optional third week of
intensive instruction for students who seck additional challenges.

Policy Students wilt extend their skills in advanced debate theory, cxplore advanced electronic and conventional research
techniques, examine critical issues on their topic in greater depth, and engage in more intense practice speeches and debates
with some of the nation’s finest coaches.

Lincoln Douglas Students will refine their speaking skills by receiving instruction in extemporaneous speaking and
oratory. Students who select this third weck will also be able to enrich their philosophical repertoire with additional primary
research and lectures by professors of philesophy. Moreover, students will have additional opporlunities to prepare in
depth for the list of potential topics for the upcoming year.

TWO WEEK PRICE: $900.00 THREE WEEK PRICE: $1250.00

For more information contact: Dr. Karla Leeper, Dept. of Communication Studies, P.O. Box 97368.
Baylor University, Waco, TX 76798-7368 ¢ 254-710-1621 ¢ Karla_I.eeper @Baylor.edu



POST-
MODERN
CRITIQUES
AS
STRATAGEMS
IN THE
POLICY
DEBATE
DISCOURSE

by

David J. Glass, M.D.
Debate Coach,
Edgemont HS

Perhaps the most dramatic change in
acaderuc policy debate over the last decade
has been the introduction of a new ¢lass of
argument called a “critique” (also spelled
“kritik” by those secking to reference the
cultural roots of some versions of the argu-
ment).

Critiques reference in their myriad ex-
amples a range of disparate thinkers, but
have coalesced into a similar form, with a
particular purpose i a round of competi-
tive Policy Debate. A pervasive subset of
Critiques invoke a school of academic dis-
course known as “Post-Modern Criticism.”
There are many different strains of Post-
Modernism, and reviewing them all is be-
yond the scope of this paper, but it is im-
portant that the reader be introduced to the
work of at least two authors, Michel Fou-
cault and Martin Heidegger, in order to
understand these archetypal examples of
this new debate position.

It is ironic that a more complete ap-
preciation of Foucault and Heidegger, and
recourse to the analytical methodology they
helped evolve, serves to undermine the
unique strategic potential of the post-mod-
ern critical discourse, rendered as The Cri-
tique, as a consiructed tool to gain victory
in a round of Policy Debate.

Foucault was a historian who sought
to increase understanding of certain classi-
cal systems of knowledge, through the very
rejection of descriptive historical analytical
norms such as tradition, continuity, and
evolution, insisting that a discourse should
be evaluated in the “now”. One might be
tempted to view Foucault as a social biolo-
gist in disposition; his studies of both sexu-
ality and the scientific method betray his
respect for the quantifiable, and his meticu-
lous and vast descriptions of phenomena
are reminisceut of the zoologist describing
a new species, or an anthropologist a novel
culture, However, unlike a iraditional sci-
entist, Foucault was a relativist, and relent-
lessly criticized the idea of objective truth,
describing instead relative accepted-truths
operating as part of a system of cultural
norms. His archeology of history rejected
the norms of history (such as an ordering
of events in a constructed sense of conti-
nuity), demonstrating his methodology of
stepping “outside the box” of the intellec-
tual project he is analyzing. However, itis
imperative to note that Foucault’s descrip-
tions are not determinative. Foucault writes,
in The Archaeology of Knowledge:

“My aim is not to transfer to the field
of history, and more particularly to the his-
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tory of knowledge, a structuralist method...
My aim is to uncover the principles and
consequences of a... transformation that is
taking place in the field of historical knowl-
edge.... My aim is most decidedly not to
use the categories of cultural totalities in
order to impose on history, despite itself,
the form of structural analysis. The series
described, the limits fixed, the comparisons
and correlations made are based not on the
old philesophies of history, but are in-
tended to question teleologies and
totalizations...” (pg 15)

He continues, speaking of kis own work:

“It is not critical, most of the
time; it is not a way of saying that
everyone else is wrong. 1tis an at-
tempt to define a particular site by
the exterionity of its vicinity; rather
than trying to reduce others to si-
lence, by claiming that what they
say is worthless, I have tried to de-
fine this blank space from which I
speak, and which is slowly taking
shape in a discourse that I still feel
to be precarious and so unsure.”
{pg17)

Thus, a sense of Foucault’s
method is gleaned: he seeks to reveal by
pure description, by writing a history “of
the present”, showing how relationships
are by determining where one event
touches another. However, Foucault per-
turbs the present in a particular way: notby
peeling back current events and relating
them to the past, but by disassociating each
thing from those discrete objects around it,
in order to better observe what this object
15, as opposed to that. As Audrew Barry,
Thomas Osborne, and Nikolas Rose note,

“Such a fragmentation of the present
is not uudertaken in a spirit of
poststructuralist playfulness. It is under-
taken with a more serious, if hopefully mod-
est, ambition - to allow a space for the work
of freedom. Here, indeed, the place of eth-
ics is marked in Foucault’s thought. Analy-
ses ofthe present are concerned with open-
ing up “a virtual break which opens a room,
understood as a room of concrete freedom,
that is possible transformation”; the re-
ceived fixedness and inevitability of the
present is destabilized, shown as just suffi-
ciently fragile as to letin a little glimpse of
freedom - as a practice of difference -
through its fractures.... “(pg 5)

in the search for freedom, Fou-
cault noted its absence, through the
introduction of the idea of disci-
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plinary power. (Given the present
context of the Policy Debate dis-
course, it 1s perhaps ironic to note
that Foucault’s main descriptions
of disciplinary power were apoliti-
cal. Rather, Foucault was initially
concerned with bodies and indi-
viduals escaping what he referred
to as bio-power, or control induced
by the application of medical norms
on the individual. The application
of Foucanlt’s ethos and method to
political discourse only came later,
through a series of interviews and
essays, but not in a single unifying
text by Foucault. When asked
about political discourse, Foucault
placed disciplinary power as be-
longing to neither sovereignty nor
government, but part of a triangle
of sovereignty-discipline-govern-
ment, a shape which perhaps
helped to generate the idea that
power is fluid, and that the use of
power results in its owrn destruc-
tion, since it can be owned by nei-
ther the government nor the gov-
erned.

The juxtaposition of Foucault’s over-
arching care to avoid structuralist tenden-
cies with the use of his discourse by policy
debaters to advocate the negation of a par-
ticular poiat of view is thus deeply unset-
tling. Indeed, coming to Foucault’s actual
- writings after having heard examples of his
discourse rendered in a debate round was a
jaw-dropping experience for me, because of
the complete discontinuity of Foucault’s
project with the appeal to negation of a par-
ticular discourse in a round of policy de-
bate. Contradiction seems to be an inad-
equate term for those who advance
Foucault’s discourse as an appeal to ne-
gate a proposed course of action. What is
going on here is more than a contradiction;
it is an active structural construction of a
new totalizing norm, arguing in favor of a
rejection where Foucault definitively dis-
misses any such action, existing in the realm
of the debater trying to win an argument
where Foucault appealed for an avoidance
of normalizing tendencies, a grab for disci-
plinary power.

Pat O’Malley noted that:

“Almost the defining property of
Foucault’s conception of disciplinary power
is that it works through and upon the indi-
vidual, and constitutes the individual as an
object of knowledge. 1n the disciplines, the

central technique is that of normalization in
the specific sense of creating or specifying
a general norm in terms of which individual
uniqueness can be recognized, character-
ized, and then standardized. Normalization
in the disciplinary sense thus imnplies “cor-
rection” of the individual, and the develop-
ment of a causal knowledge of deviance and
normalization.” (p 189, Foucaultand Politi-
cal Reason)

Foucault wrote that:

“what we are concerned with here is
not to neutralize discourse, to make it the
sign of something else, and to pierce through
its density in order to reach what remains
silently anterior to it, but on the contrary to
maintain it in its consistency, to make it
emerge in its own complexity. “ (p 47)

Foucault is thus the anti-debater. He
seeks not to affirm or negate, but to under-
stand what exists in the row.

1s it possible that debaters who ad-
vance the Foucault Critique as an appeal to
Negate are unaware of this problem? An
oft-used response cited by debaters when
presented with this apparent problem 1s that
negation is not an appeal to endorse the
Negative, but rather to reject the affirmative
discourse. But, as we have already seen,
Foucault himself avoids any such rejection,
and substitutes a desire for complete un-
derstanding. Given the discontinuify be-
tween Foucault’s method and how his dis-
course is referenced in a debate round, the
question remains: why is Foucault being
used in such a manner? The answer to this
question involves stepping back from the
inner-workings of the Critique discourse
during the debate, and focusing on the ac-
tual structure of the Debate Round, which
will bereferred to as the “Policy Debate dis-
course.” Foucault’s method will be ap-
plied to an Archeology of the Critique in
the Policy Debate discourse.

Foucault wrote:

“One last precaution must be taken
to disconnect the unquestioned continu-
ities by which we organize, in advance, the
discourse that we are to analyze: we must
renounce two linked, but opposite themes.
The first involves a wish that it should never
be possible to assign, in the order of a dis-
course, the irniption of a real event; that
beyond any apparent beginning, there is
always a secret origin - so secret and so
fundamental that it can never be quite
grasped in itself. Thus one is led inevita-
bly, through the naivety of chronologies,

towards an ever-receding point that is never
itself present in any history... Discourse
must not be referred to the distant presence
of the origin, but treated as and when it oc-
curs.”
However, he continues:
“These pre-existing forms of conti-
nuity, all these syntheses that are
accepted without question, must
remain in suspense. They must not
be rejected definitively of course,
but the tranquility with which they
are accepted must be disturbed; we
must show that they do not come
about of themselves, but are always
the result of a construction the rules
of which must be known, and the
justifications of which must be seru-
tinized...” (p 25; thc Archaeology
of Knowledge)

How then to proceed?

“First we must map the first surfuces
of their emergence... We mustalso describe
the authorities of delimitation.... Lastly, we
must analyze the grids of specification... But
the above enumeration is inadequate... How
can one speak of a ‘system of formation” if
one knows only a series of different, het-
erogeneous determinations, lacking at-
tributable links and relations?” {p 41)

It should therefore be made explicit
that, despite the necessary beginning,
middle, and end, the narrative to follow can-
not have a “real” starting point, thus alert-
ing the reader to the obvious multitude of
events still “out there” which are excluded
in this short story, and also noting that the
underlying purpose of this synthesis will
be laid bare, and subject to scrutiny. In-
deed, in The Order of Things, Foucault of-
fers a specific synthesis of how modern
science developed (see, for example, page
345). Thus, it seems such an exercise is
well-grounded, with the appropriate cave-
ats and cautions. As an additional mea-
sure, we might reject the idea that the syn-
thesis which follows is a “history”, and say
rather that it is a narmrative of where T am
now in terms of my dispositions towards
the Critique in Policy Debate. I’m not try-
ing to be “cute” here; while this narrative
has the form of a conventional history, we
strip it of its pretense as “The Way Things
Came to Be” by unmasking it as the author’s
synthesis, and render it instead as an Ar-
chaeology of my current understanding of
the activity. On the other hand, it may be
informative to temporarily suspend the post-
modern ethos in order to understand an in-
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stance of its use, thereby stepping out of
the Method in order to see how it is work-
ing in the present discourse. There is clearly
a tension here, but hopefully it will be re-
solved before we have finished. Here then
ismy narrative:

The Rise of The Critique in the
Policy Debate Discourse

The evolution of Policy Debate has
been punctuated by radical innovations.
‘What has remained constant is the basic
format: two individuals advocate the Affir-
mative, whose goal is to prove a Resolution
of Policy true, most commonly by advanc-
ing a specific plan-of-action to solve a par-
ticular problermn as an example of the truth of
the resolution; two individuals advocate the
Negative, who need prove the resolution
false.

The majority of innovations in Policy
Dehate can be traced to the development of
tactics taken by the Negative. The first set
of argument-classes used by the Negative
included: inherency arguments, geared at
showing the plan was unnecessary, be-
cause the status quo was capable of the
problem; the use of solvency arguments to
show that the plan wasn’t up to the task of
solving the problem; and the use of the Dis-
advantage, to show that the plan would in-
cur certain deleterious consequences,
whicl outweighed any good that it might
do. These arguments constituted the ma-
jority of the Negative arsenal. The Disad-
vantage was clearly most useful strategi-
cally, since it actually provided an offense
to the negative, a reason to vote against
the plan. ln order for a disadvantage to be
applicable, it had to provide a link between
what the Plan advocated and the deleteri-
ous impact presented. Also, and this will
be important later, that impact had to be
Unique to the affirmative. In other words, it
would not matter much if the Plan resulted
in inflation if inflation was already occur-
ring, unless there was an additional and
unique harm to increasing inflation further.

For about ten years, and very occa-
sionally this debate recurs, there was a dis-
tinct thread of theoretical argument as to
whether the resolution or the plan should
be the focuts of the debate - this was practi-
cally resolved in favor of the plan, since a
resolutional focus would allow a near-infi-
nite number of alternate justifications for
the resolution by the affirmative, and an
equally large number of negative counter-
Watrants aimed at proving the resolution
false, by demonstrating potentially disad-

vantageous examples of the resolution.

The early eighties gave rise to the
wide use of the Counter-plan by the Nega-
tive. Instead of simply defending the sta-
tus quo, the Negative was now able to offer
an alternative to the plan. The test of
whether the counterplan was superior to the
plan was found in a theory called Competi-
tiveness - the counterplan was found to be
competitive with the affirmative if it pro-
vided a Net Benefit - if it solved the problem
that the Affirmative Plan sought to solve,
while avoiding a Disadvantage that the Af-
firmative accrued. The Affirmative could
seck to test whether a Counter-plan was
competitive by Permuting the counter-plan,
thereby asking if the simultaneous adop-
tion of all of the plan, plus all or part of the
counterplan, would be worse than doing the
counterplan alone. Ifadvocating simulta-
neous adoption of the counter-plan and
the affirmative would result in avoiding the
disadvantage, then the counter-plan was
not competitive. If however, there would
be a net benefit to simply doing the
counterplan, and not doing the plan as well,
then the counterplan was shown to be su-
perior.

There were many examples of
counterplans advanced, the earliest consti-
tuting a test of the word “federal” m the
resolution. Since most resolutions required
action by the federal government, and
thereby gave rise to plans which called for
federal-level legislation, one of the earliest
counter-plans written was the argument that
legislation by State governments would be
preferable, originally because State govern-
ment action would avoid an infringement of
Federalism, but also because it would avoid
either positively or negatively affecting
presidential popularity. Attempts to per-
mute State action, and argue that simulta-
neous action of the Federal government and
the State government would actually be
preferable, were unsuccessful, because
such action would still incur the Reagan,
and then the Bush, and then the Clinton
argument.

Then came a much more radical test
of the words “federal government” in the
resolution - the Anarchy Counterplan. This
counter-plan argued that instead of the gov-
emment action advocated by the Affinma-
tive, the federal government should be dis-
mantled in its entirety, because governments
lead to militarism and war. However, while
this argument enjoyed some early success,
someone eventually discovered that it was
vulnerable to a permutation - the affirma-
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tive could still defend that the federal gov-
ermnment should do their plan, while advo-
cating that all other aspects of the federal
government should be dismantled; this per-
mutation solved for the militarism of gov-
ernment, while still allowing for the advan-
tage advocated by the Affirmative - the
counterplan thus did not have a net ben-
efit, and was dismissed on the grounds that
it did not compete with the plan.

However, the Anarchy idea did not
go away. It came back as a disadvantage
called Statism. The Negative argued that
the plan served to entrench the state, by
presenting a policy which was seen as ad-
vantageous, thus allowing the state to con-
tinue its evil ways. This argument, how-
ever, suffered from a lack of uniqueness:
the Affirmative was able to show that even
without the plan, the state would continue
to exist, and that thereforc the affirmative
plan should not be rejected for doing some-
thing advantageous, since no quantifrable
harm could be assigned to an entrenchment.

Therefore, those seeking to advance
arguments in Policy Debate aimed at under-
mining the very existence of government
could not find an appropriate tool in the
Argument-Forms then available: the
counterplan would be permuted; the disad-
vantage was not unique. In purely struc-
turalist terms, there was a strategic and
therefore technical Problem which de-
manded a technical Solution. A new Form
of argument was found to be needed, and
that form was constructed as the Critique.

The Critique did not irrupt from noth-
ing, but rather exploded out of frustration
with the Counterplan and the Disadvantage,
borne by the desire for an argument which
did not have to be Unique and could not be
Permuted, by the wish to say this particular
“thing” and have it “matter” in the Policy
Debate discourse. Where there was once a
Statisim Disadvantage, there was now a new
player, the Statisn Critique, which would
not be denied by Uniqueness... Or would
it?

‘When the Statism Critique was first
offered, it was taken seriously by very few.
It smelled and felt like a Disadvantage, so it
was treated as such. When it was argued
that the Argument did not have to be
Unique, the response was “Why Not?” It
was still the case that the State would exist
with or without the Affirmative, so why
should this new construct be any different
in its call for rejection of an Affirmative
which, when fiated, would do some dem-
{Glass to page 22)
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"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 it really kept
me on my toes. I would recommend this camp to others not only because you learn a lot,
but also because of the comfortable environment."

Amber Veldkamp, previous CNFI camp participant

THE 2000 FACULTY INCLUDES:

o Nick CoBURN-PALO oF HopPkiNns HIGH SCHOOL

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

e OUR FACULTY SPECIALIZE IN TEACHING PHILOSOPHY, LD TECHNIQUE, AND INSTRUCTING

"I strongly recommend this camp to other students because it helps you not only with basic
STUDENTS OF ALL LEVELS IN THE ART OF LD DEBATE '

dinner on most days of the program, and most materials is approximately $1,275.
Commuters, for whom there are only a limited number of spots in the program, pay
approximately $700. One-week programs are also available, for an approximate cost of
$675. 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) 548-4800

PROSPECTUS and COSTS NATIONAL
Costs for the full resident program for LD, including tuition, housing, lunch and FORF.N?“C CUNSOR‘I‘IUM

and on the web at:www.educationunlimited.com




The National Forensic Consortium presents the

California National Forensic Institute
Policy and LD programs: June 16 - June 30, 2000

The California National Forensic Institute is a national caliber two-week summer
forensics program located in Berkeley, California. The CNFT 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 David Arnett of UC Berkeley and
Ryan Mills of College Prep and the California Invitational, the nation's largest speech and
debate tournament.

POLICY and LD 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 improve-
ment through philosophy lectures, technique 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 David Arnett 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 Ranpy Lusky, UC BERKELEY
Davip ARNETT, UC BERKELEY DanN Firzmier, EMORY
ANNE MaRrIe Topp, USC JoN DUNN, STANFORD

Nick CoBUrRN-ParLo, Hopkins HS (LLD)

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
tuition, housing, lunch and dinner on most days of the program, and most materials
is $1,275. Commuters pay $700. One-week programs are also available, for a
resident cost of $675. There is an additional $75 non-refondable application fee.
Students not accepted will have their application fee returned.

CNFI, 1678 Shattuck Ave, #305, Berkeley, CA 94709 or call: (510) 548-4800

www.educationunlimited.com




22

{Glass from page 19)
onstrated good? This early frustration with
achieving victory with the new Argument
highlighted a remaining technical problem
in fitting the Critique into the realm of the
Policy Debate discourse: fiat.

Fiat is one of the primary theoretical
tools available to the Affirmative (and, in
the case of counterplans, to the Negative);
it allows for the assumption that the plan
proposed is actually implemented, so that
the plan’s effects might be tested. Without
fiat the Affirmative would be caught in an
impossible double-bind between the bur-
den of demonstrating the plan to be neces-
sary, by proving the existence of some in-
herent barrier in the status quo which blocks
apresent solution to the problem, and prov-
ing that the plan is effective; if the inherency
of the problem is demonstrated to be due to
the mtractable nature of the present legisla-
ture, then this same legislature would obvi-
ously not be pre-disposed to the plan. Fiat
allows the affirmative to ignore questions
of plan implementation. Unfortunately for
early versions of the Critique, fiat also
proved to be a potent tool in justifying the
need for an argument to be unique. 1f the
plan made the status quo better, why not
adopt it, given that the same State existed
in the world before and after plan adoption?

The problem of fiaf gave rise to the
second technical innovation iustituted
through the advocacy of the critique: the
notion that fiat was illusory, At first, this
point seems to be stunning in its obvious-
ness, and in its implicit assumption that the
Affirmative was suffering under the delu-
sion that their plan was actually implemented
by the Powers-That-Be upon the signing of
the debate ballot. But the statermeut that
Jiat is illusory was used to try to wrestaway
from the Affirmative the fiat-tool, in order
to limit to the Affirmative the Idea that they
sought to promote the State through their
discourse in the debate round. The Nega-
tive claimed that the Affirmative’s proposal
had impact only on the discursive level, only
in that the discourse favored by the Affir-
mative had the effect of demonstrating the
State to be good. Under this model, where
Sfiatis illusory, the only thing that matters is
what the Affirmative says, and if they say
the State is good, that’s a unique example
of such a claim, thus linking uniquely to the
Critique. We thereby see how, with this sec-
ond technical innovation, the Critique came
to grab hold - while on the surface shun-
ning the notion of Uniqueness, the Critique
was able to establish unique-ground by link-

ing the simple utterance of the Affirmative
to the implications of the criticism.

The Affirmative needed to have an
answer, and countered on two levels. First,
the Affirmative sought to argue that fiar is
a test - no one, obviously, believes that fiat
“happens”, but it is impossible to discuss
the policy implications of the plan without
the assumption that it happens. Second, the
Affirmative stood up one day and Permuted
the Critique. The Affirmative argument was
that it was possible to simultaneously rec-
ognize that the State is bad, while using it
to do some concrete good. Further, this
combination was superior to simnple criticism,
because it solved for any implicit assump-
tion that the State may be good, while still
arguing for the solution of the problem.
Here, the Negative responded as follows:
“¥ou can’t permute a Critique.”

We'll return to the Permutation
dispute momentarily...

The change in the notion of fiar al-
lowed for an even wider proliferation of Cri-
tiques, and brought forth a more fundamen-
tal level of criticism, onto the level of Truth
and Power.

Post-Modemism came more strongly
to the foreground of the Critique pallette
with the Critique of Normativity, This ar-
gument sought to go to the most funda-
mental basis of debate, and held that Nor-
mative Thought itself was untenable. Un-
fortunately, the Negative advancing this
criticism was caught in a double-bind, be-
cause by asking the judge to vote for the
Negative, they were requesting a normative
judgement.  This particular double-bind
may have been part of the third Technical
change to the Policy Debate discourse
wrought by the Critique - the appeal to pure
Negation. According to the Negative, the
Criticism required the judge to reject the
Affirmative discourse. This rejection was
not tantamount to the endorsement of any-
thing, including the status quo. It was sim-
ply a recognition of the criticism, that the
Affirmative discourse was undesirable. The
fact that such Negation resulted in the Nega-
tive side winning the debate was simply an
accident.

Indeed.

Critiques were now resulting in de-
bate wins. Perhaps, therefore, it was not a
complete coincidence that they were also
gaining in popularity. However, there was
still widespread resistance to themn, until the
introduction of two additional Post-Mod-
em Critiques - the Foucault Critique, and

the Heidegger Critique.

We have already introduced Fou-
cault. Martin Heidegger seemed to hoid
much promise for the Critique debater, be-
cause it was his position that the framing of
an issue ag part of a problem-solution di-
chotomy would inevitably lead to failure.
Heidegger thought that the separation be-
tween the idea of the problem and that of
the solution was illusory, and that attempts
at making technical fixes as part of a ratio-
nal mind-get constituted a constructed fa-
cade; an alteration of the thing by a desire
to change it. Since the very form of the
Policy Debate discourse demanded that the
Affiimative frame discussion under a prob-
lem-solution rubric, use of Heidegger’s con-
cept was a natural for the Negative.

Thus ends my narrative,

We have now before us the Critique
as a distinct Entity. However, all discus-
sion of: the Critique’s “validity”; the theo-
retical properties of the Critique; and sub-
stantive counter-points to the Critique have
been issued within the confines of the De-
bate Round, without the recognition of the
existence of an over-arching Policy Debate
discourse. To my knowledge, what has
not occurred is an Archeology of the Cri-
tigue as part of that discourse, or a critique,
if you will, of The Critique m the Policy
Debate Discourse.

The Critique does not stand alone,
divorced of purpose. 1t stands in relation
to other Arguments in the Policy Debate
round. There are tests available to deter-
mine its purpose. Here 1s a thought experi-
ment: If there is doubt that The Critique is
advanced by the Negative to win a Debate
Round, perform the following experiment:
when the Negative says that a Critique can-
not be permuted, answer this way: Why
not?

Why Not?

1f the purpose of a Critique is discur-
sive in nature, why isn’t that discourse fluid?
Tt is as it the Negative is saying to the Affir-
mative: you may not agree with me, it is stm-
ply not aliowed! But this is a case wherein
the honest and thoughtful and sincere con-
cession of the Negative argument results in
its disappearance, so to allow such a con-
cession would be disastrous for a Negative
effort to Win the Debate. What other pur-
pose could there be to forbidding a Permu-
tation of the Critique other than maintain-
ing ground on which the Negative might
win the debate? 1f the goal was simply dis-
(Glass to page 26)
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Announcing the 26™ Samford

Summer Forensics Institute

16-29 July 2000
Birmingham, AL

Policy Debate Division: The SSFI Policy debate program is designed for
students entering their first or second year of debate. Experienced coaches

stress the fundamentals of debate. At the end of the institute, each student will have participated in writing an
affirmative case, writing a disadvantage and a kritik, and taken part in at least eight practice debates. First year
students learn how to flow and cover the fundamentals of debate. As of 1 January, policy debate labs will be
directed by Michael Janas, Ph.D, (Samford University), Ben Coulter, MA (Samford University), David
(’Connor, BA (Towa City West High School), Thom O’Rourke, MA (University School, TN) and Heidi
Hamilton, Ph.D. (Augustana College, IL).

Lincoln-Douglas Debate Division: Samford hosts one of the longest-running Lincoln-Douglas workshops in
the nation. The program is designed for students who are in their first or second year of debate and acts as a
complimentary program to the University of lowa Summer I[nstitute. In addition to providing a primer on the
basics of moral and political philosophy, the L-D institute also seeks to develop fundamental skills such as
flowing, briefing and casing. The Lincoln-Douglas workshop is directed by Marilee Dukes (Vestavia Hills H.S.,
AL}, Pat Bailey (Homewood H.S., AL) and Claire Carmen (Episcopal H.S., TX).

Teacher’s Institute: This year we are pleased to add a teacher’s institute to our offerings. Designed for new
teachers or those that find themselves in charge of a program for the first time, successful long-time coach Skip
Coulter (Mountain Brook Jr. H.S. and Samford University) will conduct a workshop on the fundamentals of
debate coaching. While we cannot promise to make you a champion coach in your first year, we can help orient
you to the bewildering world of high school forensics and make you feel confident as you enter the forensics
clagsroom for the first time.

Cost; $925.00. Includes all room, board, tuition and group copying fees. Housing is in air conditioned, double-
occupancy Samford dormitories. Classes are held on the Samford campus and dining is in the Samford
cafeteria. There are no additional lab fees. Dormitories are directed by William Tate (Montgomery Bell
Academy, TN). Financial aid is available for students with demonstrated need.

For more information:
Michael Janas, Ph.D.
Director of Debate
Samford University
Birmingham, AL 35229
(205) 726-2509
mjjanas@samford.edu




THE JAYHAWK DEBATE INSTITUTE
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS

A Tradition of Excellence for Over 35 Years

TWO WEEK SESSIONS
June 18-July 1, 2000
July 2-July 15, 2000

JAYHBAWK EXTENDED DEBATE INSTITUTE
June 25-July 15, 2000

LINCOLN-DOUGLAS DEBATE INSTITUTE
June 25-July 15, 2000

Outstanding Faculty: The squad leaders include college debate coaches and exceptional senior debat-
ers from around the nation. This year JDI will be headed by Dr. Scott Harris, KU’s Director of Foren-
sics. Many of the topic and theory lectures will be delivered by Dr. Robin Rowland, KU’s former Direc-
tor of Forensics, and author of the annual NTC topic analysis textbook. Other members of the faculty
include authors of topic and theory articles appearing in the Forensic Quarterly, the Forensic Educator,
the National Forensic Journal, and Argumentation and Advocacy. The Journal of the American Forensic
Association. Combined, our faculty have over a century of competitive debate and coaching experience.

Outstanding Resources: The University of Kansas holds over 5 million volumes in its library system.
The campus is also home to a large federal document depository and a nationally-renowned archive.
Students will find a wealth of resources related to the education topic at KU.

Outstanding Facilities: Students stay in air conditioned, double-occupancy residence hall rooms and
eat in KU’s award-winning dining facility. Everything a student might need during their stay, including a
bank, restaurants, recreation facilities, an arcade, basketball and tennis courts, are all available on the
beautiful Mt. Oread Campus at KU.

Qutstanding Value: Over the last four years the Jayhawk Debate Institute has maintained an average 8
to 1 student to staff ratio. Students who attend have a chance to work with a variety of college coaches

from among the nation’s top college and university programs. Our students Jeave Lawrence prepared to
debate a variety of positions that can be used locally and on the national circuit.

QOutstandiong Track Record: Over the past several years, students attending the Jayhawk Debate Insti-
tute have retumed strong competitive records in national and regional competitions.




Outstanding Options

THE TWO-WEEK POLICY DEBATE SESSIONS

The two-week camps will offer labs in advanced and intermediate divisions. The advanced division is
for experienced high school debaters. Students are exposed to advanced theory and work intensively on
developing in-depth approaches to the topic. The intermediate division is for students with some experi-
ence who seek to improve their basic skills and to begin investigating more advanced theoretical con-
cepts. All students are given ample opportunity to research both affirmative and negative aspects of the
topic. A tournament concludes each of the two-week camps.

THE JAYHAWK EXTENDED DEBATE INSTITUTE

The most advanced workshop offered by the Jayhawk Debate Institute. The three-week session is for
advanced high school debaters. Students will receive extensive assistance in research, argument con-
struction, and debate skills, participate in tournaments, and receive special instruction in advanced
debate theory. The Extended Debate Institute is directed by Dr. Scott Harris, Director of Forensics at
KU, and is coordinated by the most senior members of the institute staff. Jayhawk Extended Debate
Institute students should expect to participate in ten tournament-style practice rounds during the institute
as well as numerous, individualized practice sessions. Students participating in this session should
expect to be doing a great deal of original research during their stay at the institute.

THE LINCOLN-DOUGLAS DEBATE DIVISION

The Lincoln-Douglas division will teach theory, practice, and strategies of one-person debate. This
division will be headed by Kevin McCulloch, a veteran of JDI. His experience as a successful high
school Lincoln-Douglas competitor makes this a unique educational experience. This is not just a policy
division transformed into L.-D. The focus is on strategies and theory adapted to the unique demands of
value debate. In addition to Kevin, students will be exposed to a series of guest lectures on philosophy
and presentation that will help students with all aspects of debate preparation. Philosophy lectures, will
survey a number of philosophers whose ideas currently influence Lincoln-Douglas debate. Additionally,
for the first time the Lincoln-Douglas camp will be three week long allowing for more in-depth discus-
sions and experience.

LOW COST!
With Room and Board: $1100.00 (3 Weeks or Lincoln-Douglas) or $800.00 (2 Weeks)
Without Room and Board: $725.00 (3 Weeks or Lincoln-Douglas) or $470.00 (2 Weeks)
A 850 non-refundable deposit is required at the time of application.

For More Information Write, Call, or Surfthe Web!
Jayhawk Debate Institute
3090 Wescoe Hall

['he University of Kansas
Lawrence, KS 66045-2177
(785) 864-9893, jivanclefa falcon.ce.ukans.edy, hitp:/fraven.ce.ukans.edu/~coms3/five html
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{Glass from page 22)

cursive... if the goal was simply to accept
The Critique for What It Is, one might think
that the more acceptance, the better! Butin
the Policy Debate discourse, the Critique
could not function as a strategic argument
if it were permutable, so the Negative can-
not allow the Affirmative to accept it.

It has been argued that the permuta-
tion of a Critique is insincere, that when the
Affirmative adopts the Criticism they do so
merely to make it go away, and therefore
their advocacy is hollow, But this argument
works both ways - if the Negative can ac-
cuse the Affirmative of falsely advocating
the Critique for the purpose of Winning,
why can’t the Affirmative similarly accuse
the Negative of just this thing? And who is
in the better position to win this argument -
the team which says “I agree with you,” or
the team that says “You may not agree with
me.”

The advocacy that the Critique may
not be permuted is simple proof that the
Critique has a purpose in the Policy Debate
discourse, and that purpose is to win. {On
another level, it is almost laughable that such
a great effort has to be extended to prove
this point; ask yourself this: who in a Policy
Debate round makes arguments for any
purpose other than to win the Debate?)

The Critique is thereby unmasked as
much more than what it is claimed to be. It
is a tool to win a debate round. And in this
case it 15 a tool which has been constructed,
piece by piece, to avoid theoretical and stra-
tegic pitfalls suffered by other arguments.
The Critique is a structured entity in the
greater Problem-Solution framework of the
Policy Debate discourse - the problem is:
How do you win the debate round? The
solution 1s: run the Critique.

The act of advancing a Critique
thereby 1s subject to the Heidegger argu-
ment - if discourse is all that matters, and
the Affirmative is to be Criticized for posing
a problem-solution dichotomy to address
the harms of the case; then the Negative is
subject to Criticism discursively for con-
structing a Solution to the Problem of win-
ning the debate; the proof of the construc-
tion is the negative claim: You may not agree
with me.

Let us-pause for a moment, and recail
Foucault. Foucault said that power is fluid,
and traced it as it shifted back and forth
between individuals. In the Policy Debate
discourse, power was originally held by
those who opposed the notion that the State
is good, because the Affirmative held the

Argument-tools to defeat that idea in its
forms as a Counter-plan or as a Disadvan-
tage. This could be seen as an instance of
Disciplinary Power, where the judge was
compelled to discipline the Negative, chill-
ing their discourse. Then came The Cri-
tique, and power was shifted to the Nega-
tive. Now the Affirmative was bereft of
Argument-tools, and suffered the disciplin-
ary power of the judge: any discourse which
advocated that a problem might be solved,
or that the State may be used, was rejected.
This flow of power is quite an impressive
display of the insight of Foucault - it dem-
onstrates how disciplinary power leads to
resistance, which leads to its own destruc-
tion. But now there is a unique situation:
the disciplinary power is held by a side
which is arguing against the use of disci-
plinary power! And discourse if being si-
lenced by invoking an author who cautions
against any silencing of discourse. This
untenable situation inevitably leads to the
sapping of the Negative’s disciplinary
power: no one who advocates Foucault or
who advocates Heidegger can use these
Critiques to win a debate round. Power is
fluid. Permutations are possible.

Does this back-and-forth constitute
anever-ending series of double binds? No
- there is hope. The original Affirmative
advocacy is structuralist and humanist in
its intent, and therefore there is no contra-
diction with thatadvocacy and the construc-
tion of the permutation. Also, it is simply
the case that Foucault believed in rights,
and believed in the possibility of govern-
mental change - he even participated in
demonstrations, and argued for governmen-
tal changes which increased individual lib-
erty.

Looking at how the Critique exists
now in the Policy Debate discourse, one is
buffeted by ironies. The original desire to
criticize the state has resulted in an argu-
ment which protects the state from any at-
tempt to change. From a desire for radical
transformation springs forth a position com-
plete in its totalizing nature. This totalizing
characteristic of the absolute refusal that
the State may be used for good givesrise a
new plea for liberty, a new resistance to dis-
ciplinary power. Liberation is to be found
in a simple mechanism - the ability to speak
and to debate. The Affirmative may say: “I
can agree with you; I am allowed to say
what I will say, and I agree that the State
can be bad; I agree that certain problem-
solution dichotomies are false; 1 agree that
threats can be constructed.” To achieve

liberty, the Affirmative need only say: |
agree. To deny the Affirmative this dis.
course 15 indistinguishable from any Totali-
tarian denial - what is the difference between
saying “you may not speak what I speak”
and saying “you may not speak” They
are of a continuum. An equally serious
irony is the discontinuity between the
projects of Foucault and Heidegger and the
totalizing manner in which their projects are
utilized in the Policy Debate discourse,
Some have argued that Heidegger’s pro-
gram gave rise to Totalitarianism - but that
may be because of the surprising way in
which the desire for radical transformation
seems to collide on a circular path with the
totalizing nature of an Argument for which
the Critique debater argues there is no way
out...

There are remaining issues, such as:
what is the judge to do, faced with the Fou-
cault critique of the Foucault Critique, or
the Heidegger critique of how Heidegger is
used in the Policy Debate discourse? Ifthe
judge were to listen to the Negative, who
advocates rejection, then the judge would
reject the negative. If the judge were to
listen to Foucault, she or he would simply
understand and comprehend the Critique
for what it is, but would not use it to silence
any discourse. It would simply be, without
serving as a structuralist mechanism to se-
cure a victory.

What about the other Critiques?
Foucault and Heidegger are still there,
available to the Affirmative to unmask any
claim that these arguments are not permut-
able, or need not be unique. Once the per-
mutation is accepted, then what happens
depends on the argument. At least dis-
course is not stifled, and power is shared.
Writing iu the November 28th, 1999
issue of the New York Times Magazine,
Jacob Weisberg discusses the current
struggle between former American Comimu-
nists and anti-Communists, and the battle
for understanding and for historical redermp-
tion. Weisberg finds his way between these
two diametrically opposing camps in the
advocacy of the liberal anti-Communists.
Liberal anti-Communism begins
in the 1930s with Sidney Hook and
John Dewey and the Commission
of Inquiry into the Moscow Purge
Trials. Hook subsequently
founded the Committee for Cultural
Freedom, an organization that re-

(Glass to page 58)
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Introducing:

The Championship

The Policy Program
June 18 through July 7, 2000

Presently Committed Full-Time Instructional Staff:

Alex Pritchard, Chair, Championship Debate Group
Director of Debate, Greenhill School
Coach of 1998 and 1996 NFL National Championship Teams

Scott Deatherage, Associate Director, Championship Debate Group
Director of Debate, Northwestern University
National Debate Tournament Championships: 1999, 1998, 1995, 1994

Andrew Bradt, Harvard University
Alan Coverstone, Montgomery Bell Academy
Dan Lingel, Director of Debate, Jesuit College Prep, Texas
Frank Seaver, Director of Debate, Woodward Academy
Ryan Sparacino, Northwestern University

" Additional Staff to be Added

Complete Brochure Mailed in January

The Championship Group
540 North Lake Shore Drive, Suite 316
Chicago, IL. 60611

www.thechampionshipgroup.com

On the Campus of
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¢ Fun and Friendship in a College Living and Learning Environment
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FORDETAILED INFORMATION ABOUT SDI, PLEASE VISIT
OUR WEB SITE: http://www.msu.edu/~debate
OR E-MAIL US AT: debate@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 *00 sessions will conclude with judged tournaments, relaxed,
yet 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. Contactus for further information. July 16 - July 21.
Tuition: $200. Room and Board (ifused) $200.

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 16 - August 4, 2000 - $1084.00
2 WEEK INSTITUTE: July 16 - July 28, 2000 - $775.00

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

DEBATE, £10 Lintin Hall, Michigan State University, East Lansing, M1 48824

OR CALL WILL REPKO AT 517-353-9388
Fax: 517-353-6464
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POSTMODERNISM AND THE PRACTICE OF

DEBATE

by Roy Schwartzman, Ph.D.

Debating Postmodernism

The concept of postmodemism has
gained so much popularity in competitive
debate that it has been advocated as a deci-
sion-making paradigm (Kramer & Lang,
1993). Careful consideration of the sug-
gested paradigm occasions reflection on the
role postmodernism might play in academic
debate. This essay explores the proposal
that debate should be conducted accord-
ing to a postmodern perspective. An exami-
nation of postmodernism reveals that
postmodem tendencies, particularly advo-
cacy of inconsistency, run counter to the
goals and conduct of debate. Next, the pur-
ported advantages of postmodern perspec-
tives are subjected to critical scrutiny. Fi-
nally, the repercussions of postmodernism
for academic debate are discussed.

The term debate applies generically
to any rule-governed argumentative ex-
change. Specific applications to competi-
tive debate arc identified as academic de-
bate. As employed in this essay, the issues
regarding postmodernism in academic de-
bate represent a particular context for con-
fronting postmodemism beyond the forum
of debate rounds per se.

Clarifying the Concept of
Postmodernism

1t is difficult to identify the species of

postmodernism theorists such as Kramer

and Lang (1993) advocate when they pro-

pose it as a paradigm, because they do not
link the postinodern characteristics they
associate with a particular intellectual tradi-
tion. Defining postmodemism is trouble-
some, for it does not describe a methodol-
ogy, doctrine, or any static body of theory.
It "remains, at best, an cquivocal concept™
that defies pigeonholing (Hassan, 1987a, p.
23). The varieties of intellectual projects and
artistic objects labeled as postmodern east
some "doubt [as to] whether the term can
ever be dignified by conceptual coherence”
(Boyne & Rattansi, 1990, p. 9). Instead,
postmodernism qualifies more as a spirit of
inquiry, an attitude that distrusts universal-
1zation and promotes the revelation of in-
ternal inconsistencies. Hassan (1987a) has
inventoried the promincnt characteristics of
postmodernism in its various incarnations.
Thesc qualities include:

1. Privileging indeterminacy instead of
finality. This resistance to finality also im-
plies a rejection of historical teleology
(Zavarzadeh & Morton, 1991).

2. Recognition that reality is fragmen-
tary and disconnected, thus history is dis-
continuous not linear (Lyotard, 1989),

3. Opposition to all canonical authority.

4. The free mixture of styles, genres, and
traditions.

5. Emphasis on the conditionality and
historicity of theories, which offer perspec-
tives rather than ultimate answers.

6. Focus on the processes of creation
and interpretation instead of on static ob-
jects or ideas.

Qualities
Each of the preceding qualities invites
appropriation by debaters:

1. Precedents and model programs are
treated with suspicion, since they imply
continuity with the past. If an affirmative
plan has worked as a pilot project, that suc-
cess may have been due to the monopoliza-
tion of funds and skewing of reporting by
the dominant power interests than to the
merits of the program.

2. The critique of causality is subsumed
by postmodernism, because assertions of
causal linkage are questioned. Furthermore,
definitive knowledge is disavowed.

3. There is no decision rule that tran-
scends the individual round.

4. Multiple paradigms can co-exist pro-
ductively.

5. Claims are evaluated not as true or
false themselves, but are contextualized as
having truth-value only within specified
parameters. Not only are conditional argu-
ments recommended, but all arguments are
subject to revisions that restrict their do-
main of applicability.

6. Instead of evaluating the resolution
or affirmative plan as a concrete proposal,
debate would focus on the assumptions
behind the way terminology is employed.
The argumentative process becomes the
center of attention, not supposedly com-
pleted proposals offered for wholesale adop-
tion or rejeetion.

Importing Postmodernism
When postmodernism is suggested
as a model or mindset for the practice of

debate, it may be imported in one or more of
the preceding ways.

There is a big difference between ob-
serving what could be called a postmodem
condition and elevating that condition to
an "-ism" that would regulate argumenta-
tive practice. Marshall (1992) understand-
ably recommends erasing the -ism suffix
because it "suggests that here is something
complete, unified, totalized” (pp. 4-5).
Postmodernism, in a word, resists specifi-
cation as a doctrine or method. Richard
Bernstein (1991), frustrated with the incho-
ate ways that ‘postmodernity’ has been
used, suggests abandoning the term alto-
gether. Instead, he recommends further in-
vestigation of the issues raised under the
rubric of postmodernism. To clarify those
1ssues, we must examine the assumptions
and implications of postmodernism.

Postmodernism in debate might seem
to be a fait accompli. After all, the multi-
plicity of paradigms could testify to the lo-
calization of epistemological claims, thereby
enacting the postmodern admonition to
"give up the luxury of absolute Tiuths,
choosing instead to put to work local and
provisional truths" (Marshall, 1992, p. 3).
This point invites two responses. First, a
plurality of paradigms does not require or
prove the presenee of postmodernism. The
conditionality and multiplicity of truths can
be and is accomplished without any need
for abandoning a progressive ideal of ber-
ter argumentative practice. ldeas and prac-
tices can improve without positing a singu-
lar epitome of perfection, Second, the pres-
ence of multiple paradigms and their ten-
dency to proliferate testifies to the prob-
lematic episternological status of research
in debate. An invitation to construct ever
more "new and improved" paradigms--what
debaters might label "paradigm prolif--un-
dermines claims for debate to acquire schal-
arly legitimacy. Letus consider each point.

To scrutinize postmodernism, it is
useful to tuim to figures such as Rorty and
Lyotard, considered "the original sources
of postmodern philosophy” in America
(Lemert, 1991, p. 181). Lyotard "remains to-
day perhaps the most influential theorist of
postmodermty” (Boyne & Rattansi, 1990,
p. 13}, and his book The Posimodern Con-
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dition " enjoys a certain definitive status in
discussion[s] of postmodernism™ (Callinicos,
1990, p. 3). In most of its incarnations,
postmodernism designates the distrust of
comprehensive rational foundations of
knowledge. Rejection of foundationalism
often targets scientific reasoning, which has
epitomized ultimate explanations in the ab-
sence of authoritarian pronouncements (the
ultimatums of autocrats) or divine law. The
fact that science bears the brunt of
postmodern wrath will loom large when we
reconsider paradigms.

The advocacy of a postmodem para-
digm strikes a discordant note because
postmodemism and paradigms as employed
in academic debate are incompatible.
Postmodernism as an epistemological ori-
entation rejects transhistorical criterta for
what counts as truth, knowledge, or mean-
ing. Put succinctly, a postmodern attitude
fosters "incredulity toward metanarratives"
(Lyotard, 1984, p. xxiv). Surprisingly, Kramer
and Lang defend postmodernism while of-
fering it as "an overarching argumentative
strategy" (1993, p. 58). Any attempt to con-
struct an argumentative framework that has
universal validity no longer qualifies as
postmodern, but falls squarely within the
conventionally modernist mission of mod-
eling debate after science (hypothesis test-
ing), legislative deliberation (rational policy
making}, or storytelling (narrativity).

A less relativistic version of
postmodernism would not undercnt the
employment of paradigms per se. lnstead,
it would pose paradigms provisionally,
advocating the reflexive recognition that
one is operating within the constraints ofa
culturally and historically specific "para-
digm of thought" (Marshall, 1992, p. 3). In
short, any theory operates "within a cer-
tain paradigm" of background assumptions
(Marshall, 1992, p. 187). This version of
postmodernism offers cumbersome theo-
retical baggage that acknowledges what
curtent debate practice already takes into
account. Does any debater or critic claim
that a paradigm offers a path to ultimate
truth? Probably not. When explaining
hypothesis-testing, Zarefsky character-
izes the knowledge available through de-
bate as probable truth which, like scien-
tific knowledge, is not "eternal and un-
changing” (1992, p. 255). Instead, para-
digms lend structure to argumentation by
providing models for the argumentative
process (Berube, 1994}. Depending on the
paradigm employed, different criteria for
assent will receive more or less emphasis.

Purported Advantages of
Postmodernism

Zavarzadeh and Morton (1991) con-
tend that cogent arguments against
postmodernism can arise only from consid-
ering its "consequences and effects" (p.
121). In other words, what sorts of attitudes
and practices would result from a
postmodem perspective? The emphasis on
effects is prominent because, the authors
contend, any logically based arguments
(e.g., accusations of logical inconsistency
or fallacious reasoning) would atiempt to
subject postmodernism to the strictures of
the very logical framework itrejects. Taking
this point a step further, "the very deploy-
ment of logical argumentation against
(post)modernism would unfortunately le-
gitimate a rather reactionary notion of truth”
because it would presume universal criteria
for rationality that restrict inmovation and
invest only one disputant with The Truth
{Zavarzadeh & Morton, 1991, p. 121).
Zarefsky (1992) makes a similar point in the
context of debate. He explains that the choice
among paradigms is difficult because none
can be attacked except on the terms it rec-
ognizes as legitimate. Zarefsky suggests
examining how a paradigm might undermine
its own purposes. Let us consider how
postmodernism might do just that.

Postmodernism sometimes gets
touted as a dramatic rupture with the past, a
radical discontinuity with Enlightenment
traditions of rational discourse. In this
sense, it is tempting to label the postmodern
movement a paradigm shift in argumenta-
tive rationality. That label, however, would
generate more confusion than clarity.
Postmodernists could contend that the tra-
ditional ideals of debate were valid but have
outlived their usefulness. If this were so,
then proponents of postmodernism would
be advocating a fonm of historicism that pre-
sumes an ability to judge (on heretofore
unidentified grounds) the compatibility of
theories with events (Crook, 1990). That is,
postmodernists would presume to know the
moment in history when an idea no longer
serves a function. Such a claim runs counter
to the postmodern enthusiasm for indeter-
mmacy. On the other hand, if traditional ar-
gumentative rationale is wrong or undesir-
able in principle, then postmodernism's op-
position rests on the very sort of universal
standards or truths postmodernism decries.

Social Emancipation

The varieties of postmodernism share
a political focus (Boyne & Ratansi, 1990, p.
23} in their goal to recover discourse that

has been marginalized or silenced by hege-
monic ideals of argumentation. In debate
rounds, the advantages associated with
postmodern critiques,' for example, usually
stem1 from giving "voice to the powerless
and marginalized" (Lake & Haynie, 1993, p.
17). In fact, postmodernism may be charac-
terized as "a shifting and differential cul-
tural site of social struggles" rather than a
"settled or stable" set of doctrines
(Zavarzadeh & Morton, 1991, p. 106). If
postmodemism per se has a project, itis to
distupt the argumentative ideals that con-
stricted discourse to conform with Enlight-
enment models of rationality. In the context
of public or academic debate, a postmodern
project would involve revising the canon
of "classic” argumentative exchanges to
include discussions that fall outside the
mainstream peolitical parties and campaign
issues. The question arises, however, as to
why postmodernists would recommend
such revisions.

The inability to find an answer in
postmodemism has made some feminist
theorists uncomfortable with a postmodemn
emancipatory project. Since postiniodernism
devalues consensus as a central objective,
it falls short in explaining why any
underrepresented group such as womnlen
might merit recognition as a group
{Lovibond, 1990). By placing highest prior-
ity on continuance of discourse,

postmodernism cannot identify or endorse

material signs of progress toward reducing
oppression. Quite the contrary: by auming
for continuance instead of closure, dis-
agreement and contentiousness (not con-
cessions or acts of liberation) have mtrin-
sic merit (Lovibond, 1990). Lyotard envi-
sions the task of postmodern philosophy
as "multiphcity and the incommensurabil-
ity of works" (1989, p. 193), which promises
greater diversity but less sharing or amal-
gamation of ideas. Postmodernism leaves
the deeper questions about the roots of op-
pression and marginalization unanswered.
Lyotard's proposed fertilization of incom-
mensurability surely does not hold much
promise of greater empathy with the op-
pressed.  What resources does
postmodernism offer for expanding the
ranges of options open for underrepresented
populations (Lovibond, 1990, p. 172)7 To
expand available opportunities requires
more far-reaching social actions than indi-
vidual deviations from norms or distrust of
totalizing narratives. Postrmodernism in any
of its incarnations has failed to give meth-
ods for dealing with uucertainty, the dis-
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trust of timeless truths, and the decay of
universal values. Postmodernism provides
insufficient inventive resources to provide
solutions for the narrow epistemological
habits it criticizes.

If postmodernism can earn its keep
as a productive or advantageous mode of
thought, it must offer some methods for re-
solving disputes and reaching decisions.
Lyotard recognizes this difficulty writ large
as a challenge to cormmunication itself: "You
multiply manners of speaking and sensing,
but how will you communicate? The con-
temporary artist knows that this difficulty
in communicating happens" (1989, p. 193).
But the artist fuels rresolution instead of
quenching it. Postmodernism offers few rec-
ommendations for improving the means to
effect social change or render judgment.
This lack of a critical edge has led Rorty
{1991a) to criticize postmodernists such as
Foucault for revealing the methods of so-
cial manipulation without providing routes
1o escape them. Similarly, James L. Marsh
finds in postmodernism "no criteria to indi-
cate whether or why we should move for-
ward, no groups identified whose position
in the social structure presents a possibil-
1ty or probability of transcendence, ne iden-
tifiable crisis points within the system"
(1992a, p. 94). Postmmodernism ultimately
endorses "a stance of pessimism and quiet-
ism" on social issues since "it can offer no
positive, constiuctive ethics or politics”
(Marsh, 1991a, p. 94; 1992b, p. 208).

It is inappropriate to discuss
postmodernism as "an overarching argu-
mentative strategy” (Kramer & Lang, 1993,
p. 58) since postmodernism is directed
against the very notion of sueh all-encom-
passing discursive strategies. Lyotard's
opposition to Habermas's advocacy of uni-
versal consensus lies in the denial of
"metaprescriptions regulating the totality of
statements circulating in the social collec-
tivity" {Lyotard, 1984, p. 65). Lyotard en-
joins his readers to "wage a war on totality"
{1984, p. 82}, a call that does not sound con-
ducive to paradigm-building, or to sweep-
ing reforms that would target the institu-
tional bases for repressive social practices.

Postmodernism, unlike critical theo-
ries such as feminism or socialism, provides
few if any resources to counter institution-
alized forms of oppression that might be
pervasive but exist in several forms and on
several levels of society. The distrust of
grand explanations generates a suspieion
of universals but leaves untouched "the
complexities of the social, political and eco-

nomic formations that exist as part of a het-
erogeneous but interdependent global con-
figuration” (Boyne & Rattansi, 1990, p. 19).
In other words, repressive forces can be
manifested in ways other than the unitary,
overarching, grand narratives that Lyotard
and other postmodernists target. For ex-
ample, how could postmodernism offer a
means of redressing economic ¢litism, rac-
ism, or sexism in competitive debate?
Phrased in the language of policy debate,
what potential for solvency does
postmodernism offer? Because of its elu-
sive character, postmodernism cannot be
mstituted in any case because it is not a
body of doctrine but a critical attitude (cf.
Lyotard, 1989, p. 314).

Two tendencies of postmodernism
render it ineffective in accomplishing the
very political tasks that supposedly lie at
its core: "an inability to specify possible
mechanisms of change, and an inability to
state why change is better than no change"
{Crook, 1990, p. 59). The first difficulty has
been encountered in the inability to insti-
gate or even take account of a need for
broad-based social reform. The second
point, advocacy of change, raises another
set of issues.

1t is difficult to envision how
postmodernism could justify any social re-
forms, even the most localized changes in
debate practices. 1f the quality of discus~
ston hinges on the multiplicity of viewpoints
articulated, then expressions of intolerance
such as sexism, racism and homophobia
presumably deserve encouragement be-
cause they add to the plurality of perspec-
tives (Crook, 1990). Debate conducted ina
postmodern manner would not and could
not justify mling out offensive ad hominem
arguinentative practices. Even if such intol-
erance were not sanctioned by a
postmodern mindset, it should be unaccept-
able.  Although proponents of
postmodernism might agree, the decision
to restrict available argumentative tactics
runs counter to the cardinal postmodern
value of creativity. Paradoxically, the most
intelerant and repressive social agendas
beeome legitimate even if not explicitly en-
dorsed under the postmodern rubric of cre-
ative expression,

Enhanced Creativity

One argument Kramer and Lang
(1993) suggest to support a postmodern
paradigm cites the value of creativity. Al-
lowing inconsistency would open the flood-
gates for debaters' creative juices to flow
freely, thus irrigating parched argumenta-
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tive ground. Lyotard hints at a similar pref-
erence for creativity in his choice of art as
an epistemological model. Postmodernism
now encounters the famihar quandary of ro-
manticism: how to reconcile creativity with
quality and morality (which presume stan-
dards of conduct). Does relaxation of stric-
tures encourage creativity? The lesson from
paradigms in science shows the opposite
to be the case. In an often overlooked early
essay, Kuhn (1977, pp. 225-239) remarks on
what he calls the "essential tension" in sci-
ence. Paradoxically, the tradition-bound
nature of science with its preservation of
"normal science” obedient to paradigmatic
strictures has been conducive to innova-
tion. Only when the boundaries of normal
science are clearly articulated in a paradigm
do practitioners begin to question the
paradigm's articulation. Who are the inno-
vators? Kuhn explains that "the productive
scientist must be a traditionalist who en-
joys playing intricate games by pre-estab-
lished rules in order to be a successful in-
novator who discovers new rules and new
pieces with which to play them” (1977, p.
237). Applying this principle to debate, the
innovators can redefine the game only if
the game already has set boundaries and
rules. The test of creativity lies in the ability
to improvise within guidelines, not rewrite
the guidelines to accommodate novelty.

We now confront the question: "Why
artificially limit the size of the playing field"
{Kramer & Lang, 1994, p. 67) by prohibiting
inconsistency? First, no clear distinction has
been made between "artificial” versus "natu-
ral" limits, and no reason has been given to
prefer one over the other. Second, preserv-
ing the game metaphor, all games have rules
or they cease to qualify as games. The rea-
son for regulative paradigms that limit ar-
gumentative options is both fogical and
pragmatic. If all argumentative options are
allowed, then an infinite regress occurs be-
cause no standards emerge from the para-
digm to evaluate the quality of the argu-
ments (Panetta & Herbeck, 1993, p. 26). The
regress turns vicious in debate or in any
deliberative forum because decisions must
be made and justified.

Pragmatically, the procedural regula-
tions in debate rounds mitigate against un-
constrained invention. In competitive debate
these constraints are designed to achieve
definite closure if not definitive solutions.
Strict time limits and zero-sum decisions mimic
how deliberation often must proceed because
policies must be formulated and issues de-
(Schwartzman fo page 36)



Policy Debate Phase | July 10-23
Policy Debate Phase II July 10-28
Coaches Workshop July 10-23

Here's What We Offer

* Low student-coach ratios; small labs

e Separate instructional tracks based on skill and experience yet integrated with all
other institute participants;

 High-quality evidence that will be distributed to ALL skill levels;

* Amazingly affordable rates and air-conditioned dorms and classrooms.

Here’s What You’ll Experience

In Phase |, three tracks will be available:

* Tier 1 —You are starting out on your career.

» Tier 2 — You have basics and are looking for breakthrough knowledge and skills.

* Tier 3 — You're highly skitled, looking for the secrets that can move you into the late eliminatien rounds. (The best way to
take a Tier-3 experience to the highest level is to enroll in Phase 1}, a third week with a student-coach ratio of two-to-one!)

Phase 11 adds a third week for focus and refining:

Exceptional debaters are invited to apply for this additional week of study. During that third week, the student faculty ratio will
be two-to-one, Refining speaking skills and special research projects will be given special emphasis. Participants will complete
two videotaped practice rounds each day, along with speaking drifls. Phase 11 is for advanced students and is limited to 16
qualified applicants,

All Phase 1} applications are due May 1.

Here's Who We Are

Institute Diractors

Linda M. Collier, Director of Instruction

People magazine called her the “Vince Lombardi of debate,” and Bottom Line Personal offered her teaching techniques to parents seeking
strategies ta help their children maximize their achievement levels. Under her direction, UMKC’s debate squad became the first in history to
win both the Cross Examination Debate Association (CEDA) and National Debate Tournament (NDT) National Points Championships in the
same year, 1397. The UMKC squad has ranked in the top 20 of CEDA for the last 11 consecutive years.

Jennifer Alme, Director of Tier 1 Instruction

Jennifer is a coach at Emory University and the associate director of the Atlanta Urban Debate League. As the associate director of the AUDL,
she is in charge of designing and implementing debate curriculum in Atlanta Public Schools. As a college debater, Jenny was in late oul
rounds of both the NDT and CEDA Nationa) Tournament. Jennifer has worked at S0 for severa) years, and is nationaily recognized for her
ability to teach debaters who are early in their career.

Brent Siemers, Director of Tiers 2 & 3 Instruction

Assistant director of UMKC’s program this year, Brent came 1o UMKC last year after coaching from 1997-98 at Kansas State University, where
he debated from 1991-96 and was a member of the 1993 CEDA national championship team. Brent was 2nd speaker at CEDA nationals and a
CEDA All-American as a debater.

Here’'s How Much it Costs

Send your $50 today 1o receive a $50 discount.

Phase | Residential $810 Commuter $510
Phase tI Residential Only $1,200
Coaches Workshop Residential $815 Commuter $475

The residential tuition includes air-conditioned dormitory housing (double occupancy), 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.
The non-residential option allows local residents 1o forgo paying dormitory and/or meal costs.

2000 UMKC

—



ummer Debate Institute

Imagine if you had your own private debate coach—a skilled coach who
devoted two or three weeks of time and attention to YOU, and that it was
tailored to your specific level of skill and understanding.

That's Basically What You Get

We’ve combined the experience of the past 10 years into a series of uniquely superior instruction and practice sequences. In
addition, we’ve hired some of the finest debate coaches in the country to become your private coach this July.

Confirmed Faculty Highlights

David Heidt, Emory University — Winner, 1995 National Debate Tournament; current coach at Emory University. David is one of the
brightest minds in debate and has eight years of institute teaching experience.

Matt Baisley, UMKC — Participant, Kentucky and Redlands Round Robbins—6th Speaker Harvard, 8th Speaker Wake Forest, top
speaker University of Central Oklahoma and Southwest Missouri State—Quarterfinalist 1999 CEDA National Tournament.

Josh Coffman, UMKC — Participant, Kentucky Round Robin—participant, 1998 and 1999 National Debate Tournament—CEDA
National Tournament elimination round participant, 1997, 1998, 1999,

Coaches Workshop
Apply Now! Return the form below Coaches, please write to the address at left
and $50 non-refundable deposit to: (attertion Coaches Workshop) for special
brochure. Or e-mail to cotlieri@umkce.edu
2000 Summer Debate Institute or fax to (B16) 235-5519,
University of Missouri-Kansas City
202 Haag Hall
5100 Rockhill Road
Kansas City, MO 64110-2499 UMKC is proud to be the host institution for

Fax: {816) 235-5539
E-mail: underwoodj@umkc.edu

the 2000 National Debate Tournament.

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

REGISTRATION DEADLINE: JUNE 10, 2000 COMPLETE PAYMENT DUE: JULY 1, 2000

—— — e — e — e e e —— e — —— e ——— e — e — — —— e —

Registration Form
Majy

Circle One: Residential Option Comrauter Option rbday U : C

Circle Orie: Phase | July 10-23 Phase  Juiy 10-28

{Please Print]

Mame: Ape

Adudress Chy Stare P

Secial Secerity Number E-mail Address

Phene Nurrher D - ( ) E-( )

Farent/Cuardian Name i Parent/Gurardian Signature

For additional staff information, please consult our web site, hitp:/ iml.urrkc.edu/commy/debate/institute.htm, Publication dates
required submission prior to complete hiring.




36

{(Schwartzman from page 33)
cided under the pressure of the moment.
Contrary to this realistic albeit imperfect
scenario, "resolution and closure are not
goals of the postmodern moment”
{Marshall, 1992, p. 13). Panetta and Herbeck
{1993) observe that the intellectual grounds
of postrnodemnism are so alien to those of
policy debate that it is not possible to rec-
oncile these incommensurable perspectives.
Since postmodernism condemns two-val-
ued thinking (while touting incommensura-
bility), it cannot in principle qualify as a clear-
cut alternative to other orientations. The
more that advocates of postmodernism por-
tray it as 2 dramatic rupture with other modes
of thought, the more they exemplify the very
all-or-nothing mentality they condemn as
elitist and exclusivistic. This inconsistency
is not simply logical, but instead constitutes
a failure to reconcile proclaimed goals with
actual arpumentative practice.
The Employment of Postmodernism in
Academic Debate

Before delving into the mechanics of
postmodernism in academic debate, one key
point merits attention. Postmodernism can-
not and should not be advocated as a vot-
ing issue. The "thoroughly hierarchical con-
structs" of winning and losing" are funda-
mentally incompatible with the post-mod-
ern agenda" (Lake & Haynie, 1993, p. 19).
To qualify as a "voter,” postmodernism
would have to function as a decision rule.
This role could be fulfilled in two ways, both
of which reduce postmodernism to incoher-
ence or pernicious relativism. If a team de-
serves to lose because it fails to foster cre-
ativity by allowing paralogical argumenta-
tion (e.g., inconsistency, non sequitur, etc.),
then creativity or freedom are being postu-
lated as values sufficient to merit voting for
the team that best promotes them. That be-
ing the case, postmodernism 1s reducible to
traditional liberal values. More problemati-
cally, postmmodernism appeals to creativity
and related values as sufficient criteria for
rendering decisions. Bernstein (1991) ob-
serves that postmodemists such as Lyotard
and Rorty resort to "a universal 'letting be'
where difference is allowed to flourish” (p.
222), a laissez-faire epistemology just as
sweeping and potentially just as constrain-
ing as conventional rationality. In other
words, this version of postmodernism re-
hes on normative criteria accepted as inher-
ently desirable--the very sort of grand stan-
dards postmodernism is designed to com-
bat.

Postmodern argumentation could as-

sume a more critical edge without commit-
ting its proponents to indefensible univer-
sal decision criteria. This version of
postrmodemnism would recommend at least
suspending judgment (i.e., not voting for
the opposing side) because the opposition
fails to account for the "other" in its argu-
mentation. Employed by the negative,
postmodernism could underlie either a
resolutionally-focused or case-focused cri-
tique. The basic argument would be to re-
ject the resolution or the affirmative plan
because its very language or assumptions
exclude social forces or people that, despite
their marginalization, should count as sig-
nificant stakeholders in decision making, Of
course, if the critique is argued as an inde-
pendent voting issue, then it falls prey to
the reification of values just discussed. On
the other hand, a postmodem critique could
carry an impact similar to a studies
counterplan that urges a negative ballot in
lieu of sufficient information to vote affir-
mative. Failure to account for marginalized
social groups leads to decisions that are
myopic at best and often paternalistic or
destructive toward those who are excluded.
The postmodern position would presume
that the voices of the margmalized are ipso
facto liberating or beneficial. Instead, a much
more modest claim emerges: irrespective of
its actual impact, hitherto suppressed per-
spectives deserve inclusion.

The claim that postmodern perspec-
tives would liberate decision making, how-
ever, relies on the premise that inclusive-
ness in rendering decisions is desirable. If,
for example, it is argued that formulation of
foreign policy toward Mexico should -
clude more Mexican or Hispanic participa-
tion, the advantage would be more partici-
patory decision making. The advocate of
postmodernism, however, has no grounds
for claiming that participation would render
better decisions, especially since a
postmodern foreign policy would deny any
single, overarching value that would guide
policymaking. Present American foreign
policy toward Mexico, Latin America in gen-
eral, or toward the world for that matter, al-
ready qualifies as thoroughly postmodern.
Without the guiding mfluence of contain-
ing communism, foreign policy decisions
are made on an ad hoc basis. Inconsistent
policies, contrary to the supposed virtues
of postmodernism, have caused interna-
tional embarrassment and public disgrace
to the United States in Haiti, Somalia, and
countiess other locales. Inconsistency per
se is no more a virfue than rigidity.

For a postmmodern view to generate
advantages, it must assert what counts as
an advantage. Postmodern critiques do little
to replace current patterns of thinking, al-
though they question and criticize those
patterns relentlessly. Exactly what sorts of
reforms would postmodernism promulgate?
Postmodernism has not generated coher-
ent strategies--even provisional ones--for
coping with change and uncertainty. McGee
(1990) states the point unequivocally: "I
think it is time to stop whining about the
so-called ‘post-modern condition” and to
develop realistic strategies to cope with 1t
as a fact of human life, perhaps in the
present, certainly in the not-too-distant
twenty-first century" (p. 278). The problem
1s not so much that postmodern perspec-
tives have ansen, but that they have failed
to offer productive alternatives to excessive
rigidity of thought.

Postmodern Critiques

Many critiques in debate rounds have
been launched under the banner of
postmodernism. Run as a critique,
postmodernism typically emerges as fol-
lows: The opposing team (not merely their
case but their entire mode of argumenta-
tion) exemplifies an undesirable way of
thinking. From a postmodern perspective,
such undesirable thought patterns typically
involve marginalization of oppressed popu-
lations, cultural imperialism, masculinist
agendas, anthropocentrism, all-or-nothing
mentalities, etc. By voting for the affirma-
tive, the critic would endorse these unde-
sirable thought patterns. Catiques typically
ask the critic to make a personal decision
against the affirmative, since any implica-
tions of setting a precedent for making
policy mn counter to the posttnodern rejec-
tion of linear reasoning and trend-setting,. {
quote fiom one such brief: "All the critique
asks is that you make a personal, condi-
tional moral choice to inform your action,"?
The critic, therefore, operates as a lone
voice whose vote represents nothing more
than a personal commitment against the af-
firmative and for the liberating benefits at-
tendant to postmodernism.

Now is not the time to enter into a
detailed discussion of crtiques. Some re-
marks on postmodern critiques, however,
will illustrate the problematic infusion of
postmodern thinking into competitive de-
bate. Many postmodern critiques rely on a
simple punishment paradigm: punish the
team that advocates the undesirable way of
thinking by voting against them. Notice,
{Schwartzman to page 40)
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however, that a notion of desirability lurks
behind the postmodermn critique. The critique
must presume a standard for decision mak-
ing that transcends the individual round;
after all, the postmodem arguments almaost
always are found on shells that are em-
ployed virtually unchanged round after
round. The use of such standardized argu-
mentative tactics shows a commitment to
the critique as a constant. The more a stan-
dard critique is used, the less credible 15 its
link to postmodernism, which advocates
creative, individual argumentation--exactly
the values that prefabricated arguments do
not foster.

An advocate of postmodernism might
respond that the critique invokes and ap-
plies values only locally. A nepgative brief
on the subject states: "....we ask you [the
critic] to generate morals within the context
of this debate, not enforce them univer-
sally." The localization of advantages re-
sembles the argument Zavarzadeh and
Morton {1991) make in defending
postmodernism against the charge of po-
litical quietism. They distinguish ludic
postmodermism, which secks local, small-
scale political change, from resistance
postmodermism, which "works not simply
for anideological intervention and a change
of social practices, but for the fransforma-
tion of the economic structures that bring
about those local conditions to begin with"
(Zavarzadeh & Morton, 1991, p. 128). The
specification of economic structures re-
fiects a lingering Marxist strain that pre-
sumes economiic f{actors lie at the core of
social problems. Such a Marxist remnant is
troublesome given the postmodem denial
of economics (or any other single principle)
as the basis of social relationships.

Either variety of postmodermnism, ludic
or resistance, spells trouble for the team
employing it in a debate round. Ludic
postmodernism promises nothing in the
realm of solvency because its only mode of
addressing problems is piecemeal. Further-
more, even if solvency could be obtained, it
would be inefficient because it would con-
sist of a conglomeration of decentralized,
overlapping, and probably poorly funded
efforts. These difficulties, of course, should
not discredit small-scale problem solving,
but they cast serious doubt on whether any
definite, positive social impact can be ex-
pected from adopting a postmodern per-
spective, Since implementation of any
postmodem program would be a purely in-
dividual matter (given the postmodern praise
of individuality and creativity), the results

would be unpredictable and compliance
could be mandated only at the expense of
sabotaging the premise of epistemological
liberation that drives postmodem thought.

Resistance postmodemism, in turn, is
problematic because postmodernism under-
mines the very sorts of concepts that would
foster the formation of social movements.
Individuals coalesce into a movement for
the sake of something greater than them-
selves. Social action is instigated for the
sake of a cause that transcends the indi-
vidual social agent. Although universal ide-
als have been invoked to justify horrendous
injustices, postmodermism fails to offer any
means for catalyzing social change via con-
certed action.

Hassan (1987a) suggests a way to
sidestep postmodem relativism while retan-
ing the useful spirit of distrusting purport-
edly universal and ahistorical theories. He
proposes a "critical pluralism” that would
encourage interpretive diversity, highlight
the cultural and temporal limits to theorizing,
and "attempt to contain” postmodernism's
relativistic tendencies (1987a, p. 23). Hassan
confesses, however, that no means of es-
tablishing consensus emerge within a
postmodern framework. The critical plural-
ism Hassan proposes, which resembles
Habermas's ideal speech situation, offers no
checks on the exertion of power or on de-
generation into relativism that fails to re-
solve--even provisionally--any issues
{Hassan, 1987a, p. 32). We are left, then, with
a renunciation of power and domination but
without an affirmation of shared methods,
traditions, or other bases of community for
resolving conflicts, redressing grievances,
or rendering decisions. Postmedernism pur-
chases individual freedom at the cost of
communal foundations for action.

Robert Hart (1994) extends this line
of concem further by linking postmodernism
with the ahistorical mélange of images that
play on television. He argues that the
postmodem renunciation of continuity un-
dermines the possibility of political action,
since political action presumes some his-
torical basis and objectives. Television's
postmodern aspect emerges in the premium
placed on nstantaneous emotional reac-
tions. Gut reaction (how people feel) replaces
deliberative action (what people think and
why). Hart expresses consternation about
the possibility of any political action in a
postmodern context, since postmodernism
tends to "back people away from the politi-
cal sphere” (p. 98). If history holds no les-
sons other than individual emotional re-

sponses, then moral judgments about
events such as the Holocaust, slavery, and
oppression of women remain individual
opinions. Hart laments what he sees as an
inevitable loss of community and thus of
rational consensus {e.g., among critics serv-
ing as a panel in a debate round) that could
underlie moral reasoning.

Postmodernism is particularly unsuit-
able as a crifique because it falls prey to a
false dichotomy, treating postmodem per-
spectives as clear altematives to inflexible
thought paiterns. Debaters seem to run
postmodermn critiques and cases as if they
offered clear alternatives: either modernism
or postmodemism, but not both. The choice
is not whether to opt for postmodernism
because, as McGee (1990) observes, the
postmodern era is upon us. The unresolved
challenge is to go beyond the postmodem
distrust of epistemological rigidity.
Goodnight (1995) traces the epistemologi-
cal roots of postmodemism to the ancient
Green skeptics. He labels postmodernism
"a skepticism sweeping into and out of the
academy for well over two decades” (1995,
p. 269). Postmodemism easily degenerates
into a pernicious skepticism by revealing
overly restrictive thought patterns without
redressing them. _

A postmodern critique supposedly
offers improved ways of thinking, yet it pre-
sents no means of translating thought into
action. Without some kinds of 1deals be-
yond the celebration of individual creativ-
ity, postmodernism deconstrcts social prac-
tices without offering anything in their place
(Fairlamb, 1994). Exactly what would a critic
be voting for if deciding in a favor of a
postmodern critique?

Limits of Applying
Postmodernism to Debate

Far from presenting means to escape
repressive social practices, postmodernism
could fuel the very repression 1t criticizes.
By negating the role of public deliberation,
postmodernism replaces rationality with will
power as the means for deciding contro-
versy. Explaining the postrnodern aspects
of Jurassic Park, Goodnight (1995) ob-
serves that "it is will, not reason, that con-
firms genius in the postmodern moment”
(p. 275). In debate rounds, therefore, intel-
lectual acumen would not reap rewards un-
der a postmodern view. Instead, the ability
to impose one's will on another, be that
through persuasion or physical force, would
merit praise. Lest this conclusion seem far-
fetched, recall that within a postmodern
{Schwartzman to page 44)




July 18-21, 2000

GRADUATE CREDIT AVAILABLE THROUGH COACHES

TR 22nd Annual Policy Debate Workshop

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

consistently been successful at regional and NFL national competitions.

# Group lectures, small lab groups, practice rounds

# Traditional paradigm instruction

# Inquire about admission to the Research intensive Lab

# Outstanding research at three major university libraries
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#® New! Coaches Clinic — Gain Topic knowledge and debate theory and curriculum

=
o
S
S
S
~
S
=
N
§5
-
g
D

# Registration Deposit Required — $100
# Tuition -$350 / Room/Board-$325
# Scholarships available by application
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The National Forensic Consortium presents the

NarionaL Desarte InsTitute, D.C.

HEeLp aT Georce Mason UNIVERsITY
Policy Debate Programs: July 2 - July 20

The National 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 alt 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, including fast-paced lectures, affirmative and
negative labs, theory and practicum seminars, and individualized consultations.

* ACCELERATED LEARNING ENVIRONMENT. [ncludes over a dozen critiqued debates in the
standard program as well as repeated argument drills and rebuttal rework exercises, all designed
to teach mastery of superior technigue at all levels.

* 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!

* ExXPERIENCED PROGRAM DIRECTION. [he director is Dan Fitzmier, debate coach at Emory
University. His college teams have closed out or won 10 major tournaments in the last two years.
As a college debater he won the Heart of America, and closed out CEDA nationals with another
Emory team. While in high school he was top speaker at the TOC his senior year. While coaching
at Pace Academy his teams cleared to elimination rounds at most major tournaments.

SATION!

Costs (which includes housing, lunch and dinner throughout the program, and ﬁ_—}gﬁ.ﬁ%lﬂ :'_'[e_"r:iﬂ;f{"m-”_w
all program materials/briefs and evidence):

Regular CX Program 30-round plus CX program

$1,450 (rin, board, tuition) $1,675 (rtn, board, tuition)
An additional $75 enrollment fee is required upon application.
For more information: NFC
on the web at: 1678 Shattuck Ave., #305
www.educationunlimited.com  (510) 548-4800 Berkeley, CA 94709




The National Forensic Consortium presents the

NationaL LD DeBate InsTiTuTE, D.C.

July 2 - July 16 at George Mason University

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 * TARGETED LEARNING

¢ RIGOROUS CURRICULUM ¢ ACCELERATED LEARNING ENVIRONMENT

¢ 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 topic preparation materials produced at the camp for LD debaters! Remember
to compare complete costs when pricing other camps.

Initially confimed staff members are:

Jessica Dean of Boston University and former coach at Needham High School. Ms.
Dean had a high school win/loss record of 78 - 9, and placed third at NFL nationals.

Leah Halvorson of Reed College, formerly a nationally successful LD and events
competitor, round-robin participant, and qualifier for elimination rounds of NFL
nationals.

Here are how NFC students who have previously attended 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
| 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): JORENSIC CONSORTY,
Two Week LD Program '
$1,275 (rm, board, tuition)

An additional $75 enrollment fee is required upon application.

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

on the web at: www.educationunlimited.com
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(Schwartzman from page 40)

framework there are no a priori preferences
for persuasion over coercion. From a
postmodern perspective, there is no "unique
value to 'rational’ as opposed to other forms
of justification" such as force (Harris &
Rowland, 1993, p. 31). Postmodern heroes,
for example, are not necessarily technical
experts, but they do know how to manipu-
late the resources athand (Goodnight, 1995).
Is this the primary lesson debaters should
leam from the activity?

Unbridled argumentative inclusive-
ness also invites abuses. Some viewpoints,
such as fascism, have been marginalized in
order to encourage participatiorn. I submut,
with Hirst (1993), that certain practices such
as blatant imtolerance, racism, sexism, and
homophobia have no justification and de-
serve no place in argumentation. Such
means of "arguing” showld be inarginalized.
Without some criteria for distinguishing jus-
tifiable versus unjustifiable marginalization,
blatantly abusive behavior in debate
rounds could be tolerated or even promoted
in the name of free expression. Not all "oth-
erness” qualifies as virtue (Bernstein, 1991).
Designation as an oppressed group does
not constitute a prima facie case for status
as righteous but unfairly persecuted.

The fundamental problem in apply-
ing postmodernism to debate is that
postmodemnism functions best as a critical
tool, not as an evaluative method or a set of
adjudicative standards. It is designed to
expose and question unquestioned assump-
tions. The supposedly radical break
postmodernism makes with previous epis-
temological practice makes it unsuitable for
use in an activity such as academic debate,
which is thoroughly modernist in its prac-
tices, especially if viewed as advocacy of
truth or as discovering which side does the
better arguing. Debate in general qualifies
as a "traditional (modernist) mode"
(Zavarzadeh & Morton, 1991, p. 120) of con-
testing ideas, to be contrasted with the
postmodern accormmodation of differences
and tolerance of unresolved (thereby
unresolvable?) disputes. The avowal of in-
consistency, therefore, reverberates be-
yond academic debate. Once inconsistency
18 institutionalized, it dissolves the desir-
ability and perhaps even the possibility of
converging viewpoints and stable social
relationships. The postmodern praise of
contradiction "underlines the insurmount-
able differences that make for a lack of so-
cial and personal cohesion” (Kuspit, 1990,
p. 59). In an activity that could use greater

emphasis on cooperation, why should de-
bate theory undermine unity by underlin-
ing heterology? Debaters, critics, and
coaches must ask themselves whether re-
jecting the basis of communal values serves
an educational purpose. It seems far more
productive to balance practices that foster
community with a respect for diversity. Why
further isolate members of the debate com-
munity from one auother by enshrining in-
consistency?

The thoroughly modeimist activity of
debate 13 structured according to a division
of pround informed by Aristotelian logic.
Most prominently, the distinction between
affirmative and negative sides presumes
incompatible positions as the basis for
forced choice that leads to a decision. De-
bate actually emphasizes argwmentative in-
compatibility in order to facilitate choice.
The intolerance of inconsistency is logically
and procedurally necessary in a zero-sum
game atmosphere where decisions must be
rendered for one side only. If inconsistency
were encouraged as a component of a
postmodern perspective, then counterplans
need not be competitive. In addition, the
more inconsistency is tolerated, the fess rea-
son there would be to vote for
postmodernism as an alternative to the ra-
tional methods employed by the opposing
team. As inconsistency becomes more ac-
ceptable, it undermines the grounds for
claiming that any argument could qualify
as a voting issue. Ultimately, if inconsis-
tency is desirable, then any particular de-
bate could and should end in a tie,

Postmodemisin offers debate prima-
nly negations: opposition to unitary evalu-
ative standards and rejection of scientifi-
cally based means of adjudication. From a
postmodern perspective, any attempt to
place facts "within some larger, more ambi-
tious explanatory paradigm--is ignoring the
weight of de facto evidence" that shows
the historical failure of grand explanatory
schemes (Norris, 1990, p. 7). If a postmodem
perspective could be applied to debate, it
would not take the form of a paradigm or
other normative structure. Postmodemism
might simply counsel us to recognize our
interpretations as limited, thus enabling
political engagement without hegemonic
claims to know an ultimate Truth (Marshall,
1992). Such self-imposed restrictions on the
scope of claims would introduce a welcome
tone of modesty into competitive debates.

The choice is not whether or not to
"adopt” a postmodern perspective, but to
decide how postmodern conditions could

affect the assumptions and conduct of de-
bate. Postmodernists along the lines of
Baudrillard discard the qualification that
contradictions should not be obvious and
they embrace paradox instead. In contract
to Rorty, Baudnllard recommends: "Distrust
campaigns of solidarity at every level," be-
cause all sense of unity and permanence ig
designed to disguise the erosion of
referentiality (1983, p. 110n). This strain of
postmodemism abandons criteria for valid
argumentation, instead judgiug argumenta-
tive quality on the aesthetic merits ofthe
rhetorical strategy irrespective of normative
standards (Norris, 1990). The raison d’etre
of debate would become the satisfaction of
individual taste, since aesthetics no longer
would have any transcendent grounding in
human values or fidelity to anything beyond
the representation itself. Such a change
harbors senous implications, Argumenta-
tive acumen reduces to knowing how to best
one's opporents, so the hope that argurnen-
tation can enlighten arguers and audiences
vanishes because enlightenment is illusory.

The political consequences of
postmodern debate do not sound enticing,
either. The promise of argumentation serv-
ing as an intellectually and socially liberat-
ing force--an agenda adopted by Habermas,
for example--relies on rationally grounded
critique that exposes distortion and inter-
nal contradiction. Without an understand-
ing of what would constitute argumenta-
tive progress or communicative value,
postmodernism fails to offer grounds or ex-
planations of change. In essence,
postmodernism sounds the call for political
involvement while leaving a blank slate
when called upon to produce a vision of
productive social engagement for intellec-
tuals (McGowan, 1991),

These considerations leave at least
two choices for those involved with aca-
demic debate. First, debaters and critics can
adopt a postmodemmn mindset but at the cost
of undermining procedural foundations and
social relevance, Harris and Rowland (1993)
note that academic debate already exhibits
some postmodern tendencies, such ag the
detachment from analogues and applica-
tions beyond the rounds themselves, The
independence of debaters from "real world"
concerns such as face validity of arguments
brings debate ever closer to Baudrillard's
simulacra, where external reference dis-
solves. In a word, academic debate becomes
more postmodern the more it grows irrel-
evant to the world beyond the round.

On the other hand, the practice of




debate might be understood as antagonis-
tic to postmodern tendencies. In policy de-
bate, how could argumentation have any
significance once the relationship between
intellectuals and social change becomes tll-
defined and idiosyncratic? In value debate,
how could valucs be weighed when the
standards for evaluating them have evapo-
rated? In any form of debate, how could
decisions be rendered when the very crite-
ria for making those decisions no longer
stand?

Recognizing the influence of
postmodermism still can allow for some ex-
planation of how agreement could be
reached and how decisions could be justi-
fied without appealing to universal, ymmu-
table standards. This task is akin to the
project Rorty has undertaken since writing
Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature. At
the core of postmodern thought lies a con-
cern for relationships instead of facts or rep-
resentations of reality (Klinkowitz, 1988, p.
8). Such a shift in orientation drives Rorty
(1979) to reject the epistemological goal of
accurately representing nature. Instead, he
envisions epistemology as a continuing
conversation in which claims are posited,
tested, and revised consensually. Worthy
as the goal may be, Rorty and others have
vet to explore in detail the means for engi-
neering consent and achieving conumunity.
Rorty (1991, p. 174) criticizes Lyotard and
Toucault for engaging in penetrating social
critiques without articulating the basis for
the "we" of human solidarity. Debate theo-
Tists can take up the same challenge: to elu-
cidate the symbolic and other means for
solidarity that permit rational decision-mak-
ng,

'Tavoid using the term Kritik in the
context of postmodermism. As employed in
debate rounds, a Kritik represents a com-
prehensive decision-making framework that
offers sufficient conditions for reaching a
decision. Since postmodernism cultivates a
distrust of such universal frameworks, the
idea of a Kritik could apply only to the in-
dividual round, thereby denying its univer-
dality. Kant envigioned the Kritik as apply-
ing to "the faculty of reason in general,”
Mot only extending beyond specific in-
Stances but “independently of all experi-
ence” (Kant, 1965, p. 9).

*All the quotes from debate briefs are
from materials generated at the 1995 National

Debatc Institute at the University of Ver-
Thont,
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Wake Forest University Debate Workshops
"We put debate back into the debate workshop"

WAKE FOREST

Wake Forest offers a set of programs that is unmatched by any in the country.
A bold claim? Consider the following:

Unigue, small, educationally sound size
The Summer Debate Workshop is limited to 120 students. The Policy Project is limited to 64 students. The groups |
are large encugh for diversity, interest, debate practice, and productive sharing. At the same time, no cne gets "lost |
in the shuffle” -~ a sense of group effort, friendship, and teamwork is developed across the workshop.

Lab size is ideal
Each lab group is comprised of no more than 16 students, working with two full-time, exceptionally qualified
coaches: large enough to be productive, but not s large as to prevent close, personal attention.

Curricular Structure
Programs are structurad to maximize the student's educational opportunity to work closely with alt of cur faculty in
a variety of settings. The Summer Debate Workshop labs are tracked according to experience, but students get to
work with other instructors in theory seminars, skills classes, and in practice rounds. The Policy Project, for
advanced debaters, is not tracked. Our philosophy is that everyone at that level deserves the best we can offer, and
that no lab is any "higher” {or lower) than any other. Coaches can request particular faculty for their student's §
placement at both of our workshops, but we are committed to giving every student the best we have to offer.

Individualized Instruction
We are highly sensitive to the educational needs of the high school level student. Our faculty includes a number of §
excellent high school coaches and teachers. And just as importantly, our curricular model emphasizes interactive ‘
learning and discussion. We have small classes for many of the kinds of subjects like theory and speaker positions
that other workshops relegate to mass lectures. Our cwriculum is very rigorous and challenging, but we do
everything possible to involve the students in a dialogue, to get them to think with us.

We share all of the research with all of the labs, making assignments such that the entire workshop functions as a
team to produce what has been, for the past several years, the finest set of relevant evidence of any workshop. By
sharing evidence, we are also able to find time for more practice debating than most other workshops, thus the
slogan, "We put debate back into the debate workshop!”

Our faculty is as good as any in the nation. Nationally successful high school coaches and college coaches lead
every lab.




Be sure to check us out at our Web Page

http://wfu.edu/~debate

The Summer Debate Workshop, June 13 to July 2, 1999
The Policy Project, July 4 to July 30, 1999

Policy Analysis and Strategy Seminar, June 27 to July 30, 1999

The Fast-Track, June 20 to July 30, 1999

“Ross Smith, Workshop Director 7
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 learning and living environment.

On-line registration and you can also write or e-mail

Wake Forest Debate, Box 7324 Reynolda Station, Winston-Salem, NC 27109
Phone: 336 758-4848 FAX: 336 758-4691 E-mail: bannigva@wtu.edu




Gonzaga University,
The GU Debate Team,

The Communication Arts

Department, and the
College of Arts and
Sciences
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For Registration form
http:/fhome.earthlink.net/
~gucoaches/ | 999GDLhtm

OR CONTACT

Glen Frappier, Director of Debate
'AD Box 20

Gonzaga University

Spokane, Washington 99258

Phone: 509-323-6654 or 6663
Fax; 509-323.5718
Email: frappier@gem.gonzaga.edu

Gonzaga Debate Institute
July 12th-July 30th 2000

Gonzaga University has a long and distinguished tradition
of excellence in collegiate debate. Recent accomplishments in-
clude a 4th place finish in the 1998-1999 NDT varsity rankings, a
team in the quarterfinals of the 1999 NDT, and two teams in the
octafinals of the 1999 CEDA National Tournament.

Currently, GU is ranked #5 in the NDT varsity rankings, #7 in the
overall NDT rankings, #3 in the CEDA rankings, and #1 in NDT
District 1l.

In July we will focus our talent on hosting an amazing
summer high school institute experience. Our staff consists of
many of the most talented and successful debaters and coaches
from the college ranks. The staff this year includes

Adam Symonds, Whitman College
Erik Cornellier, Gonzaga University
Rachel Saloom, West Georgia
James Roland, Southern lilinois University
Larry Heftman, Emory University
Anne Marie Todd, University of Southern California
Sarah Glaser, Kansas State University
Casey Kelly, Gonzaga University
J.P. Lacy, Whitman College
Roger Stetson, University of Southern California
Eric Slusher, Southern lHinois University
Geoff “Sickboy’” Smith, Southern lllinois University
Sarah Snyder, University of Yermont
Aaron Moburg-Jones, Gonzaga University
Matt Moore, University of Central Oklahoma
Justin Skarb, Arizona State University
Aaron Klemz, Southern lllinois University
Adam Hurder, University of Southern California
Amy Collinge, Lewis and Clark College
Kevin Kerwien, Western Washington University

Monte Stevens, Kansas State University

Other reasons to attend GDI

« Student-teacher ratio of 4-1
» Low cost compared to other institutes
» 20+ rounds on the topic

+ Complete evidence set - Affirmative and Negative

» Two mock tournaments during institute




NDCA FINAL DEBATE

At the National Debate Coaches Association Tournamentin Atlanta, Georgia,

B .
Final held outdoors! If briefs are blown away, the time stops Chris White of Heritage Hall speaks while GEN, Shalmon
until they are retrieved. D and Lewis, flow.

'l L 2 [}
White cross-gnestioned by Mike Lewis as Dan Shalmon Shalmon questioned by White, as Lewis and Clay Calkoon
intervenes. fook on anxioosly.

On a controversial 2-1 decision GBN wins
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TEACHERS’ INSTITUTE

SPECIAL LECTURER
DR. DAVID ZAREFSKY

Dean
The School of Speech
Northwestern University

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

Dr. Zarefsky gave major attention to the importance of competitive debate in his keynote address
Lo the Interpational Communication Association in Amsterdam, Dr. Zarefsky’s “Paradigms”
lectures and “Logic” seminars have been enjoyed by Iowa participants for more than a decade. Professor Zarefsky may well
have given more lectures to high school students on debate than any person living. None would disagree that any lecture by Dr.
Zarefsky is expertly delivered. Students particularly enjoy the opportunity to ask questions after the lectures and sessions. Dr.
Zarefsky is available to speak personally with teachers and students at Slater Hall on the last night of his visit. It is a singular
honor to have him returning in 2000.

Faculty

THOMAS SULLIVAN, Division Director. Former
teacher and director of forensics, Highland Park High
School, Dallas; B.5., University of Wisconsin; M.A.,
Baylor University; his teams have won every major
speech and debate tournament in the forensics world.

RICHARD EDWARDS, Professor, Baylor University,
Waco, TX; B.A, M A, Ph.D,, The University of lowa;
designed and perfected the Tab Room on the Mac o
program that has revolutionized tournament =" f i
management; long time member of the wording Thomas Sullivan Richard Edwards
comrnittee for the national high school topic; editor
and author of dozens of articles and publications for JUNE 26 - JULY 8, 2000

high school teachers and students on debate.

B12 International Center

The University of Towa

lowa City, Towa 52242-1802
319-335-0621 (Voice) 319-335-2111 (Fax)

TEACHING EXCELLENCE AT IOWA!




POLICY DEBATE

June 19 - July 8, 2000

In debate circles, Coach Ballingall is a heavy hitter. ..

CHUCK BALLINGALL, Division coordinator, Director of Debate, Damien High School; B.A.,
University of Redlands; veteran Inb leader at fowa. Currently, Mr. Ballingall is the Vice President
for the National Debate Coaches Asscciation. Mr. Ballingall is regarded as one of the most
outstanding debate lab leaders and coaches in the nation. Mr. Ballingall is the youngest coach to
receive two NFL Diamonds. His deootion and dedication have earned him the admiration and

respect of students and coaches from across the country, He has taught and lectured to thousands of
students af dozens of suntmer programs over the last 10 years. His feams frequent the late
elimination rounds of every major tournament and have attended every national round robin. It is a

Chuck Ballingall, Division Coordinaior Century,
JANE BOYD, Director of Forensics, Grapevine High School; B.A,
University of Arkansas, Fayetteville; Double Diamond coach;

Who's Who of American Women, 1995; Who's Whoe of High
School Teachers, 1996 & 1998; Coach TOC Top Speaker; Coach
of Five State Champions; Coach of NFL National Semi-Finalist;
teams at Greenhill Round Robin, Bronx Science Round Robin,
MBA Round Rebin, Glenbrooks Round Robin, Harvard Round
Robin and Stanford Round Robin.

CINDY BURGETT, Director of Debate, Washburm Rural
High School; B.A., Washburn University; coached 3
Kansas State Champions; coached the 3rd and 4th
place teams at NFL Nationals; her teams have
participated in the late elimination rounds of all
regional tournarnents; coached multiple Tournament
of Champions qualifiers; former high school debater.

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

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

HEIDI HAMIT.TON, Assistant Professor and Director of
Forensics, Augustana College, Rock Island, IL; B.A., Augustana
College, Sioux Falls, SD; MLA., UNC Chapel Hil); Ph. D,
University of lowa; former debate coach at the University of
lowa; former debater for Augustana College where she reached

Father Hahn

unique honor to have Mr. Ballingall lead the Towa Policy Division through the close of the 20th

. the late elimination rounds of every major tournament; as a coach
at Jowa and Augustana her teams frequently reach the late
elimination debates and have qualified for the National Debate
Toumament.

DAVID HINGSTMAN, Assistant Professor and Director of Debate,
University of lowa; Phi Beta Kappa; A.B., Princeton; |.D., Harvard;
Ph.D., Northwestern; coached three NDT Top Speakers, two NDT

finalists including champicns, and has had two or more

teams qualify for the National Debate Tournament over
the past fourteen years; voted one of the nation's most
outstanding debate critics.

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

KRISTIN LANGWELL, Senior, University of lowa; Baird Debate
Forum member; 4th Speaker Harvard Invitational; NDT District IV
Champion; Finalist at UNI and Wake Forest, Winner of Kentucky,
Pepperdine and Tllinois State NDT tournaments; one of the top
2000 NDT Pre-bids in the nation; former debater at Niles West
High School; former NFL champion; former Novice Nationals
champion; former assistant debate coach, Elk Grove High School;
former debater, Wake Forest University.

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

ANDY RYAN, Junior, University of lowa; Baird
Debate Forum member; he has been described as
majestic; 4th speaker at Kentucky; Top Speaker at
Novice Nationals; finalist at UNI and Wake
Forest; Winner of Kentucky and Pepperdine; late
elimination rounds of every major college
tournament; one of the top pre-bid teams for the
2000 NDT; former champion of Barkley Forum,
Glenbrooks, Pace Round Robin and the
Toumnament of Champions; former debater,
Caddo Magnet High School.

NATE SMITH, Debate Coach, Northwestern
University; B.A., Northwestern University;
coached three NDT National Championship
teams; coached two NDT Top Speakers; coached
two NDT Copeland Award Winners; considered
by the college community as one of the top
debate critics in the nation; former debater,
Northwestern University.

TYSON SMITH, Director of Debate, Valley High
School; B.A., University of Jowa; Mr. Smith hosts
the Mid West region’s largest debate tournament;
his teams have participated i the late
elimination rounds of every major national
tournament; as a first year coach, Mr. Smith sent
team members to the NFL National Tournament;
member of the National Debate Coaches
Association; former debater.

AARON TIMMONS, Director of Debate, The
Greenhill School; B.5., M.Ed., University of North
Texas; former President, Texas Forensic
Association; six NFL National Champicns; 11

member of the National Debate Coaches Association.

MATTHEW WHIPPLE, Director of Forensics,
Glenbrook South High School; B.A., Northwestern;

Nate Smith

Aaron Timmons

State Charmpions; two National Sweepstakes Awards; charter

M.4., Roosevelt University; Co-Director of the nation's largest

high school invitational; coach winner of the 1998
Tournament of Champions; teains in the late
elimination rounds of every major tournament; more
than a dozen NFL and CFL elimination participants;
veteran member of the lowa staff.

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

el
Jon Wiebel

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

National Summer Institute in Forensics
B12 International Center
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DEBATING PRIVACY:
AN INTRODUCTION TO THE
2000-2001 POLICY TOPIC
by David M. Cheshier

The new policy topic reads: "That the U. S. federal government
should significantly increase protection of privacy in one or more of
the following areas: employment, medical records, consumer informa-
tton, search and seizure." Before surveying some of the substantive
issues which will arise on this resolution, here are some preliminary
observations regarding topicality and agent specification.

The topic selection process has again produced a resolution
that justifies or even mandates effects topicahty assessment. This may
not seem evident to the careful reader of the resolution since the word-
ing only ambiguously mandates an outcome, as opposed to requiring
the affirmative to simply get the ball rolling by starting or establishing
a policy for privacy protection. The ambiguity hinges on the term "pro-
tection," and the question is this: Can an affirmative claim to have
enhanced protection by the mere passage of law is sufficient for topi-
cality. But others refer to "the condition of being protected,” an out-
come statement which would require more than legislative or judicial
establishment, but rather efficacious protection. The extent to which
an outcome mandate will matter in actual debates is ultimately a func-
tion of the extent to which negative teams can defend clear, bright-line
tests that exclude absurdly effectual policies while preserving reason-
able affirmative ground.

Although the resolution requires federal government action, the
coming year is less likely to be dorminated by the state counterplan,
despite the obvious possibility for state constitutional action as a sub-
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otitute for the plan. Part of this has to do
with the substanttally weaker literatures
defending state action in the particular ar-
45 identified by the topic. In some {espe-
cially medical records and consumer infor-
mation) interstate commerce and the sheer
difficulty of even simultaneously imple-
mented 50-state protections will make the
merits of state action less obvious. In the
~i3e of search and seizure, an area plainly
implicating federal constitutional liberty is-
mes, the merits of state action, even when
pgrformed through state constitutions, are
parow. Of course the absence of strong
counterplan solvency evidence will not
elininate use of the option (witness the
licavy use of the so-called "Lopez"
ounterplan even in cases where the merits
of state action are absurd stretch of politi-
cal reality), and the strategic benefits of a
states/Clinton approach will remain, at least
through the election. But the privacy litera-
qire today points more in a global than a
Jocal direction, often citing the increasing
difficulty of privacy protection at the na-
tiemal level -- for some experts, the paradig-
matic pro-privacy legislation of the 1970s
and 1980s is rapidly being undone by the
‘miemationalization of information flow.
The word "privacy” does not appear
in the American constitution, and as legal
‘octrine the term was not embraced until
the muid-20th century by the Supreme Court.
In fact, it wasn't until the publication of an
1890 Harvard Law Review essay (by Samuel
Warren and Louis Brandeis) that the issue
Wwis even seriously considered. This awk-
wird and relatively recent legal embrace
“onbines with definitional ambiguity to
tomplicate debate on the issue. As Colin
ennett and Rebecca Grant recently put it
‘ntheir edited volume, Visions of Privacy:
Volicy Choices for the Digital Age (Univ.
0i Toronto Press, 1999), "it is an almost
fustomary feature of any analysis of pri-
Wicy to begin with a disclaimer about the
nherent difficulty, perhaps impossibility, of
defining exactly what ‘privacy' is and of dis-
.":_EEl‘egating its various dimensions." But
Hen't be deceived by such statements into
thinking privacy is an unimportant issue.
s former Northwestern University debater,
0w University of Southern California law
Piofessor Erwin Chemerinsky has written,
118 inevitable that personal privacy will
¢ one of the most significant pressure
P0ints in our national fabric." What was
Falled “the issue of the 90's" by some will
‘idoubtedly remain one of the most impor-
"ant issues of the new century.

One of the most cited and still-useful
collections addressing the many compli-
cated uses of the term "privacy” remains
Ferdinand Shoeman's Philosophical Di-
mensions of Privacy: An Anthology {Cam-
bridge Univ. Press, 1984). But many works
explore the concept, and the topic promises
to produce rich critique arguments. The term
"private” {(historically contrasted with its
oppostte, "public"} lias a long and, for some,
mfamous history: for thousands of years,
for instance, the subjugation of women has
been facilitated by relegating their work to
the "private sphere” of the household, while
men have been taught to control the public
domains of citizenship and government.
Capitalism has long been sustained on the
idea that the right of governments to regu-
late money loses its legitimate authority as
it intrudes on "private ownership." The ide-
ology of privacy is rooted in Enlightenment
notions of the autonomous individual m-
creasingly under assault, and among many
others Michael Foucault's analysis of the
"surveillance state" enables strong attacks
on how governments and societies use con-
cepts like "privacy" to discipline social par-
ticipation and behaviors.

The emergence of the digital age,
which makes all information storage formate
convertible and economical, and the man-
agement of vase databases more routine,
makes privacy protection an increasingly
salient political issue. A September 1999
Walil Street Journal poll asked Americans
to list their biggest concerns about the new
millennium, and topping the list was the loss
of privacy. Responding to such expressions
of concern, President Clinton recently an-
nounced a series of initiatives pertaining to
medical records privacy. But despite this,
privacy protection has not traditionally been
the source of much partisan bickering, apart
from the wrenching social controversies
surrounding abortion rights and open gay/
lesbian service in the military, and even to-
day privacy issues rarely capture attention
from the mass media. Conservatives often
appeal to their libertarian constituents in
making the case of privacy rights, while lib-
erals appeal to their civil rights-oriented
supporters to argue on the same grounds.
It is rare in American politics for politicians
to succeed by arguing privacy should be
undermined, and even in the case of abor-
tion right-to-life advocates are careful to
cast their position as pro-life; and not anti-
privacy.

Privacy can be protected in many
ways, only some of them legislatively or ju-
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dicially mandated. While so-called "fair in-
formation" principles are now strongly en-
trenched in American and international law,
the same digital revolution that risks com-
promising privacy also promises to fortify
it; the use of privacy-enhancing technolo-
gies (such as, in the Internet context, site-
blocking software or financial information
security software), for example, strengthens
the power of individual customers to act on
their own interests. In the medical records
context, Robert Gellman (former counsel to
the House Subcommittee on Govermnment
Information) has long argued that privacy
policy must embrace three levels of action:
legislative, technical, and personal. Evenin
the context of legislative action, there is a
growing awareness that the principle threats
to privacy derive less today from Big Brother
than Big Business, a fact whose recogni-
tion is compelling many industries to adopt
"voluntary codes of practice” protective of
privacy. Whatever one concludes about the
most desirable balance of protection, the
fact remnains that the major landmark privacy
legislation (including the Privacy Act of
1974} today does little to protect the rights
of Americans in the domains specified by
the topic.
Employment Privacy

In the context of private sector em-
ployment, privacy issues routinely arise. A
survey of recent court activity sliows nu-
merous instances where individuals have
been compelled to reveal the most intimate
facts about themselves, all to satisfy super-
visors -- everything from matters pertain-
ing to sexual orientation, to information
about background and genetic makeup.
And an increasing number of American
employees are compelled to participate in
lie detector and random drug use programs
which some believe violate the classic right
against coerced self-incrimination (espe-
cially when the companies involved sub-
contract for the government).

When the employer s an agency of
the government, these questions quickly
implicate constitutional issues. Consider, for
example, the question of whether a govern-
ment ageney is allowed or required to re-
lease the results of internal employee in-
vestigations on 1ssues like sexual harass-
ment under state or federal Open Records
laws. For the most part, persomnnel informa-
tion does not have to be released to the
public, but recent state decisions in Colo-
rado and elsewhere are shrinking the per-
sonnel exemption.

But in the corporate world, privacy
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protections vary widely and in some juris-
dictions the courts have upheld employer
actions almost absurdly violative of em-
ployee privacy. One company circulated a
memo announcing that a worker (named in
the memo) was leaving the company to go
into alcohol and drug rehabilitation; the
court ruled the workers' privacy was not
violated. Another company conducted sur-
veillance operations at a worker's house,
and checked license plate numbers for all
the cars stopping there. The court declined
to rule the company's behavior out of
bounds. Some employers videotape em-
ployee changing rooms, randomly monitor
telephone and computer use, and even time
bathroom breaks. One Arizona high school
installed secret surveillance video cameras
m a principal's personal shower to see ifhe
was having sex there with a secretary, And
in a Maryland case, evidence was intro-
duced proving one hospital had showed
clandestinely gathered videotape from a
nurses' locker room over an in-bouse cable
channel.

And to what extent 1s an employer
entitled to monitor employee conversations,
such as those conducted on a business-
provided email or Internet access system?
The accepted practice with regard to phone
conversations is that an employer can moni-
tor business calls (such as many 1-800 ser-
vice numbers do as a way of monitoring
customer service), but most disconnect
when the call is private. But when it comes
to email messages the law lags, and accepted
practices allow employers to monitor any-
thing on an internal system server, includ-
ing all email traffic and Internet usage logs.
Lest the risk of employer monitoring seem
obscure, a December 1999 poll found 65%
employer support for the idea that email can
be monitored. An especially comprehensive
review of this issue appeared in the Spring
1998 University of Georgia Law Review (S.
Elizabeth Wilborn, "Revisiting the Public/
private Distinction: Employee Monitoring
in the Workplace," p. 825).

Proposals range in the area of private
sector employment, but most efforts at regu-
lation have been effectively combatted by
business arguments, defending their right
to monitor employee performance. Most
workers must therefore rely on weak state-
level and commeon law tort protections. In
response, recommended changes range
from minor amendmenits to the federal pri-
vacy laws all the way to Constitutional
amendment, Much commentary centers on
recent (but failed) attempts to secure Con-

gressional passage of the proposed Privacy
for Consumers and Workers Act, which
would create federal guidelines for such
employee practices as monitoring, and
mainly centers on a requirement that work-
ers be given notice of surveillance activi-
ties.

In the area of federal government
employment (where an affirmative might
want to focus, since action there is less
vulnerable to state action counterplans), one
of the major controversies centers on the
so-catled "Don't Ask, Don't Tell" (DADT)
policy govemning enforcement of the con-
gressional ban on open gay and lesbian
service in the armed forces. After President
Clinton's early proposal for the full incto-
sion of homosexual soldiers in military life
met sharp resistance, and the Congress
voted to reinforce its ban on such service,
questions arose about how to ensure that
the Pentagon did not carry out
"witchhunts" to uncover closeted gay ac-
tivity. DADT was a compromise intended
to make sure that individual soldiers would
not be terrorized on account of their pri-
vate, off-base, after-hours sexual activity or
preferences while still maintaining the over-
all prohibition. Butmuch evidence suggests
the policy has failed in this purpose, includ-
ing recent data that expulsions from the mili-
tary on account of homosexuality have ac-
tually increased under DADT provisions.
Vice President Gore has ciiticized the policy
and vowed to liberalize gays-in-the-military
policy, action also supported by the Presi-
dent but opposed by all the Republican
presidential candidates.

Medical Records Privacy

In 1996, the Congress imposed a dead-
line on itself to pass medical privacy legis-
lation. The three-year deadline, written into
the 1996 Health Insurance Portability and
Accountability Act, was an attempt to as-
sure regulation despite repeated failed at-
tempts by Congress to act. The deadline
passed last August, and shortly thereafter,
President Clinton announced draft regula-
tions to be implemented by the Secretary of
Health and Human Services. The Congres-
sional action limited what the President
could order; for instance, the regulations
cannot permit Aiericans to sue companies
that violate their privacy. But despite these
constraints, the Clinton initiatives were ap-
plauded as a good first step by pro-privacy
groups, and at the date of this writing are
scheduled to go mto effect after the obliga-
tory comment period.

One of the problems addressed by the

proposals has to do with the overlap of Fye

ernment and private sector access o infap-

mation about your health. For example, the
landmark Freedom of Information Act PIg.

tects our "righ‘Fs to know" about gl
government's activities. But what happens:
when the government has collected confi-

dential medical research records, or wher

those records end up in private hands dij.
to federally funded medical research Sramts

[An essay in the December 1999 Feder)

Communications Law Journal explores (his

issue in some detail.]

But the Clinton proposals would hiaye
much broader application than this Cage
alone. The basic requirement would lirnit the
tight of health providers to release electromg
medical records without the explicit permjg.
sion of the patient involved. The re gala-
tions would also limit the amount of 1nfoe
mation routinely provided to so-called
"business partners,” companies who sub-
contract to perform work for a healtl care
provider.

The need for regulations like these s
based, in part, on the curious fact that this
country provides fuller consumer protec-
tion for video rental records than it does fiar
patient records. In fact, the only protection
in force today are those self-imposed by
the medical community. Meanwhile, the evi-
dence is mounting that medical privacy 15
being violated on a regular basis. One of-
ten-cited example is a case where a cons
victed child rapists, employed at a hospial,
was able to use the computer system 1o gain
access Lo the phone numbers of almost 104
female patients, many of whom he subse-
quently harassed over the phone. There is
evidence some employers are using conf-
dential medical records to fire their more
expensive insurance risks, jucluding thase
who bring prior medical conditions & the
job with them, and others who contract £
pensive-to-treat conditions like rare caneeis
or ATDS.

Here, as in most areas of privacy ¥,
good arguments are advanced by buth
sides. Opponents of tighter confidentiality
requirements point to the likely highe medi=
cal care costs that may result from [QUENEE
rules, and defend open information protes
cols as ultimately better servicing patents-
(such as individuals who need emergenty
medical care). And employer access t0 m_Edl'
cal information, while it does risk disérirmi=
nation, can also help supervisors better
make reasonable accommodations {0 815
ability.

d



Consumer Information Privacy

In 1977 the Supreme Court acknowl-
. pdged a constitutional right of information
| privacy in Whalen v. Rose (429 U.S.1977).
. Fven though the case upheld a state stat-
" yte that forced doctors to reveal patient in-
formation for inclusion in a statewide pre-
. scription drug database, the decision none-
' (heless recognized that broad "dissemina-
tion by state officials of such
information...would clearly imphcate consti-
nutionatly protected privacy rights."

An example of the issues that arise
with respect to state-owned databases is
the extent of privacy protection given to
drivers. In 1994 Congress passed the Driv-
ers' Privacy Protection Act, but it left open
amajor loophole allowing states to sell and
disclose information about drivers without
fheir consent. In the last year, newspaper
coverage has drawn attention to efforts by
tolorado, Florida, and South Carolina to
21l drivers' photos without permission. The
1994 Act was strengthened by Congress
fast October, when they preemptively can-
celled a plan to turn state licenses into na-
tional identification cards.

But the greater and more hotly de-
hated consumer information issues pertain
m corporate databases. Lasf January, the
Jitel Corporation caused something of an
yiproar when 1t announced plans to manu-
facture silicon chips containing a unique
“'l;.dentiﬁer" that would force computer us-
15 to leave behind a specific mark when-
wyer they went into cyberspace. Intel pro-
{zsted that consumers would be able to turn
{he feature off, but civil liberties groups
worried, in part because the feature was
designed to reactivate whenever the com-
puter was rebooted. Intel finally agreed to
‘Make the chips with the tracking devices
imed off, but refused to remove the fea-
Tire entirely,

_ In the area of banking law, federal
tegulators recently backed away early last
:*!I"tﬂr from a plan they were urging on finan-
‘tial institutions designed to help them
“Know Your Customers.” Opponents were
‘“oncerned the plan would have turned
Danks into spies. But passage of the omni-
bug banking reorganization legislation is
‘iceping concerns alive among watchdog
Efoups: since the law permits banks, mu-
lha] funds, and insurance groups to affili-
‘dle and share customer information, the
‘Loncern is that, as ACLU President Nadine
‘Strossen put it, customers of financial insti-

Mutions will be required to forfeit their pri-
acy.

And when it comes to telephone
records, a court battle is still waging over
the right of telephone companies to use
customer records to market their services.
In US West v. FCC, a federal appeals court
said an FCC ban on the promotional prac-
tice violated the First Amendment rights of
the phone company to market its products.
The phone companies argue privacy rights
are not burdened by their practices, smce
customers can "opt out,” but critics say the
opt-out option is an unnecessary burden
on phone users.

Beyond these particular areas of cur-
rent concern are the more classic privacy
debates, centered mainly on consumer debt
and credit reporting. In this area the Con-
gress has an especially strong record of
consumer protection, starting with its en-
actment of the 1968 Fair Credit Reporting
Act and continuing through the 1996 Con-
sumer Credit Reporting Reform Act. The
latter, which overhauled credit reporting in
major respects, also introduces as clearly
as any other privacy legislation the issue of
state power, since the statute appears to
overTide all state law on the issue. The Con-
gress was plainly intent on creating one
national standard for credit reporting. For
more information on newer cyberspace chal-
lenges to the credit reporting system, see
Jerry Kang's April 1998 essay, "Information
Privacy in Cyberspace Transactions,"” in the
Stanford Law Review.

Search and Seizure

The lawn governing search and sei-
zure in the United States derives from the
Fourth Amendment, which reads: "The right
of the people to be secure in their persons,
houses, papers, and effects, against unrea-
sonable search and seizures, shall not be
violated, and no warrants shall issue, but
upon probably cause, supported by oath
and affirmation, and particularly describing
the place to be searched, and the persons
or things to be seized."

For much of the 1970s and 1980s the
key issue regarding search and seizure doc-
trine has centered on the extent to which
tainted evidence (that s, evidence gathered
in violation of 4th Amendment guarantees)
should be excluded from the courtroom. The
"exclusionary rule” enforces the idea that
tainted evidence must be excluded, for if' it
1s not, the police will have no real incentive
to enforce 4th Amendment protections, Over
the course of the past two decades the
courts have tended to gradually narrow the
exclusionary rule, allowing more and more
tainted evidence into court proceedings, a
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trend which has continued even given the
growing number of Clinton judicial appoin-
tees. Ome obvious affirmative will be to ex-
plore ways to re-strengthen the exclusiou-
ary rule, although the evidence on these
issues is more balanced than it was on
former topics where search and seizure is-
sues arose.

Search and seizure doctrine has been
made more complicated by many facts,
among them the dispersed manner by which
citizens today conduct their personal affairs.
Ag Janlori Goldman has noted, for a time
the courts lagged the Congress in recog-
nizing this situation. For instance, in the
1979 case Smith v. Maryland (442 U.S. 735),
the Supreme Court held that people have
no constitutionaliy protected interest in the
numbers dialed from their home telephones.
Andin U.S. v. Miller (4251].8.345),a 1976
case, the Courtrefused to find a reasonable
expectation of privacy for personal infor-
mation divulged to a third party, even when
the person had no choice but to divulge.
Both cases were "overturned” when the
Congress passed the Electronic Communi-
cations Privacy Actand the Right to Finan-
cial privacy Act.

But despite these actions, technologi-
cal advances are further limiting the zone of
privacy individuals have come to expect.
Many groups are drawing attention to a new
global electronic surveillance system, code
named "Echelon." News reports say the
system is an attempt by the government to
access all satellite, microwave, cellular, and
fiber-optic communications globally. Mas-
sive computers will scan the flow of data,
looking for keywords {like "bomb" or "co-
caine") which then justify forwarding the
trace to intelligence agencies. You can read
about Echelon at <www.echelonwatch.org>.
The Congress expects to hold hearings on
the National Security Agency project some-
time this year.

Debate also rages about the extent to
which private companies and groups
should be allowed to develop encryption
protocols. The government is concerned
that strong private sector encryption safe-
guard technology will hamper public efforts
to right terrorism and other crime (since the
safeguards might be used to secure illegal
transactions and conspiracies), and insists
it must have access to the "keys" needed
to open all coded messages. In 1993, the
Clinton Adminijstration proposed its so-
called "Clipper Chip” program, which would
have required the turnover of encryption
keys to federal regulators. Faced with a
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sharp public outery -- a Time/CNN poll
found 80% opposition, and the ACLU said
the proposal was the equivalent of "the
government requiring all homebuilders to
embed microphones in the walls of their
homes" -- the proposal was withdrawn.
Since then the Clinton Administration has
released two more proposals (termed Clip-
per II and Clipper I1T), and supported bills
like the 1994 Communications Assistance
for Law Enforcement Act, which essentially
requires telecommunications carriers to
build wiretapping capabilities into their sys-
tems. Critics argue the information obtained
by electronic surveillance typically does
more to damage privacy than to prosecute
crime, and point to government statistics
showing that of the 2.2 million conversa-
tions intercepted in 1996, a full 1.7 million
were deemed innocent by investigators.
They also point to the often atrocious record
of the government on this issue: politically
motivated electronic surveillance was com-
mon in the United States from the 1950s until
the 1970s.

The dispute over this issue has
grown so heated that Prof. Kenneth Dam,
the chair of the National Research Counci's
Comumittee to Study National Cryptography
Policy, recently warned thata "policy crisis
is upon the nation" because of the total lack
of consensus. Many bills have been pro-
posed to deal with the issue in one way or
another, but all will likely struggle against
Fourth Amendment objections. The main
problem is that open-ended surveillance of
the type enabled by scanning technology
{where all communications is searched for
specific words) seems to plainly violate the
Amendment's rule against searches unable
to precisely specify the "things to be
seized.”

Conclusion

It is unarguable that privacy concerns
have grown in each of these areas, and the
argumnents back and forth are powerfully
advanced. In each area dozens of other is-
sues will arise. In reaction to new privacy
claims, companies often argue that their
greater use of previously confidential in-
formation is necessary given an increas-
ingly competitive global economy, and that
use of such information actually serves cus-
tomers by allowing corporations to better
tailor products and services to the needs of
their consumers. Governments argue that
old notions of privacy must necessarily give
way in an age when narcoterrorism and
cyberwarfare risks loom ever larger.

How shall affirmatives impact their

case for the more nebulous right of privacy?
Of course, in some cases, mega-impact
claims will lie close at hand -- the risk of
overreaching government tyranny, the
negative impacts of globalization, and so
on, are ecasy to document. And I suppose
we will see an early reliance on the abstract
rights impacts which crop up every so of-
ten, including the rhetorically hyped claims
made about the risks of dehumanization.
Whether these vaguer impacts will swrvive
the scrutiny of the debate season when
confronted by the more utilitarian claims of
disadvantage impacts (such as business
confidence and political popularity posi-
tioms) remains to be seen. Lt is not too early
to begin thinking about this potential diffi-
culty for the affirmative.

For Additional Information on

Privacy Policy

Hundreds of books are available on
the privacy issue which complement vast
resources available in academic journals,
law reviews, and newspaper databases like
Lexis-Nexis. Some of the most widely cited
books include the following: Philip Agee
and Marc Rotenberg, eds., Technology and
Privacy: The New Landscape (Cambridge:
MIT press, 1997); Ellen Alderman and
Caroline Kennedy, The Right to Privacy
(New York: Knopf, 1995); Ann Cavoukian
and Dan Tapscott, Who Knows. Safeguard-
ing Your Privacy in a Networked World
{Toronto; Random House, 1995); Michel
Foucault, Discipline and Punish. The Birth
of the Prison (New York Vintage, 1977); Julie
C. Inness, Privacy, Intimacy, and Isolation
(New York: Oxford Univ. Press, 1992); Ken-
neth Laudon, The Dossier Society: Value
Choices in the Design of National Infor-
mation Systems (New York: Columbia Univ,
Press, 1986); National Research Council,
For the Record: Protecting Electronic
Heaqlth Information, 61-2 (Washington, D.
C.: National Academy Press, 1997); Priscilla
Regan, Legislative Privacy. Technology,
Social Values and Public Policy (Chapel
Hill: Univ. of North Carolina Press, 1995); H.
Jeff Smith, Managing Privacy. Information
Technology and Corporate America
{Chapel Hill: Univ. of North Carolina Press,
1994); and U. 8. Department of Commerce,
Privacy and Self-Regulation in the Informa-
tion Age (Washington, C.D.; U.S. Dept. of
Commerce, NTIA, 1997).

In addition, many advocacy groups
have extensive web pages dedicated to pri-
vacy issues, Two of the most easily found
are fun by the American Civil Liberties
Union <www.aclu.org> and the Electronic

Frontier Foundation <www.anu.edu.au/
people/Roger.Clarke/DV>. The Privacy
Rights Clearninghouse site contains much
information, although some of it is mappli-
cable to resolutional context,
<www privacyrights.org>.

(David M. Cheshier is Assistant Professor
of Communications and Director of Debate
at Georgia State University. His column
appears monthly in the Rostrum.)

{Glass from page 26)
sisted both Communism and the
demagogic and bigoted anti-com-
mumnism of HUAC.

Tt was liberal foreign-policy thinkers
like Paul Nitze and George Kennan who de-
vised the Trumnan Doctrine and contain-
ment, successful strategies for resting the
spread of Communism at the outset of the
cold war. And it was liberal intellectuals
like Arthur Schlesinger Jr. and Reinhold
Niebuhr who developed the mostuseful un-
derstanding of the Communist threat. In
his classic 1949 statement in ‘the Vital Cen-
ter,” Schlesinger argued that while Commu-
nism was certainly a danger to America, it
wasn’t much of a threat in America. The
way to answer it, he wrote, was not by ban-
ning and prosecuting Communism, but
through the Coustitutional methods of “de-
bate, identification and exposure.’

Schlesinger’s prescription seems to
offer a useful posture to the judge, operat-
ing in the Policy Debate discourse — argu-
ments should not be banned, even if they
are radical and frightening to those in power.
They should be debated, identified and ex-
posed. They should be understood for what
they are: they are arguments. And they
should stand or fall based on their internal
assumptions, and the validity of their
claims, wherever those claims take us.
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LINCOLN-DOUGLAS SENIOR
PHILOSOPHERS PROGRAM

June 26 - July 8, 2000

This program is available to 24 senior Lincoln Douglas
debaters who have 75 or more rounds of Lincoln Douglas
debate and who are returning to Iowa for their second or third
year. The program was enormously successful in its inaugural
year. The curriculum was designed by Bryce Paschler and
Daniel Yaverbaum; both men have degrees in philosophy,
were Lincoln Douglas debaters in high school, and are
experienced coaches. Students in this program will work in
laboratories with the instructors. However, as an alternative
to the lecture schedule, the students will spend the morning
session reading and discussing philosophers who are not P
regularly used in LD; afternoon sessions will be spent learning &
to apply the principles of those philosophers in the actual
debate rounds. Additionally, some sessions will be conducted
by outside speakers who are experts in law, intemational
relations, history, etc. These students will also have a number
of practice debates critiqued by the staff. In general, Iowa’s
Senior Philosophers should leave equipped to bring to their
final year of Lincoln Douglas an expanded knowledge of
philosophy and its application and drills on debating skills
that should make for a solid foundation for debate.

* Applications accepted March 1 - March 29, 2000
* Program limited to 24 qualifying seniors

* Applications are evaluated on a competitive basis
* Must demonstrate 75+ rounds of LD competition
* Must demonstrate competitive success -
* Acceptance and rejection letters postmarked by == :

April 10, 2000 @ =

* Applicants must have previously attended Iowa _—

For an enrollment packet or additional information, contact: National Summer Institute in Forensics

Paul Bellus, Director B12 Inttlernat‘ional Center
319-335-0621 (voice) or 319-335-2111 (fax) The University of Jowa
paul-bellus @uiowa.edu Towa City, Iowa 52242-1802

GET THE COMPETITIVE EDGE AT IOWA!




LINCOLN-DOUGLAS DEBATE

June 26 - July 8, 2000

DUKES & BAILEY: LD PIONEERS

Marilee Dukes & Patricia Bailey

JESSICA BAILEY, Sophomore, University of Minnesota; finalist
NFL National Tournament; quarterfinalist TOC; 2nd place at
Glenbrook Round Robin; 1st place at MBA Round Robin;
assistant coach, Apple Valley High School.

PATRICIA BAILEY, special consultant for LD Debate,
Homewood High School; former Head Debate Coach,
Homewood High Scheol; B.A., Huntington College; MLA.,
Montevallo (AL); NFL Diamond Coach, Key Coach of the
Barkley Forum; coached NFL LD champion, numerous NFL
national qualifiers, LD state champion for seven years
running; Alabama Speech Teacher of the Year Award;
National Topic Selection Committee for LD debate; Samford
and lowa Lincoln-Douglas debate institutes; NFL Hall of
Fame; NFISDA Qutstanding Speech, Drama, Debate Educator
Award; co-founder of Jowa’s Lincoln-Douglas Surnmer
Debate Institute.

CLAIRE CARMAN, Debate Coach, Episcopal High School; B.A,
Rice University; First piace, Branx Round Robin, 5t. Mark’s of
Texas; Nationa! Forensic League National Champion; former
Diivector of Samford University Lincoln-Douglas Summer
Debate Institute,

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

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

BEN DAVIDSON, Sophomore, Duke University; 1st place Wake
Forest; 3rd place at Montgomery Academy Round Rebin; 2nd
place at Greenhill Round Robin.

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

MARILEE DUKES, Director of Forensics, Vestavia Hills High
School; B.S,, University of Southern Mississippi; M.5., North
Texas State University (Debate Fellow); former high schoel and
college debater; 20-year teaching and coaching veteran;
numerous state and nationat qualifiers; coached NFL and TOC
champions; NFL Double-Diamond; Key Coach of the Barkley
Forum; co-founder of lowa’s Lincoln-Douglas Summer Debate
Institute; Blue and Gold Society.

MAC HAWKINS, Senior, Loyola University, New Orleans; NCFL
National Champion; TOC qualifier; participant in late
elimination rounds of every nationa! tournament; assistant
coach, Isidore Newman School; coached students to late
elimination rounds of every major tournament and state
champions.

NADIR JOSHUA, Sophomore, Rutgers University; 2nd Stanford
Round Robin, participant in late elimination rounds of every
national tournament; three time NFL National qualifier.

IOWA HAS ATEACHER WHO IS RIGHT FOR YOU!
For enrollment information call 319-335-0621 (voice) or fax 319-335-2111
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2000 LINCOLN-DOUGLAS FACULTY

ALLISON PICKETT, Johnston Scholar, UNC-Chapel Hill; NFL
National Champion; participant at every national round
robin and late elimination rounds of evéry national
tournament; TOC qualifier.

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

ALLISON SNOW, MBA Candidate, University of Alabarna;
B.A., University of Alabama; late elimination rounds of
every national tournament; NFL and TOC qualifier.

CINDI TIMMONS, Director of Forensics, Colleyville Heritage
High School; B.5., ML.Ed., University of North Texas; Double
Diamond; former President, Texas Forensic Association;
NFL National Champicns; 15 Texas State Champions; two
National Sweepstakes Awards.

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

AB., Wesleyan College; ML.Ed. in Social Studies, UNC at

Greensboro; Ed.D. in International Studies; certificates in

Curriculum and Instruction and Social Sciences Education;

NFL Double Diamond; Key Coach of the Barkley Forum; 100

students to NFL Nationals; Barkley Forum champion; state

ANNA MARIE MANASCO, Sophomore, Emory University; champions in extemp, oratory, HI/DI, LD; semi-finalist at
former debater, St. James School; Champion Wake Forest 1997; NFL Nationals.

Bronx Round Robin 1997; Mont_gornery. Bell Round Robin 1998; DANIEL YAVERBAUM, B.A,, philosophy and physics, magna
1998 TOC runner-up; Girls Nation President 1997. cum laude, Ambherst; former successful high school debater;
LYNSEY MORRIS, Ph.D. Candidate and Carl Albert Fellow, coached outstanding high school champions at Isidore
University of Oklahoma; B.A., Berry College; Champion, Wake Newman; runner of marathons.
Forest; Octa-Finalists, TOC; Berry College Honors Program;
Intern in Washington, D.C. for Senate Minority Leader; College
forensics - IE's; President, Student Government Association-
Berry College.

BRYCE FPASHLER, Assistant Lincoln-Douglas Debate coach, West
Des Moines Valley High $chool; former debater, Valley High
School; third place, NFL Nationals; two-time [owa State
Champion; Winner William Branstrom Freshman Prize
{University of Michigan); coach of 1996 TOC Champion; coach
of 1996 MBA Round Robin Winner.

R.J. PELLICCIOTTA, Director of LD Debate, South Mecklenburg
High School; A.B., UNC-Chapel Hill; coached numerous
qualifiers to TOC and NFL Nationals; coached students to the
late elimination rounds of every national tournament; coached
North Carolina State Champion.

ADAM LAURIDSEN, Junior, Harvard University; Editor,
Harvard Political Review; veteran [ab leader at lowa and
Samford; Domestic Externp NFL National Champion; late
elimination rounds of every national tournament.

For More Information: National Summer Institute in Forensics, B12
International Center, The University of lowa, lowa City, lowa 52242-1802

THE UNIVERSITY OF IOWA’S 69TH SUMMER DEBATE INSTITUTE




Golden Gate
Institute

July 2~ - July 15" 2000

e premier staff

e NFL, CFL, and California state events

e educational tour of San Francisco

e only national IE camp on the West Coast

Golden Gate Institute (G.G.1.) is an independent program
held on the campus of San Francisco University. This two
week Individual Events workshop for high school students
focuses on education. In addition to preparing students for
competition, the workshop teaches communication skills
which will be used for a lifetime. G.G.l. commits itself to
the ethics of competition and scholarship in Forensics.
The Golden Gate Institute is directed by Tommie Lindsey
of James Logan High School-Union City, CA, and Karen
Piercy of the University of Wisconsin at Eau Claire.

Drawing from a pool of the nation’s most talented
speech educators, the Golden Gate Institute is staffed
by the coaches of state and national champions on the
high school and college circuits. Individuals committed

to G.G.L.:

Bob Marks Ben Lohman
Dave Kraft Sarah Meinen

Joe Wyecoff, Jr. Tommie Lindsey

Josh Gad Kim Dal Santo
Karen Piercy Steven Wilson

Tim Campbell Ben Jedd
G.G.I. Workshop July 2 - July 15  $1,325
Extended Coaching Session July 15 - July 17 $600
Coaches Workshop July 2 - July 5 $400

Space is limited | For more information and a brochure contact
Karen Piercy

Director of Forensics, HHH 152, UWEC, Eau Claire, W! 54701
715-836-3305 & fax: 715-836-3820 e email: piercykr@uwec.edu
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WHAT I LIKE ABOUT DEBATE

The famous film critic Pauline Kael
was once asked the question, "which was
easier to review, The Godfather or The Texas
Chainsaw Massacre?"” (A little back-
ground; she loved the former and despised
the latter).

"Why, that appalling horror flick," she
mused "it was a breeze to deconstruct,
Praise takes too much work."

1 can honestly say that 1 agree with
her. It is always easier to find fault in some-
thing than it is to find a way to sing its ac-
complishments or benefits. The reason
seems simple enough. If something offends
your sensibilities, then you have a basis, a
foundation from which to start. Butif some-
thing stirs your heart, or moves your mind,
or enthralls you like nothing has before,
then it is impossible to find a correspond-
ing frame of reference in your mind. You
can make comparisons to other moments
that have caused the same reaction, but in
the end, it is just a point by point match up
of other, unexplainable events,

When I started this column a few
months ago, I knew [ would have little prob-
lem filling the space with the wrongs of
Debate. After all, this well-spring will not
nn dry any time soon, As [ sit here writing
this sentence, a hundred dismat debate prac-
tices run through my mind; Speed reading,
carnp evidence, sleaze tactics, time-suck ar-
guments, T...the list continues on and on. T
could write another four years and still only
scratch the surface.

But what about the good? There
surely must be something valuable and
wonderful about Debate that keeps me
coaching it year in and out (aside from the
fact that I am becoming independently
wealthy doing it). There must be some worth.
Well, there is. T have said it before, and I will
3ay it again; there is nothing that a teen-
ager can do that will be more valuable to
their future life than speech and debate. But
more specifically, there are the litfle moments,
the wonderful times and the unexplained

joys that come from watching that prover-
bial light bulb come on in a students head,

by Bill Gibron

Bill Gibron

It's not the trophies or the
wins.
It's not the National Champi-

onships or the missed opportuni-
ties.

It's not the number of NFL
points or team size.

It's the times when a smile

creeps to the corner of your mouth,
almost subconsciously, when you
see before you what you've only
read about in books, or heard as
rumor from other coaches.

It's when forensics becomes
forensics.

It's when all the hard work

pays off, and the long steepless
nights and caffeine fueled days dis-
appear into a comforting haze of
sitnplicity, this 1s why and how it is
done. This is why I coach, And this
is why I write the column. I want
more of the good things, and Jess
of the bad. I want forensics to be
forensics. And when it is, /' %
MILiC.

...when novice Debaters, who dread
doing anything, let along debating, walk out
of a round, thoroughly defeated but des-
perate to debate again,

...when a debater presents to the
coach, without any prodding or yelling, and
without the benefit of camp files, or coach's
input, a brand new block of evidence.

...when the 1AC presents not so
much a case, but a narrative of a problem
and a solution that makes clear, cohesive
sense.

...when a round becomes so heated
and so intense that students forget silly
wants like food and water and are focused
on one thing and one thing only, debate!

...asly and clever cross examination,
where hints are given as to the direction
and use of the answers provided, but skill
prevents a clear view,

...when sleaze debaters are caught,
and punished by their opponents.

...when sleaze debaters are caught,
aud admit it, and move on.

...when varsity debaters, who have
the chance to literally destroy novices they
are facing in a round, instead walk them
through the debate, knowing that they win
the ballot and the moral high ground.

...when a team, long the fodder for
other varsity teams, finally comes into their
own and begins to win.

...the look on the faces of debaters,
who are convinced that they lost the tour-
nament, when their names are announced
as winners,

...the look on the face of the novice
team when they break for the first time.

... the youthful optimism of a new de-
bate year.

...the letter, years after the fact, tell-
ing you how much debate, and your coach-
ing, meant to that ex-student.

Sure, it's easy to point out the small
pleasures amongst the massive defects that
currently existin Team Debate, And it would

little specks of joy? Here we go: be easy to argue that the problems far out-

...when the Negative team discov- weigh the fun. But that's notreally the truth.
ers their links are valid, and realizes they On whole, debate is still a wonderful event,
now have an inroad into an otherwise filled with hidden riches. Dwelling only on
squittely case, {Gibron to page 72)

to actmally see them thinking and speaking
on their feet, indicating that they have fi-
hally figured it out. It's why most teachers
leach (aside fromn the aforementioned
fiches). So, what are these moments, these




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 I.D debate programs or for one-week primer sessions in either type of debate.

Fabulous Learning Environment

» Great location. The ANDI is located in Austin, Texas, an exciting city known for its cosmopolitan atmosphere
and quality libraries. 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.

* 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 2000 policy topic, while the LD students will be prepared to debate likely national topics.

* Numerous special program features. These include enrollment caps to ensure student access to ALL the top
faculty; an incredible faculty-student ratio of around 1:7; 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
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 NFC camps!

* Top quality national-circuit faculty, The ANDI faculty is composed of some of the finest coaches and debaters
in the nation. Students will have the opportunity to learn from a supportive and experienced staff. 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!

NATIONAL
= GORENSIC CONSORTy

8-9:00 AM Breakfast Breakfast

9-10:30 AM Topic Lecture Value Adalysis Practicum

10:30-Noon Aff Case Construction Seminars.on Strategizing

Noon-1:00 PM Lunch Lunch

1:00-3:30 PM Library work Case preparation

3:30-5:00 PM Theory seminar Practice debate wicritique | Fees: $995 for CX,
3:00-6:30 PM Dinner Dinner $825 LD, $535 I-week
6:30-8:30 PM Lab session Delivery drills plus $75 apptication fee.
8:30 PM Commuter checkout Commuter checkowt For info contact: NFC
- 8:30-10-:00 PM Tepic preparation Aff case work session 1678 Shattuck Ave, #3035
10:00-12:00 AM Recreation & relaxation Recreation & relaxation Berkeley, CA 94709
Midnight Lighits out Lights out or call: 510-548-4800

www.educationunlimited.com




The National Forensic Consortium presents the

Austin National LD Debate Institute

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

The Austin National LD Institute offers a national-caliber program with great
instructors atacostcomparable 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 2000 faculty includes:
Nick Coburn-Palo of Hopkins High School and Jessica Dean of Boston University. Both of these instructors

specialize in teaching philosophy and advanced techniques of LD debate. Instruction is available for students from

beginning to advanced level.

And here are what some previous ANDI LD camp participants thought:
"All of the philosophical lectures and discussions were awesome! I was really pleased with the level of
instruction. Our lab leader was very dedicated to providing us with a good experience, and the level of intensity
was extremely high. I would definitely recommend this camp!”

Addie Frieweaver, previous program participant

"I would recommend this camp to other students because it was tons of fun and I learned a lot. The work was

hard, and 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. T liked the emphasis on research... I felt 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

"I would recommend this camp because it's affordable with the same qualities as more expensive camps. Ireally
enjoyed the counselors. ...the instructors were experienced, but were also people that students could relate to..."
Viviana Gonzalez, previous program participant

For a brochure contact: NFC ANDI LD Camp Fees :

NATIONAL,
1678 Shattuck Ave, #305 $535 for the one-week, or
Berkeley, CA 94709 $825 for the full program,
or call: 510-548-4800 plus a $75 application fee.

Listed fees include tuition, room and a meal plan.




HOW DEBATER'S SHOULD JUDGE INTERP!

1 use the pervasive, albeit, inaccurate term
"Specch” to describe what [ do. I am a Specch
Coach, I ecach the Speech Tcam and we go to
Speech Tournaments. "Speech and Debate" is
Jjust as inaceurate for an interpretation is no more
a speech than a debate is. When I use the term
"Forensics" with anyone my age or older {out-
side of our cloistered little world) they think of
the TV show Quinecy with Jack Klugman. Any-
one younger than I am will respond with..."huh?”
Using speech is much more effective in recruit-
ing a fourteen-year-old freshman than forensics
will ever be. It is suffieient to say speech and
those that don't see the efficacy of using a short,
inaccurate term to facilitate understanding hasn't
debated or seen a debate in the last few vears.

That said, "Speech Tournaments” are fte-
quently in need of judges. When [ attend speech
tournaments, often I hear groans and protesta-
tions when somecne with little or no debate ex-
perience is asked to judge a debate. They fear
speed/spread and avoid debate like the plague.
The inverse is also true, though the protesta-
tions are much subtler. The debater given an
interp ballot will whisper, "I never know how to
Jjudge these things, [ just go with my gut feeling.”
If said to a fellow debater, the response is usu-
ally ashrug of the shoulders. If said to an interper,
the response is a knowing smile of assent. The

by Michael Streeter

interper knows that going with one's "gut feel-
ing" is probably the best way to adjudicate an
interp. What the interper fails to see is that go-
ing with onc's gut feeling run contrary to every-
thing in which a debater believes. Thisresponse
is also of no value to the debater because it gives
no clue as to how to writc a ballot (the most
inportant aspect of judging in this author's view).
Gut feelings supply the rankings only. Ballots
require more.

Debaters aptly supply quality critiques
of delivery (though seldom will you see the com-
ments "too fast” or "slow down"). Beyond de-
livery comments, debaters are offen fost. Here
are some tips that may help a debater to judge
interprctation using language debaters can relate
to:

Topicality - Is the selection appropriate
to the event? Prose in Prose, Poetry in Poetry,
funny stuff in Humorous, etc,

Need/Solvency - Does the selection meet
aneed in the audience? Intellectual stimulation,
insight into life, emotional fulfillment, etc.

Advantages - How does the audience
benefit from having experienced the interpreta-
tion? Was the experience worth the time of the
audiencc? Was there something new to be
leamed?

Ethos, Pathos & Logos - (When 1 use

Summer Speech and Debate /Instiiures

these terms with my interpers, they often think
I'm referring to The Three Musketeers). While
the focus may be on the pathos, ethos and lagos
are not to be neglected. After you have watched
an interp, ask yourself, ""Were the characters made
believable?" (Ethos) "Was the introduction ad-
equately related to the piece?" "Was the piece
communicated in a way that made sense?" "Could
I follow it?" (Logos)

Flow - Is there an emotional arc or through
line within the character(s) that carries through
the piece?

Turn - Did the competitor misinterpret
the piece. Are they taking it in the wrong direc-
tion?

Tag Team - In Duo, are the performances
balanced or is one eompetitor carrying all of the
weight of the piece?

Clash - In Duo, are the competitors lis-
tening to cach other or are they each giving indi-
vidual performances? [s there a dramatic build
to aclimax?

I'm sure others will gencrate many addi-
tions to this (half tongue in cheek) list. These
tips may help the debater find her/his way to
writing a quality ballot that will be of use to the
interp competitor.

(Michael Streeter coaches in Sandy (OR)
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Kansas State University
July 10-28, 2000 (various sessions)
Manhattan, Kansas

e Developed by High School Coaches

o Coaches Can Come Too

e Featuring Distinguished High School Coaches

To request a registration packet e-mail info@dce.ksu.edu
Visit the Website at: hitp://www.dce ksu.edu/conf/debate

e Featuring K-State’s Award Winning Debate Staff and Debaters

If you are a coach and you would like a packet of information sent to you to share with your
students contact Bettie Minshall via e-mail at minshal@dce ksu.edu.

EICSTATE

Hansas S1ote Yalegesity




K.H.8.8.L., Inc. & Western Kentucky University Forensics

2000 Summer Forensic Camp

June 18-23, 2000

Western Kentucky University

Personalized, Intensive Study in Four Major Areas:

Debate
(LD and Policy)

Interpretation
{Declamation, D.1., Duo, H.l., Improv. Duo, Interp. of Lit., Poetry, Prose, Solo, and Storytelling)

Limited Prep.
{Broadcasting, Extemp., and Impromptu)

Prepared Speeches
{Oratory and Public Speaking)

A fee of $300 covers all costs of the camp and is due With this application by June 1, 2000.

INTERESTED STUDENTS SHOULD RETURN THE FORM BELOW, COMPLETE WITH
THE $300 FEE, BY JUNE 1, 2000. MAKE CHECKS PAYABLE TO JUDY WOODRING
AND SEND COMPLETED APPLICATIONS AND FEE TO JUDY WOODRING, CHERRY
HALL ROOM 1, WESTERN KENTUCKY UNIVERSITY, BOWLING GREEN, KY 42101.
FOR MORE INFORMATION, CALL (270) 745-6340.

NAME AGE SEX
SOC. SEC. NUMBER HOME PHONE
HOME ADDRESS

CITY/STATE/ZIP

SCHOOL ATTENDED

NAME OF PARENT/GUARDIAN

AREA IN WHICH YOU WISH TO BE ENROLLED DEBATE -
INTERPRETATION
(CHECK ONE) LIMITED PREP

PREPARED SPEECHES
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Test your NFL knowledge.
Answers found on page 70.

In what year did The National
Forensic League begin?

Who is the founder of the Na-
tional Forensic League?

How many schools ratified the
original constitution and be-
came members of the NFL?

Name the college where the
first officers of the League
were appointed?

This Senator obtained NFL
membership certificate No. 1.
Who was he? (This Senator

was Rostrum editor from
1932-1940)

6!

What year did the NFL Council
authorize the granting of Dis-
tinguished Service Awards?

In 1931, where was the first
national debate and speech
tournament held for high
schools?

What year did the Executive
Council found the NFL Hall of
Fame? '

Currently, how many members
are on the Executive Council?

What NFL Coach is called "Mr.
Congress”?

E

b 6 H oS
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FIRST!

To celebrate our 10th anniversary, the Nashville
Catholic Middle School
Forensic League is hosting a national tourna-
ment! You must be a member of the above league
or the NJFL (National Junior Forensic League) to
attend. Because of

~ space limitations, the
maximum number of
schools allowed to com- &
pete will be 30.
So...get your spot
reserved NOW! You may only bring 2 entries per

14 Duet Interpretation ~ category/event.

_ Deadline: May 1, 2000
¢ Humorous/Dramatic
Interpretation

sDuo Improvisation D ate: Satu rday,
0 save your place,

all tournament June 24, 2000
director: Michelle Place:

Nicholson Barber Fr. Ryan High School,

(615) 646-7376 1menee

Tennessee
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A

Answers to the NFL Trivia questions
on page 68.

The National Forensic League
was founded in 1925.

Bruno E. Jacob is the founder
of the National Forensic
League.

There were twenty-four
schools who ratified the origi-
nal constitution and became
members of the NFL.

Ripon College is where the
first officers of the League
were appointed.

Senator Karl E. Mundt ob-
tained the first NFL member-
ship certificate and was Ros-
trum editor from 1932-1940.

6.

10.

In 1932 the NFL Council au-
thorized the granting of Dis-
tinguished Service Awards.

In 1931, the first national de-
bate and speech tournament
was held at Ripon College.

Iin 1977, the NFL Hall of Fame
was founded.

Currently, there are 10 mem-
bers on the Executive Coun-
cil.

Mr. Harold C. Keller is known
throughout the NFL as "Mr.
Congress.”

“



Low  student-to-teacher  ratio
l.ast year was approximately 3:1
Many different teaching formats,
including leetures, discussions, and
individual instruction, are offcred.
State-of-the-art research facilities
Forsyth Library, access to the
Internet, Lexis-Nexis, and other
research methods are available to
students. We will keep you on the
“cutting edge” of lomorrow’s
research techmiques.
Comprehensive  high  schoo!
debate instruction — Our pedagogy
ranges from traditional perspectives
t0 more contemporary approaches.
We are just as committed to
teaching slock issues as we are
kritiks,

Enthusiastic, knowtedgeable, and
. concerned staff— Our staff includes
college students, as well as high
school and collcge coaches. This
group has had competitive suecess
on both the high school and
collegiate levels.

Balanced curriculum of research,
theory, and debating practice —
This enhanees vyour chances of
success. ‘We wanl you fo win more
debatcs and have more fun,

Fort Hays State University

Hays, Kansas

Despite the rising tide of
educational costs across the
country, our fees remain the
same. The workshop will have
two sessions; the first from
June 21 to July 1 and the
second from June 21 to July 8.
There will also be a coaches

Contact:
Bill Shanahan

Communication/FHSU
600 Park Street
Hays, KS 67601-4099

“I believe that I gained more out of these 10 days than
1 did throughout my entire season. You have made me
love debate even more than I thought I ever would.”

wshanaha@thsu edu
(785) 628-5859

Tiger Debate Workshop

clinic from June 21 to June 25

Campus
Session On Off
10 Day  $600 £350
18 Day $950 $530
Coaches  $200 5100

Blue Ribbon Forensic Camp
July 28 - August 6, 2000 (@ Indiana University

Interpretation
Daniel Tyree, Plymouth

Scott McDermott, Glenbrook

Jane Nelson, Plymouth
Adam Krupp, Plymouth

Catherine Keane, Chesterton
Elizabeth Kenny, Plymouth

This championship seaff is
committed to the belief that
education comes first. Their
students have qualified for and
made final round at both the
NFL and CFL National
Tournaments.

Individual state championships,
team state championships, NFL
School ¢f Excellence and CFL
Founders Awards make up this
stafl's “Blue Ribbon” resume.

(last vear’s staff)

Extemporaneous
Don Fortner, Munster HS

Policy Debate

Jim Cavallo, Chesterton

Christ Stepp, Ben Davis

Marlissa Hughes, Evansville North

Oratory
Bob Kelly, Chesterton HS
David McKenzie, Northfield

Lincoln-Douglass
Carol Biel, Chesterton

Camp Director
Charlotte Tyree, Plymouth

Alumni

Scott Burman, Hf Stre
Champion fiomn
Glenbroek South High School

Katie Tyree & Ethan Ax
Due 3 1999 NCFL Towmnament
from Plvmouth HS

For registration infermation
conlact
Charlotte Tyvree:
Phymouth High School
#1 Big Red Drive
Plyvmouth, IN 46563
H:219-936-3992
S:219-936-2178 ext. 241
F:219-936-4276
ctyreed plymouth. k2 in.us




Iowa City Community School District
lowa City, Iowa
HEAD DEBATE COACH
FULL-TIME LANGUAGE ARTS TEACHER

* Nationally Recognized Program
» Student Body of 1,600 Students

Contact: Jerry Arganbright, Principal
West High School
Telephone (319) 339-6817
E-Mail: Arganbright@iowa-city.k12.ia.us

Introducing the alternative L-D reader for beginning to
intermediate debaters and new coaches

Not just
another brief!

INCLUDES

*More than 25 pages of debate technique
* Short comments on common values and philosophers especially tailored for L-D debate
* Readings from key L-D texts such as Locke’s “Second Treatise” and Rawls’ A Theory of Justice

Coaches receive a
25% discount ($17

plus shipping).

No obligation! Peruse a
sample copy.

For more information or to order, e-mail <anthem 1@usa.net>.

(Gibron from page 63)

the negative paints an unfair portrait of a
much maligned event. Looking at the big
picture, the whole picture, one sees the rea-
sons coaches and students stay involved.
Inallthings, it is said, we must take the bad
with the good. Just because it seems there
is so much bad in TD doesn't lessen the
good inside.

So, the next time a team dumps 30
cards on-case in the 2NC, or when they
kick out of a TD argument in the 2NR, re-
member the little moments. When they
speed through evidence like you've inher-
ited Superman's ears, or confuse fact with
opinion, think of those small wonders.
They are the comerstones of the speech
and debate experience.

(Bill Gibron coaches at the Academy of
the Holy Names (FL).

Recording Student Names

Because of the YZK computer conversion, NFL was forced to make some
changes in the process we use to enter the new students’ names. The computer
will not allow the spelling out of students middle names (example shown below).
Additionally an initial for the first name then a middle name (example shown
below) is not possible.

If a student has either a two word first name or a two word last name you
must include the hyphen or the computer will put the middle name as an initial.

Betty Jo Smith must be either
Betty J. Smith or Betty South

H. Robert Jones must be either
I1. R. Jones or Robert Jones

Youmay send it a student’s name with a middie initial but you
may also send m a students name with no middle initial.

TLLATLK YOY for everyone's understanding!

B EEEREETIIREIRERREIT™™




Submit pictures of
events
and activities to:
Attn: Sandy
NFL
125 Watson St

Ripon, W1 54971

THE EXECUTIVE COUNCIL MEETS

Your NFL Council:
Tate, Sfeira, Ferguson, Crabtree, Keller, Sterner, Brannan, King, Roberts,
(standing Secretary Copeland)
(Photographed by Councilor Ted Belch)

President Tate intently follows Harold "Mr. Congress" Keller
the debalte. ponders a point.

Tate, Sferra, and Ferguson Secretary Copeland records
debate an issue. the minutes.
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NFL'S TOP 50 DISTRICTS
(as of February 1, 2000 )

Rank Change District Ave. No. Degrees Congress Trophy Contender Rounds
1. +7 Nerthern Ohio 156.09 Niles-McKinley 87
2. - Northern South Dakota 152.22 Watertown 47
3. -2 East Kansas 151.77 Shawnee Mission West 84
4, -1 Heart of America 150.88 Kansas City-Oak Park 78
5. -- Rushmore 147.70 Sioux Falls-Washington 59
6. 2 East Los Angeles 136.66 Alhambra 76
7. -1 New York City 136.57 Bronx HS of Science 67
8. +3 Northwest Indiana 136.00 La Porte 67
9. -2 Kansas Flint-Hills 127.70 Topeka 78

10. -1 Sunflower 124.58 Wichita-Heights 7

1. +2 Show Me 12413 Raytown 73

12.  +2 San Fran Bay 122.40 Miramonte 71

13. 3 South Kansas 122.09 Field Kindley 71
14.  +1 Florida Sunshine 119.50 Tampa-Jesuit 64
15. 3 West Kansas 118.85 McPherson 48

16. -- Central Minnesota 110.00 Apple Valley 77

17.  -- California Coast 104.38 Lynbrook 73

18. +1 Florida Manatee 102.25 Nova 69

19. +2 West Los Angeles 99.30 Marshall 37

20 +2 Montana 98.88 Bozeman 86

21, +2 Hole in the Wall 98.06 Cheyenne-Central 34

22, +3 Eastern Ohio 97.09 Canton-GlenOak HS Career Ctr. 73

23, #H Northern lliinois 96.78 New Trier Twp. 77

24, +3 Nebraska 96.69 Millard-North 39

25. 5 Carver-Truman 95.40 Monett 51

26, +4 Southern Minnesota 92.57 The Blake School 47

27. 9 lini 92.00 Downers Grove-South 42

28, -- Hoosier Central 91.80 Brebeuf Jesuit 95

29. +23 Colorado 87.58 Mullen 77

30. +8 New England 87.00 Shrewsbury (MA) 58

M. 5 South Carolina 86.30 Riverside 53

32, +7 West lowa 85.30 West Des Moines-Valley 42

33. 4 Hoosier South 83.91 Evansville-Reitz 84

4. A Northern Wisconsin 83.71 Appleton-East 83

35. # North Coast 82.85 St. Ignatius

36. 5 Western Washington 82,45 Puyallup 59

37. -3 MNorthern Lights 81.50 Grand Rapids 84

38. +22  Rocky Mountain-North 79.37 Skyline 55

39. +14 EasternMissouri 78.72 Parkway-Central 78

40. 5 Southern Wisconsin 77.84 Marquette University 50

41. +10 Sierra 76.64 Fresno-Bullard 62

42. A Heart of Texas 76.42 Westlake 26

43. 6 Southern California 75.50 Yucaipa 34

44, -- Michigan 75.28 Portage-Northern 76

45. 13 Chesapeake 74.33 Calvert Hall College 8

46. +4 East Texas 73.88 Klein 53

47. +10  Utah-Wasatch 73.72 Ogden 46

48 1 Valley Forge 73.12 Truman 58

49. 9 Southern Nevada 73.00 Chaparral 26

49, -7 New Mexico 73.00 Taos 45
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NFL DISTRICT STANDINGS

Rank Change District Ave. No. Degrees  Congress Trophy Contender Rounds
51. B8 Tennessee 72.86 Nashville-Overton 63
52. 43 Eastern Washington : 7210 Mead 44
53. 4 Rocky Mountain-South 71.58 Golden 68
54. 8 Pittsburgh 71.55 North Hills 77
55. 47 South Texas 71.45 Lamar Consolidated 438
56. 3 South Oregon 71.16 Ashland and Eagle Point 44
57. 12 Big Valley 70.38 Modesto-Downey 69
58. 43 Ozark 70.33 Springfield-Parkview 80
| 59. -- North East Indiana 69.31 Fort Wayne-Northrop 52
’ 60. 4 Carolina West 67.84 High Point-Central 69
61. -7 North Oregon 66.00 Glencoe 4
| 62 4  West Okiahoma 65.86 Norman 66
. 63, +1 Nebraska South 65.07 Omaha-Mercy 26
r | 64, +1 Sundance 64.44 Hillcrest 62
' 65. +6 Great Salt Lake 64.20 Salt Lake City-Skyline 63
’ 66. +9 Western Ohio 63.52 Centerville 72
. 67. +1 Gulf Coast 63.25 Corpus Christi-King 75
68. -1 Idaho 62.13 Idaho Falls 43
' 69, 3 East Oklahoma 61.60 Sapulpa 65
' | 70. 7 Big Crange 61.42 Cypress 34
2 1. +2 North Dakota Roughrider 61.05 Fargo-North 80
72, 2 Lone Star 60.73 Plano Sr. 100
73. +4 Georgia Northern Mountain 60.33 Calhoun 65
| 74, 47 Colorado Grande 58.04 Doherty 54
74, -2 Louisiana 58.04 St. Thomas More 84
E 76. 7 New York State 57.69 Albany 37
77. +12 Eastlowa 57.29 Davenport-West 71
78. 42 Wind River 57.00 Rock Springs 61
79. 3 Deep South 56.93 Homewood 43
80. 7 Greater lWlinois 56.83 Belleville-West 51
81. -2 Pennsylvania 56.75 McKeesport Area 56
82. #+1 North Texas Longhorns 56.50 Plano-East 83
83. 5 West Virginia 55.80 Wheeling Park 4
. 84. -- Arizona 54.53 ~ McClintock 40
85 3 Maine 53.12 Thornton Academy 25
86. A New Jersey 51.56 Randolph 51
| 87. A Mississippi 50.69 Hattiesburg 72
, 88. A Central Texas 50.25 San Antonio-Lee 67
| 89. +5  Georgia Southern Peach 48.83 Carrollton 25
| 90. +1 Kentucky 48.33 Scott County 51
91. 3 Sagebrush 47.87 Reno 27
92, -- Capitol Valley 46.09 Sacramento-Kennedy 30
93, -- South Florida 45.00 North Miami Beach 82
94, Tall Cotton 44.60 Midland-Lee 41
95. -- Mid-Atlantic 44.41 Winston Churchill (MD) 40
96. - Puget Sound 38.25 Mercer Island and Newport 26
97. +2 lroquois 33.77 Madrid-Waddington Central Sch. 13
98. A Tarheel East 32.75 Enloe 48
99. A1 West Texas 29.36 El Paso-Cathedral 43

100. -- Hawaii 2712
101, -- Patrick Henry 25.41 First Colonial 29

| 102. -- Guam 6.50
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You are Cordially Invited to Attend the
UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA.

Annenberg School for Communication

National Debate Institute

Two Week Session
June25 — July14, 2000
Three Week Session
June 25 - July &, 2,000

INSTITUTE HIGHLIGHTS INCLUDE
Nationally Recognized Faculty

Guarantee minimum of 16 full rounds of debate with comprehensive staff analysis
(three week session only)

Cutting edge library resources including over 250 personal computers for student
use at the USC Leavey Library

The “Institute-L” Listserve and E-mail accounts for all students

Financial Aid opportunities

Applications are due by May 15, 2000. All application inquiries should be sent to Lynn
Goodnight at USC Summer Seminars Office, ADM115, Umversity of Southemn California,
Los Angeles, CA 90089-4019. All curriculum questions should be directed to David P.
Damus (E-mail at: Damus(@aol.com.) For more information about the University of Southermn
California, try our web-page at www.usc.edu.



MICHIGAN 2000

Announcing the Michigan Debate Institutes for the summer of 2000:

The Michigan National Debate Institute
June 25 - July 15

The Michigan Classic
July 16 - August 12

Michigan Seven Week Labs
June 25 - August 12

The Michigan Lincoln-Douglas Institute
July 16 - July 29

www.umich.edu/~debate

or write to:

Michigan Debate Institutes
University of Michigan
530 South State Street #382
Ann Arbor, MI 48103




