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CDE DEBATE AND EXTEMP CAMPS.
The Best in the Nation.

*

In 1990 became the first U.S. debaters to win the World College Debate Championship.
In 1994 CDE graduates were the first U.S. team to ever win the

World High School Debate Championships. And at N.F.L. Nationals

5 of the 12 Lincoln Douglas finalists were CDE graduates!

* In 1995 CDE graduates won three National Championships.

In 1996 CDE graduates took second in L.D. Nationals, won three

National Extemp Championships, and second in debate nationals.

*

*

This year YOU are invited to join us,

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

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

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

Mail to: CDE, P.0.Box Z, TAOS, N.M. 87571
Phone: (505) 751-0514 Fax: (505)751-9788

O Team Debate Name

0 Lincoln Douglas Mailing Address !

0 Foreign Extemp

0 Domestic Extemp

Phone #

O  Generic Externp

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




CDE DEBATE HANDBOOKS FOR 1999-2000:

ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT

Visit the CDE WEB SITE today.

g T **%  EXCLUSIVE NEGATIVE BLOCKS ON: ¥free Lincoln Dougias Blocks
: CDE HANDBOOK 4 1. GENERIC DISADYANTAGES
1999 EconomicGrowih
e free CX Case and Blocks
ACADEMIC : i €RECINTERNET LINKS FOR EXTEMP, CX, AND L/D
Cost
ACHIEVEMENT : Stres
Valsme Gne ] Radlsm http:/laplaza.org/~bennett
; 2, GERERIC HARM AND INHERENCY ATT.
# & Quallty
4 & Trends
9 Resource Balance
# Lottery Funding 4 GENERIC JUSTIFICATION
3. GENERIC TOPICALITY Secondary
Secondary Eslablish
: Arhlevement Federal
. Education a ',::h
5 Rules ot The Game ¢ CASE SPECIFICS
M“:J]T ?:m gﬂv 4 (contnued)
CDE Willlam H. Bennett Establis & COUNTERDLANS Sehool Guards
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AR WREE ey Local Testing of Teachers
. LI SR E E. : Study Raclal Balance
COMPLETE. EACH BOOK HAS £ Exclude Nttve Amesicans Vet
OVER 200 DIFFERENT NEGA- ¥ CDE HANDBOOK et Compacis Technla
TIVE BLOCKS and the case spe- g 1999 6.5OLVENCY ;J:’::Ee::::::
cific lblocks \_vill ALL be on next year's ACADEMIC m::sg:;::?sﬁfu?uﬂ?m :fendu and Mith
specific topic. Rated the best hand- ACHIEVEMENT : Work Om atary Aftendance Reform
. . Sress Offsel pen vi. Closed Campus
books published in both Texas and Volume Two ] Comatracton/ClussT Tax Collectlan
. . o0om Shortages
National camp comparisons. 7. CASE SPECIFICS Graduation Requirements
Envirpumental Ed. f;':::["ﬂ‘“““
CPR
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! 5 Vuuchers Home Schocting
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. Activiiies Meals at School
; ¥ School Violence _SI::CE”:"M Tests
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CDE Willlam H. Bennett Uniforms e, Cutwrd
£ 3 Teacher Quality
WA S A SRR e e Computer Ed.
ROTC
ORDPER Hiiniadatiaa F IV SR R G0 Bllingual Ed.
. s 3 Malnstreaming
TODAY CDE makes only ONE printing. When the CDE HANDBOOK s.xngucsu
: lon
books are sold no more are available, Our handbooks 1999 Soctal Mokling
have sold out for the last eight years, don't wait too ACADEMIC 3
long to buy yours. ACHIEVEMENT - R P
Yeivmt Thres [
CDE AFFIRMATIVE CASES
Cost Is 325 for each Volume, $69 for the set. ; BOOK 1999-2000
Postage is prepaid if you pay in advamce, It is added ; E
to your bill if you use a purchase order, Volumes are & g H. S. ACADEMIC
unbound for easy filing, add $5 each if you wish bound ACHIEVEMENT é
copies.
Mail TOday CDE William H. Bennett g'
; # ]
wmmmm-mmmwmmms E B
TESTIMONIALS £ g
“Unigue evidence and arguments unavallable elsewhere.” J. Prager, Calif. "
"I wouldn't go a year without CDE." V. Zabel, Deer Creek 4
CDE William H. Bennoett
"So much more complete than all the other handbooks that I don't see how and Stafl
they stay in business.”  J. Dean, Texas _- i ik 5
Mail to: CDE, P.O.Box Z, Taos, N.M. 87571 O Affirmative Cases Book $44
(505) 751-0514
FAX: 505-751-9788 O Kiitik $39

ViS4 J Name {4 or more copies - $29 each)

Mailing Address 0

[t Debate Handbooks, 3 Vol

The Really Big Theory Block BooK......vueenenns345

$69




REALLY
NICE AT
THE TOP

When you accept important challenges, you need complete
cooperation and the finest team on.your side. Otherwise; the
fall to the bottom is:quite painful indeed.

Foryears Paradigm Research has brought you the greatest
debateresearch for CX and:LD debate; featuring the finest

collegiate debate teamsiand:expert researchers in America,
We help:debate programs of all sizes:climb to the top of the
interscholastic debate pyramid - and stay. there.

Our deficate balance of effort, expertise, and an unmatched
reputation for achievement helps you and Paradigm become
and stay the very best, The reasen we are number one is

that we help you become:number one. I's:a feat of amazing
skill - a premier act - the greatest show on-arth.

MOST COMPLETE SELECTION
F EA I R I N G Paradigm offers a complete line of research for
for CX and LD debate in print, disk, and video.
Dallas Perkins, Sherry Hall and the debaters of: CALL FOR OUR FREE CATALOG

Paradigm’s 1999-2000 catalog is available now.
A Call, fax, or email us for your own free copy.

Steve Mancuso and the debaters of:

MICHIGAN PARADIGM CO‘,;N{E‘ETS
wef/Deb

Ross Smith and the debaters of: SAMPLES
WAKE FOREST
University of Kentucky's WWW. O ne Pa rad Ig m.com

ROGER SOLT PARADIGM RESEARCH

Erie Cathedral Prep’s

P.0. Box 2095 - Denton, TX 76202
STEFAN BAUSCHARD Toll-Free 800-837-9973 Fax 940-380-1129
Texas A&M University's Email service@oneparadigm.com

SCOTT ROBINSON Web www.oneparadigm.com
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ED BROWER

suit in Texas from 1967 to 1980, where his de-
bate team reached the national semi-finals. Af-
ter retiring from coaching he worked as an ac-
countant for Sun Qil. Although born in Kan-
sas, Ed was thought of by most people as the
typical Texan: big, friendly, hardworking and
outspoken. A multi-talented man Ed could in-
vent extemp topics, write a novel, and act in
plays all while being "retired." Everyone will
miss Ed's sharp mind and easy smile. The good
ones are too soon gone. James Copeland

FAREWELL

Ed Brower, one time NFL Vice President,
member of the NFL Hall of Fame, longtime
extemp prep chair and former NFL Assistant
Secretary died of heart failure in his sleep March
9 at his Texas home. Ed had recently had by-
pass surgery but wrote to me March 8, "My
health is doing fine. I'm walking 2 miles on each
of 5 days a week." His death shocked his lov-
ing wife of 49 years, Norma, and his six chil-
dren, one of whom, Skip, was an NFL coach. Ed
coached in New York State and at Dallas Je-

‘|| Desert Sun National Qualifiers. See special announcements on pages 48-31.

NATIONAL TOURNAMENT EXTEMP AND COMMENTARY AREAS

PUBLIC EMPLOYEES ROUNDTABLE DACOR/ASPA/PER

UNITED STATES EXTEMP NOTICE: FOREIGN EXTEMP
US Military Policy Mel Olson, Europe
Constitutional Issues China and Japan

Desert Sun Nationals
Director, announces
that there will be one
US Extemp prep room
and one Foreign
Extemp prep room at
Nationals. Both prep
rooms will be at Desert
Vista High School

The US Justice System

Government: Local, State, Federal

Health and Social Issues

Politics and Elections

Politicians and Parties

Virtues, Valucs, & Ethics

America at Play: Sports, Media & Entertainment
Education and our Youth

U.8. Foreign Policy and Foreign Affairs
Science, Technology, Energy, & Environment
U.S. Economy and Economic Intcrests

World Economy & Trade J-

The Rest of Asia |
Canada & the Central American Nations
The Old Soviet Union
US Foreign Policy and Foreign Affairs
South America
Near & Middle East
Africa
International Treaties and Protocols
International Organizations (excluding UN)
United Nations

Extemp Commentary

Educational Issues Political Campaign Reforms Suburban Spraw]
The News Media The United Nations at Age 50 American Heritage
20th Century "ISMS" Statc and Local Issues American Preoccupations

Names in the News

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

“



DESERT SUN NATIONALS 1999
LINCOLN FINANCIAL GROUP/NATIONAL FORENSIC LEAGUE
REGISTRATION TIME SCHEDULE

SUNDAY
JUNE 13
830 Registration for Tournament Officials
9:00-3:00 General Registration

Sheraton San Marcos Ballroom and San Tan Room
Chandler, Arizona’

9:30 Speech Tab Meeting - Second Floor Board Roorms
930 Debate Tab Meeting - Second Floor Board Rooms
9:30 L/D Tab Meeting - Second Floor Board Rooms
11:00 First Time Coaches
and Schools Reception
Errol Flynn Room
12:00 Congress Parliamentarians
and Officials Meeting
San Marcos Theater
12:00 Supplemental Tab Meeting - Second Floor Meeting Rooms
12:00 Impromptu Tab Meeting - Second Floor Meeting Rooms
12:30 Extemp Officials Meeting - Second Floor Meeting Rooms
1:00 District Chair Reception - San Marcos Ballroom A
200 District Chair Seminar - San Marcos Ballroom C
3:00-8:00 Late Registration

San Marcos Hotel Second Floor Board Room

4:00 Desert Sun Nationals 1999
Opening Ceremony - Chandler Center for the Performing Arts
4:30 NFL Diamond Award Presentations
Chandler Center for the Performing Arts
6:00-10:00 Coaches Reception
Student Party

Golfland - Sunsplash
Mesa, Az




WEST COAST PUBLISHING

Breaking Down Barriers
How to Debate:
Ellllcallllll 1999

Advanced material on counterplans, critiques, rebuttals
and more!

» Students prepare Education cases, disadvantages, topicality
arguments!

o [llustrations, stories and examples!

s  Clear step by step learning process!

e Superb Lincoln-Douglas Sections!

TEXTBOOKS THAT WILL HELP YOUR GLASS LEARN

This is the textbook that revolutionized how debate could be taught. BDB
offers clear step by step instructions on how to debate. With the class
package, your students leatn to bracket evidence, brief, write cases, practice
refutation, do cross-examination, flow, and prepare disadvantages.
Advanced sections on counterplans, rebuttals, strategies, critiques, generic
arguments and more make this a must have. And, because each textbook
comes with a Prepbook, your students will be prepared to debate the Russia
topic. Teachers will [ove the three ring binder Teacher Materials that
inchude lesson plans, handouts, course syllabi, and practical tips.

PREPBOOKS THAT
GET STUDENTS
READY TO DEBATE
THE EDUCATION
TOPIG!

A great help for getting started
on the Education topic because
now you have topic specific
handouts. Your beginners read
the Education topic overview, bracket short sections of articles, tag
education evidence, use definitions for topicality arguments, and practice
refutation and rebuttals with real evidence. Students will not just learn how
to debate--they actually do debate because they construct their own briefs,
case, disadvantages, case responses, and topicality arguments. Then, they
practice debating on the new Education topic with their own arguments made
from the 100 plus pieces of real evidence, definitions and activities included
in the Prepbook!

ORDER THE PACKAGE FOR YOUR GLRSS!

You and your students will be happy you did. Your students will learn how

BDB
provides the
punch you
need!

WHAT'S IN BREAKING DOWN
BARRIERS: HOW TO DEBATE

SECTION 1 BASIC DEBATE SKILLS

PREPARING FOR MINI-DEBATES

Chapter 1: Introduction to Debate

Chapter 2: Preparing Arguments

Chapter 3: Preparing Cases

Chapter 4: Presenting Cases

Chapter 5: Responding to Arguments

Chapter 6: Rebuilding Arguments

Chapter 7: Cross-Examination

Chapter 8; What to do in a Mini-Debate

Chapter 9: Different Kinds of Debate

SECTION 2A POLICY DEBATE SKILLS

PREPARING FOR SHORT POLICY DEBATES

Chapter 10: Issues in Policy Debate

Chapter 11: Preparing a Policy Affirmative Case

Chapter 12: Preparing Negative Policy Positions

Chapter 13: What to do in a Traditional Policy Debate

SECTION 2B VALUE DEBATE SKILLS

PREPARING FOR LD DEBATES

Chapter 14: Issues in Value Debate

Chapter 15: Preparing an Affirmative Value Case

Chapter 16: Preparing Negative Value Positions

Chapter 17: What to do in 4 Lincoln-Douglas Debate

SECTION 3 ADVANCED ARGUMENTS

PREPARING FOR TOURNAMENT DEBATE

Chapter 18: Research Assignments

Chapter 19: The Library, Special Interest Materials,
and Internet Information

Chapter 20: Topieality Arguments

Chapter 21: Generic Policy Arguments

Chapter 22: Counterplans

Chapter 23: General Yalue Arguments

Chapter 24: Value Alternatives

Chapter 25: Critiques

Chapter 26: Resolutional Arguments

SECTION 4 ADVANCED SKILLS

DEBATING AT TOURNAMENTS

Chapter 27; Before, During and After Tournaments

Chapter 28: What to do in National Circuit Style
Poliey Debate

Chapter 29: Judge Adaptation

Chapter 30: Advanced Refutation Skills

Chapter 31: Advanced Rebuttal Skills

Chapter 32: Aftirmative Initiated Sirategies

Chapter 33; Negative Initiated Strategies

Chapter 34: Advanced Theory--Fiat, Perms,
Conditionality

to debate because BDB offers step-by-step tips and then students actually prepare on this year’s resolution! Prepare right for the
upcoming year, Use Breaking Down Barriers in your class with either the Textbook Package or the Prepbook Package.




The Education Policy Package includes

« THE AFFIRMATIVE HANDBOOK includes 175 pages of briefs including at
least six affirmative cases plus briefs for any case on significance, inherency,
solvency, responses to disadvantages, and responses to counterplans.

« THE NEGATIVE HANDBOOK offers 175 plus pages of briefs including at
least six disadvantages, responses to key cases on the topic, counterplans; and
definitions for topicality arguments.

: +« THE EDUCATION KRITIK HANDBOOK includes pages and pages of shells

Get ready to debate and briefs that advocate and reject kritiks you will hear on the Education topic

including Bowers, de-schooling, and militarism. We will also offer extended, clear

explanations of each of the kritiks and how you can respond to them.
WEST COAST « THE POLICY SUPPLEMENT HANDBOOK includes over 240 pages of
QUALITY updates on affirmative casés and niegative disadvantages and counterplans, a new
. Weus lete citations affirmative case, new disadvantages, a new counterplan, and responses to even more
€ use complete ci ) . .
long pieces of evidence affirmative cases and disadvantages.

with strong reasons, and e THE EMAIL SUPPLEMENTS are sent the tenth of each month, November

Eduecation!

accurate tags. through March plus June 10™, Each includes 21 pages on the latest affirmative cases
*  We use complete citations and negative positions except the Jan. 10 supplement will be a 100 PAGE

including the new NFL SUPFPLEMENT ADDRESSING YOUR RESEARCH REQUESTS! You are

Electronic Citation Format! encouraged to send us reguests for briefs you want. NOTE: you must have an e-mail

*  All Policy evidence is 1997
or newer!

o  AllLD and Theory
evidence is from respected
sources,

Tllﬂ Lincoin-Douglas Package incudes

THE PHILOSOPHER AND VALUES HANDBOOK, VOLUME 6 includes in-

depth discussions, pages and pages of arguments, and suggested readings on the most
innovative names in philosophy and focuses on arguments for and against philosophical
schools of thought like social contract theory, utilitarianism, etc. Articles by Emily Cordo
and Nicholas Thomas.

o THE LD TOPIC SUPPLEMENTS are mailed First Class or e-mailed 12 days after

"~ each Topic is released. Each Topic Supplement is 50 or more pages and includes
affirmative and negative cases, definitions and extra value and topic specific briefs. Matt :
Stannard writes an impressive topic overview including stra_t_tegi.es and insights on the topic | Re ready to debate
wording, values, criteria and affirmative and negative cases should consider on the new the values of
topic. You can receive one of the following supplements: NXFL TOPIC SUPPLEMENTS-- . . .
Published for the Sept-Oct, Nov.- Dec., Jan. - Feb., Mar. - Apr., and Nationals Topics; TEXAS JUSt_lce’ liberty,
UIL TOPIC SUPPLEMENTS-- Published for the Fall and Spring Texas UIL Topics, equality and more.
CALIFORNIA TOPIC SUPPLEMENTS—Published for the California First and Second
Semester LD Topics.

Policy Theory Handhook Volume 2

This is the follow-up to our orlgmal, very popular Volume ]. The Theory Handbook Vol. 2 includes over 150 pages of
briefs that discuss entirely different arguments from Volume 1. Your team can use the briefs.in Volume 2 in debates to
argue for and against plan-inclusive counterplans, intrinsic permutations, and many advanced, indepth, cutting-edge
theory arguments. The briefs in this handbook show your students what good theory arguments look like so you can
spend your time focusing on topic issues. We have compiled the finest thinkers in debate theory, policy analysts, critical
thinking scholars, philosophers, and strong analytical arguments to make clear, well-supported arguments. This new -
‘Volume 2 Handbook is a must have for successful dcbating!

address for this; we will NOT regular mail NOR fax these briefs. Please inciude your
e-mail address on the order form.
e The Affirmative and Negative Handbooks feature articles by Adam Symonds, Jess:ca
. Clarke, Todd Borden, and Brian Simmonds.




WEST COAST PUBLISHING ORDER FORM

We are very commiitted to excellent products and customer service. If you have any concerns or
questions--just call Matt toll free at [-888-255-9133 or email him at wedebate@aol.com

1. Fill out the Items you Want

Quantity | Description of Item Price ea. Total
Squad Handbook Packages $225ea.
Each Package includes all of the items included with the Policy and Lincoln-Douglas Packages
Policy Handbook Packages $150 ea.
Each Package includes 1 Aff. Handbook, | Neg. Handbook, 1 Russia Kritik Handbook, 1 Fall Supplement
Handbook, and E-Mail Supplements 10th of ea. month, Nov. -Mar. plus June (January is 100 pages long!).

NFL Lincoln Douglas Handhook Packages $125 ea.
Each Package includes 1 of the Phil. and Value Handbook Volume 6 plus the LD Topic Supplements that

we first class mail or email 12 days after each NFL LD topic is announced.

Texas UIL Lincoln Douglas Handhook Packages $6%5 ea.
Each Package includes 1 of the Phil. and Value Handbook Volume 6 plus the LD Topic Supplements that

we first class mail or email 12 days after each UIL LD topic is announced.

Galifornia Lincoln Douglas Handhook Packages $65 ea.
Each Package includes 1 of the Phil. and Value Handbook Volume & plus the LD Topic Supplements that

we first class mail or email 12 days after each California LD topic is announced.

Breaking Down Barriers: Debate Texthook Class Package $475 ea.
Each Textbook Package inctudes 1 Teacher Edition, | Teacher Materials, 20 Textbooks, and 20 Prepbooks

Rreaking Down Barriers: Dehate Prephook Glass Package $125ea.
Each Prepbock Package includes | Teacher Materials, 20 Prepbooks

Policy Theory Handbook Vol. 2 $25 ea.

+  If you pay with a Purchase Order, please add 10% to your total. If you are a Washington State school, add 8.2% sales tax,

s  Unless you tell us otherwise, LD Topic Supplements are sent First Class and all other items are sent Third Class or Library Rate.
o If you wish, circle the items you want shipped first ¢lass and add $3 per book you want sent First Class.

2. State where you want the materials mailed:

Name Schoot

Mailing Address

City State Zip
School Phone Home Phone

E-Mail Address (please write very, very clearly)

GIIECK if you want your order Il)r Polic“ allll 1D Ilanllllnllks ﬁ'mailll! {Note: BDB cannot be e-mailed)

3. Send Your Order with Payment

T0 FRX: Fax this form to Matt Taylor at 1-888-255-9133. Include Credit Card Info (below) or P.O. payable to West Coast Publishing.

TO MAK: M2l this form to Matt Taylor at West Coast Publishing; PO Box 8066; Fountain Valley CA 92728-8066. Include P.0. or
check payable to West Coast Publishing or provide Credit Card Info (below).

TO E-MRIL: £-mail the info requested on this form and P.O. number or Credit Card Info (below) to Matt Taylor at wedebate@aol.com
TO PHONE: cait Matt Taylor at 1-888-255-9133. Have a P.O. number or credit card handy.
CREDIT CRARB INFO: Circle the type of credit card you have: Mastercard or VISA (Sorry, no Discover or American Express)

Credit card Number Expiration date

For a complete list of West Coast products, visit our web page at htip:/www.wedebate.com/ or call Matt,




ADAPTING IS CUEING JUDGES'
RECONSTRUCTIONS OF DEBATES

What does it mean to adapt in aca-
demic debate? The first answer likely to pop
in your mind in response to that question is
"adjust your delivery and arguments to the
judge." But what does "adjust" mean? I
would argue that the meaning of "adjust”
has rested on the belief that the judge is an
autonomous individual who logically de-
duces a decision based on the arguments
presented. As practiced, debaters choose
certain arguments and ways to present
those arguments so that they meet what
they believe to be the judge's beliefs. Then,
the judge assesses those arguments given
his or her predispositions.

An idealization of this process is in
Glenn Kuper's excellent article, "The Use of
Perelman's Universal Audience in Non-
Policy Debate." Glenn argues that those in
debate can use the universal andience as a
construct to assess arguments in debates.'
He argues that this approach would "el-
evate" discourse so that debaters "would
be forced to establish concrete, universal
premises." He also points out that suclt an
approach would make judges more objec-
tive and unbiased,” and permit them to tran-
scend their subjective view of values.*

Perelman's universal audience and
Glenn's use of the same imply a commonly
held view of rationality that focuses on a
homogenous group of evaluators--only the
most rational and reasonable people. Yet,
view the debate round from a different per-
spective, a view emphasizing the heteroge-
neity of judges, the post-moderness of de-
bate where debaters and judges enact a ritual
with the most truncated reconceptualization
of the "real world" in a bizarre flurry of words
and artificially constructed "rationality," the
audience can, or at least, should no longer
represent just the most rational and reason-
able people. After all, what stands before
each debater is a judge or judges whose
decisions reflect a multitede of varying ex-
periences, beliefs, values, approaches to
decision making, etc, These experiences are
unique to each judge as show in 2-1 and 3-
2 decisions; various opinions about this
team or that; differing views on what issues
are relevant (hasty generalization,
inherency, etc.); what style of arguments
Jjudges like, etc. This does not even include
how & judge responds to situations where

by Jim Hanson

the opponents raise an argument the judge
has never before heard; what the judge
knows or does not know about the topic;
etc. So heterogeneous is this situation con-
fronting debaters, that in seeking to find
common ground upon which to judge argu-
ments--that is, to speak meaningfully to the
judge so as to influence action and belief--
we fall into what Kenneth Burke calls "the
state of Babel after the Fall." The situation
is ripe for rhetoric--but how can a debater
address the multiple kinds of situations,
opponents, judges, confronting them? The
"incommensurability" of addressing all
these debate "languages" reeks of the dan-
ger of so much heterogeneity that debaters
cannot speak meaningfully to each other,
let alone the judge.

In order to address the speaking of
radically differing languages, a debater must
forge the incommensurabilities into "work-
abilities"--points at which he or she uses
thetoric to break the divide between the
multiple, conflicting aspects of a debate.
This forging is a kind of praxis which is en-
dowed with a rhetorical consciousness of
"what to do" for those who we believe are
listening so as to lead them to act in a way
which is favorable to us. This entails a dif-
ferent perspective from what textbooks of-
ten teach in their emphasis on identifying
the fallacies in arguments, the elements of
soundly constructed argument, etc.6 I will
argue that debaters should conceive of de-
bate as an attempt to piece together the
"fragmentation" inberent in the debate pro-
cess by mentally constructing a conver-
gence of multiple audiences. Specifically, I

1) discuss how debaters lose control
of their arguments in debates;

2) provide a theoretic framework for a
kind of rhetorical praxis focused on a het-
erogeneous audience;

3) explicate how a debater can attemnpt
to account for the audiences which frag-
ment the presentation of arguments so that
ultimately, when the judge reconstructs the
debate in the form of a decision, he or she
will make the decision the debater hopes
will occur.

Losing Control of Arguments

When debaters present arguments,
they have a tendency to believe that they

have control over them. They are cognizant,
usually (though often not fully enough) that
the other team will respond to their argu-
ments and that the judge will have certain
responses to the arguments, But, debaters
also need to be aware that after they present
their argument, they lose control of the ar-
gument. By losing control, I mean that they
no longer are able to guide argis’ directly to
the judge's mind. Rather, the argument is
subject to the control of a variety of factors
external to the debater. This loss of argu-
ment occurs in at least these ways:

1. The debater's opponents respond io the
arguments

2. The debater’s partner does well or poorly
in a speech or cross-examination

3. The arguments ignore, meet or exceed
the expectations of the judge

4. The judge relates the argument with an-
other argument giving it a meaning unlike
the one the debater intended

In each case, an act external to the debater
and beyond his or her control weakens or
strengthens the argument in specific ways
which make the communication of the
argument's worth to the judge more diffi-
cult or simple.

Acknowledging this lack of controi
requires a different conception of the pro-
cess of a debate. Instead of simple “say it"
and then "defend it" and then "the judge
agrees or disagrees with the argument"--
the process is much more complicated. De-
spite the heavy emphasis on the rationale
in debate, judges respond to arguments in
their own, unique way. They reconstruct the
arguments as their beliefs tell them to do
and they generate their beliefs within a com-
munity of thought, V. William Balthrop in
his article, "The Debate Judge as 'Critic of
Argument'” pointedly argues that judges
judge based on the community of which
they are a part. He argues that: the crific
and the phenomenon, however, do not just
exist in isolation or even conjoined only
through their immediate context. Rather,
they exist in a "life relationship” with one
another through their mutual participa-
tion within a given community.”

These communities are constantly in flux:
changing, adapting, differing, varying in
their emphasis of this practice or that (run-
ning disadvantages, presenting hasty gen-




eralization arguments, using thesis state-
ments, etc.). As such, they share the kinds
of similarities and differences that any com-
munity gencratcs. ,

The communities, of which judges are
representatives, come to dominate the ar-
guments in a debate. As Michael Calvin
McGee has recently argued concerning
rhetoric--rhetorical acts are constantly be-
ing transformed as chunks of "text" recon-
structed by their multiple audiences.? Hence,
to sec what goes on in a rhetorical act like a
debate, one must view an argument as a
fragment of the communities in debate rather
than as a textual entity understood in an
observable way by the debate critic. As
such, persuasion happens not by saying x
=y and y =z and therefore the judge comes
to adhere to it as such (let alone necessarily
conclude that x = z). Instead, persuasion
happens by the judge's unique reconstruc-
tion of the debater's arguments. X becomes
Z in the judge's mind depending on how
the judge conceives of X, ¥ and Z as well as
how the debater presented these arguments,
as well as how the opponents responded to
the arguments, etc.

Exemplary of how judges reconstruct
debates rather than just do what the debat-
ers tell them to do is the judging practices
that exist now. Just look at how long judges
take to decide many NDT debates. I doubt
few reject the argument that reconstruction
is occurring in the 1, 2, and even 3 hours of
time NDT judges often use to make a deci-
sion. The judges use this time {even when
it is just seconds after the debate is over) to
piece together the arguments in a way they
find meaningful, particularly in regard to
being able to express a decision which oth-
ers will find a legitimate reconstruction of
what they have done to the arguments and/
or skills presented in the debate. Some
judges reconstruct {as well as interpret) the
debate as being about proving the whole
resolution (whole resolution and inductive
approaches to the topic), while others fo-
cus on the affirmative's ability to prove when
the resolution is true (as in a parametrics
approach}. Even tabula rasa and
gamcsplayer judges engage in this practice.
Their practice just attempts to avoid pre-
suppositions about the arguments. But they
too construct quite a bit--they focus on the
"dropped" arguments and on the "decision
rules." These "cues" given by the process
of the debate trigger them to construct their
decision in a certain way. And it is critical
for debaters to appreciate the importance
of "cues" if they are to be truly rhetorically

conscious.

As such, debate is not a set of rules
or series of logical principles, which when
understood fully “tell" a debater how to
debate. Analogously, Stanley Fish, in a bril-
liant rejoinder to Lawrence Fiss, argued that
what tawyers and judges do is practice the
law as opposed to follow what the prin-
ciples and rules underlying law tell them
what is the right thing to do. Legal experts
understand the law in their minds as a prac-
tice--just as basketball is not prineiples and
rules embedded in a rule book or in the bas-
ketball or in a hardwood court.” At some
point, lawyers as well as debaters come to
understand how and when to use refuta-
tion, point out logical fallacies, use evi-
dence, address a stock issue, etc. and as
their practice continues they gain a richer,
more sophisticated conception of what to
do in any given round.

A Theory of Adaptation As Adjusting to
the Fragmentation of a Debate Round

The notion that the judge just recon-
structs the fragments of a debate raises the
question, what should a debater do? After
all, if the judge reacts to the whimsy of a
"cue" as in a peripheral act independent of
the substantive of, in Petty and Cacioppa's
term, "central” issues,'’ does not debate
and argumentation become an irational pro-
cess to which the judge idiosyncratically
responds? McGee's commentary offers in-
sight into this concern when he argues that:

The only way to "say it all” in our
Jractured culture is to provide readers/au-
diences with dense, truncated fragments
which cue them fo produce a finished dis-
course in their minds. In short, text con-
Struction is now something done more by
the consumers than by the producers of
discourse."

The fact that the consumer/judge constructs
the text more so than the arguer/debater
places the arguer/debater in an entirely dif-
ferent role from what we might believe is
the case in a "rational" context--especially
in a debate. Yet, providing truncated frag-
ments which cue the judge to finish a dis-
course is exactly what rationality is, or at
least should be, about. Aristotle himself ar-
gued that emotions, "pathos,” were ratio-
nal insofar as they led the andience to make
reasoned judgments. In debates, the often
incredible rates of speed, abstract, cryptic
and jargon loaded language, etc. lead a judge
to construct a decision--to fill in the
enthymemes, not only of the arguments--
but of the decision as a whole itself. As
such, the debater presents the arguments
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in the hope that the judge will make a con-
struction favorable to him or her.

Acknowledging the incredible power
wielded by a judge's quasi-arbitrary recon-
struction of a debate does not mean debat-
ers are left powerless to the whims of
judges. Rather, this acknowledgment em-
powers debaters by making clear the incred-
ible importance of arguing about the recon-
struction of the debate. As any experienced
debater will tell you when confronted with
a judge they "just can't get"--he or she
wants to know what to do. When debaters
do state what kind of a construction a judge
is likely to give to a set of arguments, they
create the "workabilities" to go around the
incommensurabilities beeause they have a
sense of how to construct and present their
arguments so that the reconstruction of
what they have presented is in some de-
gree of accord with their side of the debate.
When a debater engages in this kind of
thought, the debater approaches the kind
of thetorically eonscious praxis I call "adapt-
ing." But to understand fully the heteroge-
neity of the debate situation, one cannot
fixate on the judge alone as I have pointed
out about the importance of debate com-
munities. To be fully "avdiencing," the de-
bater needs to conceive of the multiple, frag-
mented aspects of a debate and attempt to
achieve a kind of togetherness which brings
together the fragments into momentary
union. Here, debaters who are rhetorically
conscious conceive of what I call
"deconstructions" and "constructibles"--
points at which their arguments can become
a liability when reconstructed (as in, pre-
senting a disadvantage which the opponent
turns for a deconstruction, or for a con-
structible, reading full source citations to
garner judge belief in the source's credibil-
ity which leads to credibility for the other
arguments, which leads to a belief in the
worth of constructing those arguments into
a favorable decision.) '

Accounting For The Fragments When
llAdapﬁng||

‘When a debater is adapting, he or she
conceives of an audience. This audience,
as I said, is composed of all who would lis-
ten or who know of what the debater does.
This audience engages in the debate pro-
cess as well, for they will also reconstruct
the text and respond in certain ways. As |
have outhined, this audience is different from
the "universal audience" because it in-
cludes more than just the rational and rea-
sonable people; the audicnce does more
than just "check" the arguments--they ac-
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tively and perhaps rather arbitrarily recon-
struct the arguments; and by virtue of be-
ing involved in the debate, fragment and
possibly bring together the debater's argu-
ments. Included atnong those who influence
this process are at least debate theorists,
topic arguers, pariners, and the opponents.
The debater's thoughts and actions based
on a synthesis of dialoguing with these au-
diences is adapting, From the adapting, the
debater is able to construct arguments in a
way that, in as much as is possible, make
arguments which lead, cajole, force, per-
suade, etc. the judge to reconstruct the frag-
ments in a way favorable to the debater.

These audiences influenee a debater
to consider a varety of ways to coalesce
the fragments of a debate into a meaningful
whole. In order to persuade the tournament
selected judge—the debater needs to envi-
sion and offer arguments m a way which
the judge could and would use in his or her
reconstruction, The key is for the debater
to offer "cues" which trigger a judge to do
certain things in a round. This begins a kind
of "motion" response (in the Burkean
sense), though the judge may be conscious
that this is happening (like when we are con-
scious of a doctor testing our involuntary
reflexes). To do 50, a debater must be cog-
nizant of ways in which other "audiences"
of a debate can interfere or assist himi or her.
Briefly, here are ways in which debaters
should reach out to each of these audiences
to encourage positive reconstructions of the
arguments.

Debate Theorists

The debater should attempt to make
arguments which, in the judge's eyes, will
fit the stock issues, organized into the right
kind of structure, use logically sound argu-
ments, etc. Done properly, the judge will be
able to reconstruct these arguments. Done
incorrectly, the judge will not follow the line
of thinking in the case. A case without a
barrier to the implementation of the plan will
fail with some judges who view this, rightly
or wrongly, as a prima facie element of an
affirmative case. In a diiferent situation,
good refutation practices could lead a de-
bater to present a solvency attack directly
against the affirmative case as opposed to
do so off case. This would encourage the
Judge to engage in the process of compar-
ing the evidence. However, if the negative
debater does not want the judge to make
this comparison, he or she could present
the solvency attack off case. Doing so
would reduce the change that the judge
would reconstruct the solvency argumen-

tation by comparing the two sides’ evidence
directly.
Topic Arguers

The debater should attempt to under-
stand the "field" expectations of the argu-
ments he or she presents, to be ready to
answer arguments other scholars would
make, to justify the methodologies used, to
keep up to date with the latest advance-
ments, etc. Given demonstrations of this
knowledge, the judge would be guided by
the debater who exhibits expertise in the
debate. So, to cue this response, good de-
baters practice for cross-examination so they
can present answers that show knowledge
by referring to experts, that provide detailed
information about the arguments, etc. Ab-
sent demonstrations of expertise the judge
spends time questioning the veracity and
legitimacy of an argument, loathing the use
of incorrect facts in an argument, etc. in-
stead of following the enthymematic mo-
tion of the argument.

Partner

The debater should attempt to adjust
his or her position so that it is consistent
with his or her partuner's arguments, to ex-
tend elements of the case so that it can be
argued better in rebuttals by the pariner, to
present certain arguments in a speech so
that the partner can rebuild those arguments
easily and persuasively in rebuttals, etc.
Here, the judge sees teamwork in action--
coordinated belief triggering the judge to
follow the coordinated effort--to join the
team--to be part of the agreement. When,
for example, a partner fails to extend criteria
arguments, the debater needs to adjust for
this so that the judge does not foeus on
this failure as a basis for deciding the de-
bate.

Opponent

The debater should skip a position
that the opponent is good at, or present a
position on which he or she knows the op-
ponent is weak. The debater can present
weak arguments in the beginning of a
speech and sironger ones at the end in an
effort to get the opponent to respond weakly
to the last set of arguments because the
opponent is likely to spend too much time
responding to the first set of arguments. A
team could change cases against differing
opponents. They could be nice by going
slow against a team that cannot speak rap-
idly or go fast to gain a strategic advan-
tage. They can adjust their style to accen-
tuate differences or similarities. Emphasiz-
ing a difference in style, for example, can
Iead a judge to see the debate as a narrative

involving rude versus courteous characters.
Avoiding presenting an issue that oppo-
nents would present turns against, prevents
the judge from going down a path empha-
sizing those responses in her decision.
Putting It All Together

The debater must, then, coalesce
these fragmented audiences {(who are often
in conflict with one another) and seek to
provide some way to bring them together
into something which the judge can mean-
ingfully reconstruct. To do this, I suggest
turning to what Lief Carter has advocated
concerning the law. Carter argues that the
practice of the law be conceived of as per-
formance--acts designed to fit the anthori-
tative beliefs of a community.”> He evalu-
ates decisions by assessing whether a per-
formance "create{s] a persuasive vision of
a coherent world that in turp makes the case
outcome plausible,"" and “convince[s] us
ordering chaos is doable and meaningful,""
Debaters should do the same. As I have
argued, a debater should conceive a way to
get the judge to put the pieces of the puzzle
together in 2 way which will lead him or her
to do that very act in a certain way (or, at
least a way which will create a puzzle sirilar
to the one the debater wishes to be con-
structed). Here, the chaos of the disadvan-
tage turns and case takeouts and
counterplan permutations, and partaer
drops, and failure to address an opponent
argument, and the need for a stronger link
in a disadvantage can be reconstructed so
as to make enough meaning for the judge to
render a favorable decision. This is the
struggle of the debate--to adapt to the
changing circumstances brought forth by
the fragmentation inkerent in debate,

Conclusion

Debaters should no longer merely
change arguments and delivery to adapt, at
least in the traditional sense. Instead, de-
baters should view adaptation as a process
of adjustment to a construction of audience
in their mind which accounts for the ways
in which judges really evaluate a debate--
not in an objectively identifiable set of be-
licfs the judge holds. This debater created
conception of audience should reflect the
heterogeneous nature of a debate round as
a conglomeration of often conflicting audi-
ences which a debater must meaningfully
converge in the form of persuasive argu-
mentation. Indeed, what that audience
ought to represent is the debater's synthe-
sis of the beliefs and attitudes of at least
the judge, opponents, those knowledgeable
(Hanson to page 52)
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The National Forensic Consortium presents the

California National Forensic Institute
Policy and LD programs: June 16 - June 30, 1999

The California National Forensic Institute is a national caliber two-week summer
forensics program located in Berkeley, California. The CNFI is an independent program
held in the residence hall facilities of the University of California at Berkeley. The CNFI
provides serious debate students the opportunity to interact with some of the finest and most
renowned forensics instructors in the nation at an incomparable cost for a program of this
nature, quality and location. The programis directed by Jon Sharp of West Georgia College
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 LI programs offer intensive instruction for students of all levels of experience
and skill. The instructors wil] include accomplished collegiate and high school debate coaches, as well as
current collegiate debaters who are former NFL Nationals and TOC participants.

* [n 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 Jon Sharp and Ryan Mills.

Last year's policy and LD debate staff, most of whom are returning, and additions for this year include:
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A.C. Papian, Yare (L.D.)
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Malerials will be sent in late February.
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tuition, housing, lunch and dinner on most days of the program, and most materiats
F 1s approximately $1,225. Commuters, for whom there are only a limited number of
spots in the program, pay approximately $650. One-week programs are also
available, for an approximate cost of $650. There is an additional $75 non-refundable
application fee. Students not accepted will have their application fee returned.

CNF1, 1678 Shattuck Ave, Suite 305, Berkeley, CA 94709 or call: (510)548-4800
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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 Iearning Environment

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

» Educational emphasis. The ANDI programs focus on the teaching of debate skills and techniques in
combination with a proper emphasis on preparation and original research. The program is designed to
accomodate students at the beginning and advanced levels, with separate labs and primary instructors for
beginners. All essential camp evidence and materials, including over a thouand pages of briefs produced at the
camp by policy debate students, are included absolutely free of additional charges. Policy students will graduate
prepared to tackle the 1999 policy topic, while the 1D students will be prepared to debate a myriad of possible
and likely national topics.

* Numerous special program features. These include enrollment caps to ensure student access to ALL the top
faculty; an incredible faculty-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
aspects of skills such as argument preparation, strategizing, extension of positions, and foundational theories of
debating and delivery. Policy debate students will also receive access to the best evidence produced at the other
NFC camps!

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

SAM :
8-9:00 AM Breakfast
9-10:30 AM Topic Lecture Value Analysis Practicum
10:30-Noon Aff Case Construction Seminars on Strategizing
Noog-1:00 PM Lunch Lunch
1:00-2:30 PM Library work Class on using evidence
2:30-3:30 PM Theory seminar Practice debate wictitique | Fees: $950 for CX,
3:30-5:60 PM Library work Neg case preparation $775 for LD,
5:00-6:30 PM Dinner Dinner $525 one-week
6:30-8:30 PM Lab session Delivery drills plus $75 application fee.
8:30 PM Commuster checkout Commuter checkout For info contact: NFC
8:30-11:00 PM Topic prepacation Aff case work session 1678 Shattuck Ave, #305
11:00-12:00 AM Recreation & relaxation Recreation & relaxation Berkeley, CA 94709
Midnight Lights out Lights out or call: 510-548-4800




The National Forensic Consortium presents the

NarionaL DeBarte InsTitute, D.C.

Herp in THE WasHingTON, D.C. MeTro AREA
CX (all programs): July 2 - July 20 LD: July 2 - July 16

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

* Rigorous 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 iunch and dinner throughout the program, and all evidence produced at the camp
for policy debaters! Remember to compare complete costs when pricing other camps.

* TaARGETED 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 consuitations. LD emphasizes
philosophy, technique, and theory.

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

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

¢ ExPERIENCED PROGRAM DIRECTION. The director is David Arnett, director of debate for the
University of California, Berkeley. Formerly a coach at University of Louisville and the University
of Kentucky, Mr. Arnett made it to finals as a debater at tournaments such as Wake Forest, USC,
the Redlands Round-robin, and the University of Northern lowa. He was also a quarter-finalist at
the NDT.

. ; i NATIONAL,
Costs (which includes housing, lunch and dinner throughout the program, and GORENSIC CONSOR7y, 7

all program materials/briefs and evidence):

Regular CX Program 30-round plus CX program Two Week LD Program
$1,225 (rm, board, tuition) $1,485 (rm, board, tuition)  $950 (rm, beard, tuition)
An additional $75 enrollment fee is required upen application.

For more information: NFC

on the web at: 1678 Shattuck Ave., #305
www.educationuniimited.com  (510) 548-4800 Berkeley, CA 94709
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A RATIONALE

N

L/D

When Lincoln/Douglas debaters re-
buff chailenges to their arguments by claim-
ing that "this is L/D, so I don't need evi-
dence," I am never sure whether they speak
sincerely or are just covering up poor prepa-
ration. But when judges write similar com-
ments on ballots, which they often do, Thave
to think that at least some friends of L/D
really believe that evidence of a factual or
empirical cast has no place in our activity.
This attitude probably goes back to L/D's
origin as a reaction to the excesses of policy
debate. It may also have roots in the En-
lightenment belief that questions of value
are logically distinct from questions of fact;
since L/D is values debate, empirical claims
are irrelevant. I suggest, to the contrary, that
empirical evidence plays a vital role in val-
ues debate and, far from being excluded,
ought to be positively demanded in many
L/D rounds.

To see why evidence is important to
L/D, we shall make a brief excursus into the
logical structure of arguments. Generally,
each contention of the L/D case is designed,
or can at least be schematized, as a type of
argument called a categorical syllogism.

This is an argument with a major (or gen-
eral) premise, a minor (or specific) premise,
and a conclusion. Here is a simple exarnple:

M: All plays by Shakespeare are

great.

m: The Tempest is a play by

Shakespeare.

C: The Tempest is great.

Notice that categorical syllogisms relate
three terins, in the above example:

1) plays by Shakespeare,

2) being great, and

3) The Tempest.

Each of the two premises relates one term
not found in the other premise (greatness
and The Tempest, respectively) to a term
common to both premises (Shakespeare),
and the conclusion joins the two unique
terms.

A syllogism may possess two merits:
validity and truth. To be valid, the conclu-
sion must follow necessarily from the pre-
mises. To be true, the premises and the con-
clusion must all be true, OQur Shakespeare
syllogism is valid because, given those two
premises, it necessarily follows that The
Tempest is great. The syllogism may or may
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not be true, however, because it is highly
debatable whether all plays by Shakespeare
really are great. A syllogism may be both
valid and true (4l mortals will die, I am
mortal, so I will die), or valid but untrue
{All debaters talk too much, Jane is a de-
bater, so Jane talks too much), or invalid
but true (41l music by Bach is sublime, the
Mass in B Minor is sublime, so the Mass in
B Minor is by Bach), or invalid and untrue
(A1l potted plants are green, my lawn is
not potted, so my lawn is not green).

In most L/D arguments, the major
premise of the syllogism proposes a stan-
dard of moral or political judgment, the mi-
nor premise relates the controversial term
of the resolution to that standard, and the
conclusion affirms or negates the resolu-
tion. Take, for example, the resolution that
capital punishment is justified. Here is one
possible affirmative argument:

M: Any punishment consistent with

the categorical imperative is justified.

m; Capital punishment is consistent

with the categorical imperative.

C: Capital punishment is justified.
Now clearly this outline leaves the debater
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with a lot of explaining to do. What is the
categorical imperative, why is it always jus-
tified, and how is capital punishment con-
sistent with it? (For a treatment of how to
answer these sorts of questions clearly, see
my "How to [Still] Make Our Ideas Clear,"
April Rostrum.) But the syllogism form does
at least break the argument down into its
component parts so that we can examine it
logical validity and truth.

And here we begin to approach the
question of evidence. For presumably de-
baters aim to make their arguments both valid
and true, and while we can test the validity
of arguments without appealing to external
authorities, the truth of arguments will al-
ways hinge on the truth of their premises,
Sometimes, as in the case of the categorical
mmperative syllogism above, empirical evi-
dence will be irrelevant to establishing the
truth of the premises. Of eourse, the affir-
mative debater may wish to quote Kant to
explain or defend the major premise, but in-
voking Kant (or any other authority} is not
strictly necessary to argue for the categori-
cal imperative as the correct moral standard
{major premise) or for the consistency of
capital punishment with the categorical im-
perative (minor premise). These connections
require a combination of moral suasion and
concept analysis; they address the norma-
tive universe, and no external test of evi-
dence could prove or disprove them. And if
the connections hold, the conclusion that
capital punishment is justified follows logi-
cally,

But other times, the nature of the pre-
mises is quite different, Consider this pos-
sible affirmative argument:

M: Any punishment that deters is
Justified.

m: Capital punishment deters.

C: Capital punishment is justified.

As with our categorical imperative
syllogism, the moral standard proposed by
the major premise of this argument is con-
troversial. It must be argued for, though the
reasons offered to defend it will not be of
an empirical nature. But whereas the minor
premise of the categorical imperative syllo-
gism made a claim about the nature of con-
cepts (that the nature of the concept of capi-
tal punjshment is consistent with the na-
ture of the concept of the categorical im-
perative), the minor premise of this syllo-
gismmakes a strong empirical claim which
goes beyond simply understanding the con-
cepts of capital punishment and deterrence.
We may know what capital punishment is
and what deterrence is, but still be unsure

about whether capital punishment actually
deters. It will not help to argue that it just
makes sense to believe that capital punish-
ment deters, because the major premise does
not say that any punishment which it just
make sense to believe deters is justified. If
capital punishment does not in fact deter, it
will not have been justified by the argument.
Those judges and debaters, the vast major-
ity 1 would think, who do not bring with
them a firsthand knowledge of the deter-
rent effectiveness of capital punishment
have little choice but to rely on empirical
evidence to determine the truth of such an
emprirical claim,

Even a cursory review of the argu-
ments offered for or against a given L/D
resolution will reveal that many of them de-
pend for theiy truth on empirical claims which
cannot be satisfactorily evaluated without
supporting empirical evidence. There are
three things to note about the kinds of pre-
mises that need evidence. First, they are
typically the minor premises of syllogisms,
beeause major premises are usually the sort
of broad normative claims that cannot be
conclusively proven or disproven; minor
premises, in the process of applying those
broad claims to particular human practices
and Institutions, will often make implicit or
explicit empirical claims about what exactly
those practices and institutions involve.

Second, evidence-hungry premises
usually follow major premises which pro-
pose a normative standard based on con-
sequences. Moral rules (such as the cat-
egorical imperative formulation of the uni-
versal law) which are not based on conse-
quences may not depend on empirical claims
to apply the rule to an action, whereas
consequentialist moral rules (such as utili-
tarianism) always evaluate an action on its
{usually empirical) effects.

But, third, even minor premises of
some deontological arguments may require
empirical evidence to adequately flesh out
the relation of the subject of the argument
to the moral standard. Suppose [ argue that
suppressing pornography upholds the
{deontological) eategorical imperative for-
mulation of the end-in-itself. Once I explain
what sorts of actions count as violations of
the imperative, 1 may still need empirical
evidence to establish that the production,
distribution, or consumption of pornogra-
phy commonly includes those sorts of ac-
tions. My argument for pornography restric-
tion does not hinge on any empirical eon-
sequences of the action, but it does rely on
empirical claims about the nature of pornog-

raphy that probably canmot be evaluated
by the average listener without supporting
evidence,

In these circumstances, the distinc-
tion between persuasion and evidence
breaks down. "Because | say so” is not per-
suasive proof that socialism makes people
lazy, or that gun control makes people feel
secure, or that feminism destroys families,
or that prioritizing due process increases
crime. Our individual experiences simply
don't qualify most of us to speak persua-
sively to these issues. What we need are
the kinds of expert research and opinion
which good evidence provides to confirm
our assertions that the larger world is or is
not a certain way. And persuasive power
aside, offering appropriate evidence is a
basic duty of speakers; coaches and judges,
in turn, have a responsibility to call students
on unsupported assertions. Little is gained
by way of "training for leadership” when
we allow students to spin wildly inaccurate
empirical webs from their active imagina-
tions.
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Some readers may have noticed that
since only cerfain types of arguments rely
on empirical premises, it would still in prin-
ciple be possible for an L/D purist to remain
evidence-free by avoiding those types of
arguments. Indeed, evidence is not logically
necessary for every argument. But more and
more, L/D resolutions invite cmpirical study
by probing technical subjects such as ge-
netic engineering, weapens of mass de-
struction, and First Amendment jurispru-
dence. Issues like these cannot be intelli-
gently treated in an empirical vacuum. And
whether or not a debater chooses to base
his own arguments on empirical premises,
he will in all likelihood have to refute oppo-
nents’ arguments which are predicated on
empirical claims, and he may need to be pre-
pared with empirical evidence to do so.

Even arguments which we usually
think of as purely philosophical or theoreti-
cal may have empirical claims lurking be-
neath them. Locke, Kant, and Mill, that
mighty liberal triumvirate which occupies
{Baldwin to page 54)




www.victorybriefs.com

May 1, 1999
Dear Lincoln-Douglas debate community:

You may be wondering, what ever happened to Victory Briefs? Or more
probably, what and who is Victory Briefs? For four years (1989-1993), Victory
Briefs was one of the leading Lincoln-Douglas debate publishing companies.
Founded while yours truly was a student at Stanford University, Victory Briefs
transformed the L-D publishing industry. What made us different? We
believed that the highest function of the debate handbook is to inspire thought,
not to supplant it with prefabricated cases. We believed that the handbook
should supplement education, not moot it. We believed that an L-D handbook
should be written by Lincoln-Douglas debaters and coaches, and not by ex-
policy debaters or CEDA debaters. To us, the best handbook is one that
frustrates rather than satiates students, by challenging them with
philosophical ambiguity and new concepts. We strive to make debaters think!

After four years of publishing (and coaching debaters at Palo Alto High
School to the state finals, championships at the Stanford tournament, and one
who won the Tournament of Champions), I decided to put Victory Briefs on
hold for Harvard law school. Now that I am a licensed attorney in Los Angeles,
it’s time to start up again. This time [ am teaming up with the two Chad’s -
Chad Ho, the National U.S. Extemp Champion 1990, and Chad Kahl, who has
a graduate degree and in fact teaches advanced library research techniques,
with regular contributions by much of the original staff, including two National
Champions and a Tournament of Champions winner.

In response to customer requests, the new Victory Briefs will be even
better than before. Each handbook will include two new sections: one devoted
to teaching Novice debaters how to think about a topic and another to
explaining how best to research a particular topic (known as our literature
review). Of course, we will still have the topic overviews and the argument
analysis with evidence from various sources (since not every school has access
to the best University libraries).

In conclusion, were excited to be back, and we thank you for welcoming
us back. Visit us at Nationals if you want to look at some samples, or if you
want to talk to us more. We are here to serve the Lincoln-Douglas debate
community. You can also visit us at our web site, www.victorybriefs.com, for
on-line ordering, free analysis, contact information, etc. To our loyal
supporters in the past, we'd love to hear from you. I can be reached at Victory
Briefs, Attn: Victor Jih, 1144 Yale St. #3, Santa Monica, CA 90403.

A
Vicfor  J
P.S. We are willing to prove to you that we’re the best Lincoln-Douglas

handbook company out there. To do that, we are offering, at
www victorybriefs.com, a free handbook on the current Nationals topic.
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EMORY NATIONAL DEBATE INSTITUTE, Lincoln-Douglas Division
Under the Direction of Melissa Maxcy Wade
June 20 - July 3, 1999
Emory University, Atlanta, Georgia

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

Features of the Emory National Debate Institute

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 seven years. Other staff members include an array of the finest college coaches, as well as some of the top college debaters in the
nation. Students have access to the full faculty of the ENDI.

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

Materials access: A collection of over 600 article and book reprints forms the nudleus of the workshop library. The Institute also offers
debaters access to topic-specific materials from the Woodruff library system, including the Gambrell law library, the Woodruff medical ibrary,
and a large government document collection. While the main Woodruft library undergoes renovation, we provide students with a hand- picked
collection of materials on the grounds of the Institute itself. We find this in-house library especially helpfut for the beginning student.

Flexible curriculum: The Institute has always provided students a wide variety of instruction suitable to their levels of experience. Each
laboratory group has explicit objectives and a field tested curriculum for the two week period, dependent upon their level of experience. Each
student is tracked into theory and practicam classes appropriate to their needs. Our classes deal both with general philosophical issues and
practical technique. 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 committed to making instruction accessible to urban and rural areas. We have
several funded scholarships dedicated to promoting diversity. Additionally, ongoing grants make it possible to support many students from
economically disadvantaged areas.

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

Inexpensive: The Institute charges a standard fee of $1200. This one fee includes tuition, housing, food, lab photocopying fees, entertain-
ment, a t-shirt, and a debate manual—the works. Commuters pay $875.

For an application, write or call:

Melissa Maxcy Wade
P.0. Drawer U, Emory University
Atlanta, GA 30322
Phone: (404) 727-6189 ¢ email: lobrien@emory.edu ® FAX: (404) 727-5367
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EMORY NATIONAL DEBATE INSTITUTE, Policy Division
Under the Direction of Melissa Maxcy Wade
June 20 - July 3, 1999
Emory University, Atlanta, Georgia

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

Features of the Emory National Debate Institute

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

For an application, write or call:

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



The 1999 University of Texas National
Institute in Forensics

* [ast year UTNIF students qualified for NFL and CFL National
elimination rounds 1n all events offered

e UTNIF students won 6 TOC CX tournaments this season

* QOur staff includes National Championship coaches and competitors in
every area of 1nstruction

* You won’t find a better camp for this price ANY WHERE

CX Debate Plan 1 Workshop June 25 - July 12 $999
CX Debate Plan II Workshop July 16 - August4 $1399
CX Debate Supersession June 25 - August 4 $2599
Individual Events Workshop June 26 - July 11 $979
Naegelin 1E Tutorial Extension July 11 - July 15 $399
LD Debate Workshop session 1 June 26 - July 11 $979
LD Debate Workshop session 2 July 16 - July 31 $979

Teachers and Barton Scholars are welcome!
Prices do not include application fee of $65 before May 15th, $85 after May 15th

* air conditioned suites * 3 meals a day, 2 on weekends
* need based tuition reductions * Texas Scholar’s

* commuter and coaches rates available

e US’s 6th largest public library * lots of free copies

The UTNIF is the only Austin Institute that:

(1) is sanctioned by the University of Texas,
(2) provides authorized access to the University
of Texas library.

The University of Texas at Austin has

won the American Forensic Association
National Debate Tournament--National
Individual Events Tournament

Overall Championship for the past

six years in a row!

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

When | first glanced at Larry Smith's
article in the January 1998 Rostrum ("Cur-
mudgeonly Thoughts on the State of Policy
Debate"), 1 made a mistake: 1 dismissed it.
At first brush, it struck me as a lone rant
about the state of debate, with proposals
far enough outside the mainstream that they
had no chance for adoption.

Among other things, Mr. Smith pro-
posed restructuring time allocations and
forbidding the use of evidence except for
those on 4 X 6 cards. 1 didn't think these
specific proposals warranted consideration,
and more importantly 1 didn't think anyone
else would feel they merited discussion. As
artesult, | saw no reason to write a response.
1 was wrong.

Ultimately the question that Smith's
articles raises and that's most worth con-
sidering is how we can best preserve and
grow an activity that has tremendous so-
cial and intellectual benefits. 1 believe that
the activity should be guided by the minds
and ingenuity of the participants, with as
few restraints as possible. Coaches should
guide their students but not stifle them.
Above all debate is one of the few opportu-
nities high school students have for intel-
lectual excitement and challenge, and we
ought not risk anesthetizing it.

The problem isn't in the arguments
student present in rounds. The real crux of
any problem with debate lics in coaching.
Hopefully we can spur a discussion of how
to attract bright teachers who are willing to
dedicate themselves to the activity.

Misunderstanding the Nature

of the Problem

Perhaps the least compelling con-
cerns about debate today arc the ones that
Mr. Smith cites. The real problems are var-
ied, but they lie far away from the speed
debaters talk or the innovative arguments
they develop. There aren't enough coaches
and there isn't enough money available to
retain the good ones.

Debate has been getting consistently
more complex over time. Smith told me that
in the late 1960s his teams had a hard time
competing against top schools whose stu-
dents spoke "too fast" and went to summer
institutes. At the same time, participation
has grown exponentially. It seems hard to
establish a causal relationship béetween the
mnovations in debate and any perceived
recent decline in participation. There are fluc-

by Gary Leff

Response te Larry Smith article published
in the January, 1998 issue of the Rostrum

tuations in the strength of schools, leagues,
areas, and states over time, but debate is
certainly larger today than when the com-
plaint was first registered.

A large cause of fluctuations in policy
debate participation has been Lincoln-Dou-
glas debate, When LD debate was intro-
duced some team debaters opted for the new
form of debate. More importantly, it became
a draw for new students entering the activ-
ity that might otherwise have participated
in policy debate. Most regions have more
team debaters than they did when LD be-
gan, though perhaps not as many as they
would have if there was only one kind of
debate. It's similar to a stock split. Allof a
sudden the price pet share is reduced, but
the total value of outstanding stock remains
the same, and may continue to grow over
time. Adding events, like LD or any number
of interps, draws away from existing events
but reinforces the activity over time by of-
fering more things to more people.

Speed isn't the problem either. When
lay judges are confronted with debaters who
speak too fast and get scared away from
future judging the culprit isn't the school of
thought which favors significant quantities
of detailed argument. No sane coach would
recommend that his or her students speak
in a manner the judge cannot comprehend.
It doesn't foster learning or winning. The
problem is that the students haven't been
sufficiently trained to adapt to their audi-
ence. They need a coach who can help them
understand their audience and use a more
appropriate rhetorical style for the particu-
lar judge.

Some schools offer the explanation
for only competing in individual events and/
or Lincoln-Douglas because debate is too
"tough" or their students "can't compete."
That just doesn't stand up to scrutiny. First,
because LT) is probably tougher than policy
(think about teaching graduate level phi-
losophy to fourteen year olds), and second
because it isn't the kids who can't compete,
but the coaches who are unable or unwill-
ing to teach them how (or put the work in to
learn to teach thern how). They key to over-
coming this dilemma is a pool of coaches
that aren't scared off at the mention of policy.

Far from discussing how to tweak the
rules of the activity, the real focal point of
our discussion ought to be: how do we de-
velop and retain talented, dedicated
coaches?

Unfortunately, solutions are far from
easy. If we want to attract and retain bright
people, we necd to pay them more. A good
coach's opportunity cost is simply too high
if the compensation is substantially smaller
than what they can receive elsewhere. Work
environment plays a part, so support from
school administration is important, too.

In order to develop high school
coaches, strong college programs are a
huge asset, first feeding assistant coaches
and then teachers well-versed in the activ-
ity into high school debate. Too often,
though, there is a huge disconnect between
college debate programs and the high
school teams in the same town.

Maybe this will spur sotme discussion,
because these broad strokes alone will not
be sufficient. The randominess of scientific
discovery suggests that by having a multi-
tude of people working on this problem we're
bound to get farther than with just a few
people opining.

Evolving and Growing

Though 1 believe that what Larry
Smith describes is not good debate, simply
saying "I'm right and you're wrong" isn't
encugh, since the concems he expresses
are real. 1 prefer viewing the world in a dif-
ferent way. I prefer to focus on the process
by which debate evolves rather than the
specifics of how topicality is debated or
what kind of evidence can be used. The dis-
tinction I draw is between a spontaneous
order and a planned order.

Spontaneous order is a dynamiic pro-
cess; a series of trials and errors, Individu-
als engaged in an activity try out different
styles and different types of arguments, and
those that seem to work well are adopted.
Some are fleeting and others are enduring.
It would be foolish to think that styles are
chiseled in stone and will he around forever
and thus need to be "fixed” if we don't like
them. Though Karl Marx was much more
inclined toward planned orders, he aptly
described the aforementioned fallacy as the
"illusion of the epoch;" the notion that the
existing state of affairs is static and will re-
main unchanged.

Debate is constantly evolving and




22

the use of speed, critiques (or "kritiks"), and
all other innovations will evolve as well. We
ought to preserve an open forum where
debaters can be experimental and try out
new things, rather than creating restrictions
in an attempt to engineer debate to meet
anyone's own preferences.

Planning inevitably leads to unin-
tended consequences which are often
worse than the ills the planner originally
intended to remedy. Planned economies in
Eastern Europe collapsed because of the
"knowledge problem": no individual pos-
sesses sufficient knowledge to control a
complex system of production. Questions
like what to produce, how to produce, and
how much to produce can only be answered
by individuals who understand their own
subjective preferences and managers who
look at prices as summaries of information
about relative scarcity.

Likewise, no single eye can account
for all of the innovations of debaters or de-
termine the validity of an argumenta priori.
It is much better to err on the side of liberty
and free experimentation than seek to con-
trol an outcome by imposing rules on an
institution like debate or an economy.

The philosopher of science Michael
Polanyi sums up the argument in a piece
titted "Two Kinds of Order" (The Logic of
Liberty, 1951)

My argument for freedom in science
bears a close resemblance to the classical
liveral doctrine of economic individualism.
The scientists of the world are viewed as a

team seiting out to explore the existing open- |
ings for discovery and it is claimed that their

I efforts will be efficiently coordinated if-an |

only if-each is left to follow his own inclina- '
tions. This statement is very similar to Adam

Smith's ¢laim with regard to a team of busi- l
ness men, drawing on the same market of |
productive resources for the purpose of sat- ‘
isfying different parts of the same system of

demand. Their efforts-he said-would be co- I

| ordinated, as by an invisible hand, to the most

l

economical utilization of the available re- l
sources.

We must maintain the position that
everything is open to challenge. Isn't that
what we're trying to teach students?

The Unintended Consequences of
Legislating Debate

The rules that Smith proposes aren't
necessarily the most contentious or the
ones most likely to be adopted. As such, I
comment on them here only to demonstrate
the perverse outcomes that often result from
attempts to plan an activity such as this,
and to illustrate my point that no one per-

son possesses sufficient knowledge to di-

rect the activity.

Example #1: Instructing Judges to Inject
Their Own Knowledge

Larry Smith writes that we ought to
“[iJustruct judges that they do not have to
take debaters' word. 1f they have personal
knowledge (not beliefs) that indicates an
argument is blatantly untrue or counter in-
tuitive to logic and historical precedent, the
judge may reject the argnment and so note
on the ballot.”

How are we supposed to separate out
"knowledge" from "beliefs" in any mean-
ingful way? Most people probably "know"
that the average human body temperature
is 98.6 degrees Fahrenheit, but they would
be wrong (the original measurement was
taken in Centigrade, rounded off, and then
converted). "Knowledge" isn't supposed to
be settled. Instead it should be debated.

When I debated the space explora-
tion topic in 1990-1991, my partner and 1 ran
a Gorbachev disadvantage. We argued that
declining Soviet prestige would cause hard-
line communists to stage a coup. At that
point, the Soviet Union would either return
to communism or more to democracy. Our
position was that the United States had an
important 1ole to play in influencing the
outcome. My coach told me that the posi-
tion was ludicrous and that 1 shouldn't run
it. In the summer of 1991, just such a coup
occurred and the breakup of the Soviet
Union ensued. Admittedly, the US space
program probably wasn't instrumental in
the collapse of comimunism, but that's ex-
actly the debate that we had in rounds
throughout the state. The future, while not
unimaginable, is certainly unknowable.
That's why it is folly to brand certain kinds
of discourse bad or unacceptable. My
coach's "knowledge" would have rejected
this argument out of hand.

I was a part of another round where
my parmer and 1 did a fairly good job on the
negative, and decided to collapse down to
arguments we were winning in the 2NR. It
was the college CEDA topic on the UN,
Universal Declaration of Human Rights. We
kicked out of Islamic Fundamentalism, The
judge voted for us on that issue because he
"served in Desert Storm and he knows it's
true."

Encouraging judges to intervene in
this fashion ever more than they already
do can only serve to reduce the quality of
argument, limiting it to conventional and
reactionary themes which play to peoples'
prejudices. And it can only stifle interest in

the activity (read: less participation, not
more) when the work that a debater puts it
is shunted aside by a judge that has been
told to put his or her preconceptions above
the discourse in the round.
Example#2: Evidence and
Evidence Quantity

Another proposed rule would be to
require that "Debaters may not utilize pre-
pared briefs...debaters may read quotations
from 4" x 6" cards in support of their argu-
ments. There go the canned eight-page dis-
advantage briefs".

Far from improving debate, requiring
evidence on 4 x 6 cards would force debat-
ers to use short, conclusionary evidence,
as opposed to longer, more detailed and ana-
Iytical evidence, just to fit it on the index
card. One of the positive trends in debate is
students finding well-reasoned arguments
that explain their ¢laims, which can then be
debated by their opponents. Eliminating this
forces us back into the "he said, she said”
dualism that I described earlier,

A rule against "pre-prepared briefs”
could also be skirted by keeping cards in a
particular order, with transition sentences
written on each. Debaters are some of the
sharpest students in school. Like the rules
described in previous examples, they can
easily be circumvented. Of course, 'd rather
have students researching their cases than
figuring out how to get around the rules
imposed on them.

On this same issue, Smith suggests
that we only "allow each debate team two
evidence tubs for files." He doesn't define
the size of the boxes as he does evidence
cards (which, presumably, he would require
the judge to measure; so much for easing
the burden on judges and encouraging them
to participate in the activity), so ever larger
tubs would become the norm. And how
about evidence that can be used either on
the affirmative or the negative, depending
on the case or disadvantage? Have we
reached the point where we want to
micromanage debate to the extent that we
evaluate what evidence can be in which
box?

No Rube Goldberg scheme can
shackle the creativity of our brightest stu-
dents, and we can't foresee their mnova-
tions or the unintended consequences of
the rules that we, with the best of inten-
tions, may pass.

Preserving Debate as a Learning Process

When we limit what is acceptable prac-
tice, a student learns all there is to know
(Leff to page 57)
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$105 for printed copy
$96 for computer copy (diskette or e-mail)
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BY E-MAIL

+ Receive all Squirrel-Kilers publications by e-mail to
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This means instantaneous relrieval, NO WAITING
FOR PRINTED COPIES OR DISKETTES TO
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Update Briefs and for Lincoln-Douglas Briefs).

= Files are writlen es text files so any word processing
program can edit them.

ALSO AVAILABLE ONDISKETTE

* Includes same briefs as available in primed copy.
Students can edit briefs (re-arrange, add, delete
evidence and/or contentions, etc.), then print THELR
OWN INDIVIDUALIZED BRIEFS. No more cutting
and pasting!

+ Al diskettes mailed FIRST CLASS.

« AVAILABLE FOR IBM-COMPATIBLES ONLY.
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$9 each additional printed copy
{on orders of 4 or more, ALL copies are $9 each)

THE COMPUTER/HARD COPY COMBO
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- Basic Policy Subscription: $108
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+ Lincoln-Douglas Subscription: $100

S$-K QUALITY UNCHANGED!
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the best in aceurate, reliable evidence. All evidence
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Announcing a new online resource for debaters:

http://www.aynrand.org/debate

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

There is an alternative. Ayn Rand's philosophy of Objectivism offers a debater a consistent, fact-based,
philosophical framework that can be used to analyze virtually any debate topic. Objectivism stands for
reason. individualism, and laissez-faire capitalism.
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ORJECTIVISM IN THE DEBATE ROLIND
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g

Visit our “Contacts” section, where you can do any of the following:

+ Fire oft queries on Objectivist philosophy (to query(@aynrand.org )

+ Ask for coaching advice on writing and running Objectivist positions
(from debate@aynrand.org )

» Join an e-mail discussion list on Objectivism in debate, with other
debaters around the country.

The site also includes:
«Introductory essays on Objectivism by Ayn Rand and Leonard Peikoff.
- A new, comprehensive essay focusing on practical applications of Objectivism to both Policy and
Lincoln-Douglas debate.
*Objectivist analysis of debate resolutions.
«Links to prominent Objectivist sites. .
sInformation on ordering free Objectivist literature.
....with more in the works!

——— e |
THE AYN RAND INSTITUTE « THE CENTER FOR THE ADVANCEMENT OF OBJECTIVISM

4640 Admiralty Way « Suite 406 - Marina Del Rey » CA « 90292 « (310) 306-4925 « hitp./Aivww. aynrand.org




PORTFOLIO

ASSESSMENT
IN THE

When 1 first began teaching debate, 1
gave my students no formal grading criteria
and instead emphasized that they would be
graded on "work ethic.” This quickly trans-
formed into a policy where everyone gotan
"A", Then of course, the inevitable situa-
tion came about where a classroom made
me decide that I needed some standard cri-
teria for assigning grades,

My next approach involved a rigor-
ous set of standards, which ifnot met, would
result in a grade "lower than an A." 1 as-
signed a specific number of practice rounds,
a specific number of cases to be written,
and a specific number of speeches pre-
sented. The students were so concerned
about their grades that the drive was to com-
plete the specified number of rounds. Class
turned into an endless stream of speeches,

Frustrated with the grading for my
debate class 1 consutted a fellow coach. He
told me that he graded his students in three
basic areas: Cooperation, being one of the
most important (I don't even remember what
the other two were). 1 thought about what
he had said and realized that taking his idea
and organizing it in rubric format would
solve several of my problems.

Cooperation would finally allow me
to appropriately grade the varsity debater
who came back from summer debate camp
with the "coach is an idiot" syndrome. 1t
also reminded the students of the impor-
tance of working as a team and sharing ideas
to create better ideas. 1 had found that both
of these attitudes was destroying team mo-
rale and undermining my ability to coach.

Skills demonstration would give me a
way of requiring participation in debate tour-
naments. On several occasions I had stu-
dents take the class who were only inter-
ested in arguing and had no intention of
learning anything about competitive debate.

Productivity would solve the prob-
lem of the slacker who wrote one decent
case and decided to sit for the rest of the
quarter. It also solved the equally annoying
problem of the student who wrote several
poor cases and tried to tell me that quantity

DEBATE
CLASS

by Tim Mangan II

was better than quality.

Diversity was added as a way of build-
ing my school's speech program and in-
creasing our NFL participation. 1t also ef-
fectively serves as a check on a student's
speaking ability. Our school requires a pub-
lic speaking course, but students may opt
to take debate instead. Even though any
debate coach would easily agree, I wanted
to minimize the argurment that others had
made regarding debate not enhaneing
proper speaking skills.

Miscellaneous was originally added
to give students an opportunity to include
debate work that I had not thought of in-
cluding in the rubric. However, it has turned
into a wonderfully creative endeavor for
most of my students. In the last set of port-
folios 1 collected, one student created a se-
ries of cartoons illustrating "proper” debate
attire and attitude. 1 can't say it is the per-
fect model for my novices, but the student
had some interesting insights.

Today grading my class runs very
smoothly. For progress reports, I assign
grades of pass or fail, based upon what evi-
dence of work 1 have seen up to the mid-
point of the quarter. All students received
passing marks at the midpoint of this quar-
ter, I collect the portfolios one-week before
the end of the quarter so that 1 have time to
getmy grades completed. Even though you
would think that the students would put
things off to the last minute, I have had a
tremendous work ethic among my debat-
ers, Some students are so concerned about
completing their debate work that 1 have
had to emphasize that there are no dead-
lines other than the fina! portfolio due date
and that they don't have to stay up until
midnight every night doing debate work.
Of course [ still have to remind other stu-
dents that you can't do practice rounds with-
out a case and having neither obviously

lowers your grade significantly.

The most important aspect of the port-
folio is the cover letter. This letter tells me
how the portfolio is organized. 1 explain to
the students that if T can't find it, 1 can't
grade it. The letter holds the student ac-
countabie for providing documentation of
his/her portfolio work. For example, a stu-
dent explains to me in her cover letter that
she gave a speech to a luncheon meeting of
the Rotary Club. A copy of this speech or
notes from the presentation should appear
under the diversity section of the portfolio.
The cover letter also serves as a reminder
to me that the student has gone to x number
of debate tournaments or participated in x
practice rounds.

In addition to the cover letter, [ ask
students to document debate activities. For
example, if a student asks me to look over a
case I will most likely write comments on
the case. 1f a student has one of his class-
mates evaluate a case, [ ask that the stu-
dent have his classmate write comments,
initial, and date the comments. Students also
keep copies of their practice round and tour-
nament flows. Docwmnenting these activities
provides written proof of eoursework if case
grades are ever challenged.

This year I plan on making a few
changes to the grading rubric and portfotio
process. I would like to create a separate
rubric for the varsity debaters. This would
focus less on diversity, as these students
should have proven their basic speaking
competencies in their earlier years as de-
baters, I would replace this with a section
on leadership. The cooperation section re-

" quires students to submit their ideas to oth-

ers, but it doesn't reflect my desire that var-
sity debaters should be guiding their elass-
mates in perfecting cases, critiquing
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speeches, and setting a tone of profession-
alism,

I also need to revise the rubric to spell
out exactly what I expect as far as docu-
mentation. [ have explained my expectations
fairly well in the preceding paragraphs and
I do likewise in my class, but the rubric it-
self doesn't contain language specifically
explaining my expectations for documenta-
tion.

Finally, some students would like to
get feedback on their progress well before

Name:

the finished product is due at the end of the
grading period. Next quarter I plan on let-
ting my students turm in their portfolios one
week before progress reports are due. These
students would then receive a progress re-
port grade other than pass/fail.

Overall | have to say that, portfolio
assessment in my debate classes has been
a great success. [ haven't had any problems
justifying grades since adopting this sys-
tem. Student motivatien is much better. Few
students challenge my directions. I feel that

GRADING RUBRIC
Debate Portfolios

Score:

Format (10%)
Cover Letter included

Portfolio is well organized and easy to follow

Portfolio is legible
Work completed in a timely fashion

Cooperation (20%)

— bt e Lh

Skills Demonstration (30%)

portfolio assessment provides consistency
for my students and myself. My only regret
is that I didn't start using it earlier,

If you have any questions or require
further information on how the portfolio and
rubric system is used in my classes, feel
free to contact me at Freeport High School
(815-232-0400) or e-mail me at
tmangan@aeroinc.net. 1 can provide ex-
ample cover letters, course syllabi, and a
shortened description of this essay that I
provide to students and parents.

Solicits feedback from teacher and classmates. Effectively uses feedback to improve debate skills.

Solicits feedback from teacher and classmates. Shows some evidence of using feedback to improve debate skills.

Listens to feedback from teacher or classmates. Shows some evidence of using feedback to improve debate skills.

Listens to feedback from teacher and/or classmates, but does not show evidence of using feedbaek to improve debate skills,
Does not listen to others or use suggestions from teacher and classmatcs.

5 Has demonstrated improvement in speaking, researching, note taking, and arguing by participating in several practice rounds, drills, and debate
tournaments. '

4 Has shown improvement in the following areas: speaking, researching, note taking, and arguing. Improvement has been demonstrated by
participating in praetice rounds, drills, and debate tournaments.

3 Has shown some improvement in the following areas: speaking, researching, note taking, and arguing. Improvement has been demonstrated by

participating in the following: practice rounds, driils, or dcbate tournaments.
Shows no improvement in debate skills from the beginning of the grading period.

1 Skilt level can not be determined.

Productivity (20%)

— k2 D La

Diversity (10%)

= b L2k Un

Miscellaneous (10%)

devise their own grading criteria.

e kY

This section ig left intentionally blank so that students can

1 grade this area according to how much thought and preparation
went into creating the work for this category.

Has written 3 or more complete cases for each topic/resolution studied this grading period. All cases demonstrate research and thought.

Has written 2 or more complete cases for each topic/resolution studied this grading period. Some cases follow basic structure, but lack research.
Has written at least onc compiete case for cach topic/resolution studicd this grading period. Cases fail to elaborate on main points.

Has not completed any cases, but several honest attempts to write a case appear as outlines of credible ideas.

Has written nothing, which bears a resemblance to a case.

Has demonstrated knowledge of good speaking skills by applying debate knowledge to scveral diverse contexts.

Has applied debate knowledge to several contexts, but some applications lack preparation or commitment.

Has applied debate knowledge for application to one other context, but application shows minimal preparation and practice of good speaking skills.
Has plans to apply debate knowledge to another context, but has yet to accomplish the goal sct.

Has not applicd debate knowledge to other contexts or prepared information for such purpose.
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For speech and debate students...

TheFree Speaker & The Freeman

% $10 for 15 1998-99 Freeman issues with Index!
= $15 more for the next 15 issues—to May, 2000.

The Free Speaker is free upon request for speech students.
Plus, receive all 1998 issues of The Freeman with index and
January-March 1999 issues for just $10.

Long used by speech and debate students, The Freeman:
Ideas on Liberty features upbeat and thoughtful articles on
the ethics and economics of domestic and international topics.

— Yes, please The Free Speaker, a bimonthly newsletter for speech ond debate (freel).
— Yes please send 15 1998-99 issues of Tre Freeman for special school rate of $10.
___ Yes, wewould like to subscribe to Tie Freeman for 1999-2000 for an additionol $15.

Name:

School:

Address:

City/State/Zip:

Enclose check to: The Foundation for Economic Education. Or, P.O.K:

Or, MC, Visa, Discover Amex: #
Or call Toll-Free: 1-800-452-3518. Reference Number: HSD1. No shipping charge!
Phone: 914-591-7230; Fax: 914-591-8910. Questions? Email to: grehmke®@fee.org
Foundation for Economic Education, 30 South Broadway, Irvington, NY 10333

. Exp. Date:
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Power Punch Debate Materials for 1999-2000

P.O. Box 430, Norman OK 73070 or Fax to: 405-573-6736 or Email to: DebateKing@aol.com

Name:

School:

Addrcss:

City/State/Zip:

Purchase Order #
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CX Scries for NFL & UIL - Education Topic

__ Book #] - First Negative $£30.00
_ Book #2 - Sccond Negative $30.00
~ Book #3 - AlTirmative $30,00
__ Book #4 - Post-Summer Camps ~ $30.00
__ Book #5 - The Final Word £30.00
THE MOTHER LODE $130.00

ALL FIVE ISSUES ON EDUCATION

NFL Lincoin Douglas Scries

All FOUR Issucs £80.00
Sept./Cet. 1999 $20.00
Nov./Dec. 1999 $20.00
Jan /Fcb. 2000 $20.00
Marcl/April 2000 $£20.00

UIL Lincoln Douglas Serics

Both Issues $40.00
Fall, 1999 $20.00
Spring, 2000 $20.00
__ Dcbate Theory Handbook £30.00
__ Lincoln Douglas Dalabook $30.00
~ The Philosopher Kings $£30.00

Poslage ¥*¥+rksrstsetertex ¢3 ()0/Book

* ONLY Pre-paid orders may omil posiage cosls

TOTAL DUE

POLICY DEBATE FOR 1999-2000; EDUCATION

Everything you necd!
First negative (rcleasced in June),
Second negative & Affirmative (released in August)

NEW for 1999: (August rcleases)

Post-Summer Camp Book - containing the best briefs
{rom summer debate camps $30

The Final Word - offering culting edge arguments for
more advanced dcbaters $30
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LINCOLN DOUGLAS

NFL L-D UPDATES have briefs specific to that topic,
75+ pages on each NFL topic.

UIL L-D UPDATES (Texas) on the Fall/Spring
Topics. Each will have 75+ pages on each UIL 1opic.
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Power Punch WEB SITE: www PowerPunch.com

Free Electronic Newsletters! Want to sign up?
Email to DebaleKing@aol.com




AN ATTORNEY'S VIEW
USING LEGAL MATERJALS IN DEBATE

Debate must keep the respect and
support of the academic community to re-
main a vital part of the educational process.
It can only remain so as long as debaters
use evidence in the context it was written.
One of the primary abuses of context is
when legal materials are used in debate. This
article will advocate a ban on the use of
most legal materials,

This article is inresponse to the view
of Rogers & Luong (Rostrum, January, 1999)
which advocates the use of legal materials.
While I think their view is well intended, it
is not practical for high school debate. I will
advocate three positions on legal materials:
{1) published opinions should not be used;
(2) legal dictionaries should not be used;
and (3) legal journals can be used with some
important caveats.

Debaters Should Not Use Court Opinions

Rogers & Luong (1999) over-simplify
the legal system. An easy analogy is main-
stream media reporting on facts uncovered
in medical journals, When the Today show
attempts to convey the information in the
latest issue of the Jowrnal of the American
Medical Association they must often sim-
plify the material so much that the truth is
lost. When they report on a study that
shows that oatmeal lowered cholesterol in
test subjects, does that mean everyone
should eat oatmeal? What if you already
eat oatmeal, should you eat even more? If
you are allergic to oatmeal should you still
eat it to make your heart better? By trying
to simplify the medical research so that ev-
eryone watching the Today show can un-
derstand, more questions are raised than
answered.

In their attempt to boil the legal edu-
cation process into four pages Rogers &
Luong make the same mistake. I will point
out one obvious mistake to serve as an ex-
ample: the use of state court decisions. They
have no bearing whatsoever outside of that
state. There is a time-honored myth ad-
vanced by law professors that out-of-state
decisions may be influential. Law students
eagerly gobble up this myth, which makes
the reading of the state decisions seem to
have significance. The law professors and
their obedient students are wrong. Any
practicing attorney will tell you that cases

By Marty Ludlum

from outside your jurisdiction mean noth-
ing. A typical judge's comment will consist
of: "That is very interesting counselor, but
this is Oklahoma, and I do not care how
they do it in Tennessee.”

Why? Because judges, like attorneys,
live in the real world, not the ivory tower of
academe. Judges understand that all deci-
sions will be affected by the myriad of state
faws, substantive, as well as procedural and
evidentiary, and these rules affect how
cases are to be interpreted. You can only
understand a Texas state court opinion if
you are familiar with Texas substantive laws,
procedures and evidence. As a result, only
cases from that jurisdiction (state or federal
district) are really examined for precedent.

In rare instances, 1 have heard attor-
neys argue a case from another jurisdiction
as precedent, then claiming that "state X"
and Oklahoma have similar {if not exactly)
worded statutes. They are never ever as
influential as a decision from the home ju-
risdiction. As an Oklahoma attomey, I would
much rather have a single Oklahoma court
decision to support me than a wheelbarrow
full of out-of-state decisions. Out-of-state
decisions have little use in the practice of
law, and absolutely no relevant application
i high school debate.

When you go to a law library and read
court cases, you have only a small portion
of the cases on that issue. Only appellate
decisions are published, and then not all
appellate decisions. However, there is no
shortage of published opinions. Jacobstein
& Mersky stated there were 3,000,000 pub-
lished opinions in 1980, adding 50,000 new
cases per year [1985].

To research a case adequately, the
student must be certain of several facts.
First, the student must know the case's his-
tory [Ulrich 1985]. The case might be over-
turned on appeal or the precedent of the
case may be moot because of the reasoning
m other cases. Second, the student must
know which statutes applied at the time of
the lawsuit and be certain that they apply
to the case at hand. Third, the student must
be certain that the cases are factually simi-
lar. Since no two cases are identical, this
becomes a process of discovering which
factual changes would not change the rul-
ing of the court [Lloyd 1974]. Courts may
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treat apparently similar cases differently
because the law sees a distinction between
the cases which may not be apparent to the
lay person. Ulrich [1985] states using court
decisions poses serious problems for de-
bate since they are poorly worded and diffi-
cult to follow.

In fact, Rogers & Luong {1999) vio-
late their own standards on using state court
opinions. They argue that in many issues,
state opinions, are best, one of their ex-
amples being capital punishment:

First, many moral issues are
local issues which are governed by
states, not the federal government.
For example, education, capiral
punishment, and liguor laws are
matters primarily governed prima-
rily by state law. (p. 33)

Assuming for the moment that two
primaries make one secondary, what cases
do Rogers & Luong cite for examples? Three
U.S. Supreme Court opinions, Furman v,
Georgia, Gregg v, Georgia, and McCleskey
¥, Kemp, Not one state opinion is mentioned,
even by those attempting to advocate their
use.

To summmarize, state court opinions
have no application, and doubtfully any
relevance to high school debate. Even if any
relevance could be found, they are so diffi-
cult to understand and apply that even their
advocates cannot accomplish the task.

Debaters Should Not Use
Legal Dictionaries

The meaning of legal terms is never
clear on the surface, hence the need for le-
gal dictionaries {Statsky 1974]. Lawyers
consult legal dictionaries for a starting
ground on their research [Smith 1986]. Le-
gal dictionaries, such as Words and Phrases
and Corpus Juris Secundum each have over
160 volumes listing hundreds of definitions
for each term. The dictionaries list all the
different contextual definitions for each
term.

Each definition tefers to a different
case which interprets the term. Each case
has a different fact pattern and occurs in a
different jurisdiction, subject to different
statutes, Hence, each definition in a legal
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dictionary has its own specific context. They
are not interchangeable. The simple fact that
a dictionary has a definition you would like
to use does not mean that it is proper, Con-
text determuines which definition should be
used.

Since legal dictionaries are research
tools, they have no authority in court
[Cohen 198]. They simply aid attorneys in
starting their research, they are never the
final product [Smith 1986]. Debaters, how-
ever, misuse these legal dictionaries as au-
thorities, not research tools as they are in-
tended. The debate community incorrectly
views these materials as a final product.

Legal definitions are the most abused
materials in college tournament debate
[Ulrich 1985]. Most often a debater misuses
a legal dictionary to find an unusual defini-
tion which he/she cannot find within the
context of the topic. However, removing le-
gal definitions from their very specific con-
text would cause distortion [Ulrich 1985,
Cantrill 1988). Both Words and Phrases and
Corpus Juris Secundum caution research-
ers that the definitions are within the con-
text of specific facts and issues. For example,
Webster's New Collegiate Dictionary [1981]
offers two definitions for bankrupt/bank-
ruptey. In contrast, Corpus_offers 440 pages
of definitions {v. BA 1988}

Only possible use of legal materials
is the use of legal journals, which have their
own problems, but at least are written in a
familiar style and can be accessed more
readily. While legal journals have problems,
such as source credibility, these are prob-
lems inberent in all materials, legal or non-
legal, so this does not serve as a justifica-
tion to prohibit their use.

An innocent reader can be easily mis-
led by legal periodicals (journals and law
reviews). Legal journals are deceptive since
they are the easiest legal materials for the
lay person to read. However, contrary to
their appearance, legal writings are not
settled issues. They are statements of opin-
ion by the individual writers (most of whom
are still law students). To determine if the
article is credible, you should check to see
if the others in the legal community accept
the view of the article's author.

Often legal journal articles focus on
the unsettled controversies of the time and
have little relevance after the Supreme Court
has ruled. Similar to television shows pre-
dicting who will win the Supetbowl next year,
legal journals contain articles predicting
how courts would rule on a variety of sce-
narios which have yet to happen. Very of-

ten, the courts do not decide the case as
the commentators expected.

Also, some articles show complaints
about how the court rules in the past. These
articles do not prove that the court made an
error, they simply explain another point of
view. For instance, hundreds of articles have
been written on the Rose v. Wade decision.
Some are enlightening, some are ludicrous.
Only a scholar very familiar with the issue
and the academic literature can tell the dif-
ference.

There are three reasons why legal
materials should not be used in high school
debate. It extends beyond the materials
mentioned by Rogers & Luong, to include
statutes and hormbooks. First, the use of
legal materials is not practical. Second, the
use of legal materials is not fair. Third, the
use of legal materials is bad for debate.

The Use of Legal Materials
Is Not Practical

For a skill to be practical in debate, it
must be able to perform three tasks. It nust
be (1) taught, (2) researched, and (3) judged,
all fairly and accurately. None of this is true
when applied to most legal materials.

Rogers & Luong (1999) downplay the
problem. Few, if more than a handfu] of high
school debate coaches have legal training.
One cannot realistically expect coaches to
train students in areas which they are com-
pletely unfamiliar. An expectation that the
high school coaches can be taught legal
reasoning and research is equally unrealis-
tic. High school coaches have their hands
full teaching in their area of certification and
learning all they can on the current topics.
Adding an expectation of legal training in
the coach's "spare time" is an unfair bur-
den.

Reading cases or statutes is not some-
thing which a lay person can easily under-
stand without training. They are filled with
procedural issues and legal terms. Under-
standing the cases is a difficult task. Perella
{1987}, an attorney and debate coach, wrote
this process of learning takes about a year
in law school.

In fact, Rogers & Luong {1999) ac-
knowledge this. In their article (p.34), Rogers
& Luong argue to avoid mainstream media
sources on legal issues since "often the
analysis is diluted due to the fact that jour-
nalists are not legal scholars..” (p. 34). If
Rogers & Luong have doubts about legal
writers for newspapers (by the way, many
of which are attorneys who work as a corre-
spondent on special events), how do they

expect high school coaches to understand
legal research based on a dozen paragraphs
in the Rostrum?

The truth is, their hope is not realis-
tic. The problem is severe, and no one,
Rogers & Luong included, have any pro-
posal to pass the skills of legal research to
high school coaches. Without the training,
it is unrealistic to expect them to pass on
this information to their students.

The Use of Legal Materials is Not Fair

Allowing, if not encouraging the use
of legal materials puts some schools at a
huge disadvantage, which is beyond their
conirol. Those schools with a law school
nearby will have a huge advantage, which
even the best of Internet browsers cannot
manage. Internet services which are com-
plete, such as Lexis, cost significant
amounts of money, even once subsidized
by higher fees paid by attomeys. Many
schools cannot afford computers in the
classroom. Expecting schools to have com-
puters and Lexis accounts "to be competi-
tive" is both unfair and unrealistic. Interli-
brary loan is not a substitute, as it often
takes weeks to get the materials, far too long
for a two month topic. This form of financial
elitism has been devastating in college de-
bate, leading many colleges to abandon their
program rather than spend a small fortune
on forensics. High school debate should
learn from this mistake.

The Use of Legal Materials Is Bad for
Debate

High school debate does not lend it-
self to this type of intensive research, least
of all with Lincoln-Douglas topics, which
change every two months. Debate research
is already intensive enough, as the amount
of materials carried by even novice teams
requires a moving van and a pack mule to
transport it to the classrooms. We should
not complicate matters by expecting teams
to have stacks of research from expensive
materials, which have little real application,
even when they are correctly interpreted.

Further, the timed formate of debate
does not allow a thorough discussion of
these very imoportant issues. Eight minutes
is not enough time to fully develop any le-
gal research issue. While at the appellate
level, attorneys are time limited in their pre-
sentations, appeals focus on just a few is-
sues, each attorney has 30 minutes to
present their position and be questioned,
and is supplemented by written research,
(Ludlum to page 57)



www.victorybriefs.com

What We Were

Victory Briefs was the publisher of Lincoln-
Douglas debate materials, heralded and used by
both coaches and students, novices and
National champions. In addition to topic-specific
analysis, Victory Briefs published the now
classic How to LD book and the Value
Handbook, volumes 1 and 2.

The Victory Briefs’ approach has always been
highly conducive to value-oriented Lincoln-
Douglas debate. The briefs are never simply
lists of evidence - they are carefully constructed,
in-depth value perspectives with support from
both recent and classical sources.

Our greatest validation has come from the
hundreds of coaches nationwide who have
wholeheartedly embraced our materials. Word
of mouth has always been our greatest ally. We
encourage you to ask around.

“I believe that you are responsible for improving the
quality of LD debate that | heard at Nationals.
Enjoyed the different viewpoints.” - Mr. M.N.,

Shikellamy High School, PA

"Unlike [rival debate company], | have been able fo
verify the validity of the majority of your sources. You
head the cards well and explain the positions
thoroughly.” -- Ms. D.S., FJ Reitz High School, IN

“Much better than the others! You explore the issues
and document your expiorations. Others simply pile
up evidence without thought or analysis. Please keep
up this format!” - Ms. T.8., La Reina High School, CA

“Excellent — I'm truly impressed with the quaiity of LD
analysis and research.” -- Mr. R.I,, Mankato West
High Schaool, MN

“Victory Briefs blows [rival debate company] out of the
water.” -- Mr. J.H., Butte High School, MT

“How do you compare with the rest? There is no
second.”" — Mr. D.C., Lewis & Clark High School, WA

“Victory Briefs is by far the best. | only wish that | had
heard of it earlier during my senior year.” -- Mr. D.L.,
Parsippany Hills High School, NJ

"You've done a great job! Thanks." -- Mr. TW,
Great Falls High School, MT

What We Are Now

The Product. For each NFL topic, we publish a
80-100 page handbook, featuring, as always,
three to five analytical overviews by former
champions in Lincoln-Douglas debate. We
analyze in detail 10-15 issues, spanning both
sides of the resolution and including supporting
evidence from some of the top university
libraries. (if you are looking for pre-written
cases, we are not the handbook company for

you.}

New Feature: The Novice Overview. By
popular demand, each topic handbook will
include a section devoted to teaching novices
how to analyze a resolution and how to think
about construcling cases, using the current topic
as an example.

New Feature: The Literature Review. Given
our purpose to empower debaters, each
handbook will also feature a review of the
available research sources, including both print
and on-line materials. This is designed to help
debaters and coaches orient themselves to a
new topic, and to enable them to effectively
conduct additional research on their own.

Instantaneous Online Delivery. We are
committed to publishing each handbook
promptly after a topic is announced. For those
who want even quicker access to their materials,
we offer instant downloads on the internet. Our
professionally designed web-site will also allow
online ordering, and will serve as your one-stop
internet location for LD debate resources and
information. Before voting this summer, look for
our take on the strengths and weaknesses of the
proposed 1999-2000 topics.

FREE NATIONALS ANALYSIS

Test us out. Visit www.victorybriefs.com for a
free handbook on the Nationals topic. This will
give you a chance to see what we are all about.

For more information and order form, visit
www.victorybriefs.com, or you can write: Victory
Briefs. Attn: Victor Jih, 1144 Yale St. #3, Santa
Monica, CA 90403.
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M_—_——— The Stanford Debate Society presents the
Stanford National Forensic Institute

CX Program: July 25 - August 13, 1999 LD / Events: July 31 - August 13, 1999
SUPERIOR The Stanford National Forensic Institute offers a unique national caliber
h PROGRAM: program which features policy debate, LD debate, and NFL events. The

policy program is 3 weeks, the |E and LD programs are 2 weeks. The SNFI is conducted by the
Stanford Debate Society of Stanford University, a registered student organization of the Associ-
ated Students of Stanford University. Anexcellent faculty teaches students both fundamentals and
advanced techniques in a rigorous, carefully structured environment that caters to the needs of
forensics students at alf 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. Lastyear's faculty included (and most will
l return for 1999):

Judy Butler, Georgia State Randy Lusky, El Cerrito HS Hajir Ardibili, U of Kansas

Robert Thomas, Emory Dave Arnett, UC Berkeley Joanna Burdette, Emory

Jon Miller, U of Redlands Ryan Mills, College Prep School Abe Newman, Stanford ('95)

Dan Fitzmier, Emory Byrdie Renik, Columbia U George Kouros, Emory

Jon Dunn, Stanford Debater Jessica Dean, Boston U Nicole Runyan, Wake Forest

Anne-Marie Todd, USC Jennie Brier, Bronx HS Jon Sharp, W. Georgia College

Michael Major, formerly CPS Adam Lauridson, Harvard U Byron Arthur, Jesuit HS
Matt Spence, Stanford Debater A. Turkeltaub, Stanford Debater A.C. Padian, Yale
Hedel Doshi, Vestavia HS Matthew Fraser, SNFI Director

Il 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. Thereisno better location anywhere to study forensics. Being set apart

from the city of Palo Alto Stanford provides a beautiful setting for the students
to study, practice andlearn. 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: $1,595 resident pian $1,275 resident plan
$825 commuter plan 3675 commuter ptan

$795 Aug 13 - 20 LD swing lab

Given the nature and quality of the 1999 program the cost is quite low. This program, both in faculty
|| composition and in structure compares favorably with programs costing nearly twice as much. The SNFI
maximizes program quality by spending funds on obtaining superior facilities and faculty. The resident plan
includes housing for the duration of the program, 3 meals a day on most days of the program, tuition and
all required materials. The commuter plan includes tuition and some materials. An additional $75
application fee is required upon application to the SNFI,

TO APPLY Stanford Debate 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.




The Stanford Debate Society presents the

Stanford National Forensic Institute

CX Program: July 25 - August 13, 1999 Events /LD: July 31 - August 13, 1999
“The SNFI Swing Lab Program™

The SNFI Swing Lab Program is a preparatory program available for policy debate students. To be
eligible, students must be varsity level and must have previously attended at least one rigorous debate institute
during the Summer of 1999. The Swing Lab Program is held at Stanford University, one of the world’s premier
research institutions. Faculty include some of the most respected debate educators, the curriculum is rigorous
and carefully executed, and students receive more debates that are expertly critiqued than any other program of
similar quality. The Swing Lab Program has a phenomenal track record: the 1997 and 1998 graduates “cleared”
at most national circuit tournaments, including Greenhill, the Glenbrooks, Redlands, Loyola, Lexingon,
Berkeley, Stanford, and Emory. Recent participants of the swing lab have won 1st place recently at such
tournaments as the Glenbrooks, USC, Berkeley, MBA, Stanford, and Lexington.

THE PROGRAM

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

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

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

THE PRIMARY FACULTY

Dan Fitzmier is a debate coach at Pace Academy in Atlanta, Georgia, and acoach at the renowned Emory University debate
program. He was also a nationally ranked NDT debater at Emory University. Among his successes were first speaker and
first place at the Heart of America Tournament, and he was one of the debaters who closed out CEDA nationals for Emory
University in 1998. During his coaching career his teams have cleared to late elimination rounds at every major national
tournarnent, and this year alone at Emory his teams have won outright seven college tournaments. Dan is returning to the
SNFI and the Swing Lab for the second vear,

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

APPLICATION AND ENROLLMENT

Students desiring to attend the Swing Lab Scholars Program will be admatted on an application-only basis, and are required to attend
at least one rigorous debate institute prior to attendance at the SNFL. Call {(650) 723-9086 if you have specific questions about the
program, or wish to obtain copies of the program application.

Stanford National Forensic Institute

call us at (650) 723-9086
555 Bryant St. #599 Palo Alto, CA 94301




The Stanford Debate Society presents the

Stanford National Forensic Institute

Lincoln-Douglas Program: July 31 - August 13, 1999
Qutstanding features of the 1999 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 rescarched evidence with mini-
mal visible improvement in their debate skills. Your students will receive practice rounds built into
the daily schedule. Their progress 1s monitored so that their development is assured!

2) Incomparable staff: The 1998 staff included the following, and most have been con-
firmed to return for 1999;

Program Director: Michael Major, formerly of the College Prep School
Lab Instructors:

Hedel Doshi, Emory University — Derek Smith, Harvard University
Michael Bietz, Minnesota Byron Arthur, New Orleans

Kenneth LeFrance, New Orleans Jessica Dean, Boston University
A.C. Padian, Yale University Matt Spence, Stanford Debater
Additional national caliber staff being confirmed now - check out future
issues of the Rostrum, or see our brochure, for more details!

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

Important Information
SNFI LD Institute: July 31 - August 13, 1999
Resident Program: $1,275 Commuter program: $675

LD Third week Option:  August 13-20, 1999
Third Week Resident Program Cost: $795
For additional information and applications contact us at
555 Bryant St. #599 Palo Alto, CA 94301
(650) 723-9086
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The Stanford Debate Society presents the

Stanford National Forensic Institute

Individual Events Program: July 31 - August 13, 1999

Dramatic Interpretation...Humeorous Interpretation
Oratory...Extemporaneous Speaking...lmpromptu
Thematic Interpretation...Prose...Poetry...Duo Interpretation

The SNFI Individual Events program offers a comprehensive program which accounts for regional
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
technical foundation in an enjoyable atmosphere, students at all levels of experience will be
accomodated.

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
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 in improving 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 acomprehensive scriptlibrary. Institute
staff has on hand hundreds of scripts both to assist student, and to serve as example material. Resource
packets are provided specifically for this group.

Custom Coaching Seminars arc a unique feature of the SNFI Events curriculum. The Institute’s large
Lincoln - Douglas and Policy debate as well as Individual Events staff allow us access to an enormous
resource pool of coaches and former competitors all at the same location.

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

“I had never competed before the Institute and now I am taking home First Place awards! I learned a lot while
making friends for life. I'll be back!!”
- Loan Pham, 1996 SNFI Individual Events camp participant

Resident cost: $1,275 / Commuier cost $675
An additional application fee of $75 is required
For additional information: call (650) 723-9086
555 Bryant St. #599 Palo Alto, CA 94301
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TEACHERS’ INSTITUTE

SPECIAL LECTURER

DR. DAVID ZAREFSKY

Dean
The School of Speech
Northwestern University

B.S., MLA,, Ph.D., Northwestern University; Dean, The School of Speech, Northwestern University,
Evanston, lllinois. 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, anthor; past president of SCA; husband and
{ather of two.

Dr. Zarefsky gave major attention to the importance of competitive debate in his keynote address to the
International Communication Association in Amsterdam. Dr. Zarefsky’s “Paradigms” lectures and “Logic”
seminars have been enjoyed by lowa 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. 1t is a singular honor to have him returning in 1999.

Faculty

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

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

MIKE L. EDMONDS, Dean of students, Colorado College, Mike Edmonds
Colorado Springs; B.A., theater and English; M.A., Ph.D.,
University of Mississippi; 1984 Hall of Fame graduate, University
of Mississippi; several national individual events champions and

finalists; board of directors, William Faulkner Debate Tournament. June 21 - Julyr 4, 1999
RICHARD EDWARDS, Professor, Baylor University, Waco, TX; :

B.A., M.A,, Ph.D., The University of lowa; designed and perfected 12 lnte":‘atmf'al Center

the Tab Room on the Mac program that has revolutionized The University of lowa

tournament management; long time member of the wording lowa City, 1A 52242

committee for the national high school topic; editor and author of 319/335-0621 (Phone) 319/335-2111 (Fax)

dozens of articles and publications for high school teachers and
students on debate.

TEACHERS ARE NOT AN AFTERTHOUGHT AT IOWA!
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IMPROVING CROSS-EXAMINATIONS
by David M. Cheshier

Effective cross-examination has long been understood as
possessing the potential to transform debates, and perhaps for
this reason it is institutionalized at the center of the legal and
political process. As Jake Ehrlich, one of this century's most suc-
cessful litigators, putit in the legal context, "Cross-exarnination is
the most potent weapon known to the law for separating false-
hood from truth, hearsay from actual knowledge, things imagi-
nary from things real, opinion from fact, and inference fromrecol-
lection" (The Lost Art of Cross-Examination, Dorset, 1970, p. 18).
The drama of cross examination and of a focused given-and -take
between smart and well-prepared interlocutors has attracted au-
dience interest since before Socrates questioned his accusers to
decimating effect while on trial for corrupting Athens’ youth, and
as recently as this week's episode of Law & Order or The Prac-
lice.

In the forensics world, the potential of cross-examination
was first advocated in 1926 by the University of Oregon and its
debate director, Professor Stanley Gray. Gray thought cross-ex-
amination (CX)} would interest student participants {thanks to the
variety it brings to the format) and excite audiences who still
watched debates in great number. Gray also thought CX would
move the forensics world away from decision debates, which he
thought were corrupting the event; in that his wishes were not
fulfilled. In 1952 the NFL endorsed the cross-examination format,
and from then on it was only a matter of timne before CX came to
characterize debate. It wasn't until 1976 that cross-ex was intro-
duced at the college National Debate Tournament, but now, of
course, cross-ex is ubiquitous, and a part of other individual events
as well, especially extemporaneous speaking.
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For almost as long, debate coaches
have been complaining about the quality of
the typical cross-examination exchange.
Too often, CX periods are simply
backflowing exercises or turn into random
conversation periods, unfocused, and ap-
parently unthoughtful. More than twenty
years ago James Sayer complained that
cross-ex was often producing empty "bick-
ering and avoidance tactics." Some are dis-
tressed at so-called "tag team debate,” where
cross-ex is taken over by the most prepared
partner, letting others off the hook for their
own advocacy. But the most comrion com-
plaint I hear is simply that cross-ex is irrel-
evant or boring, usually failing to accom-
plish anything except providing more prepa-
ration time to uninvolved colleagues.

‘What to do? Cross-examination can
seem hard to improve, and students are
understandably frustrated by the criticisms
they sometimes receive after worthless ex-
changes. You can almost see the reaction
right in stadents' eyes: "Well, yeah, I guess
it could have been hetter, But what could I
have done differently? We had prepping to
do! What does s/he want, Perry Mason?
And who has time to think up complicated
questions anyway?" The best debaters, of
course, understand that cross-ex is an op-
portunity to display their intelligence and
even their persuasiveness, to establish and
reinforce critical points. Here are some tips,
all of them easy to implement, that can make
your cross-exarmitiation more effective:

It's OK to use cross-examination for
filling in your flowsheet, but do it as
quickly as possible. It is important 1o use
the process of questioning to seek elarifi-
cation, or to geta better record of arguments
you missed. And no one I know will penal-
ize you for using CX in such a way. But the
longer this basic questioning continues, the
worse you look. As minutes click by, the
thought will inevitably enter your judges'
mind that you're inept to have missed so
much. Remember, the longer you ask for ar-
gument restatement, the more you cede the
agenda to your opponent: after all, you're
Jjust giving them another chance to repeat
their clamms.

Be willing to spend the entire cross-
ex on 4 single issue. Even when you feel
obligated to get to a laundry list of ques-
tions, it usually better to pursue a concen-
trated line of inquiry. Think about where the
greatest weakness in your opponent's ar-
gument lies, and spend the entire three min-
utes talking ahout it. Does their disadvan-
tage link evidence impress you as tetrible?

Talk through it for the entire time, card by
card. Is their topicality violation completely
irrelevant given how the plan is written? Talk
about topicality for three minutes. Good
debaters are adept at covering the real weak-
ness of their evidence in their speeches.
They'll stand there and scream about their
"five link cards," when they've actually read
only one poor link card combined with some
internal link evidence for cover. Use CX to
go through the evidence, quote by quote,
to reveal the full weakness of their position.

When you have deeply researched
an issue, and believe the other debaters are
somehow misrepresenting the evidence, talk
about it for the whole cross-examination.
I'm not speaking of context challenges,
which can get dangerously out of eontrol
in a cross-ex period, and unproductive too.
But if you know their main solvency study
really prefers the counterplan, discuss it.
The rapid fire exchanges resulting from de-
tailed evidence discussions are among the
best cross-ex periods possible: they show-
case your work and intellect, often illumni-
nating the issues even for inexperienced
judges.

Don't back dewn tee soon. No one
wants to be ugly, or to watch ugly ex-
changes. And there is obviously a point of
diminishing returns where illustrating your
intellectual dominance simply turns into an
act of cruelty. But backing off too soon in
the name of niceness is the bigger problem
I see today. Their respondent will give a
sheepish look that says, "OK, you've got
me," and the questioner will just as often
back off: "OK, that's cool." Or here's an-
other common situation: the questioner
asks, "Why is this link unique given the
damage done by the new American com-
mitment to missile defense?” Answer:
"Look, I'm not going to answer that. I read
my shell. Make your argument, then we'll
answer." Questioner: "OK, OK, fair
enough.”

No, actually, not fair enough. Too of-
ten backing off in this way is a mistake. In
the name of keeping everyone calm, debat-
ers get off the hook when they shouldn't.
Don't fear followup. Seal the deal. 1f you pin
someone into a contradiction, and don't
have another overriding tactical reason to
drop it, force the respondent to reconcile
their competing claims: "So, which isit? Is
the inherency answer right, or is your dis-
advantage unique?” Or, in the instance of
the debater who doesn't feel obligated to
answer: "Fine, I understand more answers
will come in the block. But you've got a ba-

sic burden of proof. Why is the DA unique
given the missile defense deal? What's the
basic uniqueness story?"

Here's a common situation. Q: "I didn't
hear a single solvency card that was spe-
cific tothe plan." A: "What?! Every card in
the 1AC was plan specific!" Q: "OK, OK.
Give me the whole contention.” Case closed,
as the solvency contention is handed to
the preparing partner. But this is another
situation where extending the conversation
can be productive. Better to follow-up:
"Well, T guess we don't have any choice
but to go through every card. The first card
is from Walton. Where in the eard does she
say anything about your particular plan?”

With experience you will learn where
the right limit lies, For example, itcanbe a
mistake to push the discussion all the way
to the declaration of a conclusion (as in:
"So, your claim is we'll have a nuclear war
with Russia as the effect of lending them
two missile safety experts?"). By issuing a
summary statement, and offering it as a ques-
tion/challenge, you may only provide your
respondence with opportunity to revise,
retract, or clarify the issue in a manner de-
structive to your purposes. It also takes
some experience to discover when a line of
questioning has become unproductive, and
when it is appropriate to move on {good
clue: when you're hearing the same answer
repeated again and again).

Minimize theoretical discussion.
Some debaters drift into extended default
discussions of theory arguments when they
can't think of anything more productive. The
problem? Such discussions usually go no-
where and often devolve into "yes/no" con-
tests. If your opponents have obviously
contradicted themselves, or if you need a
quick theoretical clarification ("what exactly
do youmean when you say the counterplan
is 'dispositional™?), of if you want a quick
laundry list of cases that meet the topicality
violation, then fire away. But if you wish to
engage in extended conversation about the
metits of conditionality, the legitimacy of
critiques, even whether topicality should be
a voter, you'll usually find such conversa-
tions end in an unproductive draw.

One exception to this rule of thumb
has to do with so-called "decision rules,"
claims where your opponent instructs the
judge to favor one impact over another.
Cross-examination can be the most effec-
tive place to interrogate such decision rules.
"You say the judge should disregard low
level nuclear impacts, Why does that make.
sense?" Or, "why is liberty really more.im-




Don’t be a Handbook Hack--

Win with Forensics Online!

www.forensicsonline.com

With Forensics Online’s new subscription service, you get lots of recent,
high-quality evidence on the education topic for an unbeatable low price:

Everything you need: We have prepared thousands of pages of
evidence, including affirmatives, disadvantages, kritiks, counterplans,
and dozens of case files, all fully briefed and ready to go.

Only the best: You won’t have to dig through hundreds of old, one-
sentence conclusionary cards to get to the evidence you need. Our
evidence is recent (mostly from 1998 and 1999), analytical, and useful.
Monthly updates: We update our files twelve times a year (in June
1999, and then every month starting in August 1999) to ensure that your
files stay current. And yes, we take requests from our subscribers.

Free preview: See what you’re buying before you decide. We have over
a hundred pages of free evidence available in our Preview section.

Low price: Subscribers pay only $27.95 for the entire year. No hidden
costs or unpleasant surprises.

Plus, check out our other popular features:

Evidence cooperative: Get hundreds of free cards on the current topic by
submitting just one original card a week. We currently have over 3,000
free cards on the Russia topic available in our archives.

Message board and chat room: Interact with other debaters around the
country, using either our discussion board or our real-time chat room.
Discussion list: Discuss issues with dozens, or even hundreds, of other
debaters at once by joining our email discussion list.

Links: Whatever you’re looking for on the Web, you can start with us.
We have prepared a list of hundreds of links to useful research sites and
to other debate sites on the web.

FOL




42

portant than life, especially under circum-
stances where protecting liberty for some
might start a war that would end liberty for
everyone?”

When nothing brilliant comes to
mind, ask basic questions. Investigate the
basic operations of the plan: "what would
happen if Russia refused to participate?"
"What happens if the Congress refuses to
implement the plan?" Or ask about the stock
issue claims: "Exactly how many lives are
lost if a limited biological attack occurs?"
"Let's talk solvency: Is the solvency author
advocating your specific plan? This particu-
lar agent of action?: Or review the basics of
the first negative argument shells: "Let's
just go through the Clinton story -- how
much popularity are you claiming will be
lost because of the plan? Where is that in
the shell evidence?" "What kinds of plans
would meet this topicality violation?"
"What's the basic story on this Korea argu-
ment?" "Is the link based on popularity loss,
bipartisanship, or agenda focus?" "What
are Tannen's qualifications?" Debaters are
often surprised to discover the extent to
which such basic questions uncover major
flaws in their opponents’ arguments.

It is often productive to ask basic
questions even about inherency, despite
the difficulty in converting inherency into a
freestanding arguinentative winner. The
most basic question of all is something like
"If this proposal is such a good idea, why
hasn't it happened yet?" Such a question is
more constraining for the affirmative than
you might think. They have to come up with
an inherency answer without giving you a
disadvantage link, although nearly every
answer produces one anyway. The too-easy
answer often goes like this: "Well, some
think the plan would undermine UiS-Russia
relations, but they have an exaggerated im-
pression of that." Or, "Everyone thinksitsa
good idea, but for now Jesse Helms is hold-
ing it hostage to his UN reform proposal.”
Fine, you've just been given a backlash link.
Or the affirmative will say: "The Congress
just doesn't know about this proposal.” But
that answer almost invariably expresses a
falsehood. Follow up.

Keep the exchange even. Don't per-
mit the respondent to talk, talk, talk the time
away. It can be hard to gracefully interrupt
someone who is speaking with passion, but
do it if necessary. You won't look evil if you
use pleasant interrupter phrases: "OK, OK,
thanks. 1 understand." Or, "I have to inter-
rupt to get to something else quickly, be-
fore our time is done.”" Or, even, under some

circurnstances (where the debater just won't
finish): "Stop! Enough! I get it. One other
question..." Try to sirike a balance between
letting the respondence go on forever, and
cutting him or her off too quickly or in an
abrupt way. As George Ziegelmueller and
Jack Kay put it in their text on debating: "It
is important for the cross-examiner to es-
tablish early his or her control of the ques-
tioning session. Failure to assert reason-
able dominance of the situation may result
in an unproductive cross-examination...
[But} A fine line must be walked. An overly
assertive or aggressive manner can be coun-
terproductive.”

Connect the cross-examination dis-
cussions to the rest of the debate. 1t is casy
to understand why judges are frustrated
when a major concession on uniqueness is
never applied to the disadvantage in the
2AC. But so often, useful explanations aren't
applied at all, which undermines your effec-
tiveness just a insidiously. Make sure to
add an answer or reference to the cross-
exchange: "5 -- No internal link, established
mnCxX."

An easy way to accomplish this, and
to quickly prep for CX, is to circle on your
flow the cards or claims you want to pursue
in questioning. If you forget what your
question was by the time you stand up, sim-
ply ask what the claim was; that'll usually
jog your memory. As cross--ex proceeds,
double circle the issues you've raised. Then,
in later speeches, you can drop in fast pass-
ing references to the cross-ex as you see
the double-circles on your flow: "...as we
discussed in CX."

Tell the truth when you know it. Noth-
ing makes you look worse than denying the

obvious, lying, or demanding proof for |

straightforward claims: "Look, I'm not go-
ing to answer that question until you es-
tablish the sun rises in the east!" The con-
verse: be willing to admit your ignorance.
Many of the worst outcomes of cross-ex
exchanges come after someone bluffs or too
quickly answers a question without think-
ing. If you don't know the answecr, say so. If
they press you, then bring your partner into
the conversation, if the judge allows it. And
if they won't, simply repeat what you said

before: "I said I don't know. Make your ar- §

gument, and we'll answer it."
Cross-examination should be prac-
ticed. Such a comment will either seem
blindingly obvious, or completely absurd.
After all, how can the completely sponta-
neous cross-examination exchange be re-

ﬂ

hearsed? But it can. 1f you're the first affir-
mative, practice reading the speech, fhen
have your partner grill you on the details. If
you're the IN, ask your coach to
interrogagte you after reading the major dis-
advantage shells: "What's the final impact?
What's the link?," and so on. The more one
talks through positions in advance, the less
likely he or she will be caught off guardin a
tournament setting.

If you have a history of producing
perfunctory cross-examinations, make a
commitment to improve your questioning
skills. Your work will pay off in the gratitude
of judges pleased to see something more
than the passing of debate briefs back and
forth as the three minute clock winds down.

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
ON CROSS-EXAMINATION: See James
Copeland's Cross-Examination in Debate
(Skokie, IL: National Textbook, 1982), and
an essay by George Ziegelmueller, "Cross
Examination Re-examined,” in Argument
in Transition: Proceedings of the Third
Summer Conference on Argument, edited
by David Zarefsky, Malcolm Sillars, and
Jack Rhodes, 904-17 (Annandale, VA:
NCA, 1983). The February 1998 Rostrum
Jocused on cross-examination.

(David M. Cheshier is Assistant Professor
of Communications and Director of
Debate at Georgia State University. His
column appears monthly in the Rostrum)
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CHANDLER, ARIZONA
(See page 4)




Arsenal Comments....

—-“Your format is excellent. There are a bunch of very creative
scenarios, and the evidence is well-cited and tagged.”- Debate
Clearinghouse.

--“We have won three of the last four tournaments and we took
second at the fourth tournament. W¢ ordered the Arsenal
Evidence Package and it has helped quite a bit..” -Missouri
Debater.

--“Just received another one of your updates today. Thanks for
the excetlent work you folks do.”-Coach in Alabama.

Arsenal Debate Files: 1999-2000 Cross-Examination Education Topic.

The Arsenal Debate files are unlike any debate product on the market. Our files come in a camp like format and are
not bound. The Arsenal comes ready to use. You don’t have to chop up the Arsenal. The evidence is centered and
comes in Times New Roman 10 font. We put about 3 cards to a page for an estimated total of 6600 cards for the entire
Combo package. Our Main package comes with a synopsis so you and your teams know how to run the positions with
efficiency and without contradiction. Our Negative Strategy Guide is also a great help, It is designed to assist novice
and advanced debaters in getting a better grasp on cross-examination debate, The Arsenal is an overall program that
mcludes free web site evidence. Our staff is accessible year round via e-mail and will answer your questions about our
positions.

Check out our web sites now for free evidence on this year’s Russia Topic!!
The Arsenal Network is up and running. Get your free samples to try out our product. You can
download files that we have produced for our update pack this year! Get articles as well!
www.arsenaldata.com. The Education topic pages are under construction but will be completed

soon!

Arsenal Debate Files
Main Package:

1200 pages of quality
evidence. Includes 4
affirmatives, a huge
Topicality file and tons of

Arsenal Debate

Files Updates:
Very popular! This
option increases the
value of your files
dramatically. We

Arsenal Debate
Files Negative
Strategy Guide: A
must for your new or
growing squad. 20
pages of wisdom from

Arsenal Debate Files
Combination Pack:
Get everything, the Main
Pack, Updates, and Negative
Strategy Guide in one swoop.
2200 pages of evidence in

disadvantages, counter produce and update the founder of the camp like format and ready to
plans, case specific negative strategies and Arsenal. Learn how use out of the box! Debaters
negative strategies and disadvantages. We also Topicality is argued. love this option, and the easy to
Kritiks. Includes a take requests for case Learn about counter copy files make the Arsenal a
synopsis telling you and negative strategies from plan theory and how to favorite among coaches across
your squad how to best our subscribers. create strategies the US. An estimated 6600
utilize the files and the 10 updates: 15" of every centered around your cards with a winning history.
arguments they make. month from Aungust to counter plans and 1200 pages on July 15, 1999, 1000
1200 pages: Yours for: May: 1000 pages disadvantages e 19 mounths & 1 sirategy
ini : ' guide.

In Texas: $112.00 Shinnin 550 "lm ed New Low Price: $5.00 | Yours: (shipping included)
Out of TX: $115.00 Ipping inchiced. *No shipping charges In Texas: $185.00
*Shipping included. Out of TX: $190.00
To Order: To Order: To Order: Save: $22-525
___XS112,00= __X$90.00=__ | 4 Order: X $185.00=

X $115.00 = Total: 3 X $5.00= X 8190.00=
Total: § Total: $ Total: §

To Order: Simply fill out the above, paying close attention to whether or not you are in Texas. Fill in the specific
spots that apply and send your P.O. or Check to: Arsenal Data C/O Richard Hathaway 1202 E. Mulberry #221. San
Antonio, TX. 78209, Reserve yours now! Orders will be filled on July 15, 1999. E-mail: malthus@stic.net.
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Summer Debate Instltute

Kansas State University

July, 1999

Manhattan, Kansas

o Great Value ¢ Developed by High School Coaches
¢ Coaches Can Come Too e Skills Oriented

o Featuring Seven Distinguished High School Coaches
e Featuring K-State’s Award Winning Debate Staff and Debaters

~

These debate institutes have been designed to provide a skills oriented debate experience that emphasizes
improved performance in critical thinking, debate skills, argumentation theory, and research processes rather
than placing a primary focus on producing evidence for the current resolution.

B

These debate institutes are hosted by Kansas State University’s Forensics Program. KSU Forensics has won 15
individual or team, speech, or debate national championships since 1991 including: the 1991 CEDA National
Championship Tournament; the 1993 CEDA National Championship Tournament; and the 1991 CEDA Squad
Sweepstakes National Championship.

Come to a K-State High-School Debate Institute and learn from nationally recognized collegiate instructors,

.
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outstanding collegiate debaters, and outstanding high school coaches.

RookieCat Institute
July 5-July 10, 1999

An institute geared to beginning debaters with a year
or less of experience. Any student who will debate the
1999-2000 topic may apply. The institute introduces
the current topic, debate practices, research processes,
logical reasoning, and the construction of positions on
the current topic.

Fees: $390, includes institute fee, room and board

Wildcat Open institute
July 5-July 17, 1999

An institute geared primarily for debaters with at least
one year of experience though any student who will
be active on the 1999-2000 high school topic may
apply. The institute adds a focus on research skills,
learning to analyze and construct positions, and
debating the topic beyond the general introductions
provided by the RookieCat Institute.

Fees: $673, includes institute fee, room and board

The Powercat Institute
July 5-July 24, 1999

An advanced, premium debate institute experience
open only to highly motivated and experienced
debaters with a good fundamental background in
debate. The top thirty applicants will be accepted to
receive advanced training in debate theory and guided
research during the first two weeks of the institute and
a full and intense immersion in debate theory and
skills practice in the third week.

Fees: $890, includes institute fee, room and board

The CoachCat Institute
July 5- 10, 1999

A week of introduction to the 1999-2000 debate
resolution and to the theory and practice of scholastic
debate. Geared to coaches who are just getting started
in the profession, the CoachCat is also open to any
high school coach who would like to get an early start
on the topic, a refresher course on debate theery, or an
opportunity to learn from his or her peer coaches.
Fees: 3390, includes institute fee, room and board

Complete information and registration about these debate
institutes is on the web at http://www.dce.ksu.edu/conf/debate

To request a registration packet via mail call the Division of Continuing Education Registration Office at
785/532-5566 or 1-800-432-8222, or e-mail, info@dce ksu.edu.

EICSTATE

[ Konsas Stale University |

or e-mail, minshalfmdce ksu.edu.

If you are a coaeh or interested high school debater and you would like a packet of
information sent to you to share with your debaters contact Bettie Minshall, 785/532-5575




DEVOTION TO FORENSICS IS A GREAT START —
BUT PERHAPS NOT ENOUGH.

As a hardworking forensics student you are already ahead of many
others in the competition to get into the nation’s most selective colleges.
But with as many as ten or twelve other students vying for each spot

at top-ranked colleges, you need to do everything possible to learnto € ducation
present yourself as the candidate that your college of choice is seeking. UR limited

LET US GIVE YOU A COMPETITIVE EDGE IN THE COLLEGE
ACCEPTANCE GAME.

Wouldn't it be great if all you had to do to apply to college was to send in a copy of your transcript and test
scores? Unfortunately, applying to college is not that simple. Good scores and a high grade point average
won'’t guarantee a ticket into the school of your choice, and lower scores or grades don’t necessarily close
the gates to quality universities. You need all the guidance we have to offer:

* SAT Preparation < Application Essay Instruction

* Interview Training * Personalized College Counseling
* Study Skills » Campus Visitation Advice

» Application Preparation * Time Management Training

The College Admission Prep Camp

The outstanding CAPC staff is composed of published writing experts, SAT prep specialists, college
counselors from the finest private schools, and professional time management and study skills experts.
These programs make you a champion player of a very important game — the college admission game.

SPEND A WEEK WITH US THIS SUMMER ... BENEFIT FOR LIFE!

Attend a 1 0-day, overnight program in a major university setting. The College Admission Prep Camp offers
intensive instruction in the complete college admission process while allowing you to check out campus life
and develop lasting friendships. Start shaping your future today!

LOCATIONS"
UC Berkeley June 20 - june 29
UCLA July 18 - July 27
University of San Diego July 31 - August 9
Stanford University July 6 - July 15, August 15 - 24

*Dates and locations subject to final confirmation. Enrollment is limited, but guaranteed space is available for early applicants.
For a free brochure that will explain the program in more detail to both you and your par-
ents, call now!

510-548-6612 www.educationunlimited.com

f— - Education Unlimited 1678 Shattuck Ave.. Suite 305 Berkeley, CA 94709




A fun and intensive three week acting program

* Located in the residence halls of UC Berkeley

* FProgram focus on acting technique, voice, movement
and improvisation

* Studio type curriculum emphasizing individual ekills
development

* Multiple theater and area tripsl

* LEvery one of last year's participants rated the program

a 10 out of 10 in overall quality!

June 22 - July 11

Residential cost of $1,975 for the 3 weeks
Call us at b10-b465-0012
An Education Unlimited Frogram

AN A




S0, ARE YOI REAAY

Arizonais ready for you,but
we want you to be sure you are
ready for us. Thus, some words
of advice as youprepare for the
1999 Nationals n Arizona.

First off, you need to know
that temperatures wilt be in the
triple digits during the day. That
isright, 0O degrees or higher,50,
leave those wool and wool
blend outfits at home, Cotton is
the fabric of choice - even in
underwear, (Actually, cotton i
the dth largest Industry in Ari-
zong, so you will be helping us
outl)

Along with 00 degree tem-
peratures, comes the SUN, Ev-
eryone immediately says: "Oh,
great, time Yo TAN." WronglliThs
is an unforgiving sun: i5 minutes
and you are crisp. So, what to
do.Carry that sun screen much

ke debaters c arry post-it notes,

The fakrer your skin the higher the

SPF should be, and the more of-
ten youneed to reapply.

Also, this is your time to
show off those special shades:
funky, c.ool, hip or chic, it doesn*
matter. Just cover up those
beautiful blues (or browns,
grays, greens, blue andbrowns)
-youget the idea. You wil under-
stand right after your first head-
ache,

Now, we all know that bald
Is beautiful, except in the Ari-
zona sun, so cover that top.In
fact, hats are a very good idea.
You can even wear them back-
wards and for the first time it is

goingto make sense as it whipro-
tect your neck and ears from
the bum,

But, what is the most l?npor-
tant information we can give
you? It i5 that WATER needs to
be your best friend. Yoy must
become partners. Forget all
those furbies, forget those girt-
friends and bovfrlends getyour-
self abottle, a water bottle that
ist Most importantly use it, Don’t
walt until you feel thirsty, that is
too kate. Drink constantly.

OK. we have scaredyouto
death, we didn*t mean Yo, but it
is so necessary, We want this
Nationals to be one of the besti
In order for this to come true,
your safety is our top priority. So,
let us look at the "SUNNY" side,
you will not have to bring your
umbrelalll
{See pages 50-51 for party info)

Mel Olson - Host

Beginners and experienced veterans alike are invited to kick off their 1999-2000 competition year at the

Institute Highlights:

1999 REp HAWK

FoRreNsICcS INSTITUTE

* Sunday, July 25 to Saturday, July 31, 1999 %
Ripon College, Ripon, Wisconsin

* Research techniques taught by research librarians % Interpretation skills: characterization, cutting and blocking

* Qrganization and argumentation in public speaking and limited prep % Time-management for good students who compete to win

* Individual coaching sessions in YOUR events

* Commuter tuition only $300
* Resident tuition $300
* Room and Board $200

$50 deposit due by July 1, 1999, to secure space.
Make check payable to Ripon College Speech Department.

* Ripon College is proud to he one of the
founding chapters of Pi Kappa Delea,
the National Collegiate Honor Society

for Debate and Forensics. Ripon is alse the home
of the Pi Kappa Delta Hall of Fame Collection.

The number of participants will be limited to maintain a low student-coach ratio, so apply early!

FOR MORE INFORMATION CALL 920-748-8712
Ripon College Speech Department, Attn.: Jody Roy, P.O. Box 248, Ripon, W1 54971

e et ————
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ELEGANT ARIZONA SITES WELCOME NFL NATIONALS

L
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ASU Gammage Auditorium - Finals‘an'd' Awards

Chandler Center for the Arts - Opening Assembly

Grady Gammage
Memorial Auditorium
stands as one of the most
beautiful landmarks of
Arizona State University,
Best known as the last major
architectural design of Frank
Lloyd Wright, the auditorium
was compleled in 1964 and
dedicated with an inaugural
concert given by the
Philadelphia Orchestra under
Eugene Ormandy.

Rising eight stories above the
ground, the 3000 seat
auditorium offers three levels
of seating, with the furthest
seat only 115 feet from the
stage. The acoustics are
well-balanced, and the design
of the grand tier assures an
even flow of sound to every
seat. Within the circular
structure of the building,
classrooms and offices as
well as stage and working
areas are housed.

The stage can be adapted for
grand opera, musical and
dramatic productions, or for
symphony concrts, organ
recitals, chamber music, sclo
performances or lectures.
The remarkable versatility of
the stage is enhancd by a
collapsible orchestra shell
which, when fully extended,
can accomodale a full
orchestra, chorus and pipe
organ. The shell may be
telescoped against the rear
stage wall when not in use.
The main foyer of the
auditorium is surrounded by
glass walls and majestic
pillars and serves as an art
gallery by day, and a lobby
for evening performances.
Tours of this magnificent
building are conducted daily.
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IT'S PARTY

What would Arizond in the Swwmertime be without water? I dow't think dnyore wouw/d want
to Fimd out. So, to kick off 8n dwesome, intense week of aowpetiz‘ion.../et’s /oarty./ After you
throw your bags in your hote/ For lhe week, register, and watch the openng dssembly, meet
everyone down the rodd 8t Arizomd’s Kewlest fun cester = Golfiard/SunSpiash.

See you there - €00 PM. Sundsy, Jure 13th Hbve your codch get tickets.

GOLFLAND / SUngpy , 5 ACTIVITIES

Golfland Activities
Three 18-hole Miniature Golf Courses
Golfland Raceway - Li'l Indy Race Cars
Arcade Games
Dragon Tail Body Slides
Bonzi Speed Slides
Bumper Boats
Batting Cages (Coming Soon)

Splash Activities
Thunder Bay Wave Pool
Endless River Ride
Splashwater Harbor Tube Slides
Shipwreck Rock Slides
Caribbean Cove Water Works Children's Play Area

Tr u.'" .s*//.f on one of the
three e.xaifjng 18 tote wminiature
90/1"’ courses.

Or cool off on the fFive different
tube and g /De,ec/ slides. The two
Bonx/ S'/lﬂeed slides will plunge
you into the /agoem 8¢ speeds of
up to 285 wiles per Aour.
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With over 17 water activities, there's /u/e,nfy to do. Blast down ome of the tube siides, imeludin
Black Hole, for a r‘efr‘eshing and ex/y'/ar‘aﬁng ride. IF you want 4 change of pace, fay back and fake
3 trip down the winding fEndless Rier. Top lhis 8// off with 3n a/l you can eat Hamburger and Hol
dog Feast (imcluding: chips, polalo sa/dd, and soda).

Whether you want fo coof off, play 8 liftle goif, cdreen down ome of the wmany slides, ride the
waves /n the giant wave pool, shool at the bad guys im lhe 3drcade, start up 3 game of volleybdll or
Just refdx with an jce cold drink 3nd some delicious food, if's Al here for 'youl With just a ome time
ddmission fee of $20 you can enjpy Arizond and Nationdls the way they dre meant fo be erjoyed.

But  wait, there's
more. In Ken Benr's
Castle, you can test your
sKkills on more than 200
video Arcade games (this
¢ & pdy Aas you play
activity). Or, /oreténd
you've taken Dad's car
and entered m the SO0
at the L’/ Indy cCart
track. Race yowr #riends!
Or, check aut the buonper
boats.

For more miformation
contdet Tracy Martm at
602.472.9975.

We  Aope to see
you there. Don't for-
get the sunbloc kf

IF YOU DON'T WANT TO WEAR A BATHING SUIT. YOU MAY
WEAR SHORTS AND A TFF SHIRT. HOWEVER, THEY CANNOT
HAVE ANY LIPPFRS ON THEM.
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(Hanson from page 10)

about debate, those knowledgeable about
the topic, and his or her pariner. This syn-
thesis constitutes the knowing praxis of a
debater who is conscious of how to present
arguments so as to lead or "cue" the judge
into writing a favorable decision.

Two main points arise from my dis-
cussion relevant to the role of reason in de-
bate. First, | am arguing that rather than fo-
cus on traditional conceptions of "adher-
ence" and what is rational and reasonable
{which are fine for identifying what is "philo-
sophically” true--at least in the Perclmanian
sense), I am suggesting reason is praxis as
engaged in the artful interplay between what
we believe and what we know will "hap-
pen" when we say what we believe. Reason
giving is as much about attempting to influ-
ence how others will reason about what we
have said as it is about giving our reasons.

Second, I am also suggesting that
debaters, as well as argumentation theorists,

need to begin to think how to prevent judges
from belisving there is a "narrative tie"--two
stories exhibiting sound values, good rea-
sons, etc. My suggestion is to examine the
things that lead people to begm the pro-
cess of buying into one narrative over an-
other. It is that momentary cognitive click,
that feeling of anger, of support, of seeing
how {wo arguments can be brought to-
gether, etc. that brings to the fore a kind of
rationality that would not be present had
the debater just presented a different argu-
ment. Aristotle, as I said, has commented
on this process, as did the faculty psy-
chologists {especially Campbell), as do
modern psychologists. It is time we re-
thought the role of how traditionally "pe-
ripheral” acts are critical to the central task
of influencing decision making.
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San Dieguito High School Academy
San Diego, California

www.debateandieforum.com
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MARQUETTE UNIVERSITY
. DEBATE INSTITUTES

MARQUETTE
UNIVERSITY Regent Program Lincoln-Douglas
July 24 - August 7 July 31 - August 7
www.marquette.edu
Scholastic Program Focus Program
July 24 -31 August 1-3

MUDI 20th Annual Debate Institute offers a competitive, educational atmosphere rooted in a
deep concern for individual attention and development. MUDI programs offer an outstanding
faculty of experienced coaches and coliege debaters from diverse backgrounds. Our faculty
accolades range from state champions to a national TOC champion. We pride ourselves on the
individualized attention our students get and the rapid progress they make.

WE FEATURE A 6:1 STUDENT:FACULTY RATIO!
TUITION INCLUDES FULL CAMP EVIDENCE SET!

LATE PROGRAM = MORE EXPERIENCED STAFF!!

Tuition: Resident Commuter
Regent $849 $549
Scholastic $549 $349
Lincoin-Douglas $499 3349
Focus $189 N/A

Contact Alex Inman, MUDI! Director. Marquette University Debate Institute,
Coliege of Communication. P.0O. Box 1831 Milwaukee, WI §3201-1881.
E-mail: inman@muhs.edu Phone: 414.288:6359
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(Baldwin from page 16)
most of the known L/D world, might seem
immune from the demand for empirical evi-
dence. As L have explained above, Kantian
arguments, with their purely deontological
major premises, will sometimes not require
any sort of empirical support. But Locke and
Mill, at least as they are typically (mis) used
in L/D, leave a lot to be desired empirically.
Here is a syllogistic representation of the
typical Lockean social contract argument::

M: We ought to do what we promised

to do.

m: When we formed the social contract,

we promised to [gist of resolution].

C: We ought to [gist of resclution].

Although the moral obligation to keep

prormises may be defended on deontological
grounds, there is an empirical variable in
the major premise that infects the minor
premise, as well. According to the major
premise, what we ought to do depends on
what we actually promised to do. Thus, the
truth of the minor premise, which specifies
what exactly we are supposed to have prom-
ised to do, is crucial to the truth of the con-
clusion. And promises, at least promises
that create contractual obligations, are em-
pirically-verifiable events. A debater who
presents a social contract argement in the
above form ought to provide some empiri-
cal evidence to establish who promised

what to whom when, And what there is no
good reason to believe that anyone did make
the alleged promise? Then the conclusion
does not follow and the argument should
be revised or, better, abandoned.

In the case of Millian arguments, the
need for evidence is clearer still. Of eourse
a forthrightly utilitarian argument should
appeal to empirical evidence to show that
affirming or negating will, in fact, maximize
whatever sort of good is specified. But here
is another popular Millian argument which
makes a glaring empirical claim:

M: Whatever promotes social welfare

is good.

m: The marketplace of ideas, synony-

mous with [gist of resolution], promotes

social welfare.

C: [Gist of resolution] is good.
Social welfare will always imply some em-
pirically-verifiable state of affairs. Social
welfare is a consequence, which means that
once the rather murky natures of social wel-
fare and the marketplace of ideas are clari-
fied, the maker of the argument owes the
rest of us some empirical evidence that the
claimed relation between those two con-
cepts holds. As with the social contract ar-
gument, lack of such evidence is good rea-
son to rethink the position. Questions of
value, it seems, are not always distinct from
questions of fact.

We might summarize the foregoing
with the simple rule, empiricit claims require
empirical evidence. Using syllogisms to ex-
amine the structure of arguments, we have
seen that many debates about values have
empirical claims embedded within them. [n
fact, the largest branch of the morality fam-
ily tree, the consequentialist branch, will
always make empirical claims of some kind
in order to apply its broad ethical rules. Ar-
guments are not either philosophical or
empirical; rather, they are often both. And
when they are, they cannot be complete or
compelling without sufficient evidence.

Of course, empirical evidence can be
used in better and worse ways. Good evi-
dence should be clear, concise, and fully
cited from a credible source. And knowing
when and why evidence is necessary also
means knowing when and why it isn't; there
are many normative premises in arguments
where a quoted authority is no substitute
for persuasive explanation and original
analysis. But given these qualifications, I
think we in L/D ought to hold each other
accountable for the arguments we make by
demanding empirical evidence for empirical
claims. Not that debater who does provide
evidence, but that debater who does not,
deserves the judge's censure.

(Jason Baldwin won the TOC L/D).

Ask the Ref

&

Dear Ref,

One of our teams has been threatened with being withdrawn
from the NFL if we bring Visual Aids to the District Tournament. By
doing so, our team has become in a small panic. If this is against the
rules of the NFL for CX Debate, we will stop using the poster. But
if not, we need to be able to clarify the rules when judges threaten
us with this sort of thing,

Sincerely,

LuKe Croteau
President of Clark High School Forensics
Also Captain of the Cross-Examination Debate Squad

Dear LuKe,

One of history's greatest debaters, Sir Thomas More, in his
legendary debates with the English king, propounded the rule:
"Silence gives content." (See the play Man for all Seasons). Where
NFL rules are silent then the procedure is allowed. Analogy: Where
in NFL rules does it say kritiks are allowed? Nowhere. But kritiks
are allowed because they are not banned! Want physical evidence?
NFL Rostrum cover November 1966 pictures a final round of de-
bate with a chart! Charts are allowed -- but since they contain
evidence, the evidence rules apply to them.

Two good chart stories:

I once judged a debate in Ohio where a team presented a
beautifully drawn chart full of excellent evidence. The negative
speaker refuted each point on the chart and as he did so he tock a
large black magic marker and crossed out that part of the chart!

Another time I judged a debate wherc the affirmative pre-
sented a chart to prove their affirmative case. The negative speaker
noticed that on the backside of the affirmative chart was a negative
chart that the affirmative team used during their negative rounds.
The negative speaker began his speech saying, "There are two
sides to every argument” and tumed the chart around!

Visual 2ids are specifically prohibited in Oratory (Rule 14:1,
Pg. TD-19), Interp (Rule 15:1; paoe TD-19) and Expository (Rule

XTI, Expository: 1, PE TN-9) They are not prohibited in CX!
games M. Copefand , WL Referce




Announcing the 1999

F lorida F orensic Institute

and

N ational C oaching Institute

FFI: juLy 30 THROUGH AUGUST 13 NCI: JUuLY 26 THROUGH JULY 30
A FewHighlights

Lincoln-Douglas Debate

The L-D workshop at the FFI continues to grow each year in numbers, just as the students leaving the institute
have grown in their knowledge of debate. Our highly qualified staff of teachers and lab assistants work with
students of all skill levels to enable them to reach their full potential as debaters.  Students learn the
foundations of philosophy, effective speaking skills and countless debate strategies that continuously place FFI
alumni in the final rounds of national toumaments.

Duo Interpretation

The FFI offers instruction in all of the interpretation events, and we have one of the premiere programs for those
interested in Duo Interp--NFL and/or CFL style. FFI instructors collectively have coached more than a Dozen
National Finalists in this event, including several NATIONAL CHAMPIONS!

Student Congress

The FFI is one of the few institutes to offer Student Congress as a separate lab. Instructors work with students
who are new to the event, as well as highly seasoned competitors who wish to refine their skills. The lab focuses
on the essentials of Student Congress theory and practice - no one will ever call Congress a "secondary event"
again.

National Coaching Institute (7/26-30) & FFI Teacher Workshop (7/30-8/13)
These workshops for teachers offer the opportunity for new coaches as well as experienced
coaches to enhance their coaching skills. The FFI presents three options; an intensive one-
week institute for coaches only, a two-week session which runs in conjunction with the FFI,
or a combination of the two - one week of each. University credit is available.

Featuring top notch staff from the Florida Forensic Institute.

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

**Extemporaneous Speaking (Featuring Fr. John Sawicki & Mr. Merle Ulery)
**Ol'lgllla] Oratory {Featuring Mr. Bob Marks)
**Team Debate (Novice & JV Labs, with Jim Wakefield, Jim LaCoste, & Jeff Tompkins}

**All Interpretation Events (Wit Tony Figliola, Peter Pober, Heather Wellinghurst,
Debbie Simon, David Risley and more).

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

To receive an application to the FFI, or for more information, please check out our

website for info and to register: www.forensics2000.com
Or contact Brent or Kristin Pesola at 1-800-458-8724 or 954-262-4402.




July 11-23, 1999

Rockhurst College
Kansas City, Hissouri

HoWET DEBIIEISTITUIE 1999

COLLEGE CREDIT AVAILABLE TO STUDENT PARTICIPANTS!
GRADUATE CREDIT AVAILABLE THROUGH COACHES CLINIC!

21st Annual Policy Debate Workshop

Debaters learn to do original, topic-specific research, logical analysis
and original case development. College debate is a separate and distinct
activity from high school debate. High school students learn most from
regionally and nationally successful high school coaches working in their
areas of expertise. The Midwest student-faculty ratios never exceeds
{0:1. 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

* New! College Credit available to student participants (Additional Rockhurst fees required)
# Qutstanding research at three mdjor university libraries

* Graduate Credit available to high schoof coaches (Additional Rockhurst fees required)

# New! Coaches Clinic — Gain Topic knowledge and debate theory and curricufum

# Registration Deposit Required — $100

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

# Scholarships available by application

For More Information Contact: Carla L Brown - PO Box 51 — Greenwood, MO 64034
Phone: 816-537-6702 / Fax: 816-623-9122




(Leff from page 22)

about debate in their first year. There are no
more complex theories and innovations to
grapple with. They can shut their brain down
and coast the rest of the way. The affirma-
tive says there is a problem? Negative just
says there isn't. Solving the problem would
be good? Negative responds that solving
the problem would be bad. Simple mechan-
ics and Boolean logic.

Theories and "counterintuitive" argu-
ments are educational. They force debat-
ers to think. First they have to study the
issue, understand it, and dissect it. Then
they have to discuss and debate it. They
defend it and argue against it. Implicit in
debate is the assumption that discourse and
argumentation yields better truths. Some
arguments are successful for a short period
of time and then go out of style because
they become discredited (anyone remem-
ber Topicality Justification?). Others sur-
vive and change form, improving over time.
Outlawing this process is anti-educational.

My ultimate point is not that Smith's
proposals would be bad for the activity (al-
though 1 think my position on them is clear).
My point is that we don't want to try to
"plan" the activity to conform to our wills,
because it will inevitably backfire. We need
open discourse. Let's not outlaw certain
things like "theory" (whatever that might
be defined as). If something out not be a
valid argument, let's discuss its legitimacy
in a round. Make a case against it, don't
legislate it out of existence.

At least don't legislate againstitona
statewide or nationwide level. Offer a tour-
nament where you clearly spell out a set of
rules. Good rules will attract participation,
be emulated at other tournaments, and en-
dure over time. Bad rules will get weeded
out. If we impose rules "top down" this evo-
lutionary proeess cannot occur,

The author would like to thank Hob
Lechtreck and Les Phillips for thoughtful
and constructive comments en this {39us on
the CX-L, the Internet cliscussion st for high
school debats, as well as Larry Smith for

a classreom envirenment which
highlighted the benefits of an open Intsllec-
tual atmosphere and challenging discourss,
for which he will be forever grateful

(Gary Leff was coach of the 1996
California State Champion debate
team and now works for an educa-
tion and policy institute near Wash-
ington, DC. Larry Smith was his high
school forensics coach.)

NFL HONOR AWARDS
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Honor Cords (Twined/Untwined)

Where allowed, these silver and ruby
cords may be worn with cap and gown at gradu-
ation ceremonies to signify the graduate has
earned NFL membership. Sikver is the color of
the student key and Ruby the color of NFL's
highest degrees. New silver and ruby eolors will
not conflict with the cord colors of the National
Honor Society.

Chenille Letters

Letter sweaters and jackets will never be
the same! New silver and ruby NFL “letters"
available in varsity (6")and 1.V. (3") sizes. Show
the jocks in your school that NFL scores!

Order form
Quantity  Item Price  Amount
Graduation Honor Cords
Entwined 11.00

Not Entwined 11.00

||

NFL Chenille "Letters”

— Varsity (6" 15.00
— IV. 3M 9.00
Total Order

Shipping/Handling (entire order) + 5.00

Total Cost
Ship to:
Name
School
Address
City, State, Zip+4
send form to:
National Forensic League
125 Watson St
P O Box 38

Ripon, W1 54971-0038
Phone: 920-748-6206
Fax: 920-748-9478
E-mail rasmusse@mail. wiscnet.net
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(Ludium from page 32)

which often takes days to read. lgnoring
context simply to add a new resource for
debate research does not serve the students,
the teachers, nor the activity.

Conclusion

In summary, the debate community
should avoid the use of legal materials. Le-
gal research requires too extensive research
to be applicable, which neither coaches nor
students have, Legal research is also too
costly for most high school programs, for
what little application it may contain. Legal
materials should be avoided by debaters
and coaches alike, and debate judges
should scrutinize their context and applica-
tion. That should Hmit the use of legal mate-
rials in debate, and perhaps raise the con-
sciousness of the debate community to the
importance of context of the evidence used.
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Book Review

CDE BOOK ON STUDENT CONGRESS
by Bob Jones and Jeremy Nygren

It's the start of a new year of speech and debate
competition. It's the ideal time to initiate a Student
Congress program as a serious endeavor and C.D.E,

has published a usable and workable handbook de-

signed for those lacking Congress experience as well
as those desiring advanced information to expand a
Congress program. Bob Jones, coach of the Canby,
(OR) forensics program, and his student Jeremy
Nygren have written the basic guide for students and
coaches. It is their goal to invalidate, at the student
level, Boris Marshalov's description of our US Con-
gress: "Congress is so strange. A man gets up to
speak and says nothing. Nobody listens, and then
everybody disagrees." Use the Jones and Nygren
CDE Book on Student Congress to insure good com-
petition, outstanding speaking with worthy content,
and reasonable and logical opposition.

In Chapter 1, "Why participate?" is answered.
The remaining chapters in the spiral-bound guide
cover the following important areas: preparation, par-
liamentary procedure, and establishing allies through
good public relations. The chapter on Preparation
includes discussion of legislation, preparing and de-
livering speeches, creating evidence files, and lian-
dling questions and answers. Chapter 2 on Parlia-
mentary Procedure introduces the basics of parli-pro

as well as discussion of amending legislation, sus-
pending the rules and tabling legislation. Three chap-
ters cover Public Relations, Gaining Pre-Congress Sup-
port, and Working With Your Own Team. A Congress
Simulation guides new participants through a day's
experience in Student Congress. For those who seek
additional experience, there is a chapter devoted to
Chairing a Congress, which includes details on the
responsibilities of the chairmanship, how to get
elected, and dealing with the precedence of speakers.
A hibliography of sources, both for further parliamen-
tary research and for speaker resources, is included in
the handbook. Finaily, "A Look at Student Congress"
by Harold Carl Keller, who is often called "Mr. Con-
gress," has been included for further reference.
Student Congress as a speaking activity de-
serves a high priority on every school's team. It intro-
duces stdents to the realities of legislative speaking
and the necessity of fine-tuned listening skills. In ad-
dition, students should be also be able to have fun
with Congress. The CDE Book on Student Congress

encourages those goals to happen.

(The reviewer, Carol Anderson, is the coach of the
La Cueva HS Speech and Debate Team in Albu-

querque, (NM).




Third Annual West Chester
University Summer High School
Workshop

Perfect Your

Skills For June 26 - July 3,1999 ~ The Staff
Next Year’s The West Chester
Events! summer
workshop offers
# Dramatic an experienced
#Duo and recognized
#: Extemporaneous staff of instructors
# Humorous and coaches. They
# Lincoln-Douglas represent a wide
# Original Oratory range of expertise
# Poetry West Chester University  and training in the
#3 Prose field of forensics.
Workshop Questions
The Costs For questions about course The Staff includes
content and staffing, Mark Hickman
% 400 covers tuition, room contact: West r
and board Mark Hickman [fgom . ChﬁSte
Director of Forensics mVerSltY: ] 1
$300 commuter option - Department of Gerken from
tuition only Communication Studies
Phone: 610-436-6942 Seton Hall
5% discount for registraﬁon mhickman@wgupa_edu Preparatory
by May 28, 1999 . o School, George
or questions abou
5% discount for six or more  brochures, registration and LaMaSter ﬁjom ‘
participants from the same payment, contact: Indiana Umversﬂy
school Cheryl Faust and Jason Wood
Conference Services
**No slot enl'ry fee at the West Chester Unjversity fI'OI'n SetOIl Hall
WCU Tournament of Roses ~ West Chester, PA 19383 Unjversity,
for events prepared at the Phone: 610-436-6935
workshop ** cfaust@wcupa.edu




Director of Forensics Position Open

La Costa Canyon High School (CA) is seeking a ful! time Director of Forensics to lead its program beginning in the
Fall of 1999. The position would include a full time teaching position including at least one Speech/Debate class.

We offer: * An established, highly competitive comprehensive Speech & Debate Program
. A competitive salary structure with ¢oaching stipend
. A respected regional invitational tournament hosted we host
* Two full time assistant coaches
. A very supportive adminisfration and booster foundation
* One of the top academic schools in San Diego County
* A three year old $44 million state-of-the-art facility Positlon will be filled
. Great quality of life in San Diego's coastal North County as soon as possible

Please contact: Michael Grove
Director of Forensics
3451 Camino De Los Coches
La Costa CA 92009,
{760} 436-6136 x6149
mgrove@sduhsd.k12.ca.us

L o _ . e, _ _ -

POSITION AVAILABLE
POLICY DEBATE COACH
WOOSTER HIGH SCHOOL, OHIO

ESTABLISHED PROGRAM
HISTORY OF STATE CHAMPIONS AND NATIONAL QUALIFIERS
EIGHT RETURNING DEBATERS

FULL TIME TEACHING POSITIONS AVAILABLE AS WELL

T A Nk O f__F

{330) 345-4000, EXT 3139 between 2:45-4:00 p.m. daily

hs_althoff. Sh@wstr1 .tcesa. ohio.gov %
A AR EEREEEAERERERNERMNEENSESRSESERNZJSNSEN®R.] [ B E & 5 S

% CONTACT. SHAREN ALTHOFF

Full Time Language Arts
and Forensic Coach Position

Del Norte High School is located in a rural community on the northcoast of
California near the Oregon border. The area is a beautiful, natural region ideal
for those that love nature. However, nearest competitions for speech are dis-
tant.

The current coach has been in the position for thirty years and is getting
ready to retire. The community, students, and administration are anxious for the
program to continue. The current coach will be available to assist a new instruc-
tor.

Ragoon 3t

st

Advantages:!
* Full-time teaching position in language arts including speech Please contact:
. . .
* l"-'::i?jc::;igsf;me::sition Jack Stafford, Forensic Coach
* School budget or Dennis Burns, Principal
* Strong community and administration support Del Norte High School
* Traditional, competitive program 1301 Ei Dor_ado
* Member of Sacramento Valley League, California High School Crescent City, CA 95531
Speech Association and National Forensic League Coaches home phone (707} 464-3382

E-mail judyjack@earthlink.net




ARIZONA
Phoenix-Central
Emlly Cuatto
Blue Ridge
Katie Van Hoey
River Valley
Jeff Squibb

CALIFORNIA

Bakersfield

Lucian Lee

Tiffany Plerce
Collon

Shawn S. Augsburger
Los Gatos

Eric Ow
Readlands

Harsha Dandamudi
San Marino

Akilash Rajan
Saraloga

Ankur Luthra
Taft

Bryan G. Glenn
Modesto-Beyer

Erin Rossi

Laura 1sho
Cypress

Aaran Fox

Rahul Agrawal
Danville-Monte Vista

Leah Ammon
Laland

Ben Lin
Schury

Dennis Lee
Sherman Oaks CES

David Merris

Josh Mausner
Edison-Comgutech

Danisl Stewart
Galt

Raobert Prichard
Los Alamitos

Elizabeth Lecn

Gaven Henderson

Kristal Burtrum
James Logan

Joseph Kim
Cenlennial

Justin Brown
Gabrielino

Jason Torres-Rangel
La Costa Canyon

David Keens

COLORADO

Wheat Ridge

Greg Richardson
Canoen City

Jon Mcore
Fruita Monument

Brian Omura
Moffat County

Ben Shelthom
St. Mary's

Rebecca Keith
Eaglecrest

Jacquelyn Brown

FLORIDA
Sarasota-Riverview
R.J. Jenkins
Steve B. DeRose
Trinity Prep School
Katherine Pope

GECRGIA
Thomas County Central
Christophser Cole

QUAD RUBY STUDENTS
(FROM JANUARY 25, 1999 TO MARGH 22, 1999 )

IDAHO
Shelley

Mitchell Park
Pocatello
Elizabeth Bowen

JLLINOQIS
Glenbrook-Norlh
Sleven Fieid

INDIANA

Fort Wayne-Northside

Johnny Warren
Ind*pls-North Central

Philip Goldstein
Munster

Gregory Zeck
Snider

Michaet Guo
Chesterton

Mike Rowe

KANSAS

Wichita-East

Erin Gingrich

Ivy Hudson
Salina-Cenlral

John Krasmer
Shawnee Mission North

Tel Parmratt
Haven

James Regior
Derby

Steven Sisson
Garden City

Meg Goodman
Manhatian

Jason S. Gill

Ravi A. Desai
Shawnee Mission Northwest

Lauren Brandenburg
Wichita~Campus

Dianna M. Pinneke
Remington

Sarah A. Benefig!
Washburn Rural

Basil Mustafa
Bishop Mlege

David Northrip

Sarah McCaffrey
Valley Center

Adriane Brown
Andover

David L. Dvorak

Joseph D. L. McHugh
Lyons

Brocklyn Lippelmann
Labette County

Bradley Roy Thempson

KENTUCKY
Rowan County Sr. HS
Sara Pennington

LOUISIANA
St. Thomas More
Andrew by

MASSACHUSETTS

Shrewsbury
Asavar Kamarkar

MAINE
The Main Sch Science & Math
John T, Giblin

MINNESOTA
Moorhead
Aaron Weir
Thomas Reed

MISSOURI

Salisbury R4

Randy Meissen
Northeast Nodaway R-V

Emily R. Beatty
Willow Springs

Bryan D. Fisher
Springfield-Central

Rache! Bush
Monett

Cristy Bennett

Mariene Sweeney
S1. Joseph-Central

Ryann Summearford
North Kansas City

Mathew Gigliott

Nathan Edwards

Weslay A. Graves
Necsho

Jennifer Libby

Jim Farnsworth
Springfield-Hillcrest

Adam Brawn

Raphasl Warfield
Marshall

Katie Caperton
Independence-Truman

Ron Wages
Kansas City-Oak Park

Kevin Callaway
Parkway-West

Erin Guyer
Park Hill

Amenda Jorden

Nick Gicinto
Blue Springs

Christopher Scoville

Sarzh Simmons
Ladue Herlon Watking

Andrew Stahlhut

Brian Clayweil

Gwan Carroll

Joff Tucker

Joe Hye

Jonathan Krems
Parkway-South

Clare Salmo
Nevada

Deanna Ferree

Derek Ozkal
Savannah

Heather Carmack

Josh Kleinjein
Ritenour

Andria Rockwell

Joshua W. Lehnes

Tricia R. Coltrell
Marquette

Justin Kempf
The Barslow School

Ebon Lee

Katherina Allen

MISSISSIPPI

Clinlon

Smith Liltey
Hattiesburg

John Dudley
Termry

Shannon Buckley
R. H. Watkins

Matthew Luler

MONTANA
Great Falls-Russall
Jill Peterson

NEBRASKA

Kearney Sr. HS

Brian Girard
Lincoln-East

Aarcn Duncan
Bellevue-East

Karianne Sis
Elmwood-Murdock

Katie Dankleff

Rechel Klermme

NEW JERSEY
Montville
Shevani Jaisingh

NEW MEXICO
Farminglon
Brad Sims
Albuquerdue Academy
Matt Barrett
LaCueva
Sean J. O'Donnefl

NEVADA

Valley
Christopher Ganier

NEW YORK

Chaminade
Frederick Hashagen
Maurice Ducoing
Sean Holohan
Bishop Keamey
Maxwell Denler

OHIO

Youngstown-Boardman
Alyssa Finamore
Mark Cina
Mike Cina
Canton-Glenoak HS Career Ctr
Bryan F. Bertram

OKLAHOMA
Jenks

Kartik Kumar
Alva
Craig Hamillon
Crystal Lohmann
Cascia Hall Prep
Sarah E. L. Flowers
Travls McVay

OREGON

Ashland

Daniela Jacobson-Fried

Djuna Myers
Canby

Larry Barsukoff
Cregon City

Jennifer Hubbard
Glencoe

Brahm Payton
Perlland-Lincoln

Misha Isaak
Sandy Union

Christopher L. Phan

PENNSYLVANIA
Quigley Cathalic
David M. Belczyk
5L Joseph's Prep Schoot
Patrick Kenney

SOUTH DAKOTA

Milbank

Lindsey Domeman
Beresford

Andy Paulsen

Jessica Lambert

Katie Kennedy

Katie Monscn

TENNESSEE
Munters Lane
Ann-Marie Smiley

TEXAS

Katy

James Scott
Midland

Lynde Hedgpeth
Alial-Hastings

Aalap Shah

Amol Jain

Anjana Dwivedi

Michelle Luk

Peymon Momeni
Klein

Lauren Richardson
Friendswood

Nicode Jordan
Lewisville

Bryan Gray
San Antonio-Madison

Virginia Hemandez
Andress

Austen Irmobali

Enrique Inigoyen
Ryan

Todd Perumal
Odessa Sr. HS

Reda Dennis

UTAH
Murmray

Tad Davis
Mountain View
Ryan Anderson

WASHINGTON

Aubum Sr. HS

David Cwens
Federal Way

Margaret Rasmussen

Sarah §. Lee
Mead

Sudha Nandagepal
Foster

Serena Gordon

WISCONSIN

Sheboygan-South

Jeff Billings
Marquetie University

Enc Kirsch

Gopi Kumar
Nicalet

Matthew Langer

WYOMING

Graen River

Chris Burch
Laramia

Jessica Bradley
Cheyenne-East

Trent Greene
Newcastle

Cassidy Bolin
Taorrington

Martin Mickey
JacksonHole

Michael Maila
Star Valiey

Daniel Mower

Nephi Lewis
Buffalo

David Myszewski
Lowell

Andrew Parlridge

Ryan Jores
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NFL'STOP 50 DISTRICTS
(April 1, 1999)

Rank Change District Ave. No. Degrees Leading Chapter No. of Degrees

1, -- Northern South Dakota 193.55 Watertown 506
2. -- Northern Ohio 181.63 Austintown-Fitch 355

3. .- Rushmore 167.90 Sioux Falts-Lincoln 305
4, -- Heart of America 165.31 Independence-Truman 370

5. -- Kansas Flint-Hills 159.82 Washburn Rural 455
6. -- Show Me 145.88 Blue Springs 355
7. -- San Fran Bay 144.88 James Logan 616
8. +3 EastLos Angeles 138.60 Gabrielino 288
9. -1 West Kansas 138.12 El Dorado 307
10. - East Kansas 135.09 Blue Valley Northwest 321
1" -- Northwest Indiana 134.15 Plymouth 356
12.  +7 California Coast 133.92 Bellarmine College Prep 419
13. Florida Sunshine 133.40 Academy of the Holy Names 303
14. +3 Hole in the Wall 131.50 Cheyenne-Central 334
15. -- South Kansas 127.00 Wichita-East 242
16. £ New York City 126.64 Bronx HS of Science 326
17. +10  Carver-Truman 121.26 Neosho - 423
18. & Montana 119.42 Fiathead Co. 27
19. +26 Southern Nevada 11744 Green Valley 313
20, 38 Nebraska 115.50 Millard-North 380
2. 3 Northern lllinois 114.76 Glenbrook-North 336
22. 2 Central Minnesota 114.25 Apple Valley : 363
23. # Sierra 112.05 Centennial 375
24, 3 Hoosier South 111.92 Evansville-Reitz 578
25 3 Florida Manatee 107.75 Nova 326
26. A Rocky Mountain-South 107.18 Wheat Ridge 294
27. 4 Eastern Ohio 106.39 Carroliton 245
28. +16 WestLos Angeles 103.00 Sherman Oaks CES 278
29, 3 Western Washington 101.90 Auburn Sr. HS 191
30. +18 Southern Wisconsin 100.00 Marquette University 223
M. 4 Eastern Missouri 98.94 Pattonville 411
32, 43 Hoosier Central 96.47 Ben Davis 309
33. 19 Northern Wisconsin 95.89 Appleton East 321
34 6 North Coast 95.50 Gilmour Academy 20
35. +43 |daho 94.90 Centennial 265
36. 7 South Oregon 94.15 Ashland 290
37. 4 Ozark 93.90 Springfield-Hillcrest 184
38. +1 Colorado 91.77 Cherry Creek 420
39. -8 Chesapeake 91.00 Calvert Hall Coliege 100
40. +11 EastTexas 88.55 Alief-Hastings 196
41. +32 Southern California 88.50 Redlands 172
42. 5 New England 88.37 Lexington, MA 280
43, +19 Eastern Washington 87.66 Mead 173
44. +22 Big Valley 87.16 Modesto-Beyer 337
45. 4 North East Indiana 86.64 Chesterton 419
4. -8 Nebraska South 86.06 Millard-South 180
47. 413 Michigan 85.42 Portage-Centrat 166
48. 41 Northern Lights 85.31 Moorhead 360
49. +18 New York State 85.07 Scarsdale 153
50, 18 General 85.00 Plymouth Canton Educ. Park 85




Rank Change District

51.
52.
53.
54,
55.
56.
57.
58,
59,
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72,
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80,
81.
82,
83.
84.
85,
86.
87.
88.
89.
90.
91.
92,
93.
94,
95.
96.
97.
98.
99,

100.
101.
102.
103.

-15
+7
+28

+11
+8
-11
+1
-14

11
~13
-10

Leading Chapter
Mars Hill Bible School
Greeley-Central
Gresham-Barlow
Worland

Southside

Truman

Bethel Park

Vestavia Hills

Norman

Caddo Magnet
Albuquerque Academy
Round Rock

Jordan

Downers Grove-South
Eagan

Ankeny Sr. HS
Taylorsville
Odessa-Permian
Plano Sr. HS
Parkersburg-South
Canon City
Centerville
Bellwood-Antis
Tulsa-Washington
Cape Elizabeth
Layton

Belleville-East
Mountain View
Myers Park
Fargo-Shanley
Montville

Bettendorf
Miami-Palmetto

Los Alamitos
Colleyville-Heritage
Houston-Bellaire
Rowan County Sr. HS
Westminster Schools
San Antonio-Churchill
R. H. Watkins
Sacramento-Kennedy
Kamiak

Blacksburg, VA

South View Sr. HS
Reno

Mount Mercy Academy
Gregory-Portland

Lee County

Madison County
Montwood

Punahou School
Southern

NFL DISTRICT STANDINGS
Ave, No. Degrees
Tennessee 84.50
Rocky Mountain-North 83.94
North Oregon 83.41
Wind River 83.10
South Carolina 82.73
Valley Forge 82.33
Pittsburgh 81.85
Deep South 81.07
West Oklahoma 80.95
Louisiana 80.23
New Mexico 80.21
Heart of Texas 79.70
Sundance 79.33
Iiini 79.31
Southern Minnesota 78.95
West lowa 78.76
Great Salt Lake 76.66
Tall Cotton 76.33
Lone Star 75.70
West Virginia 74.80
Colorado Grande 74.56
Western Ohio 74.31
Pennsylvania 7423
East Oklahoma 73.67
Maine 73.55
Utah-Wasatch 73.33
Greater lllinois 72.84
Arizona 72.07
Carolina West 69.85
North Dakota Roughrider 69.21
New Jersey 69.00
East lowa 67.94
South Florida 67.50
Big Orange 67.21
North Texas Longhorns 66.33
South Texas 65.95
Kentucky 65.81
Georgia Northern Mountain 62.14
Central Texas 61.73
Mississippi 60.21
Capitol Valley 57.50
Puget Sound 53.81
Mid-Atlantic 52.62
Tarheel East 52.50
Sagebrush 50.70
Iroquois 47.40
Gulf Coast 46.71
Georgia Southern Peach 46.21
Patrick Henry 38.38
West Texas 37.00
Hawaii 2586
Guam 11.57
Alaska 10.50

Robert Service

No. of Degrees

246
205
232
144
283
208
178
223
212
1M
256
170
256
387
239
241
136
174

129
157
237
138
274
131
17
176
170
228
140
152
147
227
228
187
184
151
125
158
131
138
131
209
97
138

215
103
148
17

29
21



building a

solid

foundation

for novice

debaters, to
providing the
experienced debater
with the tools to
reach the pinnacle
of debating success;
Clark Publishing is
the complete source
for your debate
curriculum! For
more information
visit our Internet
web site at
www.clarkpub.com
or call us toll free
at:

(800) 845-1916

(785) 862-0218
http://www.clarkpub.com/
custservice@clarkpub.com
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Ghief Justice

is a set of manuals designed

to facilitate a classroom debate,
centering on the U.S. Constitution

and Bill of Rights. Using the document
as a moral compass, students are
asked to take positions on constitutional

and contemporary issues and to debate

their cases in a courtroom setting (your
classroom). By using arguments and clear logic,
each player must convince a jury of the merits of
his or her case using their knowledge and debating skills.

Each manual contains instructions, a copy of the U.S. Constitution, a
grading rubric, and 100 critical thinking questions. A large

and colorful poster is included in the set. Try Chief Justice for an
exciting way to develop critical thinking and debating skills,
and learn more about our nation’s founding principles.

Mini Set
$69.95

6 Manuals
1 Poster

Please add
sales tax for or
California
delivery, and
5% of total

for shipping CIass Set

jtiedl  $350.00 ,
Chief Justice. (Save s 70) . @ H E E F J UST I@E
B | et

36 Manuals AUl |14
1 Post | Publishers Services
e P.O. Box 2510

Novato, CA 94948
Phone (415) 8383-3530
Fax (415) 883-4280
Email PblshrSvcs@aol.com
Website www.chief-justice.com




Outspoken.

Challenging

Opinionated.

-':;idln-
Just ask anybody. Members of the National Forensic League are strong.

Strong enough to stand their ground, with something to say. Some call
them opinionated. That’s true enough. Who isn’t? The difference is they
have the guts to get up there and tell it like it is. Do you? For more

information about the NFL, § NATIONAL nL h
talk with members or call . = INCO

Financial Group

920.748.6206 for an earful.
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