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2000-2001 Topic: Protecting Privacy coE HANDBOOK

2000-01

Affirmative Cases Book PROTECTING 1‘
Meet your need for both cases to run, and learning what AEFIRMATIVE CASES |
cases other squads will be running.

The Biggest book you can buy. B NE“‘&E\?IOHDE%%TLS%?)G

EIGHT FULLY WRITTEN AFFIRMATIVE CASES. On the final consideration
lists are cases on 1.R.S. reform, sexual preference, information sales, intellectual
rights protection, due process, Escobedo, Search warrants, polygraphs, credit
ratings, espionage excess, restricting the Freedom of Information Act, and terrorism.

by William H. Bennett

AFFIRMATIVE ANSWER BLOCKS TO: e -
; ; "Has affirmative answers to generic attacks better than
1. GENERIC DISADVANTAGES such as cost, court clog, taxes and financial collapse, | | could find anywhere else” —G. Streach, Kansas
industrial theft, national security, AlDs, balance, Federalism, Big Brother, corporate . : ; ; )
Every year we find affirmative cases that we love in

bankruptcies.. the CDE Affirmative Book." —Harry Johnsen, Valley H.S.
5 GENERIC COUNTERPLAN such as states, international business NGOs.
KRITIKS such as Nationalism, communitarianism, rights, and Individualism.
4. TOPICALITY ANSWERS on in, protection, increase, significantly, should, federal
government, the. '
5. Justification Answers.

“Send me a book by priority mail. The only 2 case we
lost to were both from CDE." —Shirley Cooper, Ohio

w

“| was really surprised by how big your affirmative book is.”
—~M. Brady, North H.S.
“We bought 4 different affirmative books. Next year CDE

6. lSOLVENCY answers on issu.es su;h as: government, circumvention, hackers, is all we will buy, Yours had the most cases, by far the
internet hackers, technology intrusion. most answers to negative generics, and the most
7. CASE SPECIFIC extension. original analysis.” -B. Carr, Dallas

A GREAT teaching and coaching aid. It lets you and your debaters practice against each others cases. It gives your novices a
choice of great cases to use. The extensions serve as both models to help students learn how it's done and as in-round tools
to help with debates. 250 plus pages, a wonderful diversity of cases and so many extension blocks it boggles the mind.

Complete. $44 Available June 30, 2000

Available on COMPUTER DISK as well as paper. Disk copies, IBM compatible, sell for $74.00.

CIhE K RITI K
TTHIE — Fourth Edition

KIRITTIK | The KRITIK book

offers you the tools to achieve two

The Crucial Complete Tool
YOU GET THE BIGGEST THEORY BLOCK BOOK

“This is an amazing work of analysis and logic. It
contains hundreds of blocks. The evidence is from
legal, arumentation, logic, philosephy and even
literary sources. The coverage and quality has this
book bordering on being a masterpiece”

goals: run a kritik on the negative, or

YOU receive: (m: REALY e
1. Over 300 theory blocks THEORY BLOCK BOOK

2. Major sections on
TOPICALITY (110 blocks)

answer and defeat a kritik when you

or your teams are on the affirmative.

Included are: COUNTERPLANS

» Fitteen negative kritiks. Shells plus some extension (68 blocks)
blocks and evidence pages. DISADVANTAGES

» 80+ affirmative response block, extensions, lebeled evidence pages, JUSTI(;IBC%(I)'%SI;?
33 - W. Baanatt
\ ?212658?; eat construction, education, tech bad, patriarchy (21 blocks)

» Inclucies: threat construction, education, tech bad, patriarchy, 3. Affirmative and Negative
marxism, eco-modernism, deterrence, critical security, deontology, biocks o presum?ntion NEW SECOND EDITION
consumption, speech censorship, kritik of reason, rhetoric, ihoraHa significancel $45-00

metaphysics, epistemology, causality, deconstruction,
postmodernism, normaltivity, language, nuclearism, feminism,
Heidegger, and statism, education, objectivism, critical legal
studies, social molding.

» Theary articles by William Bennett, Prof. Patrick Gehrke, and
Greg Schnippel of the CATO Institute.

voting issues, paradigms,
fiat, incrementatism, hypotesting and more.
4. These blocks can be used on ANY topic.

Researched and written over 14 years by William
H. Bennett, the man recognized as the intellectual
leader of American high school debate.

ORDER TODAY

. More Complete. $39, Four or more $29




CDE DEBATE HANDBOOKS

DE

Medical Records

Suits
Trend exists

FOR 2000-2001: PROTECTING PRIVACY
EXCLUSIVE NEGATIVE BLOCKS ON:

Nol Significant

1. TOPICALITY 3. JUSTIFICATION 6. SOLVENCY ATTACKS
CDE HANDBOOK The The Compulers
Faderal Government Federa Technology
2000-01 Should Governmenl Weh
PROTECTING Significantly Pratecllon of Privacy Inlernet
PRIVACY ncrease United Slates Hackers
Prolaction 4. HARM Enforcement mechanisms
Volume One ‘Enrnployn’\em Group needs outweigh (Turr) unworkable

Circumvention

Consumer Informalion 5, COUNTERPLANS 7. DISADVANTAGES
Search and Seizure Slates Tax/Financiat Collapse
2, INHERENCY Business ig Brother
Privacy Is Increasin Internatioal Corporale Bankrupley Increase
¥ 9 United Nallonas Federal
Leagal Protection & Laws Increasing a8 sm

Community/lnv. Balance
AlDs

$TDs
by William H. COMPLETE. EACH Terr.orisrn Escalates
Bennett CDE HANDBOOK BOOK HAS OVER 200 Espionage
CDE 2000-01 DIFFERENT NEGATIVE gét"’”f' Security Decimaled
PROTECTING BLOCKS and the case e e
PRIVACY specific blocks will ALL be Court Clo
on next year’s specific topic, ; °9
You Need To Know that Volume Two Rated the best handbooks . K:?Tﬁ::m
this is your best purchase, ﬂit;"ﬁnhj c:,-;n%og;;ﬁtlssigg Commuriartianism
that you get what you The biggest handbook sold! Rigms
j Indivigualism
waint with CDE Nationalism
Handbooks. Mail Today
The testimonials below 8. CASE SPECIFICS
Information Sales

give you a hint but

! [ —— NDBOOK 14th Amendment
objective experts also ESrara ), %’E SA Lie DetectorsPoyaraphs

teil you. by William 1. PROTECTING s

CDE Bennett PRIVACY Medical Insurance

TESTIMONIALS
“Unique evidence and arguments unavailable elsewhere.” -/ Frager, Caiil.

end up using; we discarded or gave our novices most of the handbocks
we bought from other companies.”  —Jen Johnson, Florida

" Your generic blocks are really good. | get bolhered by how much
duplicalion all the other handbooks have, ils like Lhey're aifl writlen
by the same person.” —John Denton-Hift

CDE

» 1993: NATIONAL CAMP SURVEY ranks CDE
Handbooks “the best in the nation®.

Volume Three

by William H.
Bennett

Cradit Rating
Search Warrants
Patenl Protection
Sexual Prelerence

“I wouldn't go a year without CDE.” -V Zabel, Deer Creek .A.S. Reform

“ S0 much more complale than al the other handbooks 1hat | don't see Racism

how they slay in business.” ~J. Dean, Texas .

“These are the best handbocks | have ever seen.” Sexism
—Coach, Highland Park H.S. Agelsm

“ Qf the 700 plus pages in your 3 books there wasn't one thing we didn't Wirslapping

Electronic Eavasdropping

» 1994: Texas-based speech newsletter finds CDE Handbooks and AffirmativeCases Book the biggest,

most complete, and best debate books available.

» 1997: The ROCKY MOUNTAIN EDUCATION Survey looked at CDE, Paradigm, DRG, Squirrel Killers,
NTC, West Coast, Eastern, Michigan, Dale, Communican, and Harvard.

They rank CDE best in every cateqory except editing.

e w—— i — — — —

Mailto: CDE, P.0.BoxZ, Taos,N.M. 87571 [0 Affirmative Cases Book $44
(505) 751-0514 - 2
FAX: 505-751-9788 O Kritik 9

LWSA' I Name
I

(4 or more copies - $29 each)

The Really Big Theory Block Book..c.sccrisasinne 345

Mailing Address o
<> g

O Debate Handbooks, 3 Vel $69

B
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http./ / debat.u.edu

The largest, most complete, and most used debate site on the
internet. To learn, research, get information, shop for debate
products, join organizations, watch internet videos, grow,
network, and explore this is the #1 spot on the internet, now
used by 2800 visitors a day and by debaters from 55 countries.

We recently broadcast the NDT & CEDA final rounds and the
first international internet debate between the USA & the UK.
Complete, free online streaming video debate instruction.
Complete, free online debate and argumentation texts.

DEBATE CENTRAL PROUDLY HOSTS:

Ha ndbooks «

T vldeos CD-ﬁurm

 Workd
- ‘Debate

| Institute

DCBERAR ST o

BRINGING THe BEBﬁ?E Yﬁ Hif JERLD

’( fibate. wwmady

An educational program of the University of Vermont

e




Wiliam Woons Targ, Ja., PRESDENY
MoNToOMERY BELL ACADEMY

4001 Harping

Nasivinue, TN 37205

PHONE saME As FAX

615-269-3959

Donvus D. RosERTS
WamrTown Hiol ScHool
200 - 9tn Staeer N.E.
WaTerTow, SD 57201
PHONE; 605-882-6324
Fax: 605-882-6327

Frank SFERRA, VICE PRESIDENT
Murien Hior ScHooL

3601 S. LoweLL BLvp
Denver, CO 80236

Puong: 303-761-1764
Fax: 303-761-0502

Bro. REnE Siereer FSC

La Sarir Covunscs Higir ScrooL
8605 CHELTENHAM AVE
Wynmmoor, PA 19038
PaoNE: 215-233-2911

Fax: 215-233-141(8

HaroLp KBLLER Trp W. Brreh
DavenpGRT-WEsT HioH Schoot GrenprocK NorTH HigH ScHooL
3505 W. Locust Sr Rocir BRANNAN 2300 SHErMER RD
Daverort, LA 52804 3448 TreEesMiLL Dr Normmrook, 1L 60062
Puone: 319-386-5500 ManuaTTaN, KS 66303-2136 Prone: 847-309-2648
Fax: 319-386-5508 Puoke: 785-539-5163 Fex: 847-509-2676
Grunpa Perousow Dow CraBrrER
HErrace Hare Hisn ScrooL JacqueLivg F. FOOTE, ALTERNATE Park HiLL HicH ScrooL
1800 N. W. 122xp 641 E. RAYNOR 7701 N. W. Barny R
OrLAHOMA Crry, QK 73120 Faverreviti, NC 28311 Kansas Ciry, MO 64153

PHONE: 405-749-3033
Fax: 405-751-7372

Prowe: B16-74 1-4070
Fax: 816-741-8739

THE ROSTRUM

Official Publication of the National Forensic League
{USPS 471-180) (ISSN 1073-5526)
James M. Copeland
Editor and Publisher
P.O. Box 38
Ripon, Wisconsin 54971-0038
(920) 748-6206
The Rostrum (471-180) is published monthly, except July and Auvgust each school year
by the National Forensic League, 125 Watson $t., Ripon, Wisconsin 54971, Periodical
postage paid at Ripon, Wisconsin 54971. POSTMASTER: send 2ddress changes (n THE
Rastrunt, P.O. Box 38, Ripon, Wisconsln 54971,
SUBSCRIPTION PRICES
Individuals: $10 one year; $15 two years. Member Schools $5.00 each additional snb.

ON THT. COVER: Allison P. Thomas, Allendale-Fairfax HS, (SC)
NFL member #1,000,000!

NEXTMONTH: A special "internet issue" edited by Professor
"Tuna" Snider of the University of Vermont

NATIONAL TOURNAMENT EXTEMPORE AREAS

PUBLIC EMPLOYEES ROUNDTAELE
AMERICAN SOCIETY FOR PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION RETIRED

UNITED STATES EXTEMPORE

Education and Problems of Youth
Social Welfare and Health Issues

Science, Technology, Energy and the Environment

Politics

Politicians

Media, Sports and Leisure
Military and Defense Issues

US Foreign Policy and Foreign A ffairs

Constitutional Issues

Government Issues: Local, State and Federal

US Economy and Economic Issues

Crime and the US Justice System

DIPLOMATIC AND CONSULAR OFFICERS
FOREIGN EXTEMPORE

US Foreign Policy and Foreign Affairs
Africa

Western Burope

Eastern Europe

Russia

Latin and South America

Canada, Mexico, and the Caribbean
The World Economy

China and Japan

The Rest of Asiz including India and Pakistan
The Middle East

Global Issues

The 2000 Election
Science and Technology
Entertainment 2000

PUBLIC EMPLOYEES ROUNDTABLE
EXTEMPORANEOUS COMMENTARY

Names in the News

20F Century in Retrospect The American High School
The American Heritage International Hotspots
The American Family Local Issues

STORYTELLING TOPIC AREA
Native American Myths and Legends or Stories of the Old West

LINCOLN FINANCIAL GROUP NATIONAL TOURNAMENT L/D TOPIC

Resolved: Inaction in the face of injustice makes an individual morally culpable

The Rostrum provides an open forum for the forensic community. The opinions expressed by contributors to the Rostrum are

their own and not necessarily the opinions of the National Foz_jensic League, its officers or members. The National Forensic
League does not recammend or endorse advertised products and services unless offered directly from the NFL cffice.



LINCOLN FINANCIAL GROUP
NORTHWEST ROSE NATIONALS 2000
REGISTRATION TIME SCHEDULE

SUNDAY
JUNE 11
830 Registration for Tournament Officials
Oregon Convention Center Hall A
Portland, Oregon
9:00-5:00 General Registration
Oregon Center Hall A
9.00 Speech Tab Meeting - Oregon Center Room 106
9:00 Debate Tab Meeting - Oregon Center Room 105
9:00 L/D Tab Meeting - Oregon Center Room 107
10:00 L/D Wording Committee - Oregon Center VIP Suite
10:00 Supplemental Tab Meeting - Oregon Center Room 104
11:00 First Time Coaches and First Time Schools
Reception

Doubletree-Lloyd Center Hotel

11:00 Congress Officials Meeting - Oregon Center 103
11:00 Consolation Tab Meeting - Oregon Center Room 104
(Impromptu and Storytelling)
12:00 Congress Parliamentarians Meeting - Oregon Center 103
12:30 Extemp Officials Meeting - Oregon Center Room 104
100 District Chair Reception - Doubletree-Lloyd Center Hotel
2:00 District Chair Seminar - Doubletree-Lloyd Center Hotel
5:00-8:00 Late Registration
Lobby, Doubletree-Lloyd Center Hotel
500 Northwest Rose Nationals 2000 Opening Ceremony
Oregon Center Clark Baliroom
7:00-9:00 Coaches Reception
Student Party

NFL Diamond Award Presentations
Jazz at the Zoo
Portland Zoo




Breaking Down Barriers

How to Debate

e Advanced material on counterplans, critiques, and rebuttals!

s  Prepare Privacy cases, disadvantages, and topicality arguments!
s Jllustrations, stories and examples!

e  Clear step-by-step learning process!

»  Superb Lincoln-Douglas Sections!

TEXTBOOKS THAT WILL HELP
YOUR GLASS LEARN

This is the textbook that has revolutionized how debate
should be taught. With the class package, your students
learn 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 texibook
comes with a Prepbook (see below), your students will be
prepared to debate the Privacy topic. Teachers will love

the three ring binder Teacher Materials that inelude lesson plans, handouts, course

syllabi, and practical tips.

BREAYINE DOV BARBIERS:
The Hue il PR EosE

PREPBOOKS THAT GET STUDENTS
READY TO DEBATE THE PRIVAGY
TOPIG!

A great help for getting started on the Privacy topic
beeause now you have topic specific handouts. Your
beginners read the Privacy topic overview, bracket short
sections of articles, tag Privacy evidence, usc definitions
for topicality arguments, and practice refutation and
rebuttals with real evidenee. Students will learn how to

debate AND they actually construct their own privacy topic briefs, case,
disadvantages, case responses, and topicality arguments. They practice debating on
the new Privacy topic with their own arguments made from the 100 plus pieces of
real evidenee, definitions and aetivities included in the Prepbook!

Updated for
2000,
BDB

provides the

punch you
need!

WHAT'S 1N BAEAKING DOWN BARRIERS:
HOW Y0 DEBAYE

SECTION 1 BASIC DEBATE SKILLS

PREPARING FOR MINI-DEBATES

Chapler 1: Introduction to Debate

Chaprer 2. Preparing Arguments

Chaprer 3. Preparing Cases

Chapter 4 Presenting Casés

Chepler 5: Responding to Arguments

Chapter 6: Rebuilding Arguments

Chapter 7: Cross-Examination

Chapter 8- What 1o do in 2 Mini-Debate

Chaprer 9: Different Kinds of Debale

SECTION 2A POLICY DEBATE SKILLS

PREPARING FOR SHORT POLICY DEBATES

Chapter 10: Issues in Policy Debate

Chapter 11: Preparing & Policy Affirmative Case

Chapler 12: Preparing Negative Policy Positions

Chapter 11 What 10 do in a Traditional Policy Debate

SECTION 2B VALUE DEBATE SKILLS

PREPARING FCOR LD DEBATES

Chapier 14, Issues in Value Debzle

Chapter 15 Preparing an Affimative Value Case

Chapter 16 Preparing Negative Yalue Pesitions

Chapter 17 Whaz 10 ¢o in a Lincoln-Deniglas Debate

SECTION 3 ADVANCED ARGUMENTS

PREPARING FOR TOURNAMENT DEBATE

Chaprer 18: Research Assigniments

Chaprter 12- The Library, Special Inlerest Marerials,
and [niernet Information

Chepter 20 Topicality Arguments

Chapter 21 Genenic Policy Argumants

Chapter 22. Counterplans

Chapter 23: General Value Arguments

Chapter 24 Value Altemalives

Chapler 25. Critiques

Chapter 26. Resolutional Argumenis

SECTION 4 ADVANCED SKILLS

DEBATING AT TOURNAMENTS

Chapter 27 Belore, During and Afler Tounamants

Chapter 28: Whal (o do in Nationa! Circuit Style Policy Debele

Chapter 29 Judge Adeplation

Chepler 30 Advanced Refitation Skills

Chapter 31. Advanced Rebuttal Skills

Chapier 32. Affirmative Initiated Strategies

Chapler 13: Negalive Initiaied Strategies

Chapter 34: Advanted Theory—Fial, Perms, Conditionality

ORDER THE PACKAGE FOR YOUR CLASS!

You and your students will be happy you did. Use Breaking Down Barriers in your class with either the Textbook

Package or the Prepbook Package.

VISIT US AT WWW.WCDEBATE.COM



Get ready to
debate Privacy!

West Coast
Quality

We vse complete
citations, long pieces
of evidence with
strong reasons, and
accurate tags,

We use completc
citations including
the NFL Electronic
Citation Format.
The Policy evidence
is 1998 or ncwer!
All LD and Theory
evidence is from the
most respected
SQUTCES.

Policy Theory Handbook Volume 2

TWERE e HEEATE

s it
AL

i
SRS

AFFIRMATIVE
HANDBOOK

includes at least 170
pages of briefs
including at least six
affirmative cases,
briefs on the key
privacy areas of the
topic, and responses
to disadvantages and
counterplans.

MNEGATIVE
HANDBOOK
offers at least 170
pages of briefs
including at least six
disadvantages,
responses (o key
cases and scenatios
on the topic,
privacy
counterplans, and
definitions for
topicality
argumecnts.

editions of the handbook.

LD TOPIC SUPPLEMENTS are mailed First Class 12 days after each

Topic is released. Each Topic Supplement is 50 or more pages and includes
affirmative and negative cases, definitions and value and topic specific briefs, Each
offers an impressive topic overview including strategies and insights on the topic
wording, values, criteria, and affirmative and negative cases. You can receive one of
the following supplements: NFL TOPIC SUPPLEMENTS--Published for the Sept-Oct,
Nov.- Dec., Jan. - Feb., Mar. - Apr., and Nationals Topics; TEXAS UIL TOPIC
SUPPLEMENTS—Published for the Fall and Spring Texas UIL Topics; CALIFORNIA
TOPIC SUPPLEMENTS —Published for the California First and Second Semester LD

Topics.

PRIVACY
KRITIK
HANDBOOK

includes at least 150
pages of shells and
briefs that explain,
advocate and
respond to kritiks
specifically on the
privacy topic.

Te lll Package inciudes

PHILOSOPHER AND VALUES HANDBOOK, VOLUME 7 includes

in-depth discussions, pages of evidenced arguments, and suggested readings on
the innovative names in philosophy. Philosopher-Value Volnme 7 Handbook also
includes pro and con briefs on a variety of valucs, The philosophers and values that
this handbook will cover are brand new and have not been covered in previous

POLICY
SUPPLEMENT
HANDBOOK

includes at least 240
pages of updates on
affirmative cases
and negative
disadvantages and
counterplans, a new
affirmative case,
new disadvantages,
a new counterplan,
and responses to
even more
affirmative cascs
and disadvantages.

The Theory Handbook Vol. 2 ineludes 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, delay counterplans, executive order counterplans, irony, language use,
narrative argumentation, and many advanced, indepth, eutting-edge theory arguments, The briels in this
handbook show your students what good theory arguments look like so you can spend your time focusing on
topic issues. We have eompiled the finest thinkers in debate theory, policy analysts, critical thinking scholars,
bhilosophers, and strong analytical arguments to make elear, well-supported arguments, The Volume 2
Handbook is a must have for successful debating!

EMAIL

SUPPLEMENTS

are sent the tenth of
each month,
November through
March plus June 10,
Each includes 21
pages on the latest
cases and negative
positions except
January’s supplement
has 100 pages! You
are encouraged to
send us requests for
bricfs that you want.
Please include your e-
mail address on the
order form.

Be ready to
debhate the
values of justice,

liberty, equality
and more.

Taawadaanl HadLlE




West Goast Order Form

We are commitied to excellent products and customer service. If you have any concerns or
questions, call Matt Taylor toll free at 1-888-255-9133 or email him at wedebate@aol.com

1. Fill out the Items you Want

Quantity | Description of Item Price ea. Total
Squad Handhook Packages $225 ea.
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, 1 Neg. Handbook, T Privacy Kritik Handbook, 1 Fall Supplement
Handbook, and E-Mail Supplements 10th of ea. month, Nov. -Mar. plus June.

NFL Lincoln Douglas Handhook Packages $125 ea.
Each Package includes 1 of the Phil. and Value Handbook Volume 7 pius the LD Topic Supplements that
we first class mail or email 12 days after each NFL LD topic is announced.

Texas UlL Lincoln Douglas Handbook Packages $65 ea.
Each Paekage includes 1 of the Phil. and Value Handbook Volume 7 plus the LD Topic Supplements that
we first class mail or email 12 days after each UIL LD topic is announced.

California Lincoin Douglas Hanidhook Packages $65 ea.

Each Package includes 1 of the Phil. and Value Handbook Veolume 7 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 Textbook Glass Package $475 64
Each Textbook Package includes 1 Teacher Edition, 1 Teacher Materials, 20 Textbooks, and 20 Prepbooks

Breaking Down Barriers: Debate Prephook Class Package $125 ea.
Each Prepbook Package includes | Teacher Materials, 20 Prepbooks

Policy Theory Handbook Vol. 2 $25 ea.

e [fyou pay with a Purchase Order, please add 10% to your total. If you are a Washington State school, add 8.2% sales tax,
*  Unless you tell us otherwise, LD Topic Supplements are sent First Class and all other items are sent Third Class or Library Rate.
e [fyou wish, circle the itcms you want shipped first class and add $3 per book you want sent First Class.

2. State where you want the materials mailed:

Name School

Mailing Address

City State Zip 11—
E-mail Address (please write very, very clearly)

School Phone Home Phone

Check one: 1 want my order regular mailed. I want my order e-mailed (note: BDB rextbooks cannot be e-muailed)

3. Send Your Order with Payment

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

'I'll MAIL Mail this form to Matt Taylor at West Coast Publishing; PO Box 8066; Fountain Valley CA 92728-8066. Include P.O, or check
payable to West Coast Publishing or provide Credit Card Info (below).

TO E-MAIL: £-mail the info requested on this form and P.O. number or Credit Card Info (below) to Matt Taylor at wcdebate(@aol.com

TII F“““Ei Call Matt Taylor at 1-888-255-9133. Have a P.O. number or eredit card handy.
CREDIT EARD IRFQ: 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 www.wcdebate.com or call Matt.
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The National Forensic Consorfium presents the

California National Forensic Institute |
LD program: June 16 - 30
THE STRENGTH OF ANY DEBATE CAMP LIES IN THE STRENGTH OF ITS STAFE, AND TO BE GREAT,

A DEBATE CAMP STAFF NEEDS TO BE SUPERBLY QUALIFIED, AND ENTHUSIASTIC ENOUGH ABOUT

TEACHING TO BE FULLY INVOLVED IN EVERY STEP OF EACH STUDENTS LEARNING EXPERIENCE.

STUDENTS WHO HAVE WORKED WITH THE CNF1 LD STAFF ARE THE ONES MOST ABLE TO GIVE

AN UNBIASED ASSESSMENT OF THESE GREAT EDUCATORS:

"I strongly recommend this camp to other students because it helps you not only with basic
technique, but also teaches extremely advanced varsity level philosophy and strategic
tactics. I'loved all of the lectures, particularly the ones on philosophy and logic. And the
student {o staff ratio was great!”

Munish Puri, previous CNFI camp participant

"The lectures were very informative, and I especially liked the detailed philosophy
discussions. I would recommend this camp to kids from anywhere because even though
I come from a very different part of the country, I found the camp to be very good. 1also
felt that the emphasis on research was just right.”

Chrissy Stear, previous CNFI camp participant

"The CNFI staff was easy to approach, and really friendly. The stop and go critiques of
debates were very helpful, and 1liked the intensity level of the camp because it really kept
me on my toes. [ would recommend this camp to others not only because you learn a lot,
but also because of the comfortable environment.”

Amber Veldkamp, previous CNFI camp participant
THE 2000 FACULTY INCLUDES:

e Nick CoBURN-PALO oF Horkins HiGH ScHOOL

» ADDITIONAL NATIONAL CALLIBER STAFF TO BE ADDED AND ANNOUNCED SHORTLY!
¢ QUR FACULTY SPECIALIZE IN TEACHING PHILOSOPHY, LD TECHNIQUE, AND INSTRUCTING
STUDENTS OF ALL LEVELS IN THE ART OF LD DEBATE

PROSPECTUS and COSTS

Costs for the full resident program for LD, mcluding tuition, housing, lunch and
dinner on most days of the program, and most materials is approximately $1,275. 4
Commuters, for whom there are only a limited number of spots in the program, pay
approximately $700. One-week programs are also available, for an approximate cost of
$675. Thereis 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

LL and on the web at:www.educationunlimited.com
%‘%____ _




The National Forensic Consortium presents the

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

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

POLICY and LD DEBATE

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

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

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

* The mentors program returns to the CNFI and will insure a variety of top quality debaters will
be in attendance. This program will be co-ordinated by David Arnett and Ryan Mills.
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tuition, housing, lunch and dinner on most days of the program, and most materials
is $1,275. Commuters pay $700. One-week programs are also available, for a
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Whitman Policy and LD Camps

hosted by Whitman College, home of the 1999 CEDA National Champions

Outstanding Instructors
Topic and Theory Strategies
Practice Debate Skills
Cases, Evidence, and Arguments

The Whitman-Walla Wallia 2 Week Camp

For Advanced, Intermediate, and Novice LD and Policy debaters who want [ots of evidence and skill improvement
$800 if you register by June 1; includes instruction, all briefs, supervised housing, and three meals a day
Whitman-Walla Walla 2 Week: Sun., July 30 thru Fri,, Aug. 11
Held at Whitman College in Walla Walla, Washington

The Whitman-Auburn 1 Week Camp

For Novices just starting out, and intermediate and advanced Policy and LD debaters who can’t go to major institutes
$200 if you register by June 1; includes instruction and all briefs; food and housing is not included
Whitman-Auburn 1 Week: Mon., Aug. 14 thru 19, Sat.

Held at Auburn High School in Auburn, Washington, 45 minutes south of Seattle

Our Philosophy
Practice so you learn how to do it
Prepare arguments that will win
Understand and appreciate styles and theories of debate for your region and for nationally
A friendly, cooperative atmosphere w maintaining a focus on improving

Prepare for a greaf season!

Registering is Easy!

Send the info requested below to Jim at hansonjb@whitman.edu
Provide your name, address, phone number, email address, and your school’s name.
Tell us how many tournaments you have attended in debate and in individual events; do you want to do policy or LD debate or you're not
sure, and do you want to attend the Whitman-Walla Walla 2 Week, the Whitman-Auburn 1 Week eamp, or both.
You can alse mail this information to Jim Hanson; Whitman College; Walla Walla WA 99362, or fax this form to Jim at 509-527-4959

Want more information?
E-mail Jim Hanson at hansonjb@whitman.edu
www.whitman.edu/offices_departments/rhetoric/72institute.htm
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FACTS ALONE ARE NOT ENOUGH:
A PLEA FOR COORDINATED
VOICE AND MESSAGE

Reality ever Cliche’

A cliche’ among many coaches of
debate, oratory, and other forms of public
speaking occurs when they tell their stu-
dents to “Research your topic and get the
facts!” Some of these coaches quickly al-
lude to Aristotle and others like him who
contributed greatly to the development of
rhetorical theory and criticism, and who
strongly promoted the use of evidence,
enthymeme, and syllogism.

A chiche’ resulting consciously or
unconsciously among many students of the
aforementioned instructors is: “Since [ have
researched my topic, gathered evidence,
and weaved this evidence into logical argu-
ments to support my message, I will be ef-
fective 1n the classroom and in tournament
competition.” Coupled with the aforemen-
tioned cliche’ should be another one,
namely: Not necessarily so!

Aristotle, for instance, did advocate
research and fact-gathering, but his remarks
should be treated in proper context.
Aristotle also realized that external matters
like voice, gestures, movements, and facial
expressions have much importance because
of the “defects of our hearers.” Anstotle
meant that in theory public speakers should
focus on inspiring their hearers to aceept
1deas, evidence, and logic rather than aim
on entertaining their hearers through the
use of vocal and visual techniques. How-
ever, as a keen observer of human behavior
Aristotle realized that speaking situations
don’t work by the preceding desired theory.
Instead, delivery is an important instrument
of persuasion, and the vocal and visual
ways by which a speaker presents his or
her messages do make a difTerence. In short,
facts alone are not enough for effective com-
munication.

In the February 2000 edition of Ros-
trum, the author urged his readers not to
forsake their physical ethos, namely facial
expressions, movements, and gestures. The
purpose of this article is to urge the readers
to appreciate and employ advantageously
the following principal elements of vocal de-
livery; quality, rate, volume, pitch, pronun-
ciation, and articulation.

by Wayne C. Mannebach

Quality Should Blend with Message

Sound always has for its source some
vibrating body which produces distur-
bances, or waves, in some transmitting me-
dium such as air. The waves spread through
the medium and reach the ear for the hearer’s
interpretation. The sounds may seem rich,
pleasant, charming, or beautiful; or they
may seem thin, rough, harsh, orugly. These
sounds, or colors, are a speaker’s vocal
quality.

Vocal quality refers to a tone’s com-
plexity, namely the {requency and relative
intensity of certain vibrations. For instance,
at a humanities concert combining Western
music with ancient Japanese court music,
successive tones from an oboe, saxophone,
clarinet, trumpet, violin, and harp will sound
different from each other. Variation in sound
also will come from successive tones from a
ryuteki (flute), hichriki (short, double-reed
pipe), sho (mouth organ), kakko (small, hori-
zontal, two-headed drum), taiko (large, hang-
ing drum), shoko (small gong), biwa (lute),
kono (zither), and ko-tsuzumi (shoulder
drum).

Voeal quality in humans is produced
by the amount and shape of the breath
stream passing over the vocal cords in the
larynx, or voice box, by the vibrations of
the vocal cords; and by the size, shape, tex-
ture, number, and manner of coupling of the
various resonance chambers, including the
cavities of the throat, mouth, and nose.

For example, deep mellow, and rich
voices tend to come from people whose
throat muscles are appropriately relaxed.
High, sharp, and squeaky voices tend to
come from people whose throat muscles are
tense and rigid. Dull, muffied voices tend to
come from people whose throat muscles are
too relaxed. Other unpleasant voices come
from people with sore throats and stuffy
noses. Judges and other members of the
audience easily can respond negatively to
a speaker whose voice is nasal, breathy,
colorless, rasping, piercing, or grating.

Desire for success in the classroom
or in tournament competition should be
sufficient reason to develop voice quality
control. However, many students of debate,

forensics, and public speaking seem un-
aware of, or even indifferent to, the effects
their voice quality has on their audience.
Students who want to improve their vocal
quality should learn to hear and evaluate it,
and must realize that it is determined only
partly by the structural limitations of their
respective Tesonance system.

This article is not intended to correct
extremely undesirable deviations of a clini-
cal nature. A medical doctor is needed for
that. Instead, this article is designed to help
the readers develop awareness of vocal
quality and its production. Since good qual-
ity generally means the absence of certain
negative tonal characteristics, this article
describes certain deviant qualities and rec-
ommends simple, yet often pragmatic, ways
to control the objectionable features. This
should help the readers to improve their
vocal quality.

One way to improve vocal quality is
to utilize listening skills. This can be accom-
plished, for illustration, by listening to dif-
ferent voice qualities on radic and televi-
sion; in movies, classrooms, shopping malls,
and restaurants; at work or public forums;
or during play or other social gatherings.
Try to identify vartous types can sharpen
listening skills and develop awareness of
vocal factors. Personal vocal quality also
can be developed by delivering speeches
or reading aloud into a tape-recorded and
then, with an instructor or friend, trying to
identify the pleasant and unpleasant tones
that are heard.

To discuss vocal qualities with exact-
ness is difficult, because no universally ac-
cepted name exist for them. Many disagree-
ments and contradictions occur, in this re-
spect, among authors of textbooks on pub-
lic speaking, voice and diction, acting, oral
interpretation, radio and television broad-
casting, and speech pathology. However,
such authors recognize the important of
quality differences and advocate control of
quality for making voice effective. The fol-
lowing examples of poor guality control
usually are easy to detect.
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Some Inappropriate Vocal Qualities

BREATHY vocal quality results when
the vocal cords are not brought together
closely enough during tone production, and
when air rushing through the glottis (the
space between the vocal cords) produces
friction heard as a whisperlike noise in ad-
dition to the vocal cord tone. This vocal
quality may be .appropriate for an actress
trying to appear and sound sultry, but if is
inappropriate for effective public speak-
ing!

HOARSE vocal quality is character-
ized by a grating, rough, sometirnes husky
sound heard from people with laryngitis.
This quality can be caused by organic prob-
lems in the larynx. Swelling, growths, pa-
ralysis, or other organic problems can cause
laryngeal malfunctions likely to produce the
harshness. This quality may be appropriate
for drill instructors yelling at their recruits
in bootcamp, but it is inappropriate for ef-

Sfective public speaking!

NASAL vocal quality occurs from in-
adequate closure of the nasal port by the
velum {the soft palate) and associated struc-
tures. It is characterized by resonance from
the nasal cavities during the production of
sounds normally non-nasal. This quality
may be appropriate for a stereotyped villain
in a movie, but it is inappropriate for effec-
tive public speaking!

STRIDENT vocal quality usually
comes from strain and tenseness in the reso-
nators during vocal production. The harsh
and piercing vocal quality may be appropri-
ate for an actor pretending to have a severe
cold, but it is inappropriate for effective
public speaking!

THIN vocal quality generally is flat
colorless, and drab. It may be appropriate
for a stereotyped nagging, forceful, and
domincering wife or mistress, but it is inap-
propriate for effective public speaking!

Once one is aware of what vocal qual-
ity is and what it should not be for effective
oral communication, at least four steps can
be taken to improve vocal quality:

LEARN TO RELAX. Tension and
vocal strain cause numerous vocal prob-
lems, including vocal distortion. It is easier
to achieve efficient, effective voice produc-
tion by relaxing the body to a level of ten-
sion just adequate to the task at hand. Exer-
cises to relax the muscles of the neck, shoul-
ders, pharynx, larynx, face, and mouth can
be helpful, but one should approach these

exercises easily, without a feeling of ur-
gency,

SEEK VOICE AWARENESS AND
IMPROVEMENT EXERCISES. Exercises to
identify different vocal qualities and to im-
prove known negative qualities can be help-
ful, but practicing these exercises should
be done daily and without a feeling of ur-
gency.

WHENNECESSARY, SEEK PROFES-
SIONAL HELP. If an important, undesirable
vocal quality exists after trying the afore-
mentioned drills, then professional help
should be sought. Onc should not persist
in exercises and drills that are not produc-
ing the desired result. Perhaps x-rays of
nasal and nonnasal vowel production are
required. Another possible need is a laryn-
goscopic examination to determine voice
practice or medical attention. In such cases,
a physician or speech pathologist should
be consulted.

USE VOICE QUALITY FOR PER-
SONAL ADVANTAGE. Everyone who talks
has voice quality characteristics, mostly
unconsciously controlled. Voice quality
occurs whenever talk occurs, so voice qual-
ity should be used for personal advantage.
Exercises and drills prescribed, for example,
by a physician, speech pathologist, speech
instructor, or singing instructor, should not
be wasted. Students of public speaking
should note that their primary goal is to
transmit their intended thoughts, and that
vocal quality must coordinate with the m-
tended thoughts. In short, voice must blend
with sense!

Rate Should Blend with Message

If someone were to blow numerous
soap bubbles in front of a two-year-old child,
for instance, the child probably would be-
come confused over which bubble to catch
and thus would not catch any. However, if
someone were to blow one bubble every
two minutes i front of the same child, the
latter might catch the first bubble, but likely
would not be present to catch others. The
child’s attention would wonder, causing the
child to play elsewhere. Similarity holds true
in public speaking.

If a speaker were to bombard his au-
dience with multiple ideas rapidly delivered,
many of the audience probably would be
unable to discriminate among sounds, think
about what was said, assimilate the mes-
sages, respond to them, or work with them.
People who lack sufficient time to appre-
hend and comprehend a message may give
up trying. In such cases effcctive commu-
nication is absent.

Then, too, speakers who talk too

slowly tend to lull their hearers to daydream
or even to sleep. Again, effective communi-
cation would not occur.

Effective public speakers talk neither
too rapidly nor too slowly. Most people
speak American English within a range of
130 to 180 words per minute, This does not
mean that a rate of 90 words is too slow, nor
that 200 words is too fast. The ultimate test
of a desirable rate of speech is whether or
not the audience understands the intended
message.

Rate of speech depends on many fac-
tors, especially pause, phonation, occasion,
subject matter, and personality.

PAUSE determines rate. Pauses are
periods of silence with several functions.
For illustration, pauses are normal places to
breathe; breathless gasps often reflect in-
experienced speakers. Pauses act as oral
punctuation, serving to separate words and
phrases from one another like commas do;
and clarifying and strengthening their mean-
ing like periods, question marks, and excla-
mmation points do. Pauses serve as transi-
tions from one thought to another, serve as
attention-getting devices, and give the au-
dience time to digest and react to what is
said.

PHONATION determines rate. Pho-
nation refers to duration or time consumed
in uttering vowel and consonant sounds.
Whether the rate is fast or slow, short or
long, some words should be made to stand
out from the context by changing their time
value. Regardless of the speed or duration,
phonation should adapt to the particular
audience, message, mood, and the like.

OCCASION determines rate. Fast de-
livery usually is for gayety, eagemness, and
joy as expressed, for example, at pep rallies,
athletic events, and political rallies. Slow
delivery usually is for reverence, solemnity,
and peacefulness as expressed, for illustra-
tiom, at funerals, graduation exercises, and
business meetings.

SUBJECT MATTER determines rate.
Subjects that are light, simple, and familiar
usually are spoken at a faster rate than sub-
Jjects that are deep, complicated, and unfa-
miliar or esoteric.

PERSONALITY determines rate.
Speakers who are confident, socially-
minded, egocentric, or well prepared on their
subject tend to speak faster than those who
are nervous, introverted, shy, or poorly pre-
pared on their subject.

In summary, the ultimate test of a de-
sirable rate of speech is whether or not the
audience understands the intended mes-




sage. One should speak slowly enough to
be understood and fast enough to sustain
audience attention. Skilled public speakers
frequently modify their rate, well-placed
pauses, and phonation.

Volume Should Blend with Message

Volume concerns the loudness or
force of the voice. Variation in loudness
occurs by increasing or decreasing the force
of impact of air against the vocal cords.
When the force of the impact is great, the
cords become tense and elongated; vibra-
tions occur through a greater distance called
the amplitude; and a loudness occurs. As
the force of the impact is lessened, the
cords become relaxed and shorter; vibra-
tions occur through a shorter distance; and
a soft sound or even a whisper occurs, This
can be seen by using a rubber band, Pulling
the band makes the sides long and tense.
When plucked in this condition, the band
gives aloud noise compared with what hap-
pens when the stdes of the band are released
and aliowed to hang loosely. So, too are the
vocal cords.

Details about the levels at which
sound becomes perceptible and pleasant or
painful are best handled by physicians, au-
diologists, and engineers. However, stu-
dents of public speaking should be con-
cemed with volume, for it can capture or
lose attention, give or lose emphasis, con-
vey or destroy meaning, and transmit or
smother feelings and emotions. In short,
speakers who antagonize their hearers by
talking too loudly, too softly, or with mo-
notonous volume should not expect to be
effective communicators. Speakers must
change their volume according to degree
and form.

DEGREE of volume refers to varia-
tions in the amount of energy applied in
speaking. Volume can vary from a shout to
a whisper. Of course, the meaning of the
message should dictate the degree of vol-
ume. Some speakers are fortunate to per-
form in rooms with excellent acoustical de-
sign and high-quality, properly-working mi-
crophones. Other speakers must perform in
rooms with poor acoustical design, improp-
erly-working microphones, and numerous
distracting noises coming from the sur-
rounding area, like noises from lawn mow-
ers or construction jackhammers. Whatever
the situation, speakers must adapt their
volume to the environment; speakers must
be clearly heard by the audience,

FORM of volume refers to the ways
by which force is applied. Some instructors

categorize form into the explosive, expul-
sive, and effusive.

EXPLOSIVE FORM 1s applied
abruptly like when a coach shouts an order
from the bench to his players on the field,

EXPULSIVE FORM is applied in nor-
mal conversation.

EFFUSIVE FORM is applied gradu-
ally, resulting in a draw-out tone which in-
dicates control but also sentiment, contem-
plation, or even grandeur.

Perhaps the most universally known
forms of voluime are accent, stress, and em-
phasis.

ACCENT refers to vocal power ap-
plied to syllables within a particular word. It
is often used to distinguish words spelled
the same but different in meaning. Consider,
for instance, how the syllabic stress in the
following pairs of words changes the mean-
ing of the words.

ADDress - adDRESS

(What is the ADDress of the person

about to adDRESS the audience?)
COMbat - comBAT

{If we must entet COMbat, then I will
comBAT to the death of one of us.)

conTENT - CONtent

(Are you conTENT over the CONtent
of the chapter?)

conTRACT - CONtract

(D1d you see his fact conTRACT

when he read his new CONtract?)
CONflict - conFLICT

(If there is another CONflict, will your
heritage conFLICT with your loyalty?)

deFECT - DEfect

{1 shall deFECT from your team, if you
have one more DEfect in your plan).

preSENT - PREsent

(Please come forward to preSENT the
PREsent to Mrs, Winthrop.)

PROject- proJECT

(This PROject should proJECT your

Image move favorably )
OBject- obJECT

(The OBject of this exercise is to learn

how to obJECT more strongly.)
REcord - reCORD

(The REcord department has no sec-
retary to reCORD inventory.)

Usually nouns and adjectives receive
primary accent on the first syllable, and
verbs receive accent on the second syllable.

STRESS refers to vocal power applied
to words. Stress makes certain words stand
out from other words in a sentence, thus
strengthening the meaning of the specific
message. Usually stress is applied to ac-
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tion words, idea words, and picture words;
rarely is it applied to connective or struc-
tural words. Abraham Lincoln’s “of, by, and
Sfor the people” is a notable exception to
general usage.

Consider, for illustration, the sen-
tence, “Marge was determined to win the
automobile.” Notice how stress on a par-
ticular words changes the meaning of the
sentence.

(1) MARGE was determined to win
the automobile,

(2) Marge WAS determined to win the
automobile.

(3) Marge was DETERMINED to win
the automobile.

(4) Marge was determined to WIN the
automobile,

(5) Marge was determined to win THE
automobile.

(6) Marge was determined to win the
AUTOMOBILE.

The first sentence implies that Marge
alone was determined to win the automo-
bile. The second sentence implies that
Marge was but no longer is determined to
win the automobile. The third sentence
stresses Marge’s attitude. The fourth sen-
tence focuses on Marge’s method for win-
ning. The fifth sentence implies Marge was
after the best automobile. The last sentence
identifies the object of Marge’s determina-
tion. Indeed, stress does determine mean-
ing!

EMPHASIS refers to vocal power
applied to units longer than syllables and
words. For example, read aloud the follow-
ing statements and emphasize volume when
reading the capitalized parts. Notice how
volume strengthens the meaning.

*To err is human, TO FORGIVE DI-
VINE.

*The man who saves money nowa-
days 1sn’t a miser, HE'S A WIZARD!

*It shouid be EASY to make an hon-
est living, for FEW PEOPLE pursue it.

*Before marriage, a man YEARNS for
awoman. After marriagethe Y is SILENT.

*When a man says, “I run things in
my hone,” he means the LAWN MOWER.

*]t is very difficult to stand prosper-
ity, ESPECIALLY YOURNEIGHBORS'.

*One advantage of being stupid is
that you NEVER GETLONELY.

*If 2 man wants his dreams to come
true, then he MUST WAKE UP.

*Give EVERY man your EAR, but
FEW your VOICE.

*Cruelty is FED, not WEAKENED by
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tears.

Whether it be accent on syllables, or
stress on words, or emphasis on phrases or
larger units of syntax, every form of volume
must coordinate with the intended thoughts,
or communication effectiveness canmot oc-
cur.

RECOMMENDATIONS. Pror to pre-
senting your speech, try to visit the place
where you will be speaking. Take along a
friend and have him or her sit in various
places while you praetice your address.
Make sure that your friend can hear you
clearly from different loeations. If certain
places have poor acoustics, then try to
adapt to those places while speaking.

Prior to speaking, afso try to discover
what distractious you will confront during
your address. For instance, if heavy con-
struction or lawn mowing is occurring out-
side your speech setting, then combat such
distractions by increasing your volume.
Such advice may seem like a “no brainer,”
but not surprisingly many people fail to em-
ploy sufficient volume in such circum-
stances, thus causing communication
breakdown.

Before using a microphone, be sure
that everything is working properly. Also
remember not to shout into the microphone.

If you have a voice that usually falls
below a level adequate for effective com-
munication, then seek instruction for breath-
ing and phrasing exercises. Often the voices
that is inadequately loud gets trapped in
the speaker’s mouth and fails to find its way
to the hearers. In other words, the speaker
fails to open the mouth wide enough, so
oral inactivity or failure to project is the prob-
lem

In summary, the strength of the sig-
nal must be above the threshold of the re-
ceiver. The speaker must be loud enough to
be heard by the receiver, and louder than
environmental noises. Signal strength, (vol-
ume( and intelligibility (understanding the
message) have a close relationship.

Pitch Should Blend with Message

Pitch basically is the position of a
sound on a musical scale, and it is deter-
mined by how fast the vocal cords vibrate
per second. For example, a sound having
256 cycles per second is called Middle C. A
tone one octave higher is produced by 512
cycles per second. Most people have a us-
able pitch range of two octaves, but few
use this range effectively.

As a person matures, pitch usually
follows a downward eourse. At maturity the

voice 1s pitched at a lower range than that
of an immature voice. Thus, grade school
children usually have pitches higher than
those of high school students, and the lat-
ter often have pitches higher than college
students. Also, men’s voices, because of
the length and thickness of the vocal cords,
usually are lower in pitch than those of
women’s voices. An appropriate pitch for
either sex is that which produces the most
resonant tone.

Meaningful communication demands
variation in pitch, and the latter comes about
primarily in three ways. The STEP is a dis-
tinct change that goes either up or down.
The SLIDE, sometimes called inflection, is
a change which starts gradually and con-
tinues in the upward or downward direc-
tion in which it started. The DOUBLE
SLIDE, sometimes called the circumflex, in-
volves two slides with a change of dircc-
tion. Rising pitch patterns usually suggest
indecision, uncertainty, incomplete thought,
suspense, or a question. Downward pitch
patterns usually suggest decisiveness, reso-
lution, finality, confidence, or annoyance.

The relationship of the above
changes in pitch must vary and adapt to
the mtended thoughts and langunage used.
If variety of pitch does not occur, then a
mechanical pattern develops, resultuyg in a
sing-song pattern or a chant-like monotone.

The causes of vocal inflexibility in-
clude, for example, temporary illness, poor
health in general, functional problems, emo-
tional upset, hearing loss, or poor ear train-
ing. Whether the cause of the deadening
effect on pitch is temporary or long-ranged,
the important factor is that a limited range
makes a dull delivery, and the latter does
not produce communicative effectiveness.

It is unlikely that occasionally in your
speech you can simply insert various pitch
changes. Instead, you must discover the
pitch changes you possess and then study
how to improve them in value and number.
Perhaps the simplest way to do this is to
record your voice while delivering a speech
and while eugaging in normal conversation.
Compare the two recordings, note how they
differ, and then try to adopt for your public
speaking the best elements of your conver-
sational pattern. Also try to determine how
you can sirengthen your intended thoughts
by using a wider range within the pattern
you established.

Pronunciation Should Blend
with Message
Like most respected leaders in soci-
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ety, public speakers are expected to uge pro-
nunciation that meets the standards of weli
educated people. Pronunciation means
choice in uttering sounds and stressing
words in such a way that the words do not
call attention to themselves. For instanee, a
speaker would employ incorrect usage by
pronouncing salad as sal.LAD, Chevroler
as ChevROlet, tomaio as TOmato, basket-
ball as basKETball, and #ransportation as
transPORtation. Therefore, it is advisable
to rehearse the proper pronunciation of
one’s message. Standard references of pro-
nunciation are mandatory for comrmunica-
tion effectiveness.

One should be especially careful not
to pronounce the following frequently used
words: just, can, get, been, to, many, hun-
dred, something and for. Too often the
words are pronounced jist, kin, git, bin, ta,
miny, hunerd, sompin, and fer. Such pro-
nunciation makes the speaker appear slov-
enly or ignorant of appropriate usage, and
either image prevents effective communi-
cation.

Articulation Should Blend
with Message

Whereas pronunciation essentially
involves human choice as to the ways
sounds are uttered aud words stressed, ar-
ticulation involves capacity or ability to
produce sounds. To understand the impor-
tant of articulation, it is necessary to review
how the speech mechanism works.

The first step for producing speech
is the breath stream or power mechanism.
The primary biological function of breath-
ing is to take oxygen and release carbon
dioxide. Speech formation begins with the
escaping air.

The second step for producing
speech is phonation. The breath stream
produces a controlled column of moving air
that furnishes the power for speech. Dur-
ing exhalation, the escaping air passes
through the throat and larynx. When the air
passes over the vocal cords in the larynx,
the cords assume various positions. When
the cords are in a wide position, the air can
escape with no significant noise. The cords
can also take a partially closed position,
thus causing friction noises characteristic
of whisperiug. The cords can go into a very
rapid motion, causing the space (glottis)
between them to open and close alternately.
When this happens, the air column is al-
lowed to escape in the thythmical puffs of
air that produce the sound waves of typical
speech. Finally, the vocal cords can go into
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a closed position, completely stopping the
passage of air and thus forming the glottal
stop, so typical of a Scotsman’s speech.

Once the vocal cords flutter and cause
sound to develop, the sound waves in the
breath stream bounce against different
sounding boards and enter various cham-
bers. This stage is called resonance and
produces voice quality. Sounding boards
include the chest walls, bones in the bead,
and the hard palate (alveolar ridge). Cham-
bers include the throat, mouth, and nose.
Before the sound waves and their quality
escape from the body, they are shaped into
various forms. The latter is the fourth state,
namely articulation.

The articulators act as valves or valve
contacts for the interruption of the breath
stream by complete stoppage, or by con-
striction of the passage. The major
articulators of the human voice are the soft
{velum) and hard palates, lower jaw, teeth,
lips, various parts of the tongue, and the
opening and closing of the vocal cords.

To appreciate the value of the
articulators, slowly recite the following
words and feel which articulators are in-
volved in the formation of the capitalized
sounds. The following words represent the
major sounds of American English. Each line
siresses a single sound. (Refer to the middle
column)

RECOMMENDATIONS. Most
people are capable of producing the primary
sounds of American English, but careless
habits develop when attention is not de-
voted to articulation. When practicing for a
speech, it may help to request someone to
sit in the farthest seat from the rostrum, if
possible, and check for articulatory effec-
tiveness. One can also listen to oneself via
a tape recorder, video recorder, and the like.

Amnother exercise for good articulation
is to abandon phonation when practicing a
speech. This is the act of whispering so that
the vocal cords are not vibrating and pro-
ducing sounds. Without phonation, the
speaker can concentrate on clearly enunci-
ating the vowels and consonants to in-
crease intelligihility.

Probably the most effective method
is to invite someone formally trained in
speech to analyze one’s vocal characteris-
tics.

The Educational Trinity -
a Closing Remark

The Attic orator Isocrates clearly
identified the educational trilogy of theory,
fc_)Ilowed by eriticism, followed by profes-
sional, constrnctive eriticism. The theory
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presented in the February, 2000 edition of
Rostrum, coupled with the theory pre-
sented in this article, should give students
of debate, oratory, and other public speak-
ing genres sufficient information on how to
make the delivery of a message effective.

The next step for the above students
is to employ consciously the theory in their
classrooms, tournament competition, and
other public speaking activities.

Finally, the students should listen
with open minds to the feedback of their
instructors, coaches, and tournament
judges. Students should never interpret
helpful comments as ad hominem, or “at-
tacks™ on their personal character. All criti-
cism should be interpreted - and given - as
remarks intended to improve the guality of
public speaking.

In conclusion, students of public
speaking who want to be successful should
always sirive to employ good delivery, for
facts along are not enough!

Wayne C, Mannebach
(Wayne Mannebach directed debate and
Jforensics at Ripon College for nine years,
and for the past twenty-five years he has
taught English at St. Mary Central High
School in Neenah (WI}.)

Portland, Oregon




Announcing the 26" Samford

Summer Forensics Institute

16-29 July 2000
Birmingham, Al

Policy Debate Division: The SSFI Policy debate program is designed for
students entering their first or second year of debate. Experienced coaches
stress the fundamentals of debate. At the end of the institute, each student will have participated in wriling an
affirmative case, writing a disadvantage and a kritik, and taken part in at least eight practice debates. First year
students learn how to flow and cover the fundamentals of debate. As of 1 January, policy debate labs will be
directed by Michael Janas, Ph.D. (Samford University), Ben Coulter, MA (Samford University), David
O’Connor, BA (Iowa City West High School), Thom O’Rourke, MA (University School, TN) and Heidi
Hamiilton, Ph.D. (Augustana College, IL).

Lincoln-Douglas Debate Division: Samford hosts one of the longest-running Lincoln-Douglas workshops in
the nation. The program 1is designed for students who are in their first or second year of debate and acts as a
complimentary program to the University of Iowa Summer Institute. In addition to providing a primer on the
basics of moral and political philosophy, the L-D institute also seeks to develop fundamental skills such as
flowing, briefing and casing. The Lincoln-Douglas workshop is directed by Marilee Dukes (Vestavia Hills H.S.,
ALY, Pat Bailey (Homewood H.S., AL) and Claire Carmen (Episcopal H.S., TX).

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

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

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




The Scholars Program at the

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

The Emory National Debate Institute, which has contributed to the education of high school debaters for a quarter of a century,

now offers a specialized workshop-within-a-workshop catering to experienced high school debaters with advanced skills. The

Scholars Program, which was conceived and designed by some of the nation’s most competitively successful college coaches, gives
accomplished debaters the opportunity to receive the kind of instruction, rescarch opportunities, and feedback they will need in
order to meet their competitive goals for the coming year.

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

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

Advanced curriculum: Every aspect of the Scholars Program has been redesigned by our staff of accomplished coaches, froin the
lecture schedule to the structure and pace of lab groups. Members of the Program will receive advanced library instruction, including
guided research in the Woodruff library system and targeted use of Internet resources. Qur curriculum helps students understand and

utilize the most advanced modern debate positions, but without sacrificing their ability to win rounds with traditional skills and strategies.

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

Amazing staff-to-student ratio: We maintain a 1:4 staff-student ratio in lab groups, and each student will interact with nearly
every member of our large Scholars Program faculty.

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

Numerous debate rounds: Our curriculum includes a minimum of 12 rounds, with extended time for critiques {rom our staff.

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

Great value: Scholars will pay the same price as other students at the Emory National Debate Institute. We are a nationally

Competitive institute at a discount price!

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

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




EMORY

Barkley Forum - Emory National Debate Institute
June 18 - luly 1, 2000 - Emory University, Atlanta, Georgia
Under the Direction of Melissa Maxcy Wade

The Emory National Debate Institute has been contributing to the education of high school debaters for twenty-five years. The curriculum is
steeped in the mest fundarmental aspects of debate: presentation, research, and critical thinking, An excellent combination of traditional argument
and debate theory and an emphasis on current debate practice makes the Emory National Dehate [nstitute one of the most successful year after
year. Novice, mid-level, and varsity competitors have found the Institute a worthwhile learning experience hecause 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 Policy Division
Under the Direction of Bill Newnam

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

Excellent staff-to-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.

Flexible curriculum: The Enstitute has always provided students a
wide variety of instruction suitable to their levels of experience. Each
laboratory group has explicit objectives and a field tested curriculum
for the two week period, dependent upon their level of experience.

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

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

Coaches workshop: An in-depth coaches workshop is conducted.
Topics will include administration, organization, and coaching strategies.

A full set of lectures apprapriate for the classroom will be developed.

Inclusive Fees: The standard Institute fee includes tuition, housing,
food, lab photocopying fees, entertainment, a t-shirt, and a handbook—
the works.

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

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

in the nation.

Excelient staff-to-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.

Flexible curriculum: The [nstitute has always provided students a
wide variety of instruction suitable to their levels of experience. Our
classes deal both with general philosophical issues and practical tech-
nique. Therc 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 technigue and theory, followed
by five hours of practical lab sessions.

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

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

pervise the dormitory.

inclusive Fees: The standard Institute fee includes tuition, housing,
food, lab photocopying fees, entertainment, and a t-shirt—the works.

For an application, write or call:

Melissa Maxcy Wade
P.O. Drawer U, Emory University
Atlanta, GA 30322
Phone: (404) 727-6189 - email: lobrien@emory.edu - FAX: (404) 727-5367
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LET’S PUT “DEBATE” INTO PRESIDENTIAL

Presidential debates come in all
shapes and sizes. The presence and length
of opening statements and closing remarks,
the opportunity and length of rebuttal, the
nature of the questioner, and other factors
have created a bewildering variety of for-
mats. However, most scholars agree that
these confrontations are not “really” de-
bates but merely “joint press conferences.”
This observation raises the question of
whether presidential debates should be
more like traditional debates. I propose six
modifications in political debates based on
five important principles (campaign dis-
course should: inform voters, address top-
ics that matter to voters, encourage candi-
dates to distinguish themselves from com-
petitors, facilitate “cost-benefit” analysis by
voters by emphasizing clash, and address
primarily policy topics but also character).
These improvements are designed to im-
prove the ability of this important form of
communication to better inform voters.

Scholars have deliberated about
whether we should consider presidential
debates to be genuine “debates” (Bitzer &
Rueter, 1980, Carlin, 1989; Weiler, 1989).
Auer (1962) characterized these encounters
as counterfeit debates and as “a double
public press conference for simultaneous
mterviewing” (p. 147). Jamieson and Birdsell
coined the phrase “joint press conference”
to describe presidential debates (1988, p.
6). Zarefsky made exphcit the argument that
presidential debates do not live up to their
potential:

Debates have great potential
for focusing the audience’s atten-
tion, for identifying issues, and for
inviting deliberation. Sadly, how-
ever, this potential is largely unre-
alized. The [presidential] debates
have been formatted for television
— the confrontation with reporter-
questioners adds dramatic conflict
and the short time limits respond
to audience’s limited attention
span. But these same conventions
thwart sustained discussion of se-
rious issues; they encourage one-
liners and canned mini-speeches.
(1992, p. 412)

I believe that the artificial format of

DEBATES
by William L. Benoit

presidential debates, which makes them
“joint press conferences” rather than true
debates, is flawed. 1 will first argue for the
importance of presidential debates, then
articulate five principles for presidential
debates, and finally use those principles to
develop six specific suggestions for improv-
ing the format of presidential debates.

Importance of Presidential Debates

Political debates are important for
three reasons. First, they give viewers an
opportunity to sec the principal contend-
ers for office, meeting eye to cye, treating
the same topics (Hellweg, Pfau, & Brydon,
1992). Jamieson (I1987) explains that “As
messages running an hour or longer, de-
bates offer a level of contact with candi-
dates clearly unmatched in spot ads and
news segments. . . . The debates offer the
most extensive and serious view of the can-
didates available to the electorate” (p. 28).
Voters have the opportunity to compare the
candidates in a relatively extended period
of time in a political debate.

Second, viewers can obtain a some-
what less contrived impression of the can-
didates from debates than from other forms
of campaign messages. While candidates
do prepare for the debates, they cannot an-
ticipate every question fTom the panelists,
moderators, or audience members or every
remark from an opponent. Furthemmore,
unlike speeches or TV spots with scripts,
candidates are notusually permitted to bring
notes to debates. Thus, voters may obtain
a somewhat more spontaneous and accu-
rate view of the candidates in debates.

Finally, political debates routinely at-
traet the largest audience of any campaign
message form (Jamieson & Birdsell, 1988).
For example, in 1964, for example, no mes-
sage by either Johnson or Goldwater was
seen by even a quarter of the audience that
watched the first 1960 Kennedy-Nixon de-
bates. {(p. 122). Carlin develops a detailed
argument about the size of the audience for
presidential debates:

Nielson (1993) reported that
the second presidential debate in
1992 attracted 43.1 million televi-
sion households or 69.9 million
viewers.. . (p. 4). Those numbers
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contrast sharply to the 4.1 million
homes or 20.5 million viewers who
tuned in for each of the major party
conventions (p. 1). In 1980, nearly
81 million people watched Ronald
Reagan and Jimmy Carter in their
only dehate encounter (p. 4). Miller
and MacKuen (1979) noted that
90% of the adult population
watched at least one of the
Kennedy-Nixon debates, and 83%
watched atleast one Ford-Carter
match up, These numbers com-
pared favorably to 73 percent who
read about the campaigns in the
paper, 4 percent who read maga-
zines, and 45 percent who listened
to radio reports. {1994, pp. 6-7)

The large size of the audience for
presidential debates means that opportu-
nity for influence from thege campaign mes-
sages 15 substantial.

Is this potential for influence realized?
Hellweg, Pfau, and Brydon concluded that
“most studies suggest debate viewing con-
tributes to considerable leaming about the
candidates and their positions™ (1992, pp.
106-107). Research has found that presi-
dential debates can influence many voters.
Middleton (1962) indicated that the 1960
Nixon-Kennedy debates were “extremely im-
portant” for the voting decision of one out
of eight voters. Roper (1960) reported that
4 million viewers changed their voting in-
tention on the basis of the 1960 Kennedy-
Nixon debates. Debates may also affect the
outcome of elections. Wayne asserted that
“Kennedy and Carter might not have won
without the debates” (1992, p. 229). Kelley
(1983) indicated that about one-fifth of vot-
ers reported that they had decided how to
vote after watching the Carter-Reagan de-
bate. Kirk, reported that “focus groups and
exit polls told us that more people based
their decision in 1992 on the debates than
any other single means of information
throughout the course of the campaign”
(1995). So,research strongly suggests that
presidential debates can influence voters
and election outcomes.

However, Jamieson and Birdsell (1988)
asserted that “debates don’t very often
convert partisans on one side to the other”
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(p. 161). While this statement is true, de-
bates can influence elections without con-
verting partisans, by persuading undecided
voters to favor one candidate (Carlin, 1994;
Pfan & Kang, 1991). Zakahi and Hacker
(1995) provided concrete evidence on the
margin of victory in several elections:
In 1960, John Kennedy beat
Richard Nixon by about 100,000
popular votes. This is a fraction of
a percentage (0.2%) of the total
vote. In 1968, Nixon defeated
Hubert Humphrey by 500,000 votes
(0.7%). In 1976, Jimmy Carter
won by less than 2% of the popu-
lar vote. Polls in late September of
1976 showed an unusually large
number of undecided voters
(Reinhold, 1976). In 1980, Ronald
Reagan beat Carter by less than
10% of the popular vote, yet two

debates) ought to inform voters. Voters are
the ones who choose the president. The
essence of democracy is for voters to se-
lect who will represent them in their gov-
ernment. This means that campaigns
should be designed to encourage candi-
dates to provide voters with information on
which to base their voting decisions.
Second, campaign discourse should
inform voters about issues that matter to
voters. It would be a waste of time for two
candidates to wax eloquent about foreign
policy toward Albania if no one in the elec-
torate cares about Albania. On the other
hand, if voters care passionately about pub-
lic education, candidates can help thent
make their voting decision by discussing
education. | don’t mean to imply that can-
didates should not be allowed to try to in-
fluence what the public believes are key is-
sues; my point is that campaign discourse

benefits. Attacks tell voters of an
opponent’s (alleged) costs. Defenses refute
alleged costs. Together, these three dis-
course functions can help voters decide
who is probably the better office-holder
(see, Benoit, 1999; Benoit, Blaney, & Pier,
1998; Benoit, Blaney, & Pier, 2000; Benoit &
Harthcock, 1999; Benoit, Wells, Pier, &
Blaney, 1999). Of course, attacks (and other
utterances as well) should not distort the
record. The main point is that only with
attack and defense, as well as acclaims, can
voters get desirable clash.

Fifth, campaign discourse should ad-
dress both policy and character topics, but
focus more on policy. Political office hold-
ers create or implement governmental
policy. Of course, there are limits to what
any given political office holders can ac-
complish. Even presidents have limitations
on their ability to create and carry outpolicy.

Campaign Policy
1996 65%
1992 143%*
1988 59%
1984 87%
1980 59%%
1976 57%

Table 1. Most Immportant Vote Determinant:

Policy or Character

Character

21%

16%

16%

7%

34%

36%

*Respondents were allowed to pick the two most important factors in this poll.
“Don’t know™ and “unsure” respenses also occurred.
All pells obtained from Lexis/Nexis Academic Universe on-line.

Poll

NBC/Wall Street Journal, 10/19-22/96
Harris Poll, 11/3/92

USAToday, 1/21-28/88

LA Times, 2/4-9/84

LA Times, 10/5-9/80

CBS/New York Times, 10/24-27/76

weeks before the election, 25% of

the voters were undecided. (p. 100)
The number of voters who are nei-
ther Republicans nor Democrats has in-
creased substantially: The proportion of in-
dependents has risen from 22.6% in 1952 to
38.0% in 1992 (Weisberg & Kimball, 1993).
Neither political party enjoys a majority of
citizens, so itis not possible to win the presi-
dency without persuading millions of these
voters. Thus, presidential debates need not
influence committed partisans to influence
the cutcome of the election, because the
number of citizens who are not committed
to the two major parties is quite large. Thus,
presidential debates clearly merit attention.

Principles for Better
Campaign Discourse
I will articulate four principles that
inform my suggestions for improving the
format of presidential debates. First, cam-
paign discourse (including presidential

should not ignore the issues that matter to
the public and it should not dwell on topics
voters consider inconsequential.

Third, campaign discourse should
highlight the differences between candi-
dates. By definition, voting is a compara-
tive act: Citizens vote for the candidate who
appears to be the better choice. One can-
not choose between two (or more) candi-
dates who seem to be the same. The only
possible basis for choosing between can-
didates are differences, or contrasts, be-
tween them. Thus, debates should encour-
age candidates to display the differences
that will allow voters to choose who is likely
to be the better office-holder.

A fourth general principle emerges
from this conception of voting as choosing
the better candidate. For voting deeisions
to best resemble cost-benefit analysis, cam-
paign discourse should eacourage clash
(acclaims, attacks, and defenses). Aec-
claims tell voters of the candidate’s (alleged)

Still, the basic task of elected officials is to
run the government. Thus, voters have a
right to kmow the candidates’ policy posi-
tions -- as well as the pros and cons of those
positions. 1n the 2000 primary, one com-
mon criticism of George W. Bush is thathe
is reluctant to take issue positions. Public
opinion polls from 1972 through 1996 indi-
cate that voters consider character less more
important to their presidential vote deci-
sions than policy (see Table 1). Thus, de-
bate format should encourage candidates
to clash on their policy positions.
However, while 1 do not believe that
eandidates ought to discuss their private
lives, some character questions are Impor-
tant to voters. We need to be able to trust
candidates to follow through with their cam-
paign promises. Furthermore, no candidate
can anticipate every potential issue that
might arise in his or her term of office. Thus,
voters ought to know a candidate’s ideals
and, again, be able to trust that if elected,




he or she will deal with unanticipated crises
or opportunities in appropriate ways. Thus,
[ believe debates ought to focus primarily
on policy and but also address character
concerns {although not private personal
details).

Suggestions for an Improved
Debate Format

I will advance six specific suggestions
for improving the format of presidential de-
bates. They do not all need to be imple-
mented together, which is important be-
cause candidates and their campaign advi-
sors may well resist some suggestions more
than others.

* (1) Debates should focus on a single topic.

Within reason, the more narrow the
topic of debate the better (domestic issues,
for example, should be considered too
broad). Itisunrealistic to expect candidates
to be prepared to address thoughtfully, in
an extemporaneous debate, any conceivable
topic. When the topics are not restricted,
that inevitably has the effect of encourag-
ing the candidates to prepare superficially
for many topics. When topics are restricted,
candidates have the opportunity to prepare
more thoroughly and to do a better job of
informing the electorate. Of course, candi-
dates may object about the narrowing of
topics (for example, it seems possible that
in 1996 Clinton would have benefitted more
from a debate on education than Dole).
Choosing narrower topics for presidential
debates 1s likely to improve the information
available to voters on those topics, and the
clash that ensues from the candidates.

* (2) Debates shounld feature as topics the
issues most important to voters.

Debate topics should not be chosen
atrandom (or by the whims of journalists).
Instead, I propose that the topics of presi-
dential debates should be chosen that re-
flect the issues most important to voters,
How better to inform voters than encourag-
ing candidates to address the issues that
matter most to voters? This can give vot-
ers a choice to learn more about the topic(s)
that are most important to them.

* (3) Debates should encourage clash be-
tveen the candidates.

Candidates should be given the op-
portunity to make statements (in alternat-
ing order), to refute their opponents’ posi-
tions, and to defend their own positions.
Clash, in which we hear both of the candi-
dates refute and defend, is important for
voters to be able to distinguish between
the candidates. In March of 1996, the New
Yorl: Times quipped that the Clinten-Dole

race would pit the “center against the
middle” (Toner, 1996, p. 4.3). Obviously, one
candidate can only be betfer than an oppo-
nent if there is a difference between those
candidates, For voters to be able to exer-
cise meaningful choice, they must know the
differences between the candidates. This
means the debate format should not dis-
courage attacks {although it should discour-
age inappropriate attacks). Direct clash
will highlight contrasts between candidates,
making it easier for voters to see the differ-
ences between them and facilitating their
voting choice.

« (4) Questions, when they are used, should
come from voters, not journalists.

Journalists should report the news,
not create it. I think it would be difficult for
a journalist to retain his or her objectivity
when faced with the opportunity to “get” a
candidate (of course, no one can be com-
pletely objective, so it would be better to
say that the opportunity to question candi-
dates may exacerbate this inherent subjec-
tivity). Furthermore, given that debates are
staged to help vofers decide between the
candidates, it makes more sense to use ques-
tions from voters as prompts for candidate
staternents. This procedure will make it more
likely that debates will focus on the issues
that matter most to voters.

» (5) Candidates should be permitted to ques-
tion one another.

Candidates who are well-prepared will
know the places where their opponents are
most vulnerable. This will facilitate clash
among the candidates. Skillful questioning
has the potential to pin down elusive rhetors
(although it, like other forms of discourse,
can be abused). Thus, it can help give the
electorate information about the candidates
and differences in their positions that might
not emerge without questions.

s (0) Debates should have a limited number
of participants.

One of the problems T see with pri-
mary debates (especially early in the cam-
paign) is that they often feature as many as
nine candidates. For example, in 1996, ten
candidates (Alexander, Buchanan, Dole,
Dornan, Forbes, Gramm, Keyes, Lugar,
Specter, and Taylor) participated in one or
more presidential primary debates. We can-
not expect voters to be able to contrast that
many candidates at once (especially if the
debate has no restriction on topics). This
is a clear example of information overload.
We must balance competing interests here:
the more candidates who participate, the
more choices given to the electorate; the
more candidates, the more difficult it is for
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voters to compate them all. Twaylg rather
see two or three debates among three or
four candidates than one debate with nine
candidates. Note that voters would have a
choice about which debates (with which
candidates) to watch. This procedure will
facilitate voter learning about candidates.

Conclusion

Together, these changes will prob-
ably improve the quality of presidentia] de-
bates. Debates ought to inform the voters,
treat topics that matter to voters, highlight
the differences between candidates, and
encourage clash on issues of policy and
character. These changes ought to result
in a better informed electorate and better
voting decisions. Of course, these changes
need not all be adopted for political debate
to sec an improvement -- and surely some
of these suggestions would be more palat-
able to candidates and their advisors than
others. Any one, or any group, of these
changes could improve the quality of presi-
dential debates.

Seme people may not be aware that
primary debates have a longer history than
genera) debates (Davis, 1997). The first pri-
mary debate featured Thomas Dewey and
Harold Stassen in 1948. Kennedy warmed
up for the Nixen-Kennedy debates by con-
testing Humphrey in a primary debate. 1
find it ironic that these debates employed,
arguably, superior formats. Dewey and
Stassen debated a topic (that communism
should be outlawed in the United States)
and featured constructives and rebuttals
with no questions. Kennedy and Humphrey
had constructives and rebuttals. While they
did have questions, they had been submit-
ted by citizens rather than reporters. It is
unfortunate that we strayed from our roots
into the formats used today. These eartly
experiments, which enacted some of the
ideas championed here, demonstrate that
these suggestions are viable.

(William L. Benoit (Ph.D., Wayne State
University, 1979) is a Professor of Commu-
nication at the University of Missouri. With
Wiiliam T. Wells, he wrore Candidates in
Conflict: Persuasive Attack and Defense
in the 1992 Presidential Debates. With
Allison Harthcock, he analyzed the 1960
Nixon-Kennedy debates in Communication
Monographs. He compered in debate and
individual events at Ball State University
and served as Director of Forensics al
Bowling Green State Universtty from 1980~
1984)
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A Tribute to Kenneth M. Sharp

(Kenneth M. Sharp, 82, of Comanche (OK) died Sunday, February 6,2000.
Mr. Sharp was a longtime, outstanding speech and drama coach and
English teacher at Comanche HS (OK)

by David BaKer

It is unlikely that many of you knew Ken Sharp. Mr. Sharp
was my high school speech coach. To my knowledge, he qualified
one student for the NFL Nationals in his career, and it wasn't me.
Comanche is a small school and competes in the small school clas-
sification in Oklahoma. He had a number of state champions during
his tenure but more importantly he changed hundreds of lives. Ken
Sharp was a missionary for the National Forensic League, While he
never achieved national academie celebrity status, he made impor-
tant contributions as a disciple of forensics.

The door to his room represented one of the few exits from
the farms and oil fields of rural Oklahoma. During my years there,
{1972-1976) a large percentage of college bound students came
from his program. Several of his students went on to debate in
college and a good percentage of them became coaches. He brought
global vision to a small town, It was a mission and a focus that [
could never hope to replicate. Unless you were raised in a small
town, you could never understand the strength of forces that keeps
people there.

More than anything else, Ken Sharp was about excellence,
and he proved daily that high standards can motivate people to
achieve more than they might imagine. He deftly juggled the per-

ceptual conflict between liberal education and local values. He
taught parents as well as students.

As with most coaches, Mr. Sharp's lessons extended well
beyond the classroom. He was an example of class and grace to the
entire student body. He was finmn and unrelenting m his expecta-
tions. We knew what he cxpected from us, and we worked very
hard notto disappoint him. In a world where poverty was common,
every student on the squad competed in dress clothes. I guess I
should have known that he was the secret source of ties, jackets
and dresses for those who couldn't afford them, but I never thought
much about it then.

I suspect that there are and have been thousands of Ken
Shamp's in America. Coaches who will never hold the H. B. Mitchell
Trophy or qualify for the NFL Hall of Fame. Coaches who go about
thetr business every day making the world a better place by expos-
ing students to the educational miracle of forensics. He was a fine
man, and I thought you should know a little more about him. Thank
you Mr. Sharp!

[David Baker coaches at The St. Mark's School of Texas. His team
was national debate champion in 1990 and national runner-up
in 1987 and 1992}
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The comeback is complete! Our first year back was a resounding success. We expect this year to be even better

“I'm a high school coach from Wyoming. Met you guys at Arizona (also have your LD topic
handbooks). I'm really glad to see you back in the business — or better yet, the vocation — of
writing/researching/teaching and helping our cause. I really like the way that your handbooks
are designed. They require students to think and make their own choices about the issues/topic as
opposed to other authors who just give case structures. I especially like the novice approach to
your handbooks on each topic area — very, very helpful. Don't stop doing that!”
— Randy Lewandowski, Torrington High School, WY (Feb. 2000)

3

led by our popular L-D debate line, the expansion of our extemp line, and the introduction of our new policy line.

Lincoln-Douglas Debate

NFL Topic Series ($318). For each topic, 2 80+ page
book, featuring 3-5 overviews, including one for novices.

How To LD Book (515). Now a classic beginner text.

Value Handbook Vol. 1 (825). Covers Free Speech,
Equality, Justice, Life, Social Contract, Utilitarianism,
Dignity, Moral Obligation, Kant, Fallacies, and more.

Yalue Handbook Vol. 2 (§25). Covers Liberty and
Order, Rawls, Sandel, Reiman, Hume, Environment,
Teleology v. Deontology, Political Duty, Aristotle, Judicial
Activism, Rand, Enforcement of Morals, and more.

¥ NEWH! yalue Handbook Vol. 3 (830 Avail
6/2000). Approx. 100 pages, this new text covers
Contractualism, Kantian ethics, Locke, Moral Argument, a
new take on Autonomy and its value, Moral Obligation and
Supererogation, Egalitarianism and Social Equality, Justice
as Giving Each Their Due, and Justice as Fairness!

Extemp Materials

How To Extemp ($15). For Novice and Intermediate.

v NEWH! Advanced Extemping by Chris Kristofco

(320 Avail, 6/2000). This book by Chris, a two-time
College Nat’t Champ and Ass. Dir. of Forensics at Loyola
Blakefield, reveals the strategies and techniques necessary
for any experienced extemper who wants to be a champion.

¥ NEW! 11,8, and Foreign Extemp Briefs (525

gach. Avail. 9/2000). Two unique handbooks (one for U.S.
and one for foreign) designed to provide background and
historical information that extempers can use to buttress
their knowledge of current events. By teaching extempers
about certain areas, the goal is to deepen the level of
understanding to enable a more insightful analysis of
current news. Each book has approx. 10 chapters written
by former champions covering topic areas such as the
economy for US Extemp and Russia for Foreign Extemp,

it's all about the stafi...

At Victory Briefs, we are obsessed with the quality of our
products. We define “quality” in terms of our overarching
purpose — which is to teach high school students to think, to
analyze, and to learn... We have been successful in large
part because of our staff who embody those very values. ..

»  Steve Davis 1999 National LD Champion

e Ann Miura 1994 TOC Champion

e Jay Steed 1992 National L.LD Champion

¢ Thomas Mardowe 1991 National LD Champion

¢ Beth O’Connor 1999 CFL National LD Champion

e  Anita Wu 1999 NFL LD 4" place

e Ben Silbermann 1999 NFL LD 6™ place

o also, Paul Graviey, Eric Melin, Michael Osofsky,
Jon Gegenheimer, Eric Beerbohm, Eric Pai, Jason
Ciarochi, Tammy Jih, and mere. ..

And for extemp ...

Jay Cox 1999 Extemp Nat'l Final Round Champion.

Chad Ho 1990 Extemnp Nat'l Champion

Chris Kristofco Two-time College Nat’l Champion
e  Ravi Belani Three-time NFL Top 18 Extemp

If you’re praduating and would like to becgme a part-of
Victory Briefs, contact us at info@victorybriefs.com!

Going to Nationals in Portland? you

can order the LD topic handbook for Nationals online for
instant download at www.victorybriefs.com

All of our materials are available in electronic format for
instant download and delivery. For those of you who prefer
paper, hardcopies afe available as well (with an extra

charge to cover printing and shipping). The electronic
versions are PDF files, which can be read on any computer
with a free Adobe Acrobat Reader (see www.adobe.com).

For more information, you can write: Victory Briefs, 1144
Yale St. #3, Santa Monica, CA 90403. Email
info@victorybriefs.com Fax: (208) 248-9801.
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Interact with debaters around the country, chat with the
Victory Briefs staff writers, get the latest internet research
Tlinks for the topic, get the latest tournament information and
results, all here!

P R B A YT T T R S < Y E |

T e I TT L L el L L v P e iy b
i .. -
BT T Foron W i

7 = % . T¥ipny SRy |
B T A R A e T LTS
il v owmasl 000 0 vasiiia rinr ]
& «-M m-m !
LR P'«--ﬂ--mlwi-:' Rk A PR
§  Waanrsl Bden gen ] g

kiw hl‘- nI- n-ailru R L

'Ek i e P R L S SO T
/]l

Ll LT la..oumln!l L i v

C ¥ ooy FUH sbaiue orr s gnte ke fseers gfreey
W I 3Ry Bt

Blwairyy oy vRs Hm

3 St f mmniiy ven b nde
2| Bawed Takakemrs i

l-‘-lm'l - i L Eafrandl s g

oy Ak Eearia© AR AR B LT R E

F | ghuentann G ey e Y hmm. [y g g

e b o g P '!li?,i..“ bt vl ‘—“:g ".ai. I

B R Akt e A .“1:._.._ 4 g

A kel BT VA

dabyk ricilang faa ba

e e 13 Fub kg

dalra e, B pastl

lourdb owr barvamds ¥ "
PP T A nk Sisty

rash 44 s 1re a2l Wit [T Tig b Wby [ST9] s udif2 gt 0 5 I5, 2073

Ea e U R L (L)

suslumbaaly W a0
NATIONALS WEBCAST June 11-16!!! During
Nationals, you will find at our website day-by-day coverage
of the tournament. If you're at Nationals, please stop by
our booth! For more information, contact us at
info@victorybriefs.com.
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Victory Briefs Policy

Victory Briefs has teamed up with some of the best policy
debaters in the past few years to bring to you the best policy
materials you can buy for the coming school year ...

¢  Caitlin Talmadge While at Greenhill H.S. in Texas,
she was the 1998 NFL Policy Debate Champion and
two-time Texas State Champion. She was the runner-
up at the 1998 TOC. She also won the Barkley Forum
and the Glenbrook Round Robin. Currently at
Harvard, she now enjoys working as an assistant coach
at Lexington High School in Lexington, MA.

s  Andrew Bradt Andrew was also the 1998 NF1,
Policy Debate Champion and TFA State Champion.
During his senior year, Andrew also won the Harvard
Round Robin, the Mid-America Cup, and the Barkley
Forum, and finished second at the 1998 TOC.
Currently pursuing an honors degree at Harvard,
Andrew is splitting his assistant coaching duties
between Lexington (MA) and Highland Park (TX}.

¢ Todd Fine Also at Harvard, Todd debated at
Woodward Academy, GA and Glenbrook South, IL.
Todd was the 1998 TOC Champion, the 1999 Barkley
Forum Winner, and Georgia Ail-State Champion.

¢  Jeff Rosenfeld Four-time state champion for Pace
Academy in Atlanta, Georgia. Jeff is currently
studying international relations at Harvard. When he
grows up, he either wants to be a fireman or a cowboy.

¢  Arsalan Suleman Currently attending Georgetown
University’s School of Foreign Service, Arsalan
gradvated from Jesuit H.S., New Orleans (LA). A two-
time state champion and two-time TOC participant.

7 NEWX! fow-To Policy Debate by Caitlin Talmadge

and Andrew Bradt (335 Avail. 6/2000). Bradt and
Talmadge are back! A good comprehensive how-to has not
been written in at least ten years. This book is by far the
most up-to-date book on the subject. Drawing upon their
coaching experience, their institute teaching, and their 1998
National Championship, Bradt and Talmadge have written a
book for coaches and students alike, beginners and
champions, persuasive and national-circuit styles. The
book covers the basics, paradigms, disads, counter-plans,
permutations, topicality, the kritik, speech strategies,
research and writing, and much much more.

< NEW!! The Victory Briefs Privacy Handbook

($50 Avail. 6/2000). The most important resource for next
year’s topic. Unlike most companies (who just blindly
collect “cards”), Victory Briefs has always been about
quality (with a focus on education) and not mere quantity.
This translates into an outstanding 300+ page policy
handbook: including a Noviee Section (how do you do
this?), How to Research, The State of Privacy Law in the
United States, fully-evidenced affirmatives for each of the
topic areas, and core negative strategies and positions.
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Choose Download or Hardeopy or Both, Victory Briefs offers the unique option to download our books from the internet, in
addition to the traditional hardcopy mailing. We encourage the download option as an opportunity for quicker receipt of
materials while saving money. Instructions to download can be found at our website www.victorybriefs,com.
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WHAT YOU CARRY IS ALL THAT MATTERS!

WHAT YOU CARRY
IT IN MAKES NO
DIFFERENCE
AT ALL!

You can carry whatever you like - file boxes or ox
boxes - plastic tubs or banana boxes - even index
cards in steel trays. it doesn't matter. What does
matter is what's in the container - the research and
arguments you've prepared for the debates. That's
what defines your level of success.

We know this to be true. That's why we go to so
much trouble to assemble the finest staff, conceive
the most creative projects, and deploy the absolute
best research the debate community has ever
known. So, Paradigm Research is ready for the
2000-2001 debate season. When you're ready to
acquire debate research, call us. We've got what's
inside - that's what counts.

CALL FOR OUR FREE CATALOG

Paradigm's 2000-2001 catalog is available now.
Call, fax, or email us for your own free copy.

F E AT U RI N G MOST COMPLETE SELECTION
Paradigm offers a complete line of research for

for C d LD deb i int, di d vi )
Dallas Perking, Sherry Hali and the debaters of: or CX and LD debate in print, disk, and video

H ARVAR D NEW TITLES FOR 2000 SEASON:

FORENSICS INTERNET GUIDE by Stefan Bauschard
Steve Mancuso and the debaters of: POLITICS DISADVANTAGES - CLINTON AND BEYOND by Slefan Sauschard

M I C I I I G ﬂ N THE LORE ANO PRACTICE OF POLICY DEBATE by Star Muir

Ross Smith and the debaters of; LINKS
WAKE FOREST | BABADIEM, .
on w CONTACTS

the SAMPLES
ORDER

University of Kentucky's
ROGER SOLT www.OneParadigm.com

Boston College's

STEFAN BAUSCHARD

Texas A&M University's PARADIGM RESEARCH
SCOTT ROB' |\ISON P.O. Box 2095 - Denton, TX 76202
Toll-Free 800-837-9973 Fax 940-380-1129
George Mason University's Email service@oneparadigm.com

STAR MUlR Web www.oneparadigm.com
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RESPONSE TO DR. GLASS’S ESSAY ON
FOUCAULT AND HEIDEGGER

Having just read the essay written by
Dr. Glass in the March 2000 Rostrum, 1 felt
that a response was necessary. 1 want to
begin by saying that I appreciate such a
thorough examination of the kritik (critique).
It seems to be an important area that begs
further discussion -- particularly in areas
that conflict with philosephical understand-
ings of the work that is being utilized in the
round.

It seems, however, that the essay re-
lies on a limited approach to Foucault in
order to attack the position of the kritik in
debate. Many of these issues seem to rely
on an understanding of the kritik that ig-
nore current or potential developments.

It seems that the article comes down
to a few points:

1. Kritiks are inherently contradictory
with debate because debaters use them “to
win.”

2. Kritiks establish their own “truth”
in the proeess of the debate round.

3, Kritiks demand rejection of modes
of thought, inhereutly creating the same situ-
ations they indict.

4. Kritiks aren’t unique.

5. Kritiks areu’t “competitive” which
ultimately becomes a means for excinding
the affirmative team and establishing a re-

gime of truth.

Not so surprisingly, these five argu-
ments seem to make up just about every
2AC that I hear when running the kritik, I
have trouble finding these to be compelling
arguments.

Perhaps the problem is not the kritik
or the forum, but the manner in whieh they
have been combined? I have several pat-
ticular responses to the arguments ad-
vanced in the essay.

Debate is Inherently Contradictory

It seerns that Dr. Glass’s point seems
to be that the use of either Foucault or
Heidepper within debate necessarily relies
on what each of them would classify as cal-
culative thought — an analytical mode of
discourse that believes everything can be
reduced to a manner of causality that is de-
fined in terms of a population. In other
words, we think about people in a way that
makes them people rather than individual
persons, each one represented as a number

by Asher Haig

rather than an individual.

I'm not sure why this necessarily
conflicts with debate. Certainly, both
Heidegger and Foucault find conflict with
the mode of analytics that 1s used to de-
scribe the realm of policy, but to say that
they reject the analytics of policy-making
as a whole seems to ignore the agenda of
both. A fundamental part of Foucault’s cri-
tique is to reinsert the “I” in a mode of dis-
course that is so reliant on the “we.”

To say that Foucault’s representa-
tions cannot be utilized in terms of policy
analysis ignores a large part of Foucault’s
work — Madness and Civilization, The
Birth of the Clinic, Discipline and Punish,
and all of the History of Sexuality books
come to mind. This description of Foucault’s
work seems to selectively utilize Foucault’s
analytics in favor of describing Foucault as
“a historian.” Certainly, Foucault fits within
the ficld of history, but I think that many
would find dispute in the claim that he was
a historian.

Foucault’s work might make more
sense put in terms of anthropology. This
distinction can probably be best understood
from Foucault’s The Order of Things and
Archaeology of Knowledge. The purpose
is very much to reject the notion of history
as it is currently conceived — but that does
not leave Foucault in a realm of historical
nihilisn,

Fundamental to this understanding is
the concept of the genealogy. Although not
explicitly considered until Archaeclogy of
Knowledge, the approach is clearly consid-
ered in all of Foucault’s works. The concept
seems to be to understand history in terms
of its contingencies — to go beyond our
simplistic understandings or representa-
tions of history and realize that those repre-
sentations are simply part of history itself
— culturally constructed understandings
of what "is.” Foucault’s analytics involve a
deeper investigation, sometimes so deep as
to ignore the surface entirely, expecting the
observer to piece together new meaning
from that which is exposed. The point is to
analyze the historical process in terms of
what is now.

This distinction is seen in Foucault's
work as the distinction between Continual
History and the Genealogy. Foucault’s re-
jection of continual history means that we
must begin to fry to understand history not
in terms of now, trying to prove why the
status quo was inevitable, but in terms of
the past, trying to understand why the now
is contingent — part of a historical process
of knowledge that was not inevitable.

Now the question probably remains,
where does this come back to debate? 1t
seems to me that the point is rather simple:
the kritik in the debate round serves as a
form of Genealogy. 1t is an approach to
policy making intended to understand the
manner in which we enframe (to borrow from
Heidegger) our political process in terms of
certain political formations of knowledge.
The purpose of the kritik is thus twofold:
one is to expose, the second to de-struct
(more on this later).

Understanding the Contingencies
vs. Negating

And so we’ve all heard it before —
“It’s negation theory. We just have to prove
the affirmative wrong.” The questions
seems to remain: What the Hell does that
mean?

Dr. Glass argues that Foucault’s po-
sition 15 that rejection 1s not an option. He
quotes Foucault as saying “These pre-ex-
isting forms of continuity, all these synthe-
ses that are accepted without question,
must remain in suspense. They must not be
rejected definitively of course, but the tran-
quility with which they are accepted must
be disturbed; we must show that they do
not come about of themselves, but are al-
ways the result of a construction the rules
of which must be known, and the justifica-
tions of which must be scrutinized...” (p25,
Archaeology of Knowledge). The insight
indicates rather a middle ground that does
not appear to be considered. Certainly Fou-
cault does not advocate rejections in terms
of absolutes. Humanism is not bad — it is
merely contingent. The distinction comes
in the manner of approach.

To reject the affirmative does not
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mean to refuse its framework. Negation
theory seems to mean quite the opposite —
we, as the negative, don’t have to prove
the affirmative’s framework wrong, merely
the approach to resolve that framework. The
kritik is a process of exploring those contin-
gencies and exposing them. 1f we can illus-
trate what is wrong with a policy, the natu-
ral step that follows is not to accept that
policy as a solution. This serves, in
Foucault’s words above, as part of the pro-
cess to show that “‘the tranquility with which
they are acccpted must be disturbed.”

Thus endorsing the kritik does not
mean endorsing some sort of new replace-
ment framework that would represent a new
regime of truth, but instead voting not-aft.
The consequence certainly means voting
neg, but that is not on the pretense that
voting neg somehow rejects as a whole the
framework the affirmative used. Much to the
contrary, voting negative recognizes the
contingencies that are inherent in such a
framework, a first step toward finding an
alternative.

Ultismately the importance of this view
is in understanding that Foucault does not
find the concept of rejection problematic,
but instead the manner in which we move
toward rejection. Accepting is the binary
opposite of rejecting. Voting negative, then,
might be better understood as not-accept-
ing, rather than rejecting,

Leaving Foucault Behind

All of these arguments seem very
obsessed with accepting or denying Fou-
cault in binary terms. Certainly there may
be contingencies within the forum of the
kritik itself, but it seems that the exact point,
as established above, is not to necessarily
reject, but to recreate or to develop. That
seems to mean that rather than refusing the
kritik because of potential problems we
should work to develop beyond those prob-
lems. 1t seems to me that a large part of that
process means using Foucault’s theories to
move beyond Foucault. There is never an
explicit denunciation of the debate forum.
The methods, however, seem to serve as a
perfect forum for the modes of resistance
that Foucault discusses. A fundamental part
of that resistance includes the creation of a
Counter-Hegemony — in effect a new mode
of truth that serves to counteract the exist-
mg, dominant mode. The claims that the
kritik is a truth-claim seem to be interesting
non-sequityrs. Foucault’s point is never that
truth does not exist or is necessarily bad,
but that we should recognize the sociologi-

cal construction of truth. It is not a matter
of avoiding truth-claims altogether — such
amove is impossiblc — but of understand-
ing the political implications of particular
claims to truth.

It seems impossible to divorce argu-
ment from agenda. Even Foucault carried a
constant agenda, beginning with May 1968
and the response to socialism, where Fou-
cault breaks away from the socialist move-
ments in search of a new form of resistance.
The point seems to be that nothing is neu-
tral — the kritik is not an exception. This
does not seem to be a reason to reject the
kritik out of hand. The point seems to be
that the kritik has an agenda which con-
flicts with the affirmative. One or the other
has to win out — the very structure of de-
bate. 1’mnot sure why this necessarily con-
flicts with the philosophical process as dis-
cussed by Foucault. In fact, using the analy-
sis that nothing is neutral and the under-
standing that rejection is impossible, it
would be impossible to ever have a discus-
sion that could result in change; we would
always reject things that are said to have an
agenda, and since everything has an
agenda, we would uever go anywhere,

The Question of Uniqueness

Ata more technical debate level, such
criticisms seem to face the question of
uniqueness that is fundamental to disad-
vantages.

Dr. Glass’s description of uniqueness
is that “it would not matter much if the plan
resulted in inflation if inflation was already
occurring.” This in itself seems to make
some sense — unless you are involved in
economics and are working from the recog-
nition that inflation is necessarily evil. The
following explanation clarifies the position:
“unless there was an additional and unique
harm to increasing inflation further.” Such a
clarification seems to change the consider-
ation dramatically.

The point seems to be that things can
always get worse. 1t seems to be the pur-
pose of the kritik to prove why this is true.
Perhaps the problem is that we have to
reconceptualize the meaning of uniqueness.
Perhaps putting it in a different context
makes it easier to understand. The affirma-
tive (200 years ago) says that slavery exists
now, and says that we should reform the
work conditions for slaves. The negative
says that slavery is bad to begin with, Wait
- this claim seems hopelessly non-unique
working from the current notion of unique-
ness. Affirmative claims that kyitiks are non-

unique disads work from very much the
same position.

But let’s assume that it isn’t unique,
for a moment. So what? A non-unique case
turn still serves as an absolute (that is, ab-
solute) solvency take-out with at least a risk
of uniqueness. That still seems to be a rea-
son NOT to endorse the affirmative,

Fiat is Illusory
(Directed at Kritik Debating
in General rather than the Essay)

Yes itis. Such an observation, as Dr.
Glass notes, seems to be utterly absurd. The
point of policy debate (need it be said) is to
analyze policy. What use (even if it does
make logical sense) is it to say that the affir-
mative has to talk about policy (they have
to be topical) and then to say that the only
issues that matter are critical ones? Simi-
larly from the opposite side, what sense does
it make for an affirmative to advocate a
policy (that the federal government should
do) and then say that fiar doesn’t exist in
order to escape a discussion of the political
implications of it? Seems to me to be an ar-
tificial distinction.

It also seems, however, that such a
recognition of the absurdity of these claims
allows us to develop a new forum for kritik.
Fiat seems wholly irrelevant— the point of
the kritik is that the affirmative would be a
bad idea. The affirmative’s job is thus to
prove that it would be a good idea. Sud-
denly — <gasp>-— we’re debating LINKS
to the kritik!

The Alternative and Notions of Change

Perhaps the biggest problem 1've seen
in kritik debating (on both sides) is that no
one either utilizes the notion of the alterna-
tive or debates the kritik in terms of the al-
termative. In this sense, the argument is that
the performance of the kritik actually cre-
ates change. That is NOT to say that en-
dorsing the kritik endorses change (al-
though that is certainly a viable concept)
but instead to say that by running the kritik,
the negative team actually creates change
within the round. This concept will serve in
a moment to illustrate why a permutation is
nonsensical.

The point is that voting negative en-
dorses the de-struction (removal of the
structure) established by the 1AC The af-
firmative is responsible for defending their
structure that they have established. The
point is that political change i
misconceptualized. We understand change
solely in terms of the political, and we un-




derstand the political solely in terms of the
government. Foucault’s ultimate point is
that the government is not a privileged struc-
ture. To the contrary, the governiment exists
solely on cultural terms — it exists because
we want it to exist, it continues because we
keep sending people to make it continue.

The point, then, is that the political
can mean more than the government. If the
government is merely a result of culture,
then why can’t we change the government
by changing culture?

Permutations

So why can’t we do the affirmative at
the same time?

Well hopefully, there will be a link to
the kritik. What’s the point of doing the af-
firmative if the link proves that the planisa
bad idea? Beyond this, the manner in which
permutations are traditionally structured
makes them necessarily intrinsic permuta-
tions (as well as severance). First, the per-
mutation severs out of the 1AC framework
that it establishes. The kritik argument is
that the plan means nothing without the
framework upon which it is based — the
rest of the 1AC. Those things are things
which have been said and done. The affir-
mative doesn’tjust get to forget about them.
Second, The permutation tends to come in
the formn that “well we link, let’s just change
that so we don’t!” In other words, the affir-
mative could say academic achievement
should be increased, the negative says aca-
demic achievement is bad. Why does the
affirmative get to say, “OK make academic
achievement good”? Seems to be the very
definition of intrinsicness and why it is abu-
sive. 1f there’s a specific link to the plan,
why does a permutation let you just ignore
it?

False Advocacy

So certainly there can be the accusa-
tion sometimes that the permutation is a
false advocacy. What does that mean? Dr.
Glass frames it in terms of exclusion — that
the kritik says that the affirmative isn’t al-
lowed to agree. I think that this ignores the
terms of the link. The links prove that is
impossible for the affirmative to advocate
the same thing as the negative — at least
with any consistency.

Further, what does criticism mean if
the affirmative is also making arguments
about why criticism is a flawed concept?
This seems to be a personal contradiction,
not one that is forced.

Finally, given the negative’s argument
with the alternative about how voting affir-

mative reconstructs the framework that the
negative is de-structing, why does it make
any sense to vote affirmative unless the af-
firmative justifies its structure?

Beyond these theoretical issues of
kritiking, there are three specific areas that
Dr1. Glass addresses that I feel need re-
sponse.

Problem/Solution

Heidegger and Foucault both address
the notion of the Problem/Solution mindset
(a familiar phrase for those familiar with
Spanos) — but in a way that is distinct from
most people’s understanding of the issue,
The point is not that we cannot identity
problems and then search for solutions. The
pomtis that the way we generally do that is
a myth - when we separate the two we
simply ignore the manner in which we start
with the solution and then work toward a
problem as a justification. The problemy/so-
lution mindset is not one of political re-
sponses, but one of the order of things.

Liberation and the Ability to Speak

Paramount in Foucault’s kritik of
power is the notion that no one possesses
power — it is not a matter of having it or
lacking it. Power is exercised. 1t is not taken,
it 18 used. To say that power is possessed
traps people who don’t have power in a dis-
cursive prison box — they are powerless
and thus do not have the power to resist.
Foucault’s argument comes in response to
this notion. Foucault believes that personal
resistance is the only way to create change
without reifying the disciplinary system that
is so coercive and dangerous to begin with.

Foucault’s point is that there is not
one silence, but many silences (History of
Sexuality), and that liberation is defined by
the ability to regulate and manipulate these
silences in favor of the dominant discourse.
Liberation is not simply a matter of thinking
out — that is the repressive hypothesis.
Foucault says that while we think we have
been repressed, the actuality of the matter
1s that we have been regulated — discourses
have created schemes of regulation that are
productive rather than silencing. Instead of
silencing sexuality, we have produced new
forms of discourse such as homophobia.
Foucault’s point is that speaking out has
empirically only trapped us further. The idea
is that through kritik we can develop new
forms of resistance.

The Question of Rights
This resistance certainly at some point
involves the question of rights and repre-
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sentation in the law as well as legal equal-
ity. Dr. Glass says that “it is simply the case
that Foucaultbelieved in rights, and believed
in the possibility of governmental change
— he even participated in demonstrations,
and argued for governmental changes
which increased individual liberty.” Such an
observation is astute, but ignores
Foucault’s stated purpose in these demon-
strations, as well as his conflicting inter-
ests. Further, it ignores Foucault’s position-
ing as well as for what issues he was dem-
onstrating. To quote David Halperin, “Fou-
cault felt able to advance proposals because
he could do so not on the strength of some
antecedently established authority but on
the basis of personal experience, communal
participation, and a situated knowledge
which he shared with his interlocutors, Far
from preseribing courses of action... Fou-
cault was describing and reflecting on de-
velopments in gay culture that he saw al-
ready taking place around him. “ {Saint Fou-
cault: Toward a Gay Hagiography, p100).
The point seems distinct from the idea that
Foucault simply supported the notion of
rights. In fact, Foucault has been quoted
numerous times discussing the concept of
rights in relation to the subject — the point
that he came to ultimately is that support-
ing the notion of rights is in conflict with
the notions of the subject, but as he is able
to engage in the personal de-struction of
the subject (identity politics) at the same
time he is able to support rights, he is able
to support specific forms of legal equality.

That does NOT translate directly to
meaning that all rights and all movements
are acceptable immediately. The point is that
we have to engage in forms of identity poki-
tics and avoid speaking for others. Identity
politics ultimately means allowing people
to define themselves rather than trying to
define people through categories.

Foucault does not believe that such
a thing as governmental change exists. To
Foucault, the government is nothing more
than a centralized position upon which dis-
courses circulate. The government is not a
privileged position of power, it is a reflec-
tion of culture. To create governmental
change, a fundamental step is the realiza-
tion of identity politics — individual cul-
tural change that translates to new legal te-
alities.

These ideas are intended to promote
discussion and a move to a new under-
standing of critical debate theory. None of
my referenccs or argumentation above
(Haig to page 60)
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The Stanford Debate Society presents the

Stanford National Forensic Institute

Individual Events Program: July 31 - August 13, 2000

Dramatic Interpretation...Humorous Interpretation
Oratory...Extemporaneous...Impromptu...Expository
Thematic Interpretation...Prose...Poetry...Due 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.

QOutstanding staff includes:

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

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

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

The Two Track System of Placement allows advanced students to focus on specific events at an
accelerated pace, while also ensuring that the beginning to intermediate level students advance at a more
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 a comprehensive scriptlibrary. Tnstitute
staff has on hand hundreds of scripts both to assist student, and to serve as example material. Resource
packets are provided specifically for this group.

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

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

An additional application fee of $75 is required

For additional information: call (650) 723-908%
SNFJ, 555 Bryant St., #3599, Palo Alto, CA 94301




The Stanford Debate Society presenis the Summer 2000

Stanford National Forensic Institute

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

SUPERIOR The Stanford National Forensic Institute offers a unique national caliber
PROGRAM: program which features policy debate, LD debate, and NFL events. The
policy program is 3 weeks, the |E and LD programs are 2 weeks. The SNFI is conducted by the
Stanford Debate Society of Stanford University, a registered student organization of the Associ-
ated Students of Stanford University. Anexcellentfaculty teaches students bothfundamentals and
advanced techniques in a rigorous, carefully structured environment that caters to the needs of
forensics students at all levels. Policy debate students who have attended an institute of sufficient
rigor earlier in the summer may apply for acceptance into the “policy debate swing lab,” designed
for students desiring 5 weeks of comprehensive instruction.

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

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

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

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

provides a beautiful setting for the students to study, practice and learn.
Supervision is provided by an experienced staff which collectively has hundreds of previous
institute teaching sessions of experience. The SNFI specializes in advanced competitors, but
comprehensive programs at all levels are available.

REASONABLE Policy Debate LD and Events
COST: $1,725 resident plan $1,375 resident plan
$895 commuter plan $775 commuter plan

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

Given the nature and quality of the 2000 program the cost is quite low. This program, both in faculty
composition and in structure compares favorably with programs costing nearly twice as much. The resident
plan includes housing for the duration of the program, 3 meals a day on most days of the program, tuition
and all required materials. The commuter plan includes tuition and some materials. An additional $75
application fee is required upon application to the SNF/.

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

e-mail: snfi@mail.com
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The Stanford Debate Sociely presents the

Stanford National Forensic Institute

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

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

2) Incomparable staff: The 2000 staff includes:
Program Director: Dr. Michael Major, formerly of College Prep School

Lab Instructors:
Jonathan Alston, Newark Scimce‘ Bymr_: Arthur, Stuart Hall School
Michael Arton, New Orleans Jesuit ~ Niek:Coburn-Palo, Hopkins
Michelle Coody‘,' St. James. & .fessica Dean, Boston University
Hetal Doshi, Emorj’ Eniversity - Michael Eddwards, Princeton
Jon Geggenheimer, Woodson .Scknm’ Leah Halvors@n Reed College
Adam Lauridsen, Havard " Michael Osafsky, Stanford Debater

Aaron Timmons, Greenhill School

3) Extended Week Option: The outstanding highlight of this option will be an extra 20 fully
critiqued practice rounds. Students afttending other camps durlng 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 the regular camp eﬂm_biﬂed with the "extended
week" option provides the equivalent of a full serester of competitive LD debate
experience, or more, in just 3 weeks (up to 35 critiqued rounds)!

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

LD Third week Option: August 13-20
Third Week Resident Program Cost: $850
For additional information and applications contact us at

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




The Stanford Debate Society presents the

Stanford National Forensic Institute
CX Program: July 25 - August 13, 2000 "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 Sumomer of 2000. 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 1994 through 1999 graduates
“cleared” at most national circuit tournaments, including Greenhill, St. Mark's, the Glenbrooks, Redlands, MBA,
Lexingon, Berkeley, Stanford, Emory and NFL nationals. Swing lab participants have won 1st place recently
at USC, Berkeley, MBA, Stanford, Lexington, and have twice won the Glenbrooks and the TOC.

THE PROGRAM

Expertly Critiqued Debates. Swing Lab scholars will participate in arigorous 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 arguments will be used by program participants to construct entire
detailed positions which will include second and third level extension blocks, new cases, novel disadvantages,
kritiks, counterplans, and in-depth case negative attacks.

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, kritiks, 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 the renowned Emory University debate program. He was also a nationally ranked NDT
debater at Emory University. Among his successes were tirst 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 tournament, and in the last two years at Emory
his teams have won outright ten major college tournaments. In high schooi Dan was top speakerat the TOC. Danis returning
to the SNFI and the Swing Lab for the third year,

Jon Sharp is a debate coach at West Georgia College, and was an NDT debater at Emory University. At West Georgia
his teams have received first round bids to the NDT for the last 5 years in arow. 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 eleventh year of teaching summer debate institutes.

APPLICATION AND ENROLLMENT

Students desiring to attend the Swing Lab Scholars Program will be admitted on an application-only basis,
and are required to attend at least one rigorous debate institute prior to attendance at the SNFI. 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 | Bl -

et

555 Bryant St., #599, Palo Alto, CA 94301
call us at (650) 723-9086
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FORDETAILED INFORMATION ABOUT SDI, PLEASE VISIT
OUR WEB SITE: http:/www.msu.edu/~debate
OR E-MAIL US AT: debate@msu.edu

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

A COMMITMENT TO PRACTICE ROUNDS - By providing entering students with an affirmative case
and several negative positions, SDI can begin practice rounds almost instantly, with some students debating
as early as the second day of the camp. Although SDI produces large amounts of high quality evidence, we
believe the only way to improve your debating skills is by providing many opportunities to debate in front
of knowledgeable critics. In addition, both "00 sessions will conclude with judged tournaments, relaxed,
yet structured, opportunifies for students to validate the education received during their stay.

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

COACHES' WORKSHOP - SDI offers a unique opportunity for coaches to gain familiarity with both
the topic and theoretical issues of their choice. Contact us for further information. July 16 - July 21.
Tuition: $200. Room and Board (ifused) $200.

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

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

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

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

DEBATE, #10 Lintin Hall, Michigan State University, East Lansing, MI 48824

OR CALL WILL REPKO AT 517-353-9388
Fax:517-353-6464
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DAVID GLASS'S RESPONSE TO HAIG

Mr. Haig misstates the central argu-
ments of my essay, and then pronounces
the misstated arguments uncompelling,

My actual arguments are:

1. Critiques are inherently contradic-
tory with Foucaylt (not with debate), be-
cause debaters use them "o win." [ go to
some lengths to illusirate severe tensions
between Foucault's writings and the way
he is referenced in the Policy Debate Dis-
course. To say Critiques are inherently con-
tradictory with "debate" is nonsensical.
The last paragraph of my original essay
makes this position quite clear,

Nothing in Mr. Haig's fleshed-out dis-
cussion contradicts my (cited) contention
that Foucault explicitly rejects a silencing
of opposing discourses. Further, Mr. Haig
has no eitations to back up his claim that a
pwpose of Foucault's criticism is to "de-
struct”. (Deconstruct, yes, understand,
yes, destroy or silence, no).

As for Mr. Haig's quibbling with my
labelling of Foucault as a historian (he says
"many would find dispute in the claim that
he was a historian"), say for example Gary
Gutting's book: Michel Foucault's archae-
ology of scientific reason , pg 1: "He [Fou-
cault] can be regarded as a philosopher, a
social historian, a literary analyst, a social
and political critic; each of these perspec-
ttves focuses on something integral to his
achievement. But his intellectual metier,
through which he develops all his ideas
about philosophy is the history of thought.
With one exception, all his major books are
histories of aspects of Western thought,
and the exception (AK) is a methodical re-
flection on this historical work. Foucauit's
choice of title for his chair atthe College de
France was entirely appropriate: Professor
of the History of Systems of Thought.”

Given that Foucault called himself a
historian, I feel pretty secure in the label-
ling.

2. 1justreread my essay, and could
not find Mr. Haig number two argument in
there anywhere.

3. The Foucault and Heidegger cri-
tiques are used to criticize hurmanism, they
critique constructed acts geared at solving
a problem,; this constructed act is, how-
ever, no different than the construction of
the critique itself, geared to win a policy
debate round. (Note that this argument is
totally distinct from that written as Mr.

Haig's number 3).

4. Critiques aren't unique. This argu-
ment was correctly stated.

5. Critiques aren't "competitive",
which ultimately becomes a means for ex-
cluding the affirmative team, an artificial
exclusion which is used simply to maintain
separate ground for the negative, that they
might win (Mr. Haig states this as "estab-
lishing a regime of truth"; again, this was
not part of the argument,

Missing from Mr, Haig's list is the
most important point in the essay, that there
exists an over-arching "Policy Debate Dis-
course”, and that actions taken and argu-
ments made within this Discourse have
particular purposes which must be under-
stood, dissected, and exposed.

Furthermore:

If Mr. Haig is correct that the nega-
tive does not have to prove the affirmative's
framework as wroung, then this is already an
affirmative argnment against the Foucault
critique, since the most popular link is that
the affirmative's framework is wrong,

If, as Mr. Haig states, the critique is a
"process of exploring those contingencies
and exposing them”, then it should not be
a voting issue. We should simply pro-
nounce the contingencies exposed, and
move on, with that understanding.

Mir. Haig states that" if we can illus-
trate what is wrong with a policy, the natu-
ral step that follows is not to accept that
policy as a solution.” That depends. If, by
advancing, the Critique, the Negative is
committing this same "wrong" act, then the
Critique would not be a reason to reject the
Affirmative, but rather the Negative (since
the Negative is the only team which is argu-
ing that this is grounds for rejection). 1f the
thing Jabelled as "wrong” with the policy is
not unique; if that thing would not go away
whether or not the policy existed, then this
is an additional reason why there is no
"natural” step towards rejection.

Mr. Haig states that "endorsing the
kritik does not mean endorsing some sort
of new replacement framework that would
represent a new regime of truth”. But I'm
asking the reader to be aware that the Cri-
tique functions within the Policy Debate
Discourse identieally to the way a policy
proposal functions as an action of states,
as a means to an end, as an example of Bio-

power. As such, endorsing the Critique as
a reason to reject the Affirmative is both
hypocritical and dishonest, since it selec-
tively ignores the framework under which
the Critique is advanced, as part of the
Policy Debate Discourse.

Mr. Haig states that "the importance
of this view is in understanding that Fou-
cault does not find the concept of rejection
problematic."” Sorry, but this simply is false.
And there's no citation to prove ittrue. And
there is a citation to prove it false (see my
essay).

It 15 important to highlight that the
next section of Mr. Haig's rebuttal is titled
"Leaving Foucault Behind”, since that is
clearly his real agenda. But the entire point
of my piece was to embrace what F oucalult
actually said, and use Foucault to Criticize
the Critique. I have no intention of leaving
Foucault.

Itis ironic that, in this section "Leav-
ing Foucault Behind" ), Mr. Haig states that
the point is to "recreate or to deve}oP.“
This can be restated as Mr. Haig adnnttmg
that he's basically making stuff up. This is
a link to the Foucault Critique of the Use of
the Critique in the Policy Debate Discourse.
It's clear that the critiquer basically does
not care what Foucault actually said; he's
just concerned with being ablc\? to use an
argument to win. If Foucault is inconve-
nient, then just "recreate of develop" what
he said. Lest this seem harsh, just re-read
Mr. Haig's further elaboration.” That scems
to mean that rather than refusing the kritik
because of potential problems we should
work to develop beyond these problems. It
seems to me that a large part of that pro-
cess means using Foucault's theories to
move beyond Foucault." Indeed, thatis Mr.
Haig's process. If there was ever a betlter
link to a Foucault counter-critique, I'd like
to hear it. ;

Just one more quote from this sec-
tion, "1t seems impossible to divorce argu-
ment from agenda." That's my argu@ent,
that the agenda of the Critique is the link to
Foucault.

As to the question of uniqueness: .I
challenge any debater, people who run cri-
tiques and those who don't, to re—rectad Mr.
Haig's (slavery) example in his sszctlon on
Uniqueness, as to why uniqueness
shouldn't matter.... Now, aren't you more

(Glass to page 60)
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DEBATING PRESIDENTIAL LEADERSHIP DISADVANTAGES:
WHAT DOES THE ACADEMIC LITERATURE PROVE?

The Clinton disadvantage is the most
popular policy argument on this year's edu-
cation topic, as it was last year, and until
Bill Clinton vacates the office next January
{at which point we'll shift to arguing Bush
or Gore popularity/focus/agenda links} this
brand of political process position is likely
to dominate the circuit. The availability of
up-te-the-minute database evidence has in-
creased our collective reliance on presiden-
tial popularity/focus/capital arguments,
since efficient update work can produce
timely impact and brink stories, not to men-
tion late breaking horserace assessments.

Concerns about the widespread use
of the Clinton argument are by now well
known, but apart from some limited efforts
to craft theoretical objections, few inroads
have been made against its use or success.
In the abstract I think most judges agree
the most defensible explanations of likely
fiat mechanisms can provide compelling af-
firmative link takeouts, but these have
proven hard to win in practice, since nega-
tive tearns who specialize in Clinton have
developed a laundry list of defenses. The
fiat debate (A: "Fiat takes out the link - Con-
gress won't backlash to itself!” N: "Fiat as-
sumes minimal means, which leaves room
for the link!") has become something of a
yes/no contest where few debaters are un-
derstandably willing to invest the rhetori-
cal energy necessary to make their position
compelling.

Another problem with the Clinton dis-
advantage, apparently well understood in
the abstract but rarely decisive in practice,
has to do with the often strained internal
link story defended by the negative. If there
is a connection between presidential un-
popularity effects following a policy fight,
there is rightful skepticism about the
strength of the spillever to other major leg-
islative contests. But as any observer
knows, these objections also tend to carry
little weight against the disadvantage.
When internal link attacks are offered, a few
cards from Bond and Fleisher (the now dated
evidence asserting such a spillover) usu-
ally suffice.’

In this essay I introduce some of the
recent academic work on presidential power,
especially on factors able to predict suc-
cessful presidential leadership in the legis-

by David M. Cheshier

lative arena. To a large and surprising de-
gree this work this work has not been greatly
utilized by the debate community, maybe
because it seems too heavily theoretical, too
easily trumped by vesterday's assessment
of the horserace. But my suggestion is that
a closer reading of the proliferating work on
the American presidency can substantially
strengthen the affirmative's hand when it
comes to undermining the internal link claims
of the disadvantage, at least as commonly
argued, because I aim to direct vou to these
literatures, I've footnoted my claims more
fully than normal; these notes give some
indication of the available work, old and new.

Dr. David M. Cheshier

A Quick Introduction fo the
Presidential Leadership Scholarship

If you've been debating Clinton a lot
Tecently, you might naturally assume the
major determinant of presidential success
in the legislative arena is popularity, or the
more amorphous concept of accumulated
political capital. But the literature on presi-
dential success does not emphasize the
popularity issue, or even political capital,
and many of the standard works do noteven
seriously consider these issues in a manner
that would be recognizable to policy debat-
ers.?

Consider three widely cited and rela-
tively recent works on presidential success.
One, by Marvin Olasky, emphasizes how
presidential success mainly derives from a
given president's capacity for moral leader-
ship. Olasky believes the articulation of
what he calis "moral vision" is the best pre-
dictor of capable political leadership.® An-
other recent book by Robert Shogan makes
much the same point.* Or consider Philip
Abbott's interesting application of literary

theory to presidential power, One prominent
theory of literary success, advanced some
timne ago by Harold Bloom, argues that great
writers succeed by triumphing over the
"anxiety of influence.” That is, they over-
come the legacy of the great writers who
precede them, in the process producing
genuinely unique work, made possible by a
willful misreading of their mentors. Abbott
explores whether the same argument ex-
plains presidential success, and defends an
argument that the historically great presi-
dents succeeded by reacting to their strong
predecessors.” From the vantage point of
presidential popularity scenarios, these ac-
counts are interesting precisely because
they omit day to day dynamics, and the ups
and downs of public approval. Such work
is typical in the sense that in accounting for
leadership, it tends to credit longer term his-
torical or characterological factors over the
short term tactical variables which so domi-
nate policy debates.

This has been true since the most in-
fluential accounts of presidential success
were first written. The most cited work, by
Richard Neustadt (which first appeared in
1960), equates presidential power with the
power to persuade, but is not dominated by
arguments over public opinion control. And
this is true of other major works in the field,
such as book by Richard Pious and Edward
Corwin, both of which emphasize the
president's managerial competence as the
major predictor of success.®

By contrast to how presidential suc-
cess 15 argued in typical debate rounds,
academic research tends either to empha-
size the institutional circumstances of lead-
ership (e.g., does it occur in a time of cri-
sis?} or the personal traits of the men who
have served as president. For example,
Clinton Rossiter's 1956 book used charac-
terological analysis to divide presidents into
two categories, "earth movers" and "earth
smoothers.” The great presidents were
"movers” who made things happen. Erwin
Hargrove used a similar strategy of classifi-
cation, categorizing presidents as either
leaders of "action" (like the Roosevelts,
Wilson, and Johnson) or of "restraint” (such
as Hoover or Fisenhower).” More recently
Jamnes David Barber's typology of presiden-
tia] character has exerted an influence on
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the academic debate, but here again the
traits Barber singles out are those of dispo-
sition rather than perceived approval by the
Congress or public.?

Institutional accounts vie with char-
acterological theories; among the first and
most influential of these was produced by
Theodore Lowi. Lowi, in partresponding to
Barber but still influenced by work stress-
ing the effects of a president's personal char-
acteristics, nonetheless argued personal
characteristics are dwarfed by "the tremen-
dous historical forces lodged in the laws,
traditions, and commitments of institu-
tions."® Contemporary work based in ratio-
nal choice theory has tended to emphasize
how members of Congress make their dcei-
sions out of perceived self interest more
than cut of deference to party leaders or
presidents; that is, they will give a presi-
dent what he wants only when they believe
it advances their own purposes.'® In a more
general scise, among the most impressive
recent attempts to study all the available
data on the complicated relationship be-
tween president and Congress, and orga-
mze findings around a comprehensive ap-
preciation of the institutional complexities
of the office, was produced last year by
Steven Shull and Thomas Shaw.!!

Given this range of scholarly ap-
proaches, what then is the role of public
approval, presidential agenda setting, and
political capital in determining legislative
success? And how might our debates be
improved by taking account of such re-
search?

Public Approval and
Presidential Success

Much of the research on presidential
leadership and approval ratings is anec-
dotal, for despite the wealth of available
polling data, it can be difficult to draw gen-
eralizations regarding the relationship be-
tween popularity and success. A number
of books offer very careful historical ac-
counts about specific presidential adminis-
trations, but careful model construction has
been difficult to accomplish. At the extremnes
one can easily reach common sense con-
clusions about the rclationship: overwhelm-
ingly popular presidents are more likely to
achieve their goals that hated ones. In this
vein the most common quotes come from
Abraham Lincoln - "Public sentiment s ev-
erything. With public sentiment nothing can
fail; without it, nothing can succeed"” - and
Woodrow Wilson - "let him once win the
admiration and confidenee of the country,
and no other single force can withstand him,

no combination of forces will easily over-
power him."

For many years debaters have quoted
work by George Edwards, who has argued
that "the greatest source of influence for
the president is public approval."!?
Edwards found his strongest evidence in a
apparent correlation between public ap-
proval ratings and presidential influence
with members of Congress, findings often
cited despite Edwards’ own plain skepticism
on the matter. In fact, Edwards' subtle argu-
ment is often lost in the give-and-take of
policy debate. An example of this (which
has more to do with how evidence is intro-
duced in Clinton debates than any flaw in
Edwards' work) is how affirmative evidence
denying a popularity effect is often an-
swered with "perception” evidence; that is,
disadvantage defenders often read evi-
dence saying if members of Congress per-
ceive a president as popular, they're more
likely to go along with his agenda, whether
his power is real or not. While the insight is
commonsensical enough, it takes only a
moment's reflection to see that if such an
effect exists, it should be showing up in the
studies; thus if the studies show no effect,
those results trump perception claims.

There are other problems with the
claims of a popularity-to-legislation connec-
tion. One 1s the impossibility of proving that
a bump of, say, five percentage points in
the president's approval ratings translates
to a specified increase in the odds of legis-
lative passage. Compounding this is the fact
that almost all scholars of the presidency
agree approval is not a precondition or guar-
antor of success. As Plischke once put it,
"over time, the atternpt merely to please, un-
accompanied by initiative and accomplish-
ment, is likely to boomerang. In practice, a
President may be popular without being
prestigious."* We might also recall the cau-
tionary tale of Bill Clinton, who continued
to enjoy historically high second term ap-
proval ratings while struggling mightily to
secure passage of his still-ambitious policy
agenda.

One important implication of the pub-
lic approval research is that the likelihood
of presidential success is less a function of
a given program's popularity than of a
president’s salesmanship skills. Thus, our
conventional method of explaining the ap-
proval disadvantage link ("Federal sex edu-
cation mandates are unpopular. Thus hav-
ing Clinton fight for congressional sex ed
approval will undermine his approval;
Clinton needs his popularity to secire WTO

admission") misconstrues the research, by
ignoring a president's personal ability to
shape the debate, adapt to the political cli-
mate, modify his proposals given nascent
opposition, or deflect criticism by distanc-
ing himself from the most unpopular as-
pects of his proposals.™

Another factor to be considered is the
extent to which members of Congress con-
nect a president's general approval ratings
with a perception that his support is based
on his policies. As Barbara Sinclair has
noted, "the purposive behavior framework
predicts that only when members rcad the
president’s popularity as rcsting, at least in
part, upon their constituents' support for
his policy proposals is this popularity likely
to significantly increase congressional sup-
port."* This has implications for many
policy debate rounds: it implies popularity
is not likely to have much issue-to-issue
crossover effect,'® and so-called context
variables (the time of the term when debate
occurs, the political balance in Congress,
etc.j are likely to carry more weight than
simmple approval, even when connected to
particular policy controversies."” 1t also im-
plies that if members of Congress believe
public support is being orchestrated by a
president (as opposed to reflecting a genu-
ine groundswell of outrage), they are lcss
likely to be moved to action, and may even
backlash by attempting their own informa-
tion campaigns.

These implications are confirmed by
studies which downplay the influence of
public opinion on congressional
decisionmaking. A study carried out by Jef-
frey Cohen found popular presidents are
not significantly more successful in con-
trolling the public agenda than less popular
ones, and presidential efforts to impact opin-
ion on particular issues producc gains that
tend to fade fast." A more recent Cohen
essay speculates that the Congress might
wellrespond to public opinion in sctting its
agenda, but adwmits "no such study exists.""?
In addition, there is strong evidence that
popularity effects are very constrained un-
der circumstances where government is di-
vided {some point to the Democratic Con-
gress' immunity to Bush's post-Gulf War
popularity as evidence of this). The research
also emphasizes the extent to which popu-
larity effects lag; that is, a loss of popular-
ity (or for that matter, a quick gain) takes
time to percolate through the system. The
standard 2NR story, which often says some-
thing like "voting for this unpopular plan
today will derail WTO tornorrow" is simyply




not supported by mest research.®

Presidential Agenda-Setting

The president, of course, wields con-
siderable influence over the national agenda.
One of the most cited books on this point
remains Paul Light's The President's
Agenda, which appeared in 1984.% Light's
basic premise is that the most important
strategy for securing presidential power is
successful control of the decisionmaking
agenda. There is a certain logic in the view
that, following Light's argument, a president
will succeed or fail to the extent he creates
an agenda and prioritizes his wish list to
take full effect of the political situation.

As debated, the agenda-setting argu-
ment tends to undergo a not-so-subtle trans-
formation. Presidential agenda-~setting is
often described this way hy negatives: "Pas-
sage of policy Q is at the top of the
president's agenda today. But here comes
the plan, and passing it will require the presi-
dent to divert his energy from policy Q ad-
vocacy. He will have to divert his valnable
time away from policy Q and toward plan
passage, thus a tradeoff link." But this ar-
gument is a significant distortion of the
agenda-setting research, which emphasizes
not the relative placement of one agenda
item over or under another, but the time-
table of presidential action. Paul Light ar-
gued that the basis of presidential success
was speed in the first year of the term, when
presidents can exploit their so-called "hon-
eymoon" to advance pet programs more
easily. Light claimed if a president failed to
act decisively during the start of either of
his terms, his programs would likely be over-
whelmed by other unavoidable institutional
forces (divided and fragmented government,
inevitable media souring on presidential
leadership, entrenched battle lines, and so
on}.

Indeed, if all it took to derail impor-
tant initiatives was competition from other
proposals, presidential power would be in-
evitably eviscerated, from day one of the
president's term. After all, every day's news-
paper conveys major new developments
domestic and international which, if only
temporarily, bump the president's priorities
off the nightly news. Even when the chief
executive devotes complete attention to one
issue, as President Clinton did in March with
his tour of South Asia, he is unlikely to suc-
cessfully control the public opinion or po-
litical agenda (Clinton's visit, for example,
was largely overshadowed by the Pope's
tour of the Middle East, and to some extent
by Clinton's own announcement of a last

minute meeting with Syrian leader Hafez el-
Asad).

A president's ability to control or set
the agenda is also a function of which party
controls the Congress. When the
president’s party is in control, he is better
able to coordinate the legislative agenda
with the leadership, But, as in the current
circumstances, the government is divided,
a president's agenda is forced to contend
with competing opposition proposals.

Presidential Political Capital

Anyone with experience debating the
Clinton disadvantage knows the popular-
ity of the so-called "winners win" argument.
Advanced several times over the past few
years by Norman Ornstein, the claim is that
presidents benefit from legislative passage
even if the substance of the law is unpopu-
lar simply hy enjoying the afterglow of vic-
tory. Defeat taints a leader, reveals his Achil-
les’ heel, thereby making subsequent vic-
tory less likely; victory, by contrast, makes
leaders seem more intimidating to their op-
ponents, and hy enhancing presidential stat-
ure winning makes it easier to force agree-
ment on opponents who mainly respectraw
political power. "Winners win" is the logi-
cal extension of understanding that presi-
dents have at their disposal a certain amount
of "political capital,” the resources required
to get their way. These resources include
chits (favors owed them by their col-
leagues), quid pro quo agreements (where
a president gets something in return for giv-
ing up something else), the perception of
power that comes from favorable approval
ratings or good media coverage, and also
the simple perception of success. The "win-
ners win" claim usefully cails our attention
to how such political capital is not static
but can change over time, increasing and
decreasing as the public's and Congress'
impressions are altered over time,

The winners win position is also, of
course, vulnerable on many fronts. It does
not assume the peculiar dynamics of an elec-
tion year, during which opponents are un-
likely to be awed even by impressive dis-
plays of presidential suasion. Nor does it
assume, Ornstein to the contrary, a context
of divided govemment. Republicans con-
trolling Congress are less likely to be awed
by Clirton success than angered by it; the
likely outcome of Democratic presidential
success is reinvigorated opposition, not
cowering concessions down the road. And
the winners win claim is simplistic, in the
sense that winning does not inevitably start
a snowball effect of guaranteed future suc-
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cess (nor for that matter does a single loss
necessarily set the end of a presidency into
motion); wins and losses are inevitable re-
gardiess of the office's occupant, and the
effect of 2 win or loss on subsequent out-
comes is easily exaggerated.

The political capital issue is another
one easier to see in the extreme than at the
margins, The insight that President Carter
spread his available political capital too thin
by overloading the Congress with initiatives
(and declaring them all his highest priority)
has now become conventional wisdom. But
to what extent is presidential success a func-
tion of changes in political capital? Put more
specifically, to what extent does adding one
new proposal to the agenda subvert a
president's influence? Interestingly, the
most cited defense of presidential capital,
offered by Paul Light, offers a broad defini-
tion of the concept that does include popu-
larity, but which also defines it as a func-
tion of the number of partisan seats in Con-
gress and the extent of the original electoral
margin. These are variahles over which a
president, regardless of his skills, has little
wfluence. If capital is a function of relatively
unchanging environmental constraints, we
might reasonably infer that political capital
changes at the margin will tend to matter
very little.

Arguing the Media Manipulation
Internal Links

As Theodore Roosevelt so memora-
bly put it, the United States presidency af-
fords its occupant with a singular power to
persuade, to make use of the "bully pulpit"
to advance his causes, or as Ronald Reagan
put it, to "go over the heads" of Congress
and directly to the American people for sup-
port. This fact has induced many affirma-
tive teams to argue against the Clinton in-
ternal link by stressing the president's in-
stitutional advantages in framing and con-
trolling the national debate. The White
House staff is increasingly organized to di-
rect the country's conversation. Some
affirmatives use this fact to argue the presi-
dent can never really suffer from his actions;
he will invariably find a way to spin the is-
sue, blame his adversaries, or salvage vic-
tory even from defeat.

But, as with the relationship between
high poll numbers and successful leader-
ship, the media relationship is more compli-
cated than our debating usually recog-
nized.?? We know that a president's failure
to effectively use the media will complicate
his efforts to see his initiatives, but it does
(Cheshier to page 60)
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CONSOLATION STORYTELLING AT
NATIONALS

Why?

A second consolation contest was needed. The large
and increasing numbers entering impromptu were making the con-
test difficult to complete in one day. Although many popular con-
tests could have been chosen, two criteria had to be met:

1} Since this is a consolation event, entered only after
elimination in one {or two) main events and one {or two) supple-
mental events, the new event must require limited or no prepara-
tion. Events which required either research or writing were unsuit-
able. No contestant concentrating on a main event or supplemen-
tal events will have time to prepare for a consolation event,

2) The new event should have an interp bias since the
current consolation event, impromptu, has a public address bias.
Interp contestants will now have an interp consolation event.

3) Hence - Storytelling

What Storytelling is not:

1) Itis not story reading. There is no script or book. NFL
has a contest in Prose reading already.

2) It is not children’s literature, although one year the
theme might be children’s stories. Other types of story telling
occur in our society. Recall Alberto Rios storytelling at the Phoe-
nix Nationals, the National Storytelling Festival and even the Na-
tional Liar’s Contest,

3) Itis not.drama. The Presentation of characters is not
banned but the focus will be on communication of a narrative.

4) 1t is not original fiction made up by the contestant.
5) Itis not Improvisation,

What Storytelling is:

1) The retelling of single narrative incident. Think of
vourself telling a group of friends your favorite ghost story or golf
anecdote or debate war story or Greek myth or urban legend.

2) The extempore {no notes or props) re-creation of a
story one hag previously read {(not memorized) or heard. {i.e. Sec-
retary Jim Copeland grew up in Michigan where his refatives told
him the tales of Paul Bunyan and Babe the Blue Ox. Jim can still
retell those tales today - 50 years later)

3) Each year there will be a central theme for storytelling.
Possible Areas:
Myths and Legends from past times.
Ghost tales around the Campfire
Urban Legends
Children's Stories, etc.

This year's Storytelling theme at the 2000 NW Rose Nationals
will be Native American and Western Legends and Stories.

Preparation for Storytelling:
A student will prepare by:
1) Selecting a story within the theme
2) Reading it
3) Writing a brief introduction
4) Retelling it in 4 minutes w/o notes
5} Practiceretelling it,

Rules:
1) A single published, printed story, anecdote, tale, myth
or legend must be retold without notes or props.

2) The maximum time is 4 minutes, but the story may be
briefer without penalty. Any introduction must be included within
the 4 minute time limit.

3) The student may not tell a story s/he used previously
in any NFL district and/or national tournament.

4) The delivery must be extempore, notread. No book or
script may be used. The story may be delivered standing or seated.

5) Gestures and pantomime may be used with restraint.
Characterization may be used, but the focus must be on the narra-
tive.

6) The retelling must be true to the original tale. The
contestant may not add original material or materially change the
content of the story.

Judge Ballot:

The art of storytelling is to create a mood wherein a spo-
ken narrative transports the audience to the time and place of the
story being recounted.

A story teller is a narrator - not an actor or actress - and
although gestures, pantomime, movement, and characterization are
not barred, they must be used with restraint.

The focus of the presentation must be on the narrative,
with the teller acting as an unobtrusive presenter and not a per-
former. The teller must clearly grasp and convey the meaning of
the tale.

The judge should rate highly the mechanics of superior
speaking: fluency, vocal variety, articulation, eye contact, gesture.

The presentation should be extempore, not read. No
book or script may be used. The storyteller may speak standing or
seated. No props or visual aids may be used.

"When the teller has been successful in bringing the tale
to life, the telling will seem entirely natural, almost effortless”
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Policy Debate Extended Week Program

Inquire about our LD extended week program too!
August 13 - August 20

The idea behind the policy extended week is simple. Debaters improve most by
debating - especially when challenged by experienced critics in a stop-and go format,
redoing rebuttals, and receiving extensive feedback after the round. This program
offers all this and more. Students are guaranteed to get 17 fully critiqued practice
rounds in just one week, and since the program is near the end of the summer,
participants have the advantage of extensively debating a topic that has evolved over
the course of the summer institute season. These 17 guaranteed rounds effectively
make the extended week program equivalant to as many as three start of the year
tournaments - a big advantage for participants when tournaments do begin. This
program is staffed by some of the top instructors from the regular SNFI policy camp.
* TvricaL Daiy ScHeEDULE. Most days will follow this basic format (with breaks for lunch and dinner):

9:00 AM - 12:00 PM Round 1, morning round

1:00 PM - 3:00 PM rebuttal redas/ topic seminars or independent research
3:00 PM-5:30 PM Round 2,-afternoon round

7:00 PM - 9:30 PM Round 3, evening round

9:30 PM- 11:30 PM Movie or recreation time

* NATIONALLY RENOWNED FACULTY. The practice rounds will be adjudicated by experienced critics who
will give valuable advice and guidance on improving your debate skills. All of the staff for the extended-
week program have a wealth of success at both the high school/colleg;ate level, and include top-flight
current and former collegiate competitors. Directing the program is Robert Thomas, formerly of
Bainbridge Island HS, Emory University, and Woodward Academy. Initially confirmed faculty include
Dan Fitzmier of Emory University, Sarah Holbrook of West Georgia College, Abe Newman of UC
Berkeley, and others of the SNF1 policy debate program staff - check us out on the web for updates!

* ACCELERATED LEARNING ENVIRONMENT. Includes 17 critiqued debates in this exclusive program to
help students get the equivalent of a semester of debate experience and actual improvement during
the course of the camp. The program also features topic/theory seminars and rebuttal rework
exercises, all designed to teach mastery of superior technigue at all levels. Students learn in a relaxed
atmosphere, more akin to a graduate seminar or retreat than a traditional debate camp.

¢ PrOGRrAM PRE-REQUISITES. Students should attend the regular Stanford Policy Debate Forensic
Institute. Students who will have previously attended a different policy camp of sufficient rigor the
same surumer will also be considered for admission, as wilt all previous year's attendees ofthe the SNFI
policy debate camp.

Check out the SNFl web-page at www.educationunlimited.com for staffing updates for the extended
week program, or contact our offices!

Costs (which includes housing, lunch and dinner throughout the program, and a standard program materials/
briefs and evidence packet). Students not continuing from the regular SNFI may wish to purchase the supple-
mental evidence packet from the camp (about $85).

Extended week CX program $850 (rm, board, tuition), commuters $525
No additional $75 enrollment fee is required upon application for those applicants continuing from the regular SNFI
policy debate program.

SNFI, 555 Bryant Street, #599 FPalo Alto, CA 94301




The National Forensic Consortium presents the

Austin National LD Debate Institute

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

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

The 2000 faculty includes:
Nick Coburn-Palo of Hopkins High School and Jessica Dean of Boston University. Both of these instructors
specialize in teaching philosophy and advanced techniques of LD debate. Instruction is available for students from

beginning to advanced level.

And here are what some previous ANDI LD camp participants thought:
"All of the philosophical lectures and discussions were awesome! 1 was really pleased with the level of
instruction. Our lab leader was very dedicated to providing us with a good experience, and the level of intensity
was extremely high. 1 would definitely recommend this camp!”

Addie Frieweaver, previous program participant

"I would recommend this camp to other students because it was tons of fun and 1 learned a lot. The work was

hard, and the intensity was high, but wasn’'t overwhelming... The staff did a good job explaining things and made

it easy to ask questions. The quality of instruction, level of intensity, and student to staff ratio were all a’[()"..."
Alison Campbell, previous program participant

"Tlearned a lot and feel I've improved tremendously. 1 liked the emphasis on research... Ifelt the best features
of this camp were the friendliness of the staff, their dedication to our intellectual and spiritual growth, and the
free bumper stickers! The level of preparation of my lab leaders, their knowledge and skill level, and their
commitment to providing a quality experience were all 10 out of 10..."

Will Orloff, previous program participant

"I would recommend this camp because it's affordable with the same qualities as more expensive camps. [really

enjoyed the counselors. ...the instructors were experienced, but were also people that students could relate to...”
Viviana Gonzalez, previous program participant

For a brochure contact: NFEC ANDI LD Camp Fees :

NATILINAL
GORENSIL CONSORT, .-;ﬁ‘

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

Listed fees include tuition, room and a meal plan.




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 LD debate programs or for one-week primer sessions in either type of debate,

Fabulous Learning Environment

* Greatlocation. The ANDI is located in Austin, Texas, an exciting city known for its cosmopolitan atmosphere
and quality libraries. Students are housed in a secure facility which is one of the finest residence halls in Austin.
Housing is of the highest quality, with comfortable, climate controlled double rooms, many of which have a
separate living area and kitchen facilities.

* Educational emphasis. The ANDI programs focus on the teaching of debate skills and techniques in
.combination with a proper emphasis on preparation and original research. The program is designed to accomodate
students at the beginning and advanced levels, with separate labs and primary instructors for beginners. All
essential camp evidence and materials, including over a thouand pages of briefs produced at the camp by policy
debate students, are included absolutely free of additional charges. Policy students will graduate prepared to
tackle the 2000 policy topic, while the LD students will be prepared to debate likely national topics.

* Numerous special program features. These include enrollment caps to ensure student access to ALL the top
faculty; an incredible faculty-student ratio of around 1:7; special theory seminars, lectures and guest lecturers;
multiple critiqued debates; rebuttal reworks and strategy training; and much more! The program as a whole
emphasizes learning through doing, with all students working with a variety of faculty on basic and advanced
skills such as argument preparation, strategizing, extension of positions, and foundational theories of debating and
delivery. Policy debate students will also receive access to the best evidence produced at the NFC camps!

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

NATIONA],
GORENSIC CONSORTy;, ”

8-9:00 AM Bredkfast ‘ Breakfast
9-10:30 AM Topic Lecture Value Analysis PX‘&LEILU[‘I‘I
10:30-Noon Al Case Construction Seminars on Strategizing
Noon- 1:00 PM Lunch Lumch :
1:00-3.30 PM Library work Case preparation
3:30-5:00 BM Theory seminar Practice debate wft:m;que | Fees: $995 for CX,
5:00:6:30 PM Dinner Dinner 1 $825 LD, $535 1-week
6:30-8:30 PM. Lab session Delivery drills 1 plus $75 application fee.
8:30 PM Cemmuter checkout Commuter checkout 1 For info contact: NFC
8:30-10:00 PM Topic preparation. Aff case work session | 1678 Shattuck Ave, #305
10:00-12:60 AM Recreation & relaxation Recreation & relaxation | Berkeley, CA 94709
Midnight Lights out Lights out | or call: 510-548-4800

www.educationuniimited.com :

» = T




The National Forensic Consortium presents the

NartionaL DeBaATE InsTitute, D.C.

HeLp aTr Georce Mason UNIvERSITY
Policy Debate Programs: July 2 - July 20

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

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

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

10 maximize personal improvement.

e SUPERIOR FACILITIES, LOCATION AND RESOURCES. Students have access to the vast educational
resources of the nation's capital, its abundance of libraries and think-tanks, and get to experience
the city's cultural and entertainment attractions while on fully-supervised excursions. Program

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

» TaRGETED LEARNING for both national circuit debaters and regional competitors. Classes
utilize a variety of mutually reinforcing techniques, including fast-paced lectures, affirmative and
negative labs, theory and practicum seminars, and individualized consultations.

* ACCELERATED LEARNING ENVIRONMENT. Includes over a dozen critiqued debates in the
standard program as well as repeated argument drilis and rebuttal rework exercises, all designed

to teach mastery of superior technigque at all levels.

o 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 staif for this special program in

upcoming issues of the Rostrum!

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

Costs (which includes housing, lunch and dinner throughout the program, and
all program materials/briefs and evidence):
Regular CX Program 30-round plus CX program
$1,450 (11, board, tuition) $1,675 (rm, board, tuition)
An additional $75 enroliment fee is required upon application.
For more information: NFC
on the web at: 1678 Shattuck Ave., #305
www.educationunlimited.com Berkeley, CA 94709

(510) 548-4800

NATIONAY,
GORENSIC CONSORTy




AN NFC ExcLusiVE SPECIAL PROGRAM

NarioNAL Desate InsTiTute, D.C. 30-rounp CX Las

at George Mason University July 2 - July 20

The National Debate Institute, D.C. 30-round CX lab is built around one important premise: for
many students of debate, practice rounds with in-depth critiques by quality instructors are the single
most efficient path to improving as quickly as possible. The normai quota of rounds at three-week
national caliber camps tends to be 6 to 12 rounds by the time a camp is done. While this provides
a solid introduction to the topic, and a chance to practice many of the skills you are being taught, it
is simply not enough practice to create real mastery of new techniques and critical core of the topic
arguments. The NDI-D.C. 30-round CX lab solves this probtem by providing an incredible 1 to 4 ratio
of staff to students. Students will average two debates a day for the duration of the camp, while still
receiving access to theory seminars, lectures, research sessions, and topic analysis discussions.

This cutting edge program features:

» NanonaLLy RENOWNED FacuLTy. Outstanding coaches with proven track-records of success at both the high
school collegiate level, and top-flight current and former collegiate competitors. The faculty includes UC Berkeley
coach Dave Arnett, Ryan Mills of the College Preparatory School, Russ Falconer of Emory University, Carrie Reilley
formerly of Stuyvesant High School, and Lacy Martin and Erin White of the Georgetown Day School. This
outstanding staff is exclusive to the NFC!

* Ricorous scHEDULE. Most days will follow this basic format {with breaks for lunch and dinner);

8:30 AM - 11:45 AM Lectures, seminars, topic prep

1:15 PM - 2:30 PM Research, theory sessions

2:30 PM - 5:15 PM Practice debate with rebuttal reworks and in-depth critiques
6:30 PM - 9:30 PM Practice debate with rebuttal reworks and in-depth critiques

¢ ACCELERATED LEARNING ENVIRONMENT. Includes over 30 critiqued debates in this exclusive program to help
students getthe equivalent of a semester or more of debate experience and actual improvement during the course
of the camp. The program also features repeated argument drilts and rebuttal rework exercises, all designed to
teach mastery of superior technique at ail levels,

¢ EXPERIENCED PROGRAM DIRECcTION. The NDI-D.C. 30-round CX lab directors are Dave Arnett and Russ
Falconer. Dave is the coach at UC Berkeley, where this year he qualified two teams to the NDT. Dave has taught
at the Austin, Emory and Stanford workshops.

Russ is a debate coach for Emory University, and as both a high school and college debater was widely
regarded as one of the top competitors in the country.

COSTS:

Resident program:  $1,675 NATION -’ui

(room and bogrd} ' b
Commuter program: $915

An additional $75 program fee is required with application

"I think the staff was excellent. ‘They gave critiques
that enabled us to improve faster than I have ever
improved before!"
Fustin Wales
1998 30-round participant
NFC, 1678 Shattuck Avenue, # 305, Berkeley, California, 94709
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Power Punch Debate Materials for 2000-2001

Power Punch Debate Briels Name:

PO Box 430

Norman QK 73070 School:

Fax to 405-292-0039

Call 877-573-6740 Address:

DebateKing@aol.com

www.PowerPunch.com City/State/Zip:
Purchase Order #

CX Series for NFL & UIL Topic for 2000-2001, PRIVACY

__ Book #l - First Negative $30.00
___ Book #2 - Second Negative $30.00
___ Book #3 - Affirmative $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 Policy Topic

Books 1-5 also available on CDROM or disc
— see web site for details!

Debate Theory Handbook $30.00
Beginner's Handbook $25.00
by Gregg Hartney
NFL Lincoln Douglas Serics
All FOUR Issues $80.00
Sept./Oct. 2000 $20.00
Nov./Dec, 2000 $20.00
Jan./Feb. 2001 $20.00
March/April 2001 $20.00
NFL & UIL LD Series are also available via EMAIL
— see wcb site for details
UIL (Texas) Lincoln Douglas Series
Both Issues $40.00
Fall, 2000 $20.00
Spring, 2001 $20.00
POWERBOQOK 2000 NEW* $30.00
New for Lincoln Douglas!!
Lincoln Douglas Databook $30.00
The Philosopher Kings $30.00

POStage s e e ol e e o ok e ok e ol e o ol e ok ok $200 per Book

* ONLY Pre-paid orders may omit postage costs

TOTAL DUE

Power Punch Debate Briefs
PO Box 430

Norman OK 73070

Fax to 405-292-0039

Call 877-573-6740
DebateKing@aol.com
www.PowerPunch.com
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ARIZONA
BUENA
AMY HERMALIK
DOBSON
RYANBRITT
RIVER VALLEY
SARAHMORGA
RED MOUNTAIN
NICHOLAS MILLS
GLOBE
MICHAEL MIDDLETON
ERICFIKUS

CALIFORNIA
RIDGEVIEW
KOURTNEY D, FOSTER
RANCHO BUENA VISTA
TARABEHAN
BELLARMINE COLLEGE PREP
KYLE WARNECK
RAJAT BHATNAGAR
COLTON
MAGGIE M. FLATTERY
RAMY A, ABOUELSOOD
REDLANDS
ER!K JORGENSEN
MATTHEW RATHBUN
SAN GABRIEL
HENRY N. HSIEH
PEARLINE M. KYI
STOCKTON-LINCOLN
THEODORE WOLD
CLEVELAND
JOSH DIAZ
JULIE MANDELSOHN
SARAHGARBER
MODESTO-BEYER
AARON KRUEGER
ALEX HANWAY
BRYAN ROWE
GINGER GONZAGA
JANNAN RAWE
MATTHEW MICHELINI
ROBERT PARVIS
SARAH STEVENSON
STEPHEN SHAFER
ZACK KOPECKI
DANVILLE-MONTE VISTA
MICHAEL CAPORUSSO
CASAN DIEGUITO
JESSICA HOUTS
ARROYO GRANDE
JUSTIN WHITAKER
SHERMAN OAKS CES
MINA NASSER)
GALT
CHRISTCPHER FERGUSON
LOSALAMITOS
DAVID LINTON
JAMES LOGAN
GERREN KELSAW
JAMES T. HARRIS
KYLE REYKALIN
LAMONT J, QAKLEY
MARK S. WOODHEAD
NATHAN FEINGERSH
PAUL BALDO
ESPERANZA
IVAN CHEN
GABRIELINO
JILL HANHONG
MATHIAS NAKATSU!
ERIC CHEN
LA COSTA CANYON
ANDY OXMAN
JULIA CORMANG
FOOTHILL
ANDREA THORSON
GRANITE BAY
GINA BATESON

COLORADO
WHEAT RIDGE
DAVID HARPER
MATTHEW A ZAMBRANO

QUAD RUBY STUDENTS
(AS OF MARCH 31, 2000 )

LONGMONT

CASHPARKER
PUEBLO-CENTENNIAL

JESSICAGIBSON
GREELEY-CENTRAL

JENNIFER WEDE
MULLEN

JOHN J.M. RIEF
CURANGO

CYNTHIA LEVINE

KATIBORDEN

KYLE CHEESEWRIGHT
COLUMBINE

SERGIOR. GONZALES
CANCN CITY

STEVEN HUNSACKER

THOMAS NOAH
FRUITAMONUMENT

ANGELA GROSS

CANDICE SCHULTZ
MOFFAT COUNTY

AMANDA BREEN

BEN KOUCHERIK

KIP HOLDRIDGE

NUBIA MARTINEZ

STEPHANIE AROCLA
PALISADE

KELLY PARIS
LIBERTY

MATTHEW LIRA

FLORIDA
ACADEMY OF THE HOLY
NAMES
DANIELLE HIRES
MICHELLE TONELL!
PARKER PEREZ
VIRGINIA BASNIGHT
TAMPA-JESUIT
KIRK ROBERTS
HILLSBOROUGH
DAVID STEIN
JESSEE ALEXANDER-
HOEPPNER
NORTH MIAMI BEACH
LOVENSKY JEAN-BAPTISTE
PENSACOLA
FRANKHARRELL

GEORGIA
GAINESVILLE
JOE HAYES
MINA KHOSRAVI

IOWA

URBANDALE

MERIDETHNEPSTAD
BURLINGTON COMMUNITY

EMILY COCK
DAVENPORT-WEST

BRIAN K. GOLDEN

SHAWN M. STAPLES
WEST DES MOINES-

DOWLING

BRIAN GARFIELD
ANKENY SR.

SARAH GILDEA

IDAHO

BLACKFOOT

RACHEL EDDINGTON
IDAHO FALLS-SKYLINE

RACHEL A. PEDERSEN
CENTENNIAL

BRIAN ERTZ
HILLCREST

KELLY PFOST

ILLINOIS
BELLEVILLE-EAST
BENEBERLE
HEYWORTH
ROSEMARY PORTER
BEN DAVIS
JASONELLIS

IND'PLS-NORTH CENTRAL
SARAH WILHITE
LOGANSPORT
BRENDAN GRANGER
MARK LEEMAN
MUNSTER
NINABILIMORIA
NORTHFIELD
BOBBI CASH
BRANDY ADAMS
CHRISTA HOWARD
JASON PARKS
STACIE UNGER -
FORT WAYNE-NORTHRCP
MELANIE BOYNTON
PLYMOUTH
COLLIN RUUD
ETHAN AX
MARGARET MILEY
PHILLIP KREIGHBAUM
CONNERSVILLE SR
ANDREW YEAGER

KANSAS
TRINITY

TODD M. JOHNSON
WICHITA-EAST

BEN BRADLEY

KHALEEL SAYEED
TOPEKA

ALEXANDER M. JOHNSON

BRANDON J. NAYLOR

BRIDGET H. NEWMAN

MEGANR, IHRIE
MCPHERSON

HEATHSTARR

JAMES BLEY
PITTSBURG

JON HALL
LAWRENCE

MICHAEL YIMER
FORT SCOTT

JAYSON LEEK

JTEN LAD

NATHAN MAGEE
HAVEN

JOSHBEAL
DERBY

KATIE KORPHAGE
GARDEN CITY

BRANDON GILLETTE

MIKE MERZ
MANHATTAN

ERIC M. STEWART

GREGORY W, WATTS JR
EL DORADC

KENT MCCUISTION

SCOTT JOHNSON
WICHITA-CAMPUS

PATRICK A. YORK
SALINA-SOUTH

JAIME GUSTAFSON

JULIE QUACKENBUSH
CHAPARRAL

CHELLIE RAMER

STEPHANIEMOSS
FIELD KINDLEY

VY M, PERKINS
REMINGTON

AARON DAVIS

JULIE A. PETERS
WASHBURN RURAL

COOPER M. WOOD

LAUREN A, JENSEN
BISHOP MIEGE

ANDREW STROBL

MATT SINOVIC

NICOLE BORGSTADT

PHIL SPEAR

ROSSVILLE

AMY KELLER
GODDARD

JAMES BRACE

KRISTEN MUNDAY

ANDOVER
BOBBY FUGIT
LYONS
ADAMMASON
LABETTE COUNTY
KIM GEORGE

LOUISIANA
BOLTON
IAN STANFORD
ST THOMAS MORE
VICTORIA BROUSSARD
STMARTIN'S EPISCOPAL
KIMBERLY A BRIZZOLARA

MASSACHUSETTS
NEECHAM
SARAH BURG

MAINE
ST DOMINIC REGIONAL
GREGORY BEAM

MICHIGAN
PORTAGE-NORTHERN
AMAN ANSARI

MINNESOTA

MANKATO-WEST

RAGHEL MILLER
MINNEAPQLIS-SOUTH

JOANNA LAWLER
DILWORTH-GLYNDON-

FELTON
JESSICA NELSON
JOSH LANGSETH

MISSOURI
INDEPENDENCE-CHRISMAN
ANGIE ARNOLD
SMITH COTTON
ASHLEY NEELY
ISAAC ALLEN
SPRINGFIELD-CENTRAL
LESLIE INMAN
TYSON KOPP
LIBERTY SR
JAYN BAILEY
KANSAS CITY-
ROCKHURST
CAVID L. FINKE
EDWARD SHELTON
JAMES R. HUPP
JERRY J. SIRNAIIl
ST JOSEPH-CENTRAL
CHRISTY CALLOWAY
CLAYTON SR
ADAMHARRIS
NORTH KANSAS CITY
JULIE LIPPMANN
NEOSHO
DAVID MARIOTT
TIMOTHY KENNY
SPRINGFIELD-HILLCREST
DANMAY
JENNIFER DAMRON
JOE KRAMER
JEFFERSON CITY
CARTER STEWART
SPRINGFIELD-GLENDALE
CLARK QUIGLEY
MARSHALL
MATT GASS
INDEPENDENCE-TRUMAN
CHRIS MOORE
EMILY SHUBKAGEL
JOE MARTIN
RAYTOWN
SHAUNA PREWITT
RAYTOWN-SOUTH
JAMIE DAVIS
VICKIE OWENSBY

PARK HILL

A J.MARCHISELLO

CLAY DEAN

JILLDISPENSA
BLUE SPRINGS

JENNIFER LINDAHL
KICKAPQO

ELLIOT KELLNER

KNEZ WALKER
LEE'S SUMMIT

CHRIS STURGEON

DAVID LEFEVRE
LADUE HORTON WATKINS

ALEXBRAITBERG

CHRISTINE YOKOYAMA

HOPE GLASSBERG
OZARK

JOSHUA L. GARRETT
NEVADA

GABE KENNON
SAVANNAH

STEVE ALLEE
AURORA

BEN THOMAS

JASON EDGAR
REEDS SPRING

DIANE CHRISTRUP

GRANT REESE
RITENCUR

ALEXIS M. STEELE
BLUE SPRINGS-SOUTH

RYANHAYS
JOHN F HCDGE

JON MCINTOSH
PARK HILL SOUTH

FRANK GARCIA

LINDA HERRON
MANSFIELD

ERICAL. SPYRES
CLINTON

JEFFREY LEWIS
HATTIESBURG

RICKY JAMES

MONTANA
BOZEMAN
TIMADAMS
BUTTE
ABRAL. BELKE
CORVALLIS
LAUREN QUINSLAND

NORTH DAKOTA
FARGO-SHANLEY
ANGELA KLUBBERUD
BRANDON DONAHUE
LIZ CONNGR
WAHPETON
ERIC REMPFER

NEBRASKA

NORFOLK

MIKE WRENHOLT
BELLEVUE-EAST

EVANGELINE NORTH
CHADRON

GRACE HELTON

LISASCHMITT

NEW MEXICO

FARMINGTCN

DARRICK MATTHEWS
TAOS

ISAAC POTTER
ELDORADC

JASON LOFRESE

JENNIFER ROSENTHAL

TERRI NELSON

NEVADA
CHAPARRAL
ROY MOAS
TOMADAMS

(Quad Ruby Students continued in June, 2000 issue)
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Northern Ohlo
DUO —
Andrea Small and Taylor Veisz, Youngslown-
Ursuline
Daren Daichuk and Jessika Libert, Niies-
McKinley
John Morse and Dom Roberts, Austntown-Fitch
00 -
Marie Awad, Youngstown-Mooney
Jaime MacDougall, Austinlgwn-Filch
UsSX -
Danielle Goler, Austinlown-Filch
Amber Raub, South Range
Daniel Ornelas, Youngstown-Mooney
FX —
Gina Skubick, Youngstown-Mooney
Brel Kiraly, Youngstown-Boardman
DI -
Leslie Pechkurow, Howland
Dana Delorenzo, Youngstown-Boardman
Hl -
Murad Shomrab, Youngstown-Boardman
Ryan Clausen, Auslinlown-Fitch
LD -
Holly LeClair, Canfieid
Leo Meere, Warren-Kennedy
Plague — Youngstown-Moaoney
Trophy — Youngslown-Mooney

Georgla Southermn Peach
CX -
Brenl Hansford and Johnathan Mainor, Benjarmn
E. Mays
Christapher Warren and James Slanescu,
Northside
DUO -
Wiliam L. Adams and Beth Kelley, Fayetie County
Emily Kitthens and Sarah Hallman, Lee Caunty
00 -
William Adams, Fayetle Counly
Erin L. Demers, Glynn Academy
UgX --
Timothy S. Taylor, Wamer Robins
Raybum Erlacher, Thomas Counly Cenlral
FX--
James Stanescu, Northside
DI -
Thomas Cowart, Thomas Counly Cenlral
Adreana Bixby, Houston County
Hi -
Hally Hill, Thomes County Cenlral
Barmy Hickey, Thomas Counly Central
LD «
Ashley Slreat, Lee County
Plague -- Carrollion
Trophy — Carrolllon

Montana
CX -
Ryan Berger and Kem Rossmsier, Bozeman
Adam Weinacker and Sally Newman, Bozerman
Emily Yaksilch and Matithew Singer, Skyview
DUO -
Tavnir Careyand Season Yakawich, Skyview
Noah Walts and Patrick O'Connor, Bozeman
00 --
B.G. Isre, Flalhead Co.
Paul Jomini, Capital
UsSX -
Abra L. Belke, Bulle
Brian Johnsen,Great Falls
FX -
Bob Brock, Butle
Chandra Obis, Helena
DI -
Janeine Pugliana, Bozeman
Marcia Herzog, Bozeman
HI —
A. ). Doherty, Billings-wWesl
Dusbn DeYong, Flathead Co.
LD -
Chrisloher Fredericks, Flalhead Co.
Brandon Anderson, Capital
Plague — Bozemen
Trophy - Bulle

Woestlowa

X --
Jadz Agnes and Lindsey Huber, Bishop Heelan
Ambika Srinvias and Elizabeth Jordi, West Des
Moines-Valley

DUQ --

Nick Lind and Matl Henss, West Des Moines-
Coding '

ae4 Flynn and Brian
18]
'anl!::l-DﬂMling ! Garfleld, Wes! Des

DISTRICT TOURNAMENT RESULTS

QQ -
Max Miller, Ankeny Sr.
¥iLi, Fori Dodge
Usx --
Sarah Gildea, Ankeny Sr.
Max Miller, Ankeny Sr.
FX —
Brian Sarfield, Wes! Des Moines-Dowling
Leah Hammond, Wes( Des Moines-Dowling
D! --
Willlam J. Holscher, Ankeny Sr.
Rianne Carlson, Forl Dodge
HI -
Eric Windeknechl, Ankeny
Kalie Bouma, Fort Dodge
LD --
Michelle Kelsey, Ankeny Sr.
Leah Hammond, Wesl Des Maines-Dowling
Ann Bjomstad, Okoboji Community School
Ksenya Malina, Wesl Des Moines-Velley
Plague — Wesl Des Molnes-Dowling
Trophy — Cherokee Washinglon

North Coast
CX -
Brelt T. Kirwan and Matihew J. Schiras, St. Ed-
ward
Susan Napier and Kemy Colernan, Gilmour Acad-
emy
Duo --
Josh Lavin and Alex Cole, Shaker Heights
Josh Friedman and Angel Ho, Orange
00 —
Kathryn Hamplan, Chagrin Falls
Slephanie W, Liu, Glimour Academy
USX -
KeliiWebb, Menlor
Hannah Gelman, Hawken
FX -
Vidya Raghavan, Rocky River
Kurt Berglund, Midpark
DI --
Nicole Smith, Sclon
Rebecca Clough, Rocky River
HI --
Emily Savage, Rocky River
Christopher Luzniak, Trinity
LD -
Matl Polansky, Orange
Todd Berzon, University School
Plaque -- Gilmour Academy
Trophy - Magnficat

Wastern Ohlo
CX -
Lincaln Bisbee and Matihew Wallace, Daylon-
Oakwood
Liz Jelus and Trislen Sellers, Caylon-Oakwood
DUO -
Joani Calfiesh and Austin Harvey, Olentangy
Rebecca Weprin and Dan Cox, Dayton-
Oakwood
00 --
Joani Colflesh, Olenlangy
usx -
Kalie Hinko, Nolre Dama Academy
Janet Wagner, Toledo Whitmer
FX -
Karlik Venkalesh, Cenlenville
Grant Christensen, Sylvania-Northview
DI --
Meghna Mahombrey, Centerville
Kalie Benlle, Nofre Came Acadeny
HI -
Jeb Buris, Daylon-Oakwood
Suste Hillard, Notre Dame Academy
LD --
Jennifer A. Bindel, Findlay
Sumon Dantik, Sylvania-Soulhview
Plaque —~ Daylon-Cakwood
Trophy — Sylvania-Norlhvew

Rushmore
CX -
Jason Slothouber and Adam Zelmey, Sioux Falls-
Lincoin
Sven Lerseth and Michelle Tomberg, Beresford
Kristin Murphy and Derek Haffner, Sioux Felis-
Washingion
DUO --
Carson Lee and Creighion Fraker, Brandon Val-
ley
Julie Hall and Amy Cross, Sioux Falls-0'Gorman
00 -
Michetle Tomberg, Beresford
Sven Lerseln, Beresford

UsX --
Kyle Detwiler, Rapld Cily-Stevens
Scott Peterson, Sioux Falls-Roosevell
FX -
Jason Slothouber, Sioux Falls-Lincoln
Krislan R. White, Rapid Cily-Slevens
DI --
Lisa Nyoun, Sioux Falls-Lincoln
Jarid Rychlarik, Sioux Falls-Lincoln
HI --
Vanessa Hohn, Sloux Falls-Lincoln
Spencer Crawford, Rapid Clty-Slevens
LD -
Matt Amon, Yankion
Lindsey Marquardt, Yankton
Plague -- Sioux Falls-Lincoln
Trophy - Yankton

Eastern Ohio
CX -
Patt Cruce and Jon Wenger, Theodore Roosevelt
Michael 5. Fausnight and Ryan J. Hamillon,
Louisville Senior
puo -
Jason Mikula and Drew Hall, Lake
Dawn Pelersonand Healher Bailey, Carrolllon
Marcus A. Tate and Elizabeth E. Lewis,
Massillon-Washington
Q0 --
Jeremy Hodgsen, Perry
Tiffany Williams, Massillon-Washington
USX -
Dan Periman, North Canton-Hoover
Seih Linnick, Woosler
FX -
Belhany Packard, Wooster
Brian Hoffmen, Woosler
| ~
Tana Fox, Carroliton
Aja Brown, Massillon-Washinglon
Hl -
Mike Curry, Carrolion
Nouvelle L. Slubbs, OurLady of the Elms
Jenny Karger, Wooster
LD -
Lyndsoy Slraight, Copley
Joseph Barlliari, Canton-GlenQak HS Career
Clr.
Kalhryn Michel, Firestone
Plaque —~ Woosler
Trophy -- Jackson

Eastlowa

CX -
Eugene Letuchy and Bretl Flaler, lowa City-West
Jacob Nelson and Brian Severson, Cedar Rap-
ids-Washington

DUQ -
Janelle Krayenhagen and Rachel E. Hedeen,
Davenport-Central
Kira Y. Elliott and Shawn M. Stapies, Davanporl-
Wesl

00 ~
Kira Y. Ellioll, Cavenport-Wesl
Margo Gray, Davenport-Cenlral

Usx -
Danlel Shivapour, Burlinglon Comnmunily
Emily Cook, Burlinglon Cornmunity

FX -
Ben Johannsen, Muscatine

Ol -
Jenniter Schneider, Burlington Community
Erin Pille, Marshalttown

HI -
Danief D.P, Sheridan, Davenport-Wesl
Nathan Yapg, Davenport-Central

LD -
Daniel Shivapour, Burdinglon Community
Jacob Swiss, lowa Cily

Plaque — Davanponi-West

Trophy — Betlendord

Waestern Washington
CX -
Pamela Gard and Owen Ryckman, Aubum Sr.
Mike Severeid and Josh Evenson, Puyallup
DUo -
Carrell Miller and Lee Phibrick, Auburn River-
Side
00 -
Ryan Kuresman, Central Kitsap
Melissa Case, Federal Wey
USX --
Brad Johnson, Federal Way
Andrea Maloy, Central Kitsap
FX -
Bryan Russo, Federal Way

DI -
Saly While, Aubum Riverside
Esther Coslon, Federal Way
HI -«
Chris Allen, Decatur
Kamercn Cox, Federal Way
LD --
Melissa Case, Federal Way
Andrew O'Connell, Aubum Sr.
Plague -- Auburm Sr.
Trophy — Aubum Sr.

Tennessee
CX -
Caoby Walls and Clint South, Mars Hill Bible
School
Eva M. Harris and Tamara Mueller, Mars Hill
Bible Schoci
DuD --
John Cox and Drew Allen, Brentwood Academy
Vince Porlacd and Joy Wise, Brentwood Acad-
emy
Andrew Causey and Josh Sibley, Brentwood
Academy
00 -
Theresa House, Collierville
Amelia J, Anderson, Clarksville-Norlheast
USX »-
Seth Gilpin, Cookeville
Adam Johnson, Monlgomery Bell Academy
FX -
Alexander Taylor, Cookeville
Theresa House, Collierville
DI -
Tyter Andrews, Heritage Covenanl School
Sheree Wofford, Henry County
Ivan Perez, Hamblen HS West
HI ~
Eddie Abney, Hamblen HS West
Vince Porlacd, Brentwood Academy
LD ~
Jarred Sluard, Batlle Ground Academy
Rob Weller, Brentwood
Piague — Brentwaod Academy
Trophy ~ Monigomery Bell Academy

Florida Manatea
CX -
Kevin Shalzkin and Morgan L. Weinslein, F1,
Lauderdale
Ryan B, Witte and James Reyes, Ft. Lauderdale
DUQ -
Brandon Chas.and Lance Malcolm, Taravella
Jesh Brelt and Brian Cohen, Nova
00 -~
Jared Welss, South Plantation
Milch Kominsky, Nova
USX --
Brandon Clippinger, Stonerman Douglas
Ben Shields, Nova
FX -
Jason Lear, Hollywood Hills
Rana Abou Yared, Nova
DI --
Felicea Robinson, Fi. Lauderdale
Jared Weiss, South Planlation
Hl -
Jefl Kominsky, Nova
Alan Walsh, SI. Thomas Aquinas
LD -
Joe Ross, Nova
Matl Baer, Nova
Plaque — Nova
Trophy ~ Nova

Colorado Grande
CX --
Jenna Birkhold and Eric Slatler, Fruita Monu-
ment
Regina Capulo and Matihew Mienlka, Puebfo-
Cenlennial
DUO -
Adam Jensen and Megan Bariel, Woodland Park
Daniel Loflon and Jesslca Smith, Montrose
00 -
Nick Pelis, Durango
Ginger Jacobson, Fruita Monument
USX -
lan J, Samuel, Pueblc-Centennial
Roger Thoman, Canon City
EX -
Keilh Catlin, Monlrose
Thomas Noah, Canon City
Dl --
Kenrdra Wilson, Delta
Melinnia Lord, Ouray
Cynthia Bowers, Pueblo-Centennial
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HI -

Leo Idler, Lamar

Jeanna Brooks, Woodland Park
LD -

Sleven Hunsacker, Canon Gity

Juli Canillo, Fruila Monument
Plaque — Fruita Monument
Trophy - Sierra

Gearglz Northern Mourtaln
CX -
Michael Harbour and Ban Thorpe, Pace Acad-

emy
Rulh J. Beerman and Cyrus Ghawi, Millon
Susanne Perrow and Brian Krasielwlez,
Brookwocod
Duod —
Harl Brooks and Chelsea Cooper, Calhoun
00 -
Kiron Roy, Westminster Schools
Nita Saetie, Westminsler Schocls
usx.--
Kevin Brown, Cenlennial
David J. Younker, McEachem
FX -
Jusiin Slaughler, Westminster Schools
Hal Jenkins, Calhoun
Dl -
Sade Adekunle, McEachern
Ouiana E. Kinloch, McEachem
HI ~
Allen Fox, Gainesville
Winston Noel, Weslminsler Schools
LD -
Samuel Bryant, Grady
Michael Crachiolo, Grady
Plagque -~ Grady
Trophy -- 3¢, Pius X Catholic

Chesapeaka
CX --
Andrew Sauder and Alok Tewari, Gov. Thomas
Johnson
Andrew C. Brokos and Michael J, McGillen,
Catonsville
cuUQ --
Malthew Sanleni and Michael Slettes, Calverl
Hall College
00 -
Kevin Kristofco, Calveri Hall College
Usx.--
Brendan Filzgerald, Calvert Hall College
ol --
Bennis Mclver, Loyola
HI --
Jonathan Thoupas, Calverl Hak College
LC -
Patrick Coughlin, Calvert Hall Ccllege
Christopher Boyd, Calvert Haill College
Plaque - Calverl Hall College
Trophy - Loyola

New York Clty
CX -
Amie Broder and Kacey Wolmer, Stuyvesant
Samson Enzer and Jeremy Hamburgh, Bronx
HS of Science
DUO -
Aimee DeShayes and Elhan Hova, Syosset
Frark Gigvanazzo and John Michnya, Monsi-
gner Famell
00 .
David Kahne, Syosset
Jane Bolton, Stuyvesanl
Usx -
Sean Driscoll, Regls
Richard Rothblatt, Syassel
FX—
Andrew Kom, Syossel
Kevin Carmody. Regis
ol --
Andrew Soliriou, Monsignor Farrefl
Michael Spillane, Regis
HI -
Michael Federico, Monsignaor Farroll
David Bymes, Regis
10--
Tim Kleiman, Hunler College
Noah Millslone, Hunler College
Plague ~ Stuyvesani
Trophy — Chaminade

Sundance
CX --
Jacob Koskimaki and Marshall Emsley, Jordan
Phil Herbert and Stephanie Budge, Jordan
QUO --
Joseph Emsland Luke Tumier, Alla
Andraw W. Allman, Alla
Kade Gibb, Pleasant Grove

USX -

Ashley M. Anderson, Jordan

Amelia Schow, Pleasant Grove
FX -

Billy Maddex, Jordan

Samuel A. Smilh, Jordan
D} --
Ashley Bryani, Alta
Hl ~

Erin Spencer, Alla
LD -~

Sarah K. Yetter, Alla

Eiysa Bowen, Alta
Plague -- Jardan
Trophy — Alla

Puget Sound
CX --
Siddharth Velamoor and Tom Geggel, Mercer
Island
Michal Brehm and Rachel Brehm, Easliake
Duo--
Anna Hansen and Erin Delerding, Mount Vemon
00 -
Kali Murphy, Mount Veman
Josh Anderson, Sehome
UsSX --
Kyle Rallray, Sunnyside
Benjamin S. Bergman, Sealtle Academyof Arts
& Sciences
FX--
Auslin Krarner, Kamiak
Andre Deckrow, Thomas Jefferson
Di -
Skylee Robinson, Thornas Jefferson
Gilberi Corsey, Thomas Jefferson
Hl -
Katy Edwards, University Prep
Ben Slewarl, Kamiak
LD -
Justin Snapp, Lakeside
Kyle Ralimy, Sunnyside
Plaque — Mount Vemon
Trophy ~ Sehome

Utah-Wasatch
CX -
Justin Fox and Scofl Odeldrk, Laylon
Paul Williams and Erin Brandvold, Laylon
DUO -
Tara Benedicl and Brett Hodson, Logan
Stephanie Fisher and Lindsay N. Abshire,
Clearfield
00 -
Graham W. Allen, Norlhridge
Holty Dustin, Davis
usx --
Cariee Hamhblin, Laylon
Scolt Odelirk, Laylon
FX --
Menaka S. Kalaskar, Logan
Scotl Campbeil, Murray
Dl -
Sarah T. Wasnik, Davis
Sarah Gawronski, Weber
HI --
Brelt Bariruff, weber
Todd Muttall, Fremont
LD -
Mike Maquel, Laylon
Chris Maughan, Roy
Plague - Laylon
Trophy -- Roy

Florlda Sunshine
CX -
Thomas Ross and Michaei Menelli, Lely
DUG -
Tara Smilh and Anlhony Cadieux, Sarasola-
Riverview
Sleve Kruegerand Dominique Heller, Sarasata-
Riverview
Q0 -
Monica Woods, B. T. Washinglon
Sabaa Rehmanl, Sarasota-Riverview
Usx — ’
Michael R. Allon, Sarasota-Riverview
Ajay Dave, Pine View School
FX --
Richard Cole, Serasota-Riverview
Genevieve Sheehan, Hillsborough
Dl -
Katy Carson, Sarasota-Riverview
Aaron Bulfard, Sarasota-Riverview
HI -
Liz Torres, Gaither
Spencer Bishins, Pine View School
LD -
Sarah Cullem, Sarasota-Riverview
Michelle Tonelli, Academy of the Holy Names
Plague -- Sarasota-Riverview
Trophy — Lely

Show Ma
CX -~
Chris Sturgeon ang Mall Stephan, Lee's Summit
Evan McKay and Eric Garcla, Kansas City-
Rockhurst
Kruli Tripathi and Mary Westfall, Blue Springs
DUOG -
Edward Shellen and James R. Hupp, Kansas
Cily-Rockhurst
David Cook and Ben Williams, Blue Springs-
South

00 --
David L. Finke, Kansas City-Rockhurst
Shannen Heffleman, Kansas Cliy-Center
USX--
Shauna Prewitt, Raylown
Matt Brown, Blue Springs-South
FX -
Ryan Hays, Blue Springs-South
Evan C. McKay, Kansas Cily-Rockhursl
Dl -
Lashanda Richardson, Hickman Mills
Jassel King, Hickman Mills
HI --
ian J. Memigan, Kansas Cily-Rockhurst
Dale McDonald, Raymore-Peculiar
LD --
Jerry J. Sirna I, Kansas City-Rockburst
Zach V. Thomas, Kansas City-Roekhurst
Shauna Prewitl, Raylown
Plague — Kansas City-Rockhursl
Trophy -- Blue Springs-Soulh

East Oklahoma
CX -
Ryan Flippo and Juslin Hedges, Broken Amow
Ross Fallh and Elizabelh Kvach, Charles Page
Duo --
Danny Percefull and Rila Moschovidis, Tulsa-
Washinglon
Paul Brodersen and Rex E. langley, Cologah
Megan Schaunaman and Laura Eagan, Bishop
Kelley
o0 -
Cody Byassee, Sapulpa
Layne Howerlon, Bishop Kelley
Milly Cooper, Sapulpa
UsSX --
Jaime D. Parks, Cascia Hall Prep.
Sarah E. L. Flowers, Cascla Hall Prep,
FX —
Scott Prilz, Sapulpa
Marshatl Gray, Tulsa-Washinglon
Brian Barres, Barfesvilie
Dl -
Omeke Alikor, Tulsa-Washinglon
Katie Caudill, Grove
Brandon Turley, Mannford
HI -
Mac McQuigg, Mami
Greg Hermann, Tuisa-Washinglon
Laura A. 5. Schult, Bartlesville
LD -
Jaime D. Parks, Cascia Hall Prep.
Ronak M, Shah, Cascia Hall Prep.
Patrick Mclivain, Jenks
Plague — Tulsa-Washinglon
Trophy « Tulsa-Washinglon

Northern South Dakota
Johan Johnson and lan Storey, Brookings
Tedd Knight and Scoll Meyer, Brookings
Chris Bartzlt and Jessica Schwarlz, Watertown
oUQ -
Susie Jepsen and David Famar, Huron
Emily Weninger and Scotl Meyer, Brookings
Tami Holmes, Walerlown
Jeff Math, Mitchell
Usx -
Den Larson Walerlown
Jared Leightan, Walertown
FX o
Chris Barlelt, Walertown
lan Storey, Brookings
Df -
Maggie White, Walerlown
Enc Holm, Brookings
HI -
Jeremy Zell, Huron
Palrick Shea, Deuel School
10 -
Jeff Nath, Milcheil
Nalhan Bosserl, Aberdeen-Central
Plague — Brookings and Walerlown - Tig
Trophy -- Grolon

Eastern Missouri

CX -
Jesse Stephens and John Glay, Rock Bridge
Josh W. Lohnes and Tricia R. Caflrell, Rienour
Amos Burks and Emily Witlstruck, Rock Bridge

DUO --
Mark Kelley and Elise Manning, Marquetle
Elizabelh Grindslaff and Eric Summers,
Pattonville
00 -
Ellen Ehrman, Marquelie
Hope Glassberg, Ladue Horton Watkins
usx--
Adam Harris, Claylon $r.
Naveen Mulhu, Clayion Sr.
FX -
Carler Stewart, Jefferson City
Jorathan Blank, Ladue Horon Watkins
DI -
Jennifer Truesdale, Jetfersen Cily
Phillip Woodmore, Marqueltle
HI -
Christopher Eliioll, Marquetie
Hans Peterson, Jefferson City
LD -
Adam Harris, Claylon Sr.
Jenrifer Hatty, Cakvilie Sr.
Naveen Muthu, Claylon Sr.
Hope Glassberg, Ladue Horlon Watkins
Plague — Ladue Horlon Walkins
Trophy — Parkway-Wesl

Pennsylvania
CX -
Ericka Skirpan and Whiiney Puglia, Belle Vernon
Area
Harry Seibel and Cory Sislo, Kiski School
DUQC -
Ben Padula and Travis Mock, Beltwood-Antis
Ericka Skirpan and Jennifer Slevenson, Belie
Vemon Area
Q0 -
Jessica Dye, Trinity
Juslin Welch, Trinty
usx —
Jenriler Sytves, Trinily
Julia Polka, Greensburg-Salem
FX —~
Bryan D'Keele, Unionlown Area Sr.
Joe Edmisten, Bellwood-Antis
0Ol .
Amanda M. Barlilson, McKeesporl Area
Rebecca Kaufman, Uniohtown Area Sr.
Hi --
Nalhan Forshey, Bellwood-Antis
Sam Hamillon, Derry Area
LD -
Bryan 0'Keefe, Uniontown Area Sr.
Cassandra Crable, Uniontown Area Sr.
Plaque — Bellwood-Anlis
Trophy -- Unicnlown Area Sr.

Eastern Washington
Jared Boyd and Logan Gral, Lake City
Sam Thilo and Chas Phillips, Lake City
DUQ ~
Chad M. Longo and Alysson Mapother, Lake Clty
Dave Rineharl and Alex Pelerson, Feris
00 ~
Megan Hawley, Ml. Spokane
Brian O. Culler, ML, Spokane
usx--
Zane P.Tometla, Mead
Matt Kenna, Ferns
FX—
Emily M. Fetcho, Mead
Peler Roliges, Cheney
Dl -
Sarah M. Moody, MI. Spokane
Becky Thilo, Lake City
HI —~
Nicholas R. Cox, Mead
ZaneP. Toretta, Mead
LD -
Jessica Woelke, Central Valley
Jessica Morrison, Lake City
Plague — Lake City
Trophy -- Lewis & Clark

Northern Lights
CX -
Jessica Roskoski and Nalalie Randall, Grand
Rapids
Andrea Karpe and Jeffrey Pearson, St. Francis
DUO -
Laura Dandurand and Samuel B. Boggs, Moormhead
Aaron Weir and Joshua Clausen, Moorhead
00 ~
Brian Kilbom, S1. Cloud Apollo
Biake Bakken, SI. Cloud Technical
USX -
Dariel Ctto, Moorhead
Andrew 8. Murphy, St. Cloud Apotio
FX -
Jesse Maison, Moorhead
Thomas Will, Duluth-East
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in the heart of the Rocky Mountains
at the College of Eastern Utah

* Price, Utah
Debate: July 17-30, 2000
IEs: July 20-30, 2000

We will be offering full-service labs in ali divisions of Policy Debate,
Lincoln-Douglas Debate and Individual Events, as well as a post camp tournament.
We have assembled a top flight staff to work with the students,
as well as an impressive series of guest lecturers to address the camp.

$475 for debate/$350 for IEs.

(One of the least expensive camps in the country)
Cost includes room and board

Less than two hours from SLC Intemational Airport.
(We will pick you up & take you back to the airport).

* Staff of over 15 national champions

. * Six collegiate director of forensics with over 80

scholarships available between them.

+Join us for a mile-high summer in a comfortable,
academic climate.

Joseph

‘CEU debate mﬂh Fiie-ﬂzmhdw’fdual events national

Rh ion, two-time debate national champion and All-
e F:

Frank Lanheinrich

East High School (Salt Lake City, Utahj director of forensics;

former.director of Rofand:Hall-St. Marks (8LC); qualified

multiple students for nationals in Linceln-Douglas debate.

Darling Hall

Multiple national champlon in IEs from Northern Arizona

University.

Brandon Whearty

Limited prep and platform specialist from NAU.

_D&]’Bl&te um@w‘ atBakeraﬁé{ﬁ mmw:at‘tamm
-former lowa debator and NDT qualifier.

Terry West

Southem Utah University dirgetor of forensics; former director
and national champion at Eastern [fionois University.

*For more information or to reserve your spot.at camp
now contact Dean Gundlach:
phone 435.613.5668 « fax 435.613.4102 » email
dgundlach@ceu.edu
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Rebecca Gulsvig, Maoorhead
Elisa Ewling, St. Cloud Apolto
ErinLadwig, Moorhead
HI --
Thomas Reed, Mocrhead
Peter K. Gulsvig, Moorhead
LD -
Jesse Malson, Moorhead
Daniel Cilo, Moorhead
Plague — Moorhead
Trophy — Grand Rapids

Nebraska South
CX -
Scoll Benneau and Amande Flott, Cmaha-
Wastside
Paul Bellinger and Kyle Gilpin, Omaha-Westside
DUC ~
Adam Grenier and Josh Olson, Bellevue-Easl
Dawvid Campbel and Joel New, Bellevue-Wesl
Jodi Vaecaro, Lincoln-East
Jehn U. Campbell, Papillion-La Vista
USX -
Evanggfine North, Bellevue-East
Andromeda McGregor, Nebraska City
FX -
Rebecca Widoe, Nebraska City
Sridhar Ayala, Lincoln-East
DI --
Jodi Vacearo, Lincoln-Easl
Crystal Jones, Bellevue-West
HI -
Jennifer Parker, Lincoin-Easl
Meghan Rudigltano, Linceln-East
LD -
Sam Korab, Lincoin-Easl
Ted Ashley, Lincoln-East
Plaque -~ Lincoln-East
Trophy — Bellevue-West

South Oregon
CX —
Dane Reinsledland Mike McNamara, Ashland
Ben Rooper and Ryan Smilh, Corvallis
DUQ --
Dennie Lewis and Kalie C. Byers, Roseburg
Lindsay Pollaczek and Chelsea Pearsall,
Roseburg
OQ
Alex Dukaiski, Roseburg
Amy Heidrick, Ashland
Usx - .
Jelf Harris, Eagle Point
Dan Lanini, Ashland
FX -
Bart Jordan, Roseburg
Jesse Zaneveld, Crescent Valley
Di —
Julie Braun, Bandon
Jenry Coumcyer, Brighlon Academy
Jason Alansky, Eagle Point
Jordan Rose-Merkle, Ashland
LD -
Peppy Alexander, Ashland
Niel Slaes, Willamelle
Plaque — Ashiand
Trophy -- North Bend

Easl Texas

CX -
Caleb M. White andJennifar L. Barber, Barbers
Hill
Scoll Simpson and Chiis Kallmeyer, The Kinkaid
School

Jordan Mayo and Jennier Leland, Spring
DUO —

Martin Gamer and Lindsay Ashworth, The Wood-

fands

Vanessa Proctor and Jamie Milward, Spring
00 -

Jee Williams, Cypress Falls

Huy Pham, Alief-Elsik

Jason Ravin, Cypress Falls
USX -

James Scotl, Katy

Michael Cole, Allet-Hastings

Joe Willlams, Cypress Fal's

Anjana Dwivedi, Alief-Haslings
FX -

Amoal Jain, Allef-Hastings

Kate Hill, Nacogdoches

Anand Desal, Alief-Elsik

Stephanie Ceneta, Kiein
Hl’-)‘nn Miller, Aliel-Haslings

Lianee Kramer The Waodlands
Ll.qlurmh.ﬁ:dié\un, Humbia

LD -
Kathryn Seitz, Kingwood
Suhash Pale!, Alief-Hastings
Amil Gupla, Tavior
James Scot, Katy
Plague — Alief-Hastings
Trophy -~ Kiein

Heart of America
CX v
S¢ian Bhank and Nalhaniel Dempsey, Liberly
Nathan Edwards and Julie Lippman, North Kan-
sas Cily
Alison Sloutand Ben Luety, Norh Kansas City
DUO --
Chris Albate and Jennifer Masaon, Park Hill
Josh Johnson and Wade Thomas, Kansas City-
Cak Park
Q0 -~
Ricky Bridgeman, Liberty
Stephanie Beil, Independence-Trurnan
UsSx --
Joshua Hedrick, Carroliton
Brian Shark, Liberty
Elizabeth Thome, Savannah
FX
Micah Kubick, Morth Kansas Cily
Andy Lee, Liberty
DI -
Jayn Bailey, Liberly
Michael Padden, Park Hill
HI --
Dustin Hoye, Independence-Trurnan
A. J. Marchisello, Park Hill
Mall Schmidli, Independence-Trurman
LD -~
Andrew Johnson, Smith Collon
Micah Kubic, North Kansas City
Micah McKay, Independence-Forl Csage
Plaque -- Norih Kansas City
Trophy — Liberly

Northern lllinols
CX =
Michael Kiinger and Kevin Mazur, Glenbrock-
North
Slacey Naithan and Marissa Silber, Glenbrook-
North
DUQ -
Kevin Miler and Kelly Klzin, Glenbrook-Soulh
Slacey Dembo and Sleven Abramowitz,
Glenbrook-South
Q0 -
Nalalie Morand, Glenbrook-North
Jacqueline Roe, Glenbrook-South
USX —
Mary Candioto, Loyola Acaderny
Lakshmi Sridharan, Glenbrook-Morh
FX -
Steven Abramowitz, Glenbrock-South
Christina Cain, Glenbrook-North
DI --
David Sargent, Glenbrook-South
HI --
Scoll Bumnan, Glenbrook-South
LD -
Sleven Field, Glenbrock-Narth
Kevin Farrell, Elk Grove
Plaque-- Glenbrook-North
Trophy -- Glenbrook-North

North East Indlana
Joel Cavallo and Paul Babcock, Chesterton
Christin Eatherlon and Bretl Mock, Coiumbia City
CUo —
Brendan Balfe and Paula Poortinga, Cheslerton
Josh Craig and Rachel Neal, Chesterton
John Benilez, Gheslerton
Kelly Rolf, F ort Wayne-Northrop
USX -~
Katie Hurley, Cheslerdon
Rober Goodran, Canterbury
FX--
John Jemigan, Chesterlon
Michae! Guo, Snider
DI --
Tilany Bell, Snider
Joanne Dubach, Chesterlon
HI «-
AdamWagner, Chesterlon
Kobi Libii, Snider
LD --
Matihew Gregoline, Cheslerion
David Blumenlhai, Chesteron
Plaque — Chesterton
Trephy - Canterbury

Carver Truman

CX -
Silas Aliard and Nicholas Taylor, Neosho
Jay Scolland Aaron Mankin, Rogers
Justin Covey and Timothy Kenny, Neosho

DUQ --
Ben Thomas and Jason Edgar, Aurora
Darla Mann and Krist Gamatz, Monetl
GO -
Matlhew Brack, Monetl
Gabe Kennon, Nevada
USX -
Amper Davisson, Nevada
Justin Covey, Neosho
FX -
Bethany Kenny, Neosho
Silas Allard, Necsho
DI -
Kara Reminglon, Monett
Miranda Browning, Neosho
HI -
Jeremy Meyer, Aurora
Josh Reid, Purdy
LD -
April Woodall, Neosho
Bethany Kenny, Netsho
Tiona Christopher, Cadhage
Plaque — Neosho
Trophy— Nevada

Louisiana

CX --
Loe Hombuckle and Adam Savaie, Caddo Mag-
net

John Prieur and Michael Wolfe, New Orleans-
Jesuil

DUO -
Jayrne Meyer and Jeremy Mc Gawiey, Riverdale
James Tilus and Kevin Hebert, Comeaux

CO -~
Dawid Begraud, Teunings-Cathaiic
Katie Linyard, Lafayetle

USX -
Zachary L. Wool, St. Martin's Episcopat School
Brandon Thibodeaux, Erath

FX -
Bobby Boque, Carencro
Amanda Breaux, Teurlings-Cathclic

DI -
Jessica Carvin, SI. Marin's Episcopal Scheol
Emily Davenporl, Comeaux

HI --
Jennlfer Faigoul, S1. Thomas More
Brittany Tumer, Lafayelle-Acadiana

LD~
Anthony Berryhill, Newman Schoo!
Christopher Re, New Crieans, Jesuil

Plague — Comeaux

Trephy -- Comeaux

Pittsburgh
CX e
Joe Keehle and Chris Schroeck, Cathedral Prep
School
Dan Cerulo and Brian Smith, Cathedra} Prep
School
DUQ =
Leah Clark and Lisa Dawson, Mercer Area
Janna Leyde and Miguel Maldonado, Mercer
Area
00 --
Mati Sherwin, Peler's Township
Andrew Hazi, Mercer Area
USX -
Michaelvu, Baldwin
Brandon Ots, Lakeview Chrislian Academy
FX -
Saurabh Sanghui, Mt, Lebanon Sr.
Dan Newman, ML Lebanon Sr.
ol --
Ben Edwards, North Allegheny Sr.
Crystal Manich, M. Lebanon
Hi -
Greg Benevent, North Allegheny Sr.
Ganesh Kalyanaraman, Upper S1. Clair
LD -
Paul Sianiland, Pitisburgh-Ceniral Calhollc
Brendan Bowes, Piltsburgh-Central Calholic
Plague --Mercer Area
Trophy -« Pine-Richland

Deep South
o}

Bryan Grayson and Thomas Cooper, Mountain
Brook

Henry C. Schild Il and Joshua M, Smith, Jeflerson
County IB School
DUO -- .
Jonathan Conner and Tiffany Van Valkenburg,
Prattville
Matt Cowarl and David Mims, Saint James
School
00 --
Abby Callahan, Mountain Brook
Kelli Richardson, Vestavia Hills
UsX -
lan Turnipseed, Sainl James Schoo!
Bemie Dorreugh, The Monlgemery Academy

FX -
Courtney Austin, Saint James School
E. J. Slern, Sainl James School
DI -
Brittany Bryant, Decatur
Allie Moscarelli, The Montgomery Acaderny
Hl -
Julia Cunningham, The Monlgomery Acadermy
Chris Johnson, The Monigomery Academy
LD -
Andrew D. Taylor, Homewood
JamalM. Sheikh, Veslavia Hills
E. J. Slem, Sainl James School
Plague — Sainl James Schoo!
Trophy - Saint James School

Wind River
Erin Loschen and Adeeb Khan, Worland
Jordon Hunterand Adam Donze, Lander Valley
DUQ -
Josh House and Sara Highsmith, Riverion
Brady Voss and Tricia Levill, Evanston
Sean Vanaman and Rob Hemick, Cody
Q0 -
Nick Evans, Green River
Hannah Kliewer, Powell
USX -
Kalie Damell, Powell
Zach Bigelke, Jackson Hole
FX -
Seth Brandjord, Green River
Ryan Siewarl, Green River
a]
Brandon Taylor, Rawlins
Belhany Loyd, Lander Valley
HI -
Josh House, Riverton
Chris Mower, Star Valley
LD -
Nick Evans, Green River
Justin Henderson, Shoshoni
Lauren Throop, Lander Valey
Plague — Lander Valley
Trophy — Lander Valley

Mississippl |
CX -
Brian Griffin and Jonathan Stricker, St. Andrew's ’
Episcopal School
DUO - |
Russell Cannen and Chistina Hines, Walkins
Latrice Briggs and Aaron Leggelt, Brookhaven
00 -~
Megan Wesl, Walkins
Amber Wallin, Hatliesburg
USX —
Smith Lilley, Clinton
Ricky James, Haltiesburg
FX -
Mailt Krell, Haltiesburg
Simonee Pation, Clinton
i -
Brian Griffin, S1. Andrew's Episcopal School
Josh Cuptt, Brookhaven
HI =
Parker Lewellyn, Hatliesburg
Lacy Gaskln, Brockhaven
LD --
Smith Lilley, Clinton
Malt Mauney, Clinton
Plaque - Watkins
Trophy - Haltiesburg

Patrick Henry
CX -
Klaus Schultz and Chris Sun, Gox
DUQ -
Andrew Gilies and Andrew Brown, Madison
County
Q0 —
Sarah Amelon, First Colonial
Laura Speakman, Madison County
USX ~
Williarn Deane, Madisen County
FX -
Paul Clto, Princess Anne
DI -
Siham Sobhan, Hamplon Roads Academy
Jenni Utz, Madison County
HI -
Ryan L. Tiller, Prince George
Brian Cason, Madison County
LD -
Timathy S1. George, Greal Bridge
Plaque ~ Madison County
Trophy —Madison Counly




POLICY DEBATE SUBSCRIPTIONS

Basic Subscription--AFF CASEBOOK, 15T NEG
BRIEFS, 2ND NEG BRIEFS
$79 for printed copy
$72 for computer copy {diskelte or e-mail)
$36 each additional printed copy

Baslc Subscription plus 6 issugs UPDATE BRIEFS
$118 for printed copy
$108 for computer copy (diskette or e-mail)
$54 each addilicnal printed copy

Basic Subscription plus 4 issues UPDATE BRIEFS
$105 for printed copy
$96 for computer copy (disketie or e-mail)
$48 each additicnal printed copy

POLICY DEBATE ITEMS

SQUIRREL-KILLERS: AFF CASEBOOK
Date of Publicalion: May 15
50 pages of AFF CASES and EXTENSION BRIEFS
$11 for printed copy
$10 for computer copy {diskelte or e-mail)
$6 each additional printed copy
{cn crders of 4 or more, ALL copies are $6 each)

SQUIRREL-KILLERS: 1st NEG BRIEFS
Date of Publication: August 15
150 pages of FIRST NEGATIVE BRIEFS (3 Vols.)
$34 for printed copy
$31 jor computer copy (diskette or e-mail)
$15 each additional printed copy
(on orders of 4 or more, ALL copies are $15 each)

SQUIRREL-KILLERS: 2nd NEG BRIEFS
Date of Publication; August 15
150 pages of SECOND NEGATIVE BRIEFS (3 Vols.)
$34 for printed copy
$31 for computer copy (diskelie or e-mail)
$15 each additionai printed copy
(on orders of 4 or more, ALL copies are $15 each)

SQUIRREL-KILLERS: UPDATE BRIEFS
30 pages of NEGATIVE BRIEFS per issue. Emphasis
on updated evidence against cases requested as the
debale season progresses.

Six issues option. Dates of Publication:
Oct 1; Nov 1; Dec 4; Jan 1; Feb 1; Mar 1
$39 for printed copy
$36 for computer copy (diskelte or e-mail)
$718 each additional printed copy
{on orders of 4 or more, ALL copies are $18 each)

Four Issues option. Dales of Publication:
Qct1; Nov 1, Dec 1; Jan 1
$26 for printed copy
$24 for computer copy (diskette or e-mail)
$12 each additional printed copy
{on orders of 4 or more, ALL copies are $12 each)

SQUIRREL-KILLERS NOW AVAILABLE
BY E-MAIL

+ Receive all Squirrel-Killers publications by e-mail to
any computer (IBM-compatible, Macintosh, etc.)
This means instantaneous retrieval. NO WAITING
FOR PRINTED COPIES QR DISKETTES TO
ARRIVE BY MAIL! (especially valuakle for Cross-ex
Update Briefs and for Lincoln-Douglas Briefs).

» Flles are written as text files so any word processing
pregram can edit them.

ALSO AVAILABLE ON DISKETTE

» Includes same briefs as available in printed copy.

+  Students can edil briefs (re-arrange, add, delete
evidence and/or contentions, etc.), then print THEIR
OWN INDIVIDUALIZED BRIEFS. No more cutting
and pasting!

« Al diskettes mailed FIRST CLASS.

+ AVAILABLE FOR IBM-COMPATIBLES ONLY.

57

SQUIRREL-KILLERS

2000-2001 ORDER FORM

Column B

Computer Copy
__ diskelte __ e-maii

Column A
Printed Copy

Column A&B  Amount

Computer/Print Combo
__ diskeite __ e-maif

1 POLICY DEBATE (CROSS-EX):
Choose one of three subscriptions:

{$firs1 copylextra copies)
(on orders of 4 or more, all copies are al lowar price)

I Basic Subscription (Aff/1Neg/2Neg) ___ copies ($79/336) 37 ___{%108) $
Basic + 8-ronth Update Briefs ___copies ($118/$54) __ (%108} _ {$182) $
Basic + 4-menth Update Briefs __coples (3105/$48)  __ ($96) _ ($144) $
] OR same items available individually:
Affirmative Casebook (May 15) __ copies ($11/$6) _ (810 __ {(316) $
1 1st Negative Briefs (3 vois.) {Aug. 15) __ copies ($34/815) ___ (831 __ (346) 3
2nd Negative Briefs (3 vols.) {Aug. 15) __ copies ($34/$15) _ (831 __ (%486) 3
I 6-rmonth Update Briefs (Oct-Mar) ___ copies ($39/518) __ (%$38) _ (354) 3
I a-month Update Briefs (Oct-Jan) ___ copies ($26/812) ___(324) _ (338) 3
LINCOLN-DQUGLAS DEBATE (NFL TOPICS ONLY)
I Basic Subscripticn {all 4 topics) ___coplies ($76/$36) ___(364) ___ ($100) 3
OR same items available individually:{on crders of 4 or more, all copies are al lower price)
Sep-Oct L-D topic ___copies (§19/$38} ___($16) __(829) 3
| Nov-Dec L-D topic ___copies (§19/58) __ (318) _ (%25 3
| Jan-Feb L-D topic ____copies (§19/$3) ___ (%16) __(%29) 3
I Mar-Apr L-D topic ___ copies (§19/$39) __ {$18) _ (%25 $
TOTAL™ 3

** Plus 10% shipping and handling costs up to 8 maximum of 325, {F PAYMENT DOES NOT ACCOMPANY ORDER (but no shipping erhandling
costs on e-mail orders). Credit extended lo schools/coaches only.

NAME
ADDRESS

CITY, STATE, ZIP
E-MAIL ADDRESS (if applicable)

__ | am a student at High School.
__ Charge to VisaMasterCard Number Expiration Date

5-K PUBLICATIONS

PO Box 8173
Wichita KS 67208-0173 E’
SQUIRREL
| KILLERS PHONE 316-685-3201
FAX 316-685-6650
debate@squirrelkillers.com
http:/fiwww.squirrelkillers.com
L---_-_-_______—-—_—-—_—_-—_—_—_—_-—

LINCOEN-DOUGLAS BRIEFS
(NFL TOPICS ONLY)
45 pages of Affirmative & Negative BRIEFS per topic.
Lin¢oln-Douglas Subscription (all four NFL topics)
$76 for printed copy
$64 for computer copy {disketie or e-maif)
$36 each additional printed copy

MAR-APR topic. Date of Publicalicn: Feb. 15
$19 for printed copy
$16 for computer copy (diskette or e-mail)
$9 each additional printed copy
{on orders of 4 or more, ALL copies are $9 each}

e — —— p— — — p— — — — —— — —

THE COMPUTER/HARD COPY COMBO
+ Many of you have asked about purchasing a computer
copy (via diskette or e-mail) and a printed copy. In this
situation, the printed copy is the extra copy (not first
copy) price. Thus, the pricing wouid be as follows for
the Computer/Printed Copy Combo:
+ Basic Policy Subscription: $108
« Basic Policy + 6-month Updates: $162
+ Basic Policy + 4-month Updates: $144
« Lincoln-Douglas Subscription: $100

S5-KQUALITY UNCHANGED!

Over 20 years of dependable service, bringing you

the best in accuraie, reliable avidence, All evidence

copied verbatim; ne ellipse$; no omissions from any
sentence.

+  Full source citations on each piece of evidence,
primarily from professional journals, government
documents, and other sources not readily obtainable.
SPEEDY DELIVERY: all orders filled within 24 hours.

SEP-OCT topic. Date of Publicalion. Aug. 25
$19 for printed copy
%16 for computer copy (diskette or e-mail)
$9 each additional printed copy

{on orders of 4 or more, ALL copies are $9 each)

NOV-DEC topic. Date of Pubifcation: Oct. 16
$19 for printed copy
$15 for computer copy (diskette or e-mail)
$9 each additfonal printed copy

(on orders of 4 or more, ALL copies are $S each)

JAN-FEB topic. Date of Publication: Dec. 15
$19 for printed copy
$16 for computer copy (diskette or e-mail)
$9 each additional prinled copy

(on orders of 4 or more, ALL copies are $8 each)



Florida Sunshine
Senale 1
* 0 Jesses Alexander-Hoeppaer, Hilisberough
*§ Mark Gersen, Pine View Scheol
P Andy Pelerson, Sarasota-Rlverview
House 1
*C Sarah Kim, Hillsborough
*8 Skylar Zwick, Pine View Schoal
P John Dooley, Sarasola-Riverview
House2
O Erika Fisher, Academy of lhe Holy Names
P Parker Perez, Academy of the Holy Names
House 3
0 SabaaRehmanl, Sarasola-Riverview
P Alisha Bhadelie, Academy of lhe Holy
Names

North Dakeota Roughrider
Senale 1
* O ¥evin Vogellanz, Red River
S Robert Kirsch, Fargo-Shanley
P Brandon Donahue, Fargo-Shanley
P Nathan Vilon, Bismarck Public Schocls
House 1
*(C Shawn Klatl, Fargo-South
O Laura Dignan, Fargo-Shanley
P Brady Litllefield, Fargo-Shanley
P Angela Klubberud, Farge-Shanley
P Shawn Klatl, Fargo-South

Colorado
Senate 1
*C John J.M. Rief, Mullen
* § Sarah Bay, Columbine
P Sarah Bay, Columbine
P Devon Hanna, Ovedand
Housa1
*C Slacy Pepper, Cherry Creek
8 David Sabadaos, Highlands Rench
P Mike Seibart, Mullen
P Brian Schrader, Muilen
House2
* O David Goldman, Cherry Creek
S Sean Kelly, Columbine
P Brenda Baulsch, Chemy Creek
P Sean Kelly, Columbine
House 3
O Serpio R. Gonzales, Columbine
S Paul Christopher, Overland
P Paul Christopher, Overdand
P Meghan Callahan-Pelers, Mullen

Hole In the Wall
Senale 1
* O Ryan Ford, Chayenne-Easl, WY

$ Juslin Johns, Lead, SD
House1

* Jessica Zeler, Slurgis-Brown
House 2

* Jason Shufflebarger, Cheyenne-East

Montana
Senate{
* O Michael Greip, Flalhead Co.
S Andrew Bissell, Flathead Co.
House 1
*Q Jon Thompson, Capilal
S Annie Glover, Great Falls
House 2
*Q Vet Marlin, Butle
8 Grant Hewill, Flathead Co.

Utah-Wasatch
Senale 1
* O Mike Maguet, Laylon
§ Ed Stevenson, Cgden
P Clay Campbell, Moutain Crest
House 1
* G Jacch Getberg, Northridge
S Juslin Fox, Laylon
P Jacob Gotberg, Northridge
House 2
* O Stacey Jeppesen, Moulain Crest
S Kimball B, Allen, Northridge
P Stacey Jeppesen, Moulain Crest
House 3
*Q Kyle Studstill, Laylon
S Jayme Thieman, Davis
P Joshua Doncouse, Laylon

Northarn Lights
Senale1
* Roger Larson, Dululh-East
O Jesse Matson, Moorhead
8 James Schurmann, Ditworth-Glyndon-Felton
P Dantel Otlo, Moorhead
P Roger Larson, Duluth-Eas!
Hause 1
* O Andrew Grace, Dululh-East
S Ashley Hane, Walker
12 Manney Anderson, Brainerd
P Fobin Wreeler, Walker

Congress Honors

House 1A
* Ehren Bittner, Dululh-East
O Rabekah Freed, Duluth-East
S Aaron Weir, Moarhead
P Knute Nix, Grand Rapids
P Laura Birkeland, Grand Rapids
House I
* O Thomas Reed, Moorhead
$ Krisloffer Smemo, Moaorhead
P Josh Langssth, Diworlh-Glyndon-Fellon
P Matl Broughion, Park Rapids

Colorado Grande
Senate1
*C Jonathan Brown, Palisade
S Timolhy Hinerman, Canon City
P Timothy Hinarman, Canon City
P Jessica Glbson, Pueblo-Cenlennial
Senale 2
* O Thomas Noah, Canon City
S Kyte Cheesewright, Durenga
P Thomas Noah, Canon City
P Timm Bryson, Pueblo-Cenlennial
Hause 1
*“0 Rebecca Stump, Liberty
$ Marshell Amey, Sierra
P Rebecca Slump, Liberty
P David S. Boath, Canon City
House 2
* O Jennifer A. Miller, Canon City
S Matihew Lira, Liberty
P Mallhew Lira, Liberty
P Michael Jacobs, Air Academy
House 3
* O Steven Hunsacker, Canaon City
$ lan J. Samuel, Pueblo-Centennial
P Sleven Hunsacker, Canon City
P Whitiney Smilh, Palisade

Michlgan
Senate 1
O Arhyis Ealmon, Kalamazoo Central
*$ Erch Nagengast, Portage-Central
P Aman Ansani, Porlage-Northem
P Erich Nagengast, Portage-Cenlral
House 1
*Q Nicole Green, Kalamazoo Central
$ Slefanl Zimmerman, Portage-Centrel

North East Indiana
Senale1
* 0 Michael Podguski, Cheslerion
S Melanie Boynlon, Forl Wayne-Northrop
P Chrislin Eatherion, Columbia City
Housa 1
*C Lindsay A. Clark, Snider
S Owen Sulkowski, Cheslerfon
P Nethan Lefever,Columbia City
House 2
“ Benjamin Barone, Snider
S Amber Zehner, Chesterlon
P Bretl Mock, Columbia City

Chesapeake
Senale |
* O Terrek Smith, Baltirmore City College
S Joseph Wantz, Calverl Hell College
P Brian Holler, Catonswile
P Terrell Smith, Ballimore City College
House 1
*C Thomas Lantzas, Loyola
S Warren Jones, Baltimore City College
P Warren Jones, Ballimore Cily Coflage

Sundance
Senate 1
* O Chery A, Christiensen, Jordan
S Sam Peay, American Fork
House t
* Q0 Amy Sullivan, Alta
S Aaron Hergel, Jordan
House 2
*Q Adam Jensen, Mountain View
S Patrick ¥. Lagua, Jordan
House 3
C JonalhanL. Leach, Jordan
§ AliHasnain, Jordan

Eastern Missourl
Senale 1
* O Malthew Markowilz, Parkway-Wesi
*$ Andria Rockwell, Rilenour
P Malthew Markowitz, Parkway-West
House 1
* O Amanda Hechinger, Patlonville
& Michee! Jeficoal, Rock Bridge
P Amanda Hechinger, Patlonville
House 2
* O Zachary Rackovan, Pationville
S Mark Ladd, Ladue Horlon Watkins
P Zachary Rackovan, Patlonville

House 3
* O Brad Baebler, Ladue Horton Walkins
S Mike Lehmkuhl, Patlonville
P Brad Baebler, Ladue Horlon Walkins
House 4
*CO Mati Fuller, Patlonville
5 Wil Sterrett, Columbla-Hickman
P Wil Sterredt, Columbla-Hickman

Pennaylvanla
Senate
* C Nalhaniel McWherter, Derry Area
* S Ellzabelh Dye, Trinity
PJustin Welch, Trinity
House 4
* G Allan Edwards, Greater Lalrobe
S Natalle Belt, Bellwoad-Antis
P Cassandra Crable, Unlontown Area
House 2
* O George Sprowls, Trnity
S Richard Winskl, Greater Lalrobe
P James Fox, Greater Latrobe

Wastlowa
Senate 1
*Q Cameron Hawkins, Herbert Hoover
* S Josh Padgel, Ankeny Sr.
P Kalie Bouma, Forll Dodge
P Josh Padget, Ankeny Sr.
House 1
* O Keith West, Ankeny Sr.
S Jon Richardson, Sioux Cily-Morth
P Szan Bawmer, Forl Codge
P Justin Shapiro, Ankeny
House 2
* QO Tiffany Lenlz, Ankany
S Dave Daniels, Bishop Heelan
P Shannon Friday, Atlantic
Houso 2
* QO Kalhryn Marln, Ankeny Sr.
S Amanda Freel, Ankeny Sr.
P Brian Presnall, Ankeny Sr.
P Joe Jolesch, West Des Molnes-Dowling

Heart of Amaerlca
Senate 1
* O Joshua Hedrick, Carraliton
* 8 John Whitleck, Independence-Truman
P Joshua Hedrick, Carroitton
House 1
* O Nalhan Edwards, North Kansas City
S Evan Absher, Kansas City-Oak Park
P A. J. Marchisello, Park Hill
Housa 2
* O Branden Swafford, Savannah
8 Tyler Scolt, Savannah
P Michae! Cockrum, Carrolllon
House 3
* Clsaac Allen, Smith Cotton
S Wade Thomas, Kansas City-Oak Park
P Isaac Allen, Smith Cotton
House 4
*( Quinn G'Brien, North Kansas City
S Jill Dispensa, Park Hilt
P Tommy Lupton, Kansas Clty-Oak Park

Heoosler South
Senale |
* O Andrew Yeager, Connersville
* 8 Chelsea Carroll, Evensville-Reilz
P Rick $wim, Chrysler
House 1
*C Con Boersma, Connersville
S Evan Herl, Evensvilie-Reilz
P Pau! Musgrave, Evansville-Reitz
House 2
* & Jaml Cales, Evansville-Reitz
S Diana Moers, Evansville-North
P Nick Manicke, Evansville-Reitz

Northemn IHlinols
Senate 1
*Q Tomn Clarke, Deerfield
S Elizabelh Remien, Glenbrook-South
P Kevin Parker, Barrington
Senate2
* O Karl Muth, Prospecl
SLaila Leigh, Lake Foresl
P Karl Mulh, Prospecl
House 1
*C Nicholas Zwang, Deerfield
S Nicholas Alexander, New Trier Twp
P Ryan Meher, Prospecl
House 2
* C Chris Hajduk, Loyola Academy
8 Kevin Grant, Rolling Meadows
P Chris Hajduk, Loyola Academy
House 3
* Q Michael Simmons, St. Ignalius
S Vivek Nalarajan, Adlai Stevenson
P Michelle Mangan, Prospect

Cantral Mlnnesota
Senate 1
*C James B. Medek, Mounds View
* $Bill Dalsen, Ccon Rapids
House 1
* 0 Joshua Huang, Cirtle Pines-Centennial
S Sean Sands, Apple Valley

Degp South
Senate 1
“ 0 Jonalkan Willis, Mountain Brook
*§ Andy Galeseg, Altamonl Schoal
P Burt L. Welch, Homewoad
House 1
* G Bemnie Dorrough, The Montgomery
Academy
S lan Tumipseed, Saint James Schoal
P Bernie Dorrough, The Montgomery
Academy
House 2
*QE. J. Slem, Saint James School
S Rich McRoberls, Mountain Brook
P E.J. Stem, Saint James School

Loulslana
Senate 1
* 0 Anlhony Berryhill, Newmnan School
* 8 Luke Hill, $t. Thomas More
P Sarah Roy, Lafayette
PLuke Hill, S1. Thomas More
House 1
*C Meredith Clark, Lafayelle
S Andre Pitre, S1. Thomas Mora
P Andre Pilre, $1. Themas More
P Ryan Lemaire, Lafayeite
House 2
*O Dominic Hood, SL. Martin's Episcopal School
S Amber McZeal, Lafayetle-Acadiana
P Deminic Hood, &, Martin's Episcopal Schod!
P Amber McZeal, Lafayelie-Acadiane

Mdaho
Senale 1
* O Justin Eslinger, Centennial
S Jared Cooke, Hillcrest
P Justin Eslinger, Genlennial
House 1
> ¥evin Smith, Centennial
S Natalie M. Cook, Skyline
P Kevin Smith, Cenlennial

West Kansas
Senate 1
* 0 Ruth Ann French, Haven
8 Nalhan S, Walker, Hutchinson
P Micheel Moore, Hulchinson
House 1
* O Davey Roberls, Haven
P John McCurry, Haven
House 2
*Q Ashley Claylon, Hutchinsen
P Josh Carler, Chaparral
P Josh Beal, Haven
House 3
*Q James Bley, McPherson
P Arlhur Gebers, Chaparral
P Megan Backer, McPherson

Mississlppi
Senate 1
*C Smilh Lilley, Clinton
S Brian Griffin, $t. Andrew’s Episcopal School
P Smith Lilley, Clinton
House 1
* O Jeffrey Lewis, Clinlen
S Jonathan Stricker, St Andrew's Episcopal
School
P Ricky James, Hatliesburg
House 2
* O Sangita Goel, St Andrew's Episcopal School
$ Jason Decherl, Walkins
P Jason Decherl, Watkins
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(Cheshier from page 41)
not necessarily follow that the successful
courting of media elites will produce suc-
cess. We assume that as new media tech-
nologies proliferate, presidential efforts to
use media outlets will intensify, but the his-
torical record shows a surprisingly constant
historical tendency for presidents to attempt
media manipulation.”® We accept as true the
idea that presidents must be preoccupied
with their coverage, but tend to ignore the
backlash which results when presidents end
up looking less like leaders and more like
performers. We tend to believe skills presi-
dents will always find a way to frame their
programs successfully, but underestimate
the extent to which the intrinsic limits of the
relevant mass medium can constrain such
efforts (consider, for example, how attermpts
to defend free trade are regularly subverted
by the east of showing images of trade's
downsides - child labor abuses, environ-
mental damage, and the difficulty of visu-
ally showing trade's benefits, like lower
prices and heightened productivity). And
the idea that presidents need only roll out
their spinmeisters to direct public opinion
their way ignores the typical climate of ten-
sion pervading the media's relationship with
national politicians.

1t is tempting to overstate the ben-
efits of what Jeffrey Tulis first called the
"rhetorical presidency” for occupants of the

office. It was this sentiment that led former
Vice President Walter Mondale to claim the
media had turned the presidency into the
nation's "fire hydrant." Presidential scholar
Mary Stuckey recently wrote that "the rhe-
torical presidency has created...a dramatic
increase in public expectations...More re-
sources mean heightened expectations,
which require presidents to find more re-
sources, which in turn raise expectations.
The cycle is endlessly self-perpetuating,
and is potentially dangerous for both presi-
dents and for the system in which they are
embedded...*

In short, the effects of intensive me-
dia coverage are mixed, and hardly unidi-
rectional in the semse often claimed in
Clinton disadvantage debates. As Cronin
and Genovese put it, "television has both
enlarged and shrunk the presidency.” Qur
debates will more accurately reflect the state
of the academic research to the extent they
acknowledge these mixed effects. Negatives
teams are on solid ground when they bol-
ster their internal link by noting that un-
popular positions taken by presidents tend
to be "piled onto" by the press, an effect
which can multiply the risk. But when either
teamn stakes out a position implying that ei-
ther supporters or opponents of a particu-
lar policy will find it easy to shape public
reaction, they are sliding around on think
ice.

Conclusion; Some Implications
for Debating Clinton

This review of the theoretical litera-
ture on the American presidency has by no
means been a comprehensive one. None-
theless, one can easily drive several impli-
cations for debate over the internal links to
the Clinton position.

First, to the extent that affirmative re-
sponses can emphasize the complex con-
text of presidential politics, they should,
The disadvantage can only succeed by em-
phasizing the singular importance of the
plan, the novel commitment of time or po-
litical capital required by a president to see
it enacted, and the total irrelevance of all
competing issues. Negatives create such an
impression by reading evidence that their
impact issue is at the "top of the agenda,"
with the implication that a political capitai
tradeoff will necessarily connect the plan
with a mega-impact (WTQ, NTR, or in ear-
lier times CTBT, NAFTA, CWC, or others).
They read hyperbolic press releases from
the White House stressing how the presi-
dent is spending all his time wooing waver-
ing mcmbers of Congress, with the implica-
tion that the enactment of any other policy
will fatally divert the president from avert-
g nuclear war.

But as areview of research on presi-
dential politics establish, these claims are

drastically exaggerated. The context for
(Cheshier to page 63)

(Haig from page 31)
should be construed as personal attacks.
Hopefully the post will spur some sort of
response and potentially even a discussion.
AsherHaig  ahaigi@warped-reality.com
Greenhill Debate

“] am speaking the language of exile.
This language ... muffles a cry, it doesn’t
ever shout ... Qur present age is one of ex-
ile. How can we avoid sinking into the mire
of common sense, if not by becoming a
stranger one’s own country, language, sex
and identity? ... Exile is a way of surviving
in the face of the dead father ... of stub-
bornly refusing to give in to the law of
death.” — Julia Kristeva

(Asher Haig debates for Greenhill School,
Texas. His post to the CX-L LCX-1 @ de-
bate net, is used by permission)

(Glass from page 37)

convinced then ever as to why uniqueness
is so critically important? Why on earth
would you reject a case which reformed
work conditions for slaves because of a
criticism demonstrating that slavery was
bad?? Wouldn't that bc even more of area-
son TO endorse the affirmative? And where
is the warrant in the sentence "A non-unique
case turn still serves as an absolute (that
is, absolute) solvency take-out with at least
a risk of uniqueness"? If the case tum is
not unique, it is not a turn. If itis absolutely
not unique, then there is no risk of unique-
ness. If the case turn proves that the aff
doesn't solve, then it's an absoclute Plan-
Meet-Need argument, for which unique-
ness is irrelevant,

Mr. Haig agrees on the absurdity of
the fiat debate, and doesn't answer the test-
ing rationale for the concept; the notion of
change happening as a result of criticism
would work doubly well for the permuta-
tion, because the affirmative would be the

example of change within the context of the
criticism. There would be no structure con-
ceptualized by the affirmative, because the
permutation would endorse the destruction
of such a structure, while still doing some
demonstrable good. The dichotomizing of
the problem/solution mindset sets up a false
distinction.

Finally, Mr. Haig's understanding of
Foucault (see the section "Liberation and
the Ability to Speak") nicely illustrates the
silencing function of the Critique, within the
Discourse of Policy Debate. The Critique
is an instrument of regulation. It's advo-
cacy is an appeal to silence. It's purpose is
a grab for power. It's derivation is argu-
ment-forms which failed; it's purpose there-
fore is to succeed. The Critique is used to
silence the affirmative, and is therefore pre-
cisely the sort of power-wielding that Fou-
cault was thinking about.

(Dr. David Glass is a cancer researcher,
published playwright, and debate coach
at Edgemont (NY NC)
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(Cheshier from page 60)

presidential decisionmaking is almost never
monopolized by pursuit of a single goal;
this 1s especially true given the
decisionmaking and governance style of Bill
Clinton, who prefers to pursue a hundred
goals all at once. And the complexity of
Washington decisionmaking will only in-
crease given population growth, inattention
to media coverage because of competition
from other information sources, and the
probably further weakening of political
party discipline.?

Current debating on presidential lead-
ership tends to advance these claims
through the vehicle of multiple uniqueness
responses. A laundry list of alternative
policy proposals, agenda items, and legis-
lative action does help illustrate the con-
trived nature of most Clinten stories. But
among the implications of scholarly re-
search on presidential decisionmaking is
that other internal link responses might have
as much effectiveness as yesterday's
uniqueness stories m revealing the more
strained impact accounts.

Second, our debates over presiden-
tial leadership do not adeguately account
Jor where in a president's term controver-
sies are airing. All of the variables we've
considered, popularity, media influence,
power to control the agenda, extent of po-
litical capital - vary substantially depend-
ing on what point in a presidential term we're
in. Consider the popularity variable. As a
general rule, presidents in the modern age
have inevitably lost popular support over
time. Even relatively successful presidents
like Reagan and Clinton have showed slow
erosion in position support over time (for
Reagan this also translated into a slow dimi-
nution in persona) approval, while Clinton
seems to be escaping this fate). As Cronin
and Genovese put it, "When news is good,
the president's popularity goes down or
stays the same; when news is terrible, popu-
larity merely goes down faster and farther."”’
There are several explanations for this gen-
eral trend. One emphasizes how presidents
will inevitably lose support over time as it
becomes clear they cannot match the ex-
pectations raised by their own rhetoric.
Cronin and Genovese refer to this as the
“popularity dileruma."® Another empha-
sizes the likelihood that media coverage will
inevitably turn sour as a president gradu-
ally becomes "old news." Yet another
stresses how opinions are likely to become
settled over time, less susceptible to redefi-
nition and manipulation.

The upshot for political process de-
bates is a two-edged sword. At this late point
in Bill Clinton's term, the connections be-
tween public approval, legislative success,
agenda-setting, and media manipulation are
most attenuated, and the disadvantage most
contrived. But this conclusion also implies
that, whoever our next president is, the
popularity position will be especially viable
during his honeymoon period. Debaters
should offer arguments more carefully at-
tuned to the rhythms of the presidential
calendar.

Finally, our debates should more fully
reflect the growing body of research on
presidential leadership. The heavy empha-
sis on evidential recency has produced un-
informed argument on the internal dynam-
ics of popularity and agenda-setting. Just
one example of this is the continuing reli-
ance by some negative debaters on internal
link evidence from Bond and Fleisher's 1990
book, where the more speculative sections
and helpful anecdotes are quoted in appar-
ent ignorance of the fact that the overall
study finds no effect for presidential popu-
larity on legislative support.
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NFL'S TOP S0 DISTRICTS

Rank Change District

NG RN

+10

+22

+26
10

10
-14

+22

Northern South Dakota
Rushmore

Northern Chio
Heart of America
East Kansas

New York City
Florida Manatee
Northwest Indiana
Show Me

Florida Sunshine
EastLos Angeles
Kansas Flint-Hills
South Kansas

San Fran Bay
Sunflower
California Coast
West Kansas
Montana

Wini

Central Minnesota
Hole in the Wall
Nebraska

Northern Illinois
Eastern Ohio
Carver-Truman
Southern Nevada
Hoosier Centrai
Eastern Washington
Northern Wisconsin
West Los Angeles
South Carolina
North Coast
Hoosier South
Sierra

Rocky Mountain-South
Eastern Missouri
Southern Wisconsin
Southern California
Colorado

Western Washington
Southern Minnesota
Great Salt Lake
Utah-Wasatch
Orange Blossom
East Texas

Idaho

West lowa

New England
Northern Lights
West Oklahoma

(as of April 2, 2000)

Ave. No. Degrees
200.77
189.60
183.72
182.77
162,15
159.28
157.54
157.16
152.47
150.75
149.60
145.00
141.27
138.64
138.41
133.33
132.40
128.55
128.08
125.56
123.62
122.85
120.85
117.30
117.26
116.33
112.50
109.90
107.87
107.54
106.14
103.71
103.66
101.38
100.47
100.22
100.07

99.80
99.66
99.36
98.89
98.72
97.54
97.09
96.56
96.10
95.70
95.68
94.55
94.04

Leading Chapter
Watertown

Sioux Falls-Lincoln
Youngstown-Boardman
Independence-Truman
Blue Valley Northwest
Bronx HS of Science
Fort Lauderdale
Plymouth

Blue Springs
Sarasota-Riverview
Gabrielino
Washburn Rural

El Dorado

James Logan
Wichita-East

Leland

Manhattan

Flathead Co.
Downers Grove-South
Eastview
Cheyenne-East
Millard-North
Glenbrook-North
Carrollton

Neosho

Green Valley

Ben Davis

Gonzaga Prep
Appleton East
Sherman Qaks CES
Riverside

Gilmour Academy
Evansville-Reitz
Centennial

Wheat Ridge
Pattonville
Marquette University
Redlands

Cherry Creek
Auburn Sr.

Edina

Lone Peak

Layton

Wellington

Dulles

Centennial

Ankeny Senior
Lexington
Moorhead

Norman

No. of Degrees

572
380
338
421
391
436
324

366
2mM
402
520
274
533
289
474
328
288
388
333
329
319
ant
285
416
326
337
204
305
259
301
256
481
269
286
409
221
197
422
188
231
136
177
239
252
192
315
239
353
239
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NFL DISTRICT STANDINGS
Rank Change District Ave. No. Degrees Leading Chapter No. of Degrees
51. -- Rocky Mountain-North 93.81 Greeley-Central 277
52. +4 New Mexico 92.61 Eldorado 280
53. +24  Greater lllincis 89.41 Belleville-East 215
54. -0 Pittsburgh 89.15 Bethel Park 172
55. +5 Ozark 89.04 Springfield-Central 183
56. 7 South Texas ' §9.00 Houston-Bellaire 419
57. 16 Valley Forge 88.93 Truman 226
58. 12 Tennessee 87.86 Mars Hill Bible School 223
59. +6 Wind River 86.26 Worland 144
60. -10 North East Indiana 85.68 Chesterton 409
61. +8 Big Valley 84.25 Modesto-Beyer 325
61. 4 Nebraska South 84.25 Millard-South 166
63. -23 Heart of Texas 83.70 Waestlake 190
64. +16 New York State 83.30 Monticello 164
65. 10 Sundance 82,36 Alta 240
66. -14 Michigan 8214 Portage-Central 21
67. +6 North Oregon 81.53 Gresham-Barlow 227
68. +11 Big Orange 81.44 Esperanza 232
69. -7 Colorado Grande 81.26 Canon City 180
70. -23 South Oregon 79.78 Ashiand 257
71. -0 Pennsylvania 79.30 Bellwood-Antis 152
72, 4 Carolina West 76.00 Myers Park 211
73. +10  Arizona 75.82 Mountain View 185
74. 8 Western Ohio 75.58 Dayton-Oakwood 212
75. +18  Sagebrush 75.33 Reno 196
76. 9 East Cklahoma 75.22 Tulsa-Washington 222
77. +15 Tall Cotton 74.53 Amarillo 185
78. 3 Louisiana 74.27 Caddo Magnet 190
79. 16 New Jersey 7417 Montville 179
80. 4 Lone Star 74.10 Plano Sr. 2M
81. -28 Chesapeake 73.80 Calvert Hall College 134
82. 4 North Dakota Roughrider 73.22 Fargo-Shanley 180
83. 412 Deep South 7275 Vestavia Hills 223
84, +4 North Texas Longhorns 70.77 Marcus 152
85. 3 Maine 66.12 Brunswick 143
86. -0 Georgia Northern Mountain 66.06 Westminster Schools 158
87. +9 Mid-Atlantic 65.75 Blacksburg 200
88. +3  Kentucky 65.33 Boone County 139
89. +86 Central Texas 64.94 San Antonio-Churchill 199
90. 9 East lowa 64.88 Bettendorf 156
M. 7 Gulf Coast 63.42 Gregory-Portland 257
92, 5 Mississippi 61.42 Hattiesburg 144
93. +4 Capitol Valley 60.36 Sacramento-Kennedy 131
94, B8 West Virginia 59.00 Wheeling Park 90
95, A1 South Florida 58.93 North Miami Beach 160
96. -7 Georgia Southern Peach 57.73 Fayette County 93
97. I Puget Sound 57.33 Kamiak 137
98. #1 Tarheel East 57.09 South View Sr. 117
99. 2 froquois 41.70 Mount Mercy Academy 7
100. +1 Patrick Henry 40.21 Madison County 128
101. 2 Hawaii 39.06 Punahou School 104
102. -2 West Texas 37.72 Montwood 117
103. Guam 8.50 George Washington 22

m
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Team Secretary Mandy Spears

Jake Simpson performs
performs Oratory

Humorous Interpretation

Tomi Robb performs
Dramatic Interpretation

The team concludes every trip with the singing of the
school's alma mater

President Jennifer McGuire demonstrates
the difference between DI and Solo Acting

A disappointed Earl Mason
pretends he did not make finals

Casey Scruggs performs
Poefry Interpretation

The Gallatin High School NFL Chapter in Gallatin, TN,
coachedbyKimberleyl.Reed-Bracey,recentlyperformed
their third annual "Forensic Follies", a nonprofit show
where team members showcase their talents for their
parents, teachers, communityleaders, and peers.

-

Whitney Purcell performs an impromptu -
speech on the topic of toilet paper

Ms.Reed-Bracey gefs audience assistance in
selecting an imprompiu topic
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August 5-13, 2000
University of San Diego

The one camp that you will walk away from with
more than just evidence.

Bemefits:

e  Experts in the ficlds of Education, Foreign and Domestic Policy, Law. Philosophy, Theater, and Speech and Debaic
e  We specialize in personalized attention and individualized coaching. Student to Coach ratio 2/1

e Labs will be scheduled to promote both debate and individual event cxpericnce

e  Rescarch Labs will be held at USD Library and the USD Legal Research Center

¢  Forum Tourmament - Awards Ceremony - Professional and Community Judges

e One year free subscription to Forensics Online www.forensicsonline.com

¢ Lodging and all meaks included

e  Group rates available

RSVP by May 1, 2000 (credit card needed to hold reservation)
Full payment due by June 1, 2000
Fea: Nine day total cost $500 (major credit cards accepted - tax write-off)

www.speechforum.org

For more information, contact Kourtney Kennedy (858) 689-8665 or e-mail forum@axnet.net
P.O. Box 26100 » San Diego, CA 32196-0100
The Debate and IE Forum Is a non-profit organization
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