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Lincoln Life Vice President Carolyn Brody and NFL L/D Champion Marc
Wallenstein admire the $20,000 scholarship check presented by Lincoln Life.
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CDE BLOCK ENCYCLOPEDIA

The 5 volume set that covers Lincoln Douglas and value issues like no other series ever published.
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Each volume is app. 200 pages. Every volume has blocks plus organized evidence groupings.

AUTHORS:
John Wertheim, NFL L. D. Champion, 1991 World Champion, graduate Yale University
Teresa Gonsalves, graduate Harvard Law School
William H. Bennett, coach of three National L. D. champions
Anthony Gonsalves, B. A. Cornell University Engineering

VOLUMES 1-3: Values and Value Objections.

Abortion, academic freedom, advertising, aesthetics, age discrimination, altruism, arms
race, autonomy, bioethics, business, cameras in the courtroom, capitalism, censorship, Chris-
tianity, CIA, civil disobedience, communism, communitarianism, community standards, con-
formity, constitution, core values, crisis, domestic vs. foreign priorities, dignity, disarmament,
discrimination, drugs, economics, growth, education, elitism, equality, family fascism, first
amendment, freedom of expression, government, handicapped, happiness, hedonism, holism,
humanism, human rights, individual rights, individualism, inherent worth, instrumental val- -
ues, intrinsic value, just social order, justice knowledge, leisure, love, majority rule and
majoritarianism, minority rights, money/affluence, morality, and much more.

VOLUME 4: Criteria and attacks on Criteria.

Anarchy, authoritarianism, balancing, bioregionalism, burden of proof, categorical im-
perative, cost benefit analysis, decision rules deontology, determinism, duty, rational egoism,
emotivism, environmental ethic, epistomological humility, ethical egoism, faith, feminism,
golden mean, intuitionism, is verses ought, law, means-end, and much more.

VOLUME 5: Philosophers and Attacks on Philosophers.

Adler, Aguinas, Aristotle, Augustine, Austin, Ayer, Bacon, Bentham, Burke, Compte,
Confucius, Dewey, Dworkin, Foucault, Hegel, Hobbes, Hume, Jefferson, Kant, Kierkgaard,
Kohlberg, Locke, Machiavelli, Mainonides, Marx, Maslow, Mill, and more.

This series is more complete than any other option available to you (unless you take thousands of hours to consult
the originals yourself.) App. 1,000 pages of blocks and evidence in strong clean organization waits for you in these
books. Guaranteed.

Any one volume is $47. The entire set is $175. To order use order form on opposite page.




CDE
L.D. Round Robin Tournament
12 Rounds

Join students from 9 states in Taos, New Mexico on November 7-8, 1997

For invitation write to CDE, P.O. Box Z, Taos, N.M. 87571 or
phone 505-751-0514 or Fax 505-751-9788.

DELIVERED TO YOU:

Sept. 5,1997  Nov.5,1997 Jan.5, 1998  March 1, 1998 NE

1997-1998

Lincoln - Douglas
Research Series
CONTENTS of each Set

** 3 different affirmative cases
** 3 different negative cases
#* Extension evidence

** Topic analysis

$4900

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

Name

Mailing Address

O Research Series [J L. D. Encyclopedia $175




BUILD WINNING ARGUMENTS!

Put Congressional Digest’s ....

1997-98 National Policy  gfJ\\\ PI‘O

Debate Issue on
Your Team!

Build precise affirmative and firm rebuttal arguments in this year’s National Policy Debate
competition with Congressional Digest’ brand new issue on Renewable Energy. Consider the
opinions of the experts and weigh the Pro & Con® arguments to help students develop rational
positions that really persuade.

A Leading Publication You Can Trust

This important issue is an excellent example of what Congressional Digest
is all about. Impartial views. Thought-provoking insight. The kind of
objective information that debate teams and coaches across the country
have come to rely upon.

Put the nation’s oldest and most respected publication of its kind on your
team — get our debate issue in time for this season! Just complete and
mail the enclosed order form, or call Congressional Digesttoday at 1-
800-637-9915.

Save Over 50% on Our Debate Issue!
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O  YES! Please send me 5 copies of the special 1997-1998 “Renewable Energy”
issue for just $15. That’s a savings of over 509 off the regular $6.95 per copy
price and includes 2nd class shipping.

O YES! I want to get the in-depth, objective coverage that comes only with Congressional Digest.
Please enter my one-year subscription (a total of 10 single-topic issues, plus our FREE cumulative index) for just
$45.00. If Congressional Digest ever falls short of my expectations, I may cancel my subscription and receive a prompt
refund for all unmailed issues.

et

Payment Method:

Enclosed 1s my check payable to Congressional Digest
Purchase order number: '
Please charge my: O VISA O MasterCard

Card #: Exp.Date: ____/____ Daytime Phone: ( )

oo

Signature:

(required for credit card orders) Offer expires 19/31/97 / NFL9811 &
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MAIL, FAX OR CALL:
Congressional Digest Corp. ¢ 3231 P Street, NW « Washington, DC 20007 « 800-637-9915 ¢ 202-625-6670 (fax)
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LINCOLN LIFE

s

LINCOLN-DOUGLAS

D EBATES

NATIONAL FORENSIC LEAGUE é

September 27, 1997
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Lincoln Life congratulates the top four winners of the 1997 Lincoln Life Lincoln-Douglas
Debates national championship in Minneapolis, and all of the National Speech
Tournament qualifiers. It takes great commitment and perserverance to qualify for this
event. Every student who qualifies for the National Speech Tournament demonstrates a
devotion to communication excellence that will lead them to excellence in their future
endeavors.

While I was unable to attend the tournament myself, I was there in spirit with my Lincoln
Life associates Carolyn Brody, Tom Coffey, Marty Murphy, Dennis Thuecks, John
Blackman, Mary Brazys, Dawn Mann and Amy Haycox. It gave Carolyn great pleasure
to present Marc Wallenstein, Ajay Gupta, Melissa Sorbello and Hetel Doshi with their
scholarships in front of an audience of more than 4,000 of their peers.

I’d like to extend my personal thanks to Richard Sodikow and his students from the
Bronx High School of Science for recognizing and thanking Lincoln Life in front of 7
million viewers on the Today show June 12. What an honor!

Each new school year brings more students to the program. When Lincoln Life began
sponsoring the Lincoln-Douglas Debates in 1994, 210 students from 2,474 school across
the nation qualified to compete at the National Speech Tournament. In 1997, 224
students from 2,700 schools qualified. We at Lincoln Life are incredibly pleased with the
growth in the program, and proud to play such a significant role in making a difference in
the lives of the young\people of our country.
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Joni{Boscia
President, Lincoln Life

On the Cover: Lincoln Life Vice President Carolyn

Brody and Champion Marc Wallen- THE RO STRUM

Stelnladlilll.re I}‘lln(;?ln Life's $20’000 Official Publication of the National Forensic League
Scholarship check. (USPS 471-180) (ISSN 1073-5526)
James M. Copeland
P.O. Box 38

C s ,
Bill Davis’ column returns! Ripon, Wisconsin 54971-0038

(920) 748-6206

; ; . The Rostrum (471-180) is published monthly, except July and August each
The Rostrum provides an open forum for the forensic commu “chool year by the National Forensic League, 155 Watson St, Ripon,

nity. The opinions expressed by contributors to the Rostrum Wisconsin 54971. Second-class postage paid at Ripon, Wisconsin 54971

are their own and not necessarily the opinions of the National POSTMASTER: send address v(é}_langeg t05 Iglli: Rostrum, P.0.Box 38, Ripon,
1sconsin .

{
|
| Next Month: Coaches Issue. Diamond Awards. Editor and Publisher
f

{ Forensic League, its officers or members. The National SUBSCRIPTION PRICES
Forensic League does not recommend or endorse advertised Individuals: $10 one year; $§15 two years. Member Schools $5.00 each
products and services unless offered directly from the NFL additional sub.

office.




COMPETITORS SHINE AT NATIONAL
LINCOLN LIFE LINCOLN DOUGLAS DEBATES

Marc Wallenstein, a sopho-
more at Greenhill High School in
Dallas, Texas, won an $8,000 schol-
arship and the Lincoln Life Lincoln-
Douglas Debates 1997 national
championship.

Other Lincoln Life scholarship
winners are: Ajay Gupta, senior,
Jenks High School, Okla.,$6,000, sec-
ond place; Melissa Sorbello, senior,
Martin County High School, Stuart,
Fla., $4,000, third place; and Hetal
Doshi, senior, Vestavia Hills High
School, Vestavia Hills, Ala., $2,000,
fourth place. These top four finish-
ers are also presented paid summer
internships at Lincoln Life during
their college years.

"We are proud to sponsor this
dynamic program,” said Lincoln
Life President Jon Boscia. "This
training makes for better speakers,
improves self confidence and en-
hances future employment poten-
tial. We believe in building and
strengthening education for the
youth of our country."

Lincoln Life Vice President Carolyn Brody with the Lincoln Life Lin-
coln Douglas Debates national scholarship winners.

Two students earned sole dis-
tinctions at the Lincoln Life Lin-
coln-Douglas Debates national
championship, despite returning
home without a Lincoln Life schol-
arship award. Abdul Berete (left),
a senior at Bergenfield High School
in Bergenfield, NJ, was the only de-
bater at the 1997 tournament to ad-
vance to the elimination rounds by
unanimous decision, receiving win-
ning votes on all twelve prelimi-
nary judges'ballots. Vanessa Torres
(right), a senior at Academy of Our
Lady of Guam, became the first stu-

dent from Guam to advance to the
elimination rounds of the NFL Na-
tional Tournament. Two hundred
seventeen students, reduced from
a field of more than 20,000 over the
past seven months, competed in the
annual Lincoln Life Lincoln-Dou-

gl@s Debates pa_tiona} champion- Undefeated Abdul Berete and first Guam qualifier Vanessa Torres

ship. Berete finished in the top 25  celebrate after preliminary rounds in the Lincoln Life Debates.
_lasting ten rounds, Torres was

eliminated after round 8.




Lincoln-Douglas Debate: Values In Conflict

Jeffrey Wiese

The most complete Lincoln-Douglas textbook available. A detailed
appendix presents an outline of arguments to numerous I ~D topics. A
separate teacher’s manual features objectives, activities, additional
L-D topics, bibliography, ballots, quizzes, and answer keys.

FEATURES
* Understanding L-D theory * Preparing cases
¢ Understanding values * Developing rebuttal strategies

* Choosing the values to debate * Improving delivery skills
* Researching values topics )

Available in Hardcover - School Net $18.50
ISBN 0931054-27-3

Bu‘losophy in Ractice: Understanding Value Debate

R. Eric Barnes

Philosophy in Practice is a new kind of Lincoln-Douglas text
for both debaters and coaches. It explains all of the major
philosophical theories and concepts of L-D in terms that are
understandable to students at all levels, while remaining true to
legitimate philosophical interpretations. This book also provides
authoritative insights into the real strengths and weaknesses of
each theory, as well as practical strategies for attacking and
defending these theories.

Philosophy in Practice is the perfect companion piece to Jeffrey
Wiese’s Lincoln-Douglas Debate: Values In Conflict.

Available in Papercover - School Net $14.25
ISBN 0931054-41-9

Call Toll Free:

(800) 845-1916

(785) 862-0218 outside US

Clark

Publishing

Since 1948

' n
L-D's Dynamic Du
Topeka, KS 66619-0240




Northwestern University

is pleased to announce

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

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

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

The Zarefsky Scholars Program for Rising Juniors
Dates to be Announced

Scott Deatherage, Director, Northwestern University

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

For Brochures and Applications Contact
The National High School Institute, Northwestern University
617 Noyes Street, Evanston, IL 60208
Phone: 1-(800)-662-NHSI Fax: 1-(847)-467-1057
Web Page http://www.nwu.edu/summernu/nhsi
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A MODERATE APPROACH TO ANALYZING A LINCOLN
DOUGLAS RESOLUTION

To begin, I feel it necessary to
say that this article was solicited. In
no way, do I pretend that I have
some corner on truth for Lincoln
Douglas debate. No one should in-
terpret this article as an approach
that will always work; it is an ap-
proach that I believe is simple and
valid. My perspective on the activ-
ity isrelatively conservativein that
I believe that it is the purpose of
Lincoln Douglas debate to weigh
values that are in conflict--the
valuesthat are assigned by the reso-
lution. I am also convinced that,
given this as the purpose of the ac-
tivity, there is very little room for
definitions that allow for abusive
positions or that are designed to
define the other side out of the
round. Because I am so firmly con-
vinced of this, my students do not
play the game from a perspective
other than what we can reasonably
believe would be the issues actually
posed by the resolution. Given this
concept as a basis, I would like to
explain how my students and I ap-
proach anew topic and why I think
this works.

1. Carefully examine the
grammatical structure of the
resolution. Many students use the
words in the resolution in the
wrong part of speech, which, of
course,completely alters the mean-
ing of the resolution.

Additionally, a value premise
is frequently pretty obvious, if you
justlookat the structure of the sen-
tence.

For example, consider the
resolution That individual obedi-
ence to law plays a greater role in
maintaining ethical public service
than does individual obedience to
conscience. Clearly the goal out-
lined by the resolutionis "maintain-
ing ethical public service." Thus,
the obvious value premise is ethi-
cal public service.

Sometimes familiarity with
the grammatical structure will
clarify the issues which inhere in
the debate.

For example,in the resolution
That individuals with disabilities
ought to be afforded the same ath-
letic competition opportunities as

by Marilee Dukes

able-bodied athletes, there is an el-
liptical clause. The elliptical por-
tion is "as able-bodied athletes are
afforded” This grammatical struc-
ture changes the ideas from equal-
ity of treatment to equality of privi-
lege. Understanding that the affir-
mative burden is simply to afford
similar opportunity for athletic
competition for disabled athletes,
not to provide the same activity,
such as football or pole vaulting,
allows the affirmative much-
needed ground in this debate.

2. Define the words. Defini-
tions should be fair. Itis frequently
useful to reword a sentence using
the definitions so that you under-
stand what the words really mean
in the context of the resolution. It
isalsouseful to take note of possible
abusive definitions so that you can
prepare for positions that could
spin off these definitions. When
this happens,debate usually degen-
erates from the issues that should
be the basis for values debate.

The following examples really
occurred:

Consider the resolution When
In conflict, society's goal of elimi-
nating discrimination ought to tran-
scend an individual’s right to par-

ticipate in exclusive voluntary as-
sociations. Some people defined
"participate in exclusive voluntary
associations” as the activities of
hate organizations, including the
crimes committed by such organi-
zations during the 1960's. Appar-
ently the point was that to partici-
pate in any way antithetical to
eliminating discrimination had to
include actually doing something to
harm minorities. This analysis com-
pletely ignores the use of the word
rightin this resolution. There are
no rights to break the law or to
harm people.

In the topic on disabled ath-
letes, the word same became a ma-
jor point of contention. The best
rounds I heard defined same as
similar. With a definition of same
as exact, the debate became silly-
that disabled athletes should be al-
lowed to play for the Chicago Bulls.

Coach Marilee Dukes with TOC L/D Champion Hetal Doshi



Tautologies can lead to falla-
cious reasoning and poor debate.

For example, in the topic That
Individual obedience tolaw playsa
greater role in maintaining ethical
public service than does individual
obedience to conscience, law was

sometimes defined as "collective
conscience.” The debate became
that to obey law was also to obey
conscience, so no matter which side
you debated, the value was con-
science. Needless to say, the debate
was confusing.

On the topic, When in conflict,
a business’s responsibility to itself
ought to be valued above its respon-
sibility to society some people ar-
gued that business'responsibility to
society is to be responsible to itself.
If both sides are the same, there is
absolutely no reason to debate, ex-
cept to discuss a critique on the
resolution. Atthis point,the educa-
tional value of the discussion be-
comes questionable.

Phrases like "whenin conflict”
are designed to preclude such cir-
cular argumentation. If these
phrases areaccepted for what they
are clearly designed to do, there is
room for debate. If debaters con-
tend that conflict is armed conflict
or conflict is competition among
businesses, then we will debate
what the words mean, not which
values ought to be prioritized.

It is also useful to pay special
attention to the use of different
wordsin different parts of the reso-
lution. The chances are good that
the wording committee had a rea-
son for their choices. It seems to
make sense to ask yourself why.

For example, in the resolution
When called upon by one'’s govern-
ment, individuals are morally obli-
gated to risk their lives for their
country, the use of government
tends to make the claim legitimate
because a recognized authority, not
arevolutionary group, would make
the "call”. The word country seems
designed to preclude forcing the
debate into extremes like a govern-
ment like that one established by
Adolph Hitler. There seems to be a
huge difference in fighting for Ger-
many and fighting for Hitler.

This realization focuses the
debate on the principlesin conflict,
not extreme examples.

In policy debate, there are spe-
cific standards for topicality argu-
ments which allow for debate over

the issue of topicality, about the
meaning of words. In Lincoln Dou-
glas debate, there are no stock is-
sues, no clearly defined burdens or
standards. Thus, it is virtually im-
possible to have a good "topicality”
debate in LD. I have even heard
some debaters use as their standard
for topicality "my definition came
first in the dictionary”. Placement
in the dictionary may do well as a
guide for pronunciation, but it fails
as a standard for best definition.

Given my conservative ap-
proach, the debate should be about
which valueis superior. Perhaps it
is understandable that I do not like
debates about the meaning of
words. I think that this is a good
approach to topic analysis because,
while not everyone agrees with my
berspective on arguing definitions,
a large number of judges do. It
would seem to make sense to begin
the debate by not putting yourself
ata disadvantage because so many
Jjudges just do not think topicality
issuesare a part of Lincoln Douglas
debate, while virtually noone actu-
ally requires a discussion of defini-
tions,

3. Identify real-world ex-
amples within the resolution. Al-
most all topics began because of an
incident, a real example of the con-
flict. Considering this does two
things: a. It allows you a great
source to begin the research. With
rare exception, there was a values
discussion that surrounded the in-
cident. Looking up those discus-
sions that occurred immediately
after the incident can provide good
basic insight into what people re-
ally think about the values conflict.
b. Ithelps you to discover where the
real debate probably lies. Values
debate is seldom one that should
involve extremes. Both sides get to
defend some good things, and both
sides must defend some bad things.
Otherwise, there isno debate. When
a debater attempts to take a posi-
tion in an extreme, the debate gen-
erally becomes the proverbial 2
ships in the night. Itisat this point
that critics of the activity think
that LD is simply dueling oratory.
When the debaters find real, defen-
sible, yet debatable positions, we
have good Lincoln Douglas debate.

The following examples may
clarify:

Exclusive, voluntary associa-
tions were an extension of all-white
country clubs. This topic was a di-

rect spin-off of the PGA incident
which occurred in 1990. PGA golf-
ers discovered that the all-white
country club which was hosting
had discriminatory membership
policies,and golfers threatened not
to attend the tournament unless
those policies were changed. Atthe
same time, the reality is that there
are also all-black fraternal organi-
zations which are very protective
of their membership. It is impor-
tant to note that it was the society,
not the government, that influ-
enced the change in the original sce-
nario at the PGA tournament. This
provides a very compelling point
for clarification if one side is trying
to claim that the word society in the
resolution really means govern-
ment. The government had abso-
lutely nothing to do with the change
that was wrought in this situation;
the golfers themselves affected the
change. There were numbers of ar-
ticles following the incident that
both established the horrors of dis-
crimination and claimed that, while
discrimination may be bad, people
do have a right to associate with
whomever they please.

The 1990 nationals topic was
That individual obedience to Iaw
Dplays a greater role in maintaining
ethical public service than does in-
dividual obedience to conscience.
This topic was clearly inspired by
the Oliver North incident.

A 1993-94 topic was The
publics right to know is of greater
value than the right to privacy of
candidates for public office. This
was following the 1992 election in
which names like Gennifer Flowers
became familiar. Earlier elections
had pushed people like Gary Hart
out of the presidential campaign
because of this question.

In all of these situations, the
right vs. wrong of the values con-
flict was discussed in virtually ev-
ery periodical in America. The
ideas discussed in the media may
seem simplistic, but they will be
easy to explain and probably easy
to sell to most judges. At least you
have an historical basis for discus-
sion. [Of course, this is not to say
that examples should be the pri-
mary focus of the actual debate,
simply a beginning point for topic
analysis.]

4. Find the middle ground
where the debate really is. Consider
all of the values embedded in the
resolution. My students and I spend
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a lot of time on this--days of class
discussion. This is just critical.

For example, on the discrimi-
nation topic, the affirmative can
easily extrapolate to fairness,
equality, dignity, etc. The negative
has a seemingly more difficult job
because it appears that they must
defend that discrimination is good,
and a debater is not going to win
many rounds doing this. Consider,
however, an individual's right to
privacy, to choose, to associate in a
private world with whomever s/he
pleases, to be amorally autonomous
person. Consider the ramifications
of having society dictate your
moral choices. If you do some read-
ing and a lot of thinking, it becomes
pretty obvious that there are values
claims on both sides. The debate is
not about how good the KKK is, nor
is it about the idea that women are
somehow inferior and should be
treated in that manner. In reality,
there are two very legitimate val-
ues claims.

It is silly to pretend that the
other side "must” defend the ex-
treme. A debater may manage to
enrage a few judges, but most good
judges are going to listen to both
sides and vote on the issues rather
than inflammatory rhetoric.

In LD solvency is just not an
issue.

The affirmative on the topic,
That in US policy, the principle of
universal human rights ought to be
prioritized over conflicting na-
tional interest, was not obligated to
prove that American policy would
somehow solve for human rights
violations. This is terribly unfair
because the affirmative does not
get to present a specific plan that
could be designed to preclude some
specific disadvantages or even
some specific solvency arguments.

It is certainly valid for a de-
bater to argue that there is no moral
obligation where an action is not
possible, but neither side should get
involved in a solvency or a counter
plan debate. It islikewise valid for
a debater to argue that when
"ought” is the operative term, there
is an obligation to try.

Likewise, we usually get
pretty bad debate when one or both
of the debaters tries to argue from
the slip/slope fallacy. I am person-
ally convinced that if one debater
tries to force the debate into a col-
lapse of the social order, then the
other debater has a perfect right to

try to force it to oppression. We
learned when we debated oppres-
sion versus no government that
that particular conflict does not
make for good debate.

Iam convinced that the smart-
est thing a debater can do is to find
a position that virtually anyone can
believe. These topics are debatable.
There are believable positions on
both sides.

5. Defend as little as possible.
In LD, there is no presumption be-
cause there is no policy and no sta-
tus quo to presume "innocent”.
There is no analogous courtroom
scenario. BOTH SIDES have a bur-
den of proof, and should defend
that their value is preferable, not
just that the other side is wrong.
fThis is, of course, one of the huge
differences between policy and LD]
Thus, both the affirmative and the
negative must defend a value. Iam
fully aware that some coaches and
judges do not agree with me about
this. However, I would maintain
again that, unless you are sure
about the perspective of your judge,
there is little reason to take a
chance on attitudes about presump-
tion when a huge number of judges
expect both sidesto defend a value.
Assuming my position on burdens,
it is seldom necessary, or even a
good idea, to present a position that
claims that the other value is evil.
This is almost impossible to sell be-
cause if the topic is debatable, both
values are, prima facie, good [or
bad]. Generally, it is the debater's
obligation to outweigh, and this is
where the position needs to set up.

Itisabsolutely critical that ar-
guments have impact, that they
matter in terms of the value
premise, which is supposed to be the
basis for adecision. Thisisalso why
it is better to use a value premise
that can be adapted to virtually
anything the other side may say.
Otherwise, the argument is about
which value premise is better, not
about which resolutional value is
better-which leads to the prover-
bial 2 ships. Even if you do not like
to use value premises, there needs
to be some kind of impact on a val-
ues level that gives an argument
meaning.

It makes competitive sense to
interpret the resolution so that the
debate will be limited to the actual
values conflictand does not require
a defense of the actual interpreta-
tion of the meaning of the resolu-
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tion. If you set up your argument
so that you are going to have to de-
fend that your interpretation of the
resolutionis correct, you puta huge
burden on yourself.

a. The judge may not believe
you. When you premise your actual
position on some kind of strange
interpretation of the resolution,
you take a real chance on judge in-
tervention.

For example, on the resolution
on human rights v. national inter-
est mentioned above, many coaches
and judges believe that, because
there is no modifier other than US
in front of the word policy, the de-
bate deals with both domestic and
foreign policy. Some debaters based
a position on the assumption that
the resolution was limited to for-
eign policy. Regardless of how you
may feel about this particular dis-
cussion, a number of people just do
not buy this limitation. Why would
you want to design a position thata
judge may, on face, reject?

b. This puts a huge burden on
your rebuttal time. If you have to
argue that your definition is valid
or that your interpretation of the
resolution is valid, you will waste
valuable rebuttal time which needs
to be spent on arguing the actual is-
sues. It is not terribly difficult to
design a position in which such is-
sues do not matter.

c. The debate is usually just
boring as dirt. Most interesting dis-
cussion surrounds the valuesin con-
flict, not the interpretation of the
words in the resolution.

6. Generally, my team spends
a great deal of time reading, con-
sidering the ramifications of the
wording, and asking why. Wehave
lengthy discussions about why ar-
guments are true and why issues
matter. If we cannot answer our
own questions, we do not run the
argument.

Finally, these are simply sug-
gestions for a moderate approach to
resolutional analysis. I would cer-
tainly welcome suggestions from
anyone who can help me to add to
the educational value of the activ-
ity for my students.

(Marilee Dukes has coached
national champions in both
Lincoln Life Lincoln-Douglas and
Policy Debate. She has served on
the LD topic Selection Committee.
This paper was originally pre-
sented at the 1996 NDCA Fall
Convention.)
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CONQUERING A NEW TOPIC

One of the most unusual as-
pects of high school Lincoln Dou-
glas debate is the large number of
topics used every year. The Na-

- tional Forensic League spreads five
throughout the year. Some larger
tournaments use non-NFL topics. A
few states have other topic selec-
tion methods.

The diversity of topicsis a po-
tential strength of the event. The
more topics a debater encounters
the greater the amount that can be
learned. But for the majority of
debaters the result is a modest
learning curve because too little
time is spent learning about, and
developing unique strategies for
each new topic.

What is a good debater to do
when confronting a new topic?
How does a good debater prepare?

Now entertain conjecture of a time

When creeping murmur and the poring dark
Fills the wide vessel of the universe.

From camp to camp, through the foul womb of

t,
The hum of either army stilly sounds,
That the fix'd sentinels almost receive
The secret whispers of each other's watch.
Fire answers fire, and through their paly flames
Each battle sees the other's umber'd face:
Steed threatens steed, in high and boastful

neighs

Piercing the night's dull ear; and from the tents
The armourers, accomplishing the knights,
With busy hammers closing rivets up,
Give dreadful note of preparation.
[Shakespeare, HenryV, IV, Chorus, I]

The Beginning Steps

The first step is to find out
what the topic is. If at all possible
the topic should be learned well in
advance of the first tournament.
Good preparation usually requires
at least two weeks lead time.

Occasionally the tournament
invitation or special mailing will
notify each squad. But for most
teamsit will be the National Foren-
sic League, through an announce-
ment in the Rostrum, that an-
nounces the topic.

Eager or intelligent competi-
tors do not have to wait for their
magazine. The NFL has a special
phone number, 920-748-LD4U, avail-
able 24 hours a day that announces
each new topic as soon as rules al-
low its release.

The second step is to define
every possibly important word of
the topic. When in doubt the de-

by William H. Bennett

bater should research definitions
on too many words rather than too
few. Often a student scholar can-
not determine early in her research
which words are the most contro-
versial or likeliest to be important.
In this situation it is better to find
definitions for most topic words.

Andatleastthree typesof dic-
tionaries should be consulted: lay,
philosophical,and legal. If the topic
has a specific field context(e.g. gov-
ernment, politics, economics) a spe-
cialty dictionary in that field
should also be consulted. The diver-
sity of sources has two purposes: to
be sure no obvious meaning or topic
intentis overlooked,and to give the
debater different options in case
construction and response.

Nextis the brainstorming ses-
sion. The debater, his colleagues,
coach, friends, parents, and or any-
one else who can be cajoled to join
participates. Everyone writes
down the topic verbatim. One per-
son is appointed recording secre-
tary. Then caseideasare suggested,
being sure that no suggestion is
criticized in any way. The avowed
purpose is to generate as many
ideas as possible.

When suggestions peter out
the group discusses which ideas
have merit and which should be
stricken. The debater(s)then select
their choices but keep the entire list
so that opponents possible cases can
be considered too. Identifying as
many possible cases or issues as pos-
sible reduces the chance of being
taken by surprise in a tournament
debate.

The fourth step is to build a
bibliography. This library and com-
puter work will include philosophi-
cal sources (book, Philosophy In-
dex), historical and contemporary
sources (computer data bases, So-
cial Science Index, The New York
Times Index, and others), and de-
bate publications (The CDE Value
Encyclopedia, Baylor's Value Hand-
book, etc.). Step five, of course, is to
pull and copy the best of these ma-
terials.

Moving Ahead: Case Building
Looking at the gathered re-

search, and considering the brain-

storming list moves the debater

close to the next step: making the
first draft of the value and criteria
sections of his or her affirmative
and negative cases. But the com-
petitor should also consider, before
writing, which of the available po-
sitions s/he is most familiar with
and able to explain welland defend
under strong attack. If more than
one option remains available the
competitor will get a competitive
advantage by selecting a value not
often used in her region of the na-
tion.

Then should follow a second
bibliography and research session.
This one should focus on finding
pragmatic, historical, and contem-
porary examples that demonstrate
the validity of the criteria and
value.

Step eight is to identify the
most likely opposition arguments.
Four components should go into
this set of educated guesses: past
history, topic wording, research re-
sults, and subscription services.
Stronger opponents can anticipate
and preempt or develop answering
strategies for familiar valuesand or
strategies.

Topic wording usually lends
itself to certain common values and
or criteria being used. Thought,
coach input, and discussion with
friends will spot the most obvious
options early. Cases should be con-
structed to take advantage of or
preempt the most obvious opposi-
tion options.

Research and subscription ser-
vices canalert you to strong but less
obvious case options. Some oppo-
nents take their cases verbatim or
with only modest modifications
from case subscription services.
The good competitor will be pre-
pared to defeat these cases.

Step nine is to complete the
first draft of cases for both sides.
Often this can mean making sure
that the affirmative islong enough,
and that the negative is not too long.
After completing this draft and
making modifications to improve
the rhetoric and clarity of the case,
cross-examination drills should
commence.

The cross-examination drills
should involve at least three ses-

(Bennett to Page 23)
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AN INTRODUCTION TO THE VALUE PREMISE

One important but confused
-and confusing area of Lincoln/Dou-
glas debate is the nature and use of
a value premise and criterion.
These terms, or ones like them (e.g.,
value, core value) are intended to
signify standards which should ide-
ally clarify the debate; in practice,
they often muddy the waters even
more. The meaning of values and
criteria varies from region to re-
gion, and the result is that L/D
rounds at large national tourna-
ments (for instance, NFL's) can be
very confusing. Itis my conviction
that there are better and worse
waysto employ the language of val-
uesin values debate. This article is
an attempt to sketch out what I be-
lieve to be a sensible and useful ap-
proach to value premises. Iwill con-
sider, in turn, the purpose of the
value premise, its selection, its in-
tegration into a case, and its treat-
mentin rebuttals.

Purpose

The purpose of proposing a
value premise and supporting cri-
terion is to provide a standard for
the judge to use in deciding who
wins the debate. For in any given
L/Dresolution, there are many pos-
sible grounds of argument on both
sides. I might argue for a position
on the grounds that it is morally
obligatory, or that it is progressive,
or that it has worked well in the
past, etc... The approaches one
may taketo a broad question of val-
ues are almost limitless. Obviously,
many approaches will be incom-
mensurable with one another; what
moral duty requires may not al-
ways be in my self interest. And
Jjust as obviously, there is not time
in a 35 minute debate round to con-
sider all the possible approaches to
a resolution. The value premise
narrows the field of play. It at-
tempts to identify what the most
important value at stake in the
resolution is. When a debater says,
"My value premise is X," he is in es-
sence saying, "Out of all the angles
from which you, the judge, could
evaluate this resolution, X is the
most important angle, and should
therefore be the angle from which
you decide the winner of this de-
bate." The value premise, then,
should clarify the muddy
resolutional waters for a judge. It

by Jason Baldwin

provides a common standard by
which to weigh widely disparate
arguments. If freedom is the value
premise, thenan argument that the
resolution is good because it pro-
motes equality will be irrelevant. A
debater will be successful to the
extentthat he proveshisside of the
resolution better conforms to/ pro-
motes the value premise, unsuc-
cessful to the extent that he fails
to make those connections. So the
purpose of the value premise is to
function as a sort of yardstick by
which the multiplicity of argu-
ments on a given resolution may be
measured.

The purpose of the criterion,
inturn,isto define the nature of the
value premise. Value premises tend
tobe broad and general themselves,
requiring further specificity to
make for a truly useful standard.
For example, it may be correct to
suggest that justice is the most im-
portant valuein a given resolution,
but this immediately raises the
question of how justice itself should
be understood. There are many
theories of justice, and for a judge
to weigh arguments, he needs to be
presented with one of these spe-
cific theories. Perhaps John
Rawls's distributive theory is the
best standard, or John Locke's natu-
ral rights theory, or one of the hun-
dreds of others which have been
proposed through the ages. Of
course, a criterion need not be iden-
tified with a particular philosopher's
work, but philosophy provides a
rich array of thoughtful possibili-
ties for criteria, and reference to a
great mind can also enhance a
debater's credibility. The criterion
is, quite literally, a criterion for the
value premise, detailing how the
judge will recognize when that
broader value has been adequately
supported.

Selection

Letus turnour attention to the
selection of a proper value premise
and criterion. Understanding the
purpose of these elements gives us
some guidance already. Because
the value premise is to be used by
the judge to evaluate the arguments
offered by both sides, it should be a
standard which is fair to both sides.
Itis utterly pointless, and also abu-
sive, to propose a value premise

e

that only your side can win. On the
resolution "Thatliberty is more pre-
cious than law’, neither liberty nor
law would be an appropriate value
premise. Forif youare affirmative,
and you argue that your side of the
resolution better upholds liberty,
all you have really argued is that
your side of the resolution better
upholds your side of the resolution.
And thereis no possible way for the
negative to uphold such a value
premise,soithardly providesa fair
standard for the judge to use it in
weighing the competing argu-
ments. Your value premise and cri-
terion must together be a reason-
able, neutral standard that either
side has a fair chance to win. If you
are writing a case with a value
premise you could never win from
the opposite side, you should choose
a different value premise. Good
debates are won in the contentions,
not with the value premise alone.
A second requirement of the
value premise is that it be relevant,
and preferably central, to the reso-
lution. Some resolutions will state
outright the fundamental value at
issue, for example, "That the posses-
sion of nuclear weapons is im-
moral.” Clearly, both sides are to
debate the morality of nuclear pos-
session. It would be foolish to pro-
pose social progress as a value
premise in this resolution, because
social progressis peripheral, at best,
to the debate over the morality of
deterrence. Many resolutions are
not so clear about what the most
important value is. As we ponder
whether "A business's responsibil-
ity to itself ought to be valued
above its responsibility to society,"
it becomes apparent that any num-
ber of possible values premises and
criteria might be relevant. But
even on these more open-ended
resolutions, some values are obvi-
ously outof bounds. Valuessuch as
peace or the sanctity of life are not
central issues in determining the
locus of a business's responsibility.
Thereisadmittedly a degree of con-
noisseurship involved in picking a
good, relevant value premise. But
my hunch is that most irrelevant
value premises are chosen on the
basis of their compatibility with an
argument the debater has already
decided to make. Value premises




should be chosen with reference to
the resolution, not simply because
they work with a particular argu-
ment.

A third thing we can say about
the value premise and criterion is
that they should be narrow enough
to be really useful in deciding a
round. To say, "My value premise is
morality; my criterion is duty,” will
not clarify very much for a judge.
Ditto for, "My value premise is jus-
tice;my criterionis rights,”and, "My
value premise is progress; my crite-
rion is growth.” These are all vacu-
ous statements. They provide noth-
ing hard and fast for a judge to grab
hold of. A good way to think about
the proper specifity of a value
premise is in terms of falsifiability.
This concept, borrowed from the
philosophy of science, tells us that
a statement or standardis meaning-
lessif itis sobroad and flexible that
no possible set of circumstances
could falsify it. A bad value
premise can be over-broad in just
this sort of way. What argument
cannot claim that it produces
growth of some kind, and thus con-
tributes to progress? Growth and
progress, by themselves, thus cease
to be useful standards for decision.
A value premise and criterion must
be specific.

What I have said about value
premise selection thus farhas been
primarily negative in tone: do not
pick a value premise that is one-
sided, irrelevant, or vague. Even
when these conditions are ob-
served, much freedom remains for
debaters to select from a variety of
possible value premise/criterion
combinations. Thereis no sure-fire
formula for deciding how to pick a
value premise. But for those debat-
ers who find themselves ataloss for
the proper value, I will make one
suggestion: read. I cannot think of
a much better way to choose an in-
telligent standard for an argument
than to see what standard the ex-
perts seriously engaged in that ar-
gument appeal to. Perhaps you
know that morality is the natural
value premise on a resolution deal-
ing with a controversy in medical
ethics, but you cannot decide on a
criterion. Do some reading on medi-
cal ethics to find out what types of
moral standards Daniel Callahan,
Peter Singer, Leon Kass, and other
medical ethicists believe are impor-
tant considerations. Very rarely,in
my experience, do debaters create

apt value premises and criteria ex
nihilo. Resourceful debaters will
take advantage of the published
sources in selecting useful value
standards.

Integration

Our focus now shifts to the in-
tegration of the value premise into
a constructive speech. Typically,
the statement of value premise and
criterion occurs between the defi-
nition of terms and the first justifi-
cation or contention. The value
premise should be stated outright,
ina form something to the effect of,
"My value premise is X." Many de-
baters have picked up the odd habit
of saying, "My value premise is that
of X" The "that of” construction is
unnecessary and archaic. It makes
no more sense to say, "My value
premise is that of X,” than it makes
to say, "My favorite color is that of
blue.” Following the statement of
value premise should be an equally
straightforward statement of value
criterion. Note that the singular is
"criterion’, the plural, "criteria”, do
not confuse them.

Because the proposal of a
value premise implies that that
value is the standard by which ev-
ery issue in the debate should be
judged, you should offer a brief ex-
planation of why you selected the
value premise and criterion you did.
Where a central value is clearly
stated in the resolution, this expla-
nation may be as brief as a phrase
appended to the statement of the
value premise, for example, "Be-
cause the resolution uses the lan-
guage of 'moral justification’, moral-
ity should be the value premise for
today's debate.” When, as is more
often the case, the resolution does
not explicitly favor one value
premise, you may need to explain
in a sentence or two why you be-
lieve your value premise is the best
one. In formulating such an expla-
nation, you may wish tothink about
why the nature of the underlying
conflict appeals to one value or an-
other, again making use of what
you have gleaned from your re-
search on the topic. Itis acceptable
to offer a brief quotation to clarify
the explicit connection between
your value and the topic, but ge-
neric value quotes of the "Justice is
the first virtue of social institu-
tions" sort are best avoided.

Itisequally importantto offer
some explanation for your crite-
rion. Many criteria will require you
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to perform the dual task of defin-
ing the criterion and defending its
selection. For example, to propose
a criterion of utilitarianism, you
should both define the meaning of
utilitarianism and explain why it,
as opposed to, say, a categorical im-
perative, offers the best under-
standing of morality. It is not
enough to simply declare by fiat
that morality or justice mean this or
that. The meanings of big values
are controversial, and you need to
defend your selection of one pos-
sible understanding of these values
over all others. You obviously can-
not offer an exhaustive defense of
any value premise or criterion, but
you should offer enough explana-
tion to show that you have thought
carefully about what valuesare the
most fitting standards for the de-
bate. The entire process of stating,
defining, and justifying your value
premise and criterion should prob-
ably not take more than twenty sec-
onds on either side.

If you are negative and have
substantially the same value
premise and criterion as the affir-
mative, you can simply say, "l ac-
cept the affirmative's value
premise of X and criterionof Y,and
my case will show why this value
is more consistent with a negation
of the resolution.” There is no rea-
son to spend time defining and de-
fending a value which the affirma-
tive has already covered. If you do
decide to read your value premise
analysis when you share the
affirmative's value, you should at
least make some acknowledgment
of the commonality; do not appear
obliviousto the fact that your value
is the same as your opponent's.

The initial statement of the
value premise and criterion are
only the beginning of their integra-
tioninto the case. You create a bur-
den for yourself and your opponent
when you offer a value premise;
you are in essence saying, "Here's a
standard, hold me toit.” This means
that your value premise and crite-
rion must figure prominently into
the subsequent contentions. Each
argument that you offer mustbe of-
fered with reference to the value
premise, because any arguments
that do not argue for or against the
resolution viathe value premise are
irrelevant to the debate. If you pro-
pose to defend a business's respon-
sibility toitself overits responsibil-
ity to society by means of a value
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premise of liberty, and then pro-
ceed to offer a contention that the
priority of a business's responsibil-
ity to itself will increase the GDP,
your contention is irrelevant. One
common L/D error is to propose a
value premise and criterion at the
top of the case, then offer two or
three contentions, only one of
which is explicitly linked to the
value premise. Each of your main
arguments should be structured
around proving how your side of
the resolution better upholds the
value premise as defined by the cri-
terion. You should begin and end
contentions with thesis or sum-
mary statements which explicitly
reinforce the connection of the ar-
gument to the value premise and
criterion. And of course, the body
of the argument should develop this
connection in detail.
Rebuttals

Naturally, the value premise
discussion must not end in the
constructives; rather, it must per-
meate the development and clash
of arguments through all the rebut-
tals. In practice, there are roughly
three areas of value premise impact
in rebuttals. First, there is the pos-
sible conflict of the value premises
and/or criteria proposed by each
debater. If your value premise and
criterion are different from your
opponent's, this difference must
occupy some of your time in cross-
examination and rebuttals. It is no
help at all for a judge to have two
different people each arguing suc-
cessfully that their positions con-
form to two different standards;
both debaters must aim to conform
to common values. Here are three
approaches to take when your
opponent's proposed value premise
differs from your own. (Of course,
differing criteria may prove justas
large an impediment, and will re-
quire similar responses.)

First, and most simply, if the
values are very similar to each
other, or if one value is clearly a
larger case of the other, you may
attempt to subsume your opponent's
value under your own, or you may
conflate the values. If both youand
your opponent are driving at the
same meaning with different
words, appealing to the same values
under different labels, then there is
no reason to spend valuable time
quibbling over semantics. Second,
if your values are truly different
but not incompatible, and you be-

lieve they are both important and
fair, you may propose that both val-
ues be accepted,i.e, that both debat-
ers be held accountable for both
values. If you choose this strategy,
you must be careful to stress your
opponent's value as well as your
own throughout the course of the
rebuttals, for you have accepted it
as your burden as well. Third, if the
values are radically different or
incompatible, you may argue that
your value should be accepted as
the standard for both sides, and
your opponent's, thrown out. If you
take this route, you must offer com-
pelling reasons as to why your
value premise is better, e.g,, because
it is more relevant (explain why?!),
or because it is fairer (explain
why!). You must offer reasons for
your objection;it is unacceptable to
merely assert that your value
premise is better. Your opponent,
of course, is likely to bite back, and
thisis the most difficultand conten-
tious of the three strategies. It is,
however, possible and sometimes
necessary. ~

While competing value pre-
mises must be addressed, they
should not drain a lot of time from
the arguments themselves. I be-
lieve that the affirmative has a
weak prerogative to determine the
value premise, so that if his is fair
and relevant, the negative should
probably just accept it. Debates
over whose value premise is better
are tedious and contribute nothing
to the question of which side of the
resolution is better. Remember, the
value premise is notan endin itself,
but a means to arguing effectively
through contentions for or against
the resolution. The 1AR who spends
a minute arguing over the value
premises alone has wasted thirty
seconds. Keep value premise con-
flicts, when they arise, brief.

The point-by-point refutation
and defense of the contentions is
the second, and most important,
area of value premise impact in re-
buttals. In a good debate, the con-
tentions are where the roundis won
or lost, and the value premise and
criterion should play just as promi-
nentarole inyour extemporaneous
attack and defense as they do in
your planned constructive. Idonot
want to suggest formulae by which
the value premise may be ad-
dressed through the treatment of
contentions. I will, however, offer
two brief observations. First, the

language of the value premise
should be explicit. Do not trust your
judge to make even the simplest
connections between your points
and the value premise and crite-
rion. It is your job to make the con-
nections. Second,do not flinch from
attacking your opponent's argu-
ment solely on the ground that it is
not relevant to the value premise.
No matter how good the argument
sounds, and no matter how topical
it may be by itself, if it doesn't
match the value premise(s) you
agree upon, it has no place in the
round.

The third place the value
premise may work its way into re-
buttalsisin the final summation or
crystallization that many debaters
present at the end of thelast speech.
Personally, I find such summations
superfluousif the contentions have
been argued clearly,rigorously, and
selectively up to the end, but when
a crystallization is offered, the
value premise should be central.
The value premise and criterion
should be explicitly related to each
point you reiterate. Just as the
value premise in the constructive
should not be relegated to one con-
tention of three, so the value
premise in crystallization should
not be relegated to one point of
three; the value premise is not a
point unto itself, but is every point.
Be very careful of your handling of
the values in crystallization. A bad
crystallization can do more harm
than good.

The above is an attempt to ar-
ticulate what I believe to be the
dominant and most coherent under-
standing of the role of the value
premise and criterion in L/D. It
makes no pretense to be exhaustive
or uncontestable. And while I be-
lieve the value premise is one use-
fuland reliable way toapproach L/
D argumentation, I do not see any
reason why it ought to be only way.
In particular, I believe arguments
based on history maybe just as fruit-
ful an area of dispute as arguments
based on values. The important
thing for debaters to understand is
that once the value premise enters
a given round, it makes claims and
creates burdens on both sides
through the entire round.

(Jason Baldwin, now a student at
Wheaton College, was TOC Cham-
pion.) :
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with ribbon weave sides, (4 1/2" X 3"). The NFL
logo is perfectly etched on the removable top. A
discriminating gift.

NFL Medallion Key Ring

A solid pewter medallion bearing the NFL seal is
chained to a useful key ring. This same item is
awarded to NFL All American students.

Glass Coffee Mugs

Two sizes (30 oz.and 20 oz.) will allow you to toast
your victories great and small. Mugs are heavy,
clear glass with an etched NFL logo. Bottoms up!

NFL Zippered Portfolio

Portfolio perfecto! This zippered 15" X 12" port-
foliomade of heavy cotton duck is white with
blue trim and the NFL logo, of course.

NFL Football-NOT

This "nerf" style small brown football cel-
ebrates the original NFL by proclaiming
inred letters--NFLQS !

Student Service Plaques
Perfect for chapter officers, tournament help-
ers and other deserving students.

Student Congress Plaques
Parliamentarily perfect for awards atstudent
congresses. The NFL seal and a gavel are in-
scribed in black on a gold tone plate.

Honor Plaques
Mainly for adults, this 5" X 7" plaque features
the NFL seal and room to engrave.

NFL Sweatshirt

Luxuriant! This heavyweight 100% cotton
french terry sweatshirt is 15% oversized so it
can "shrink to fit". An NFL logo shows your
style. Available in navy and white (M, L, XL).

NFL "Coach" Shirt

100% cotton "alligator” style knit shirt with
ribbed collar and front pocket. "Coach” em-
broidered on the sleeve or front pocket. Natu-
rally the NFL logo preempts the lizard. Avail-
able in blue and white (L, XL).

NFL Bumper Stickers .
Colorful vinyl stickers which show your spirit.
Suitable for bumpers, books, or backpacks.
One (8" X 3") sticker proudly proclaims "NFL,
is football-Not!"; the other, "I Love NFL."
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.« «» AN NFL CHRISTMAS

Ideal gifts for Principals, Teachers, Students, Parents, Boosters

Ship to:

Name

NFL Gift and Order Form
Order by December 5 for Christmas Delivery

Amount

NFL Letter Opener 22.00
Crystal Paperweight 24.00
Graduation Honor Cords  11.00
NFL Chenille "Letter”

Varsity 15.00
J.V. (Varsity Sleeve) 9.00
Black Cross Pen 45.00
Crystal Box 25.00
Medallion Key Ring 11.00
Glass Coffee Mugs (20 oz% 12.00
(30 0z) 15.00

Zippered Portfolio 13.00
NFL Football-NOT! 5.00

Student Service Plaque 7.00
Student Congress Plaque  7.00

NFL Honor Plaque 7.00
NFL Sweatshirt

Blue (M, L, XL) 32.00
White (M, L, XL) 32.00
Coach Golf Shirt

Blue (L, XL) 24.00
White (L, XL) 24.00
Bumper Stickers

Not Football 1.00
Love NFL b0
Total Order

Shipping & Handling (entireorder) _ $4.00

Total Cost

Address

City

School Name

State

Zip+4

call or fax
National Forensic League
(920)748-6206 Phone
(920)748-9478 Fax
e-mail: nfl@mail.wiscnet.net
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e It is common practice for
 Policy and Lincoln-Douglas debat-
" ersto each have a little fun at the
~ other’s expense. A typical LD criti-
- cism of CX debate is that, “every-
thing leads to nuke war.” While
there are many far-fetched nuclear
war scenarios floating around
Policy debate, “those who live in
glass houses should not throw
stones.” Lincoln-Douglas debaters
are just as eager to link anything
and everything toindividual rights
as CX debaters are chomping at the
bit over nuclear war.
Fault
A contemporary fault in LD
debate is the often times unwar-
ranted focus on individual rights.
In the final round at the 1997 Tour-
nament of Championsthe eventual
victor retorted during cross-exami-
nation that, “we are all in LD la la
land where we value individual
rights more than anything.” This
statement is funny only because it
is true. It seems that the default
yardstick in Lincoln-Douglas de-
bate has become individual rights.
Whoever better upholds this virtue
of virtues necessarily wins the
round. Moreover, even when an al-
ternate standard is argued (e.g. se-
curity, communitarianism, or envi-
ronmental ethic) the presumptmn
for individual rights stands, even if
arguedinaninferior manner. Even
if notargued the assumption stands
in its impregnable ivory tower-re-
moved from discussion and consid-
eration. [ am not saying that indi-
vidual rights are bad, or should not
be discussed. Quite the opposite, the
reason that this assumption is
harmfulis because itremoves indi-
vidual rights from serious discus-
sionand criticism. In the same way
that Policy debaters do not have to
explain to the judge why nuke war
is bad, LD debaters are no longer
required to explain why individual
rights are good. While such expla-
nation may be unnecessary on an
objective level, it is imperative on
the comparative plane of debate. It
may be extraneous for Lincoln-
Douglas debaters to explain why
individual rights are good in and of
themselves, but they should have to
explain why such rights are better
than some other evaluative term.

By Shane C. Mecham

Harms

Without such explanation Lin-
coln-Douglas debate suffers four
harms. Firstof all, discussion is lim-
ited. LD is already dominated by
western philosophy. Very rarely do
we see any eastern philosophy used
as justification. One reason for this
phenomena may be that eastern
philosophy,in most cases, is not con-
cerned with individual rights.
Many other legitimate philosophies
fall into this non-individual rights
category: communitarianism, com-
munism, environmental philoso-
phies, many religious philosophies,
and Benthamite Utilitarianism. In
fact, Jeremy Bentham referred to
natural rights as “nonsense on
stilts.” A default focus on indi-
vidualrights precludes any serious
consideration of these philosophies
in their true forms.

Second, philosophies are mis-
represented. Many philosophy ma-
jors would argue that trying to dis-
cuss deontology in twenty seconds
necessarily warps it anyway, but
keying on rights only adds to the
problem. When backed into a cor-
ner, many Lincoln-Douglas debat-
ers find themselves arguing that
communitarianism, for example,
better protects individual rights
than does classical liberalism.
While in some cases this may be
true;itisa misrepresentation of the
original intent of the philosophy.

Third, the justification of indi-
vidual rights becomes atrophied. If
itis assumed that individual rights
are the alpha and the omega of LD
debate, then no one ever has to
proveit. John Stuart Mill taught us
that the “clearer perception and
livelier impression of truth™ is pro-
duced by its “collision with error.”
When removed from discussion by
assumption, the justification of in-
dividual rights becomes dilapi-
dated.

Fourth, debate becomes ri-
diculous. LDers are quick to point
out how silly Policy debate can be-
come whenit is removed from seri-
ous consideration of viable policy
options, and turns into two teams
racing to nuclear holocaust. Lin-
coln-Douglas debate facesthe same
dilemma. Anunnecessary focuson
individual rights could transform

IN DIVIDUAL RIGHTS: THE "NUKE WAR" OF LD DEBATE

our activity from a consideration of
moral obligation and philosophy
into a race to rights violations, des-
potism, and Nazism. While some
topics may warrant discussion of
suchissues, many do not. A discus-
sion of individual rights in some
resolutionsis like the Sputnikin my
living room. It is well designed, but
it just does not belong there.
Remedies

There are three courses that
may help to alleviate this dilemma.
First of all, we should not give
rights default status. Doing so lim-
its the scope of debate,andis anin-
justice to individual rights, which
deserve to be discussed rather than
assumed. We should be more tabula
rasa in our consideration of stan-
dards. If a debater successfully ar-
gues socialism as the standard, then
that is the one we should use.

Second, we should not be so
quick to link everything to indi-
vidual rights. Some topics, or sides
of topics, do not lend themselves to
rights justifications. Let us not
shove the square peg through the
round hole. We should talk about
rights when they are applicable,
and not discuss rights when they
are not applicable. This mindset
will helpto preserve a wide base for
discussion in the activity.

Third, we should be willing to
weigh rights. Etzioni, Rawls, and
many other philosophers are will-
ing to compromise the rights of one
for the good of the whole. If one
debater wins individual rights and
the other wins national security -
for example - the debate is far from
over. We should listen to who bet-
ter justifies their position relative
the their opponent’s position. To
give presumption to individual
rights, and not hear that debate
would be a great injustice to LD. If
taken to heart, these three remedies
could bring us back onto an even
keel when considering individual
rights.

LD is not necessarily a discus-
sion of individual rights; in the
same way that CX is not necessar-
ily a discussion of nuke war.

(Shane C. Mecham debated at
Lincoln-Southeast (NE) HS. He
competed at Nationals and TOC,)



i

21

THE CASE FOR TRAINING L/D DEBATE JUDGES

We all know the conventional
wisdom: Lincoln-Douglas Debate is
for the person on the street. It's for
plain folk. Anyreasonable listener
should be able to comprehend the
opposing arguments and decide
which side won. Therefore, judges
in this event need no special quali-
fications.

While all of the above may in
part be true, many an L-D coach has
at one time or other dared to mut-
ter the classic complaint: Can't we
get better judging at our tourna-
ments? There's no consistency. My
debatersare upset. Maybethey are
right.

If you read the web pages pub-
lished by some of the students who
compete in this event, you'll see
that it isn't just you and some of
your competitors who are com-
plaining. The problem of inconsis-
tent, even arbitrary Lincoln-Dou-
glas debate judging seems to be one
that exists nationwide.

Two years ago, with the sup-
port of our county school system
English supervisor (and resultant
financial support), we in Montgom-
ery County, Maryland attempted to
do something to address this prob-
lem by offering our new and vet-
eran judges a three hour Lincoln-
Douglas Judge Training session.
What follows is a description of the
session, and a summary of the re-
sults we've seen since we started
running these one-shot training
courses, both from the coaches in
our league and from the judges
themselves.

I had discussed the idea of
judge training with Joe Gannon, our
league's tournament director in
1995, and we wrote up a proposal
and submitted it to our county En-
glish supervisor. (Her support was
crucial; she attended the first ses-
sion, and has subsequently been
enthusiastic about repeating the
training as many times as neces-
sary, until virtually all league
judges have been trained.) At our
first coaches'meeting of the yearin
September, 1995, I brought up the
idea of doing judge training. The
idea was passed unanimously, and
all coaches agreed to contact any
judges they planned to use that
year, both experienced and brand
new, to invite them to the training.

by Rusty McCrady

We ran a three hour session in late
September that year, and another
in early December to pick up the
judges who were unable to attend
the first one. Nineteen judges (and
novice coaches) attended the first
one,and tenthe second one. We had
similar attendance at the sessions
run in the fall of 1996,

At the start we tried to set a
collegial tone by an informal intro-
duction of the participants and in-
structors (Gannon and myself).
Then after giving a brief overview
of the session, we focused on four
main areas: a line by line explana-
tion of ourleague's ballot;an expla-
nation of value standards and how
a debater might apply them to
sample topics; a presentation of an
actual Lincoln-Douglas debate
which the course participants were
asked to judge and then discuss
their decisions; and finally, a run-
down on the do's and don'ts of judg-
ing etiquette. During all four seg-
ments, Gannon and I fielded a mul-
titude of questions, comments, and
concerns-without doubt the most
valuable aspect of the session.

Our league's ballot, which will
be the subject of a future article, is
more detailed than most. It is bro-
ken down into the following sec-
tions: Affirmative/Negative Con-
structive Cases; Cross Examination;
Affirmative/Negative Rebuttals;
and Overall Evaluation. Each sec-
tion contains between three and
nine criteria-related questions to
aid the judge in focusing on the im-
portant tasks each debater should
try to accomplish in each phase of
the debate. To be more specific,
here is a sampling of some of the
questions:

Constructive:

Core value (value standard)
presented and clearly tied to the
resolution and argument?

Criteria presented for judging
value(s)?

Cross examination:

Questions effectively phrased?

Effective response to questions
asked?

Rebuttals:

Shows flaws in other side's ar-
guments?

Further develops arguments
in original case, not merely repeat-

ing them?
Overall Evaluation:
Was presentation persuasive?
Effective eye contact and
other speaking techniques?

By going over the entire ballot
question by question and remind-
ing the participants of the timing of
each part of the debate and the use
of prep time, we elicited a lot of dis-
cussion about the effective use of
the ballot. Atlast, all of our judges
were literally on the same page!

In the next segment of the
training session, we presented two
sample L-D topics for analysis, in
order to give the participants some
experience with what is involved
in developing a case in this type of
debate. Past NFL topics came in
handy here--we knew they were
safe to use, and yet we knew they
would work well because they
were some of our old favorites. Two
that we used effectively were "Lim-
Iting constitutional freedoms is a
Just response to terrorism in the
U.S "and "The possession of nuclear
weapons is immoral.”" With the first,
we instructors came up with appro-
priate value standards and possible
contentions for each side. Then for
the second we divided the class up
into groups of three and had them
do the same thing. To get things
started, I had listed twenty possible
core values on the board priorto the
start of class. Through their in-
volvement in this process we hoped
that our judge trainees would gain
a deeper understanding of the im-
portance of core values and their
linkage to both the resolution and
case contentions.

Afterarefreshment break, we
passed out flow paper designed for
use in notetaking during an L-D de-
bate, and explained its uses. Then
we showed an NFL National Cham-
pionship Round videotape for the
trainees to judge. After we intro-
duced it briefly and reminded them
what to watch and listen for, we
had them view the tape without
interruption--all but the last section
where the winner is announced.
We asked them to signify by show
of hands who they thought had
won, and then we asked them to
give reasons justifying their deci-
(McCrady to Page 23)




ON VIDEO
LINCOLN LIFE LINCOLN DOUGLAS

NATIONAL CHAMPIONSHIP FINAL ROUNDS

1997

1996

1995

1994

1993
1992

Customer

School

R.

R.

R.

That the public’s right to know is of greater value than the individual’s
right of privacy.

That limiting constitutional freedoms is a just response to terrorism
in the United States.

When in conflict the safety of others is of greater value than the
right of privacy of those with infectious diseases.

When in conflict, protection of the innocent is of greater value than
Dprosecution of the guilty.

The protection of domestic order justifies the curtailment of First

Amendment Rights. and
The United Statesgovernment ought to provide for the medical care
of its citizens. (both on one tape)

ORDER FORM

Address

City

State ____ Zip

Payment or Purchase Order Required Unit Price Quantity

1997 Final L/D Round $69.95

1996 Final L/D Round $69.95

1995 Final /D Round $69.95

1994 Final L/D Round $69.95

1993 and 1992 Final L/D Rounds (one tape) | $44.95

Dale Publishing
P.O.Box 51
Greenwood, MO 64034
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sions. We were gratified to see that
in every session we have run, be-
tween 85 and 90 percent of the par-
ticipants have made the "correct”
decision-they agreed with judgesin
the actual taped event.

We concluded the session with
a handout on suggestions about eti-
quette and decorum during debate
rounds. It's difficult to know how
much to leave to good old common
sense in this area, but we spelled out
a few principles we thought bore
reminding: how to introduce one-
self and the two debaters; how to
keep time, allot prep time, and give
useful but unobtrusive time signals;
why the judge should not eat or
drink during rounds; how to keep
the debate moving and minimize
distractions; whenguests areor are
NOT allowed to observe;and how to
finish up the round by thanking the
participants but NOT giving any
oral critique beyond "You both did
a fine job." Joe and I at first won-
dered whether we even needed to
broach the etiquette issue, but then
we thought back on some horror
stories we'd heard over the years:
judges loudly opening potato chip
wrappers, fraternizing with debat-
ers, making either helpful or (yes,
in some cases) sarcastic comments
during the rounds, and so on. So we
gave our brief spiel on etiquette,
emphasizing that the judge is the
ADULT in control of the room.

In the two seasons since this
training was implemented, com-
plaints about judges, from both
coaches and students, have been cut
in half. More significantly, the
judges' response to the training has
been encouraging both on the writ-
ten evaluation forms they filled out
and from their informal comments
in the months afterward. Both new
and experienced judges have told us
that the training was an idea that
was long overdue,and thatthey are
better judges because of it.

So the judge training idea
seems to have worked for the Mont-
gomery County Debate League. Joe
Gannon and I would be glad to pass
on the specifics of our plan to any
outthere who are interested in try-
ing it out.

(Rusty McCrady is the debate and
forensics coach at Walter Johnson
High School in Bethesda, Mary-
land In the past years he has
served as president of the Mont-
gomery County Debate League.)

(Bennett from Page 10)

sions on eachside of the topic. Pref-
erable both coach and experienced
squad members should participate,
assuming the stance of a very dubi-
ous opponent. The more intelligent
and dubious the questioner the
more useful this test of case ideas,
rhetoric, and case structure. After
each session the debater should
compile a list of notes of case word-
ing andidea improvements thatare
needed. When the questioning ses-
sions are over the cases should be
rewritten.

Next comes the crucial test,
the tempering fire of being used in
practice rounds. Again the stron-
gest, most experienced and antago-
nistic opponents should be used.
Friends are seldom honest critics.
Flowsheets and careful critique
notes should be made of every
round. Atleasttwo roundson each
side should occur.

The Payoff: Final Steps-

The most important parts of
getting ready to win now occur.
The debater takes her or his expe-
rience and notes from the cross-ex-
amination and practice debates and
completely rewrites both cases.
This editing adds necessary argu-
ments and subtracts those that did
not work. "Did not work” includes
arguments that added nothing, or
were confusing, or were turned into
arguments for the opponent. Al-
most as important are rhetorical
changes, finding better phrases and
delivery techniques (usually noted
on the side of the transcript).

Step fourteen is to practice on
both sides again. This allows the
debater to get more familiar with
case changes. And it allows even
more improvements to be noted and
made.

As the first tournament gets
close it is time to write short evi-
denced blocks against strong oppo-
sition arguments. You should use
two sources to decide what blocks
to write. First use the notes devel-
oped in step eight when you tried
to identify probable opposition ar-
guments. Then use the arguments
that gave you the most trouble in
practice rounds. For the best oppo-
sition values, criteria,and examples
you identify write four point
blocks. The best blocks will often
include one short quote, an ex-
ample, a reference to a case point
that might be considered a preempt,
and the one bestremaining analyti-
cal response or attack.
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The last step occurs only after
competition actually starts. The
smart debater will use the ballots
gathered after each tournament.
Ballots tell what went wrong (some-
times even in rounds that you won).
The best debaters will use them,
rather than argue with them, to
make minor or large case changes
before the next tournament. If, for
example, a judge misunderstood an
argument you were making then
the rhetoric and delivery must be
changed.

Underview

Victory usually comes from
one of three sources: work, luck, or
intelligence. Factors twoand three
are not controllable. But through
the fire and flame of research and
practice the Lincoln Douglas de-
bater can arm himself to win.

(William H. Bennett is chairperson
of the C.D.E. National Lincoln
Douglas Institute.)

Copyright, 1996, William H. Bennett

LINCOLN LIFE
L/D TOPIC
RELEASE DATES

Dec.1 : Jan./Feb.
Feb.1 : Mar./Apr.
Apr.15: Nationals

LINCOLN LIFE
L/D TOPIC

HOTLINE

(920) 748-LD4U
(920-748-5348)

NFL MODEM

(920) 748-9393
See Bulletin Board for
Lincoln Life L/D Topic




ENERGIZE YOUR
RENEWABLE ENERGY RESEARCH!

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

o Explanations of various sources of renewable and nonrenewable energy.

o MUST HAVE MATERIAL FOR THE NEGATIVE CASE: A study by
Robert Bradley, Jr. (Institutefor Energy Research) on Why Renewable Energy is
not Cheap and Not Green.

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

[ Links to many other useful sites.

The www.ncpa.org site is well organized. It allows you to go in, get your needs met and get
out quickly. It's ideal for people just beginning research. It covers all the main renewable
technologies, and has superb glossaries for people who don't know the meaning of key terms.
It's also a quick way to learn the legislative environment of the energy market to get a firm grip
on its nature.

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

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

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

NATIONAL CENTER FOR POLICY ANALYSIS
12655 North Central Expressway, Dallas, Texas 75243 @ 972-386-6272 @ Fax: 972-386-0924




NFL HONOR AWARDS

Honor Cords

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

Chenille Letters

Letter sweaters and jackets will never be the same! New silver and ruby
NFL “letters” available in varsity (5") and J.V. (3") sizes. Show the jocks in
your school that NFL scores!

\_ City State Zip+d Fax: 920-748-9478

4 Order Form
Quantity Item Price Amount
Graduation Honor Cords 11.00
NFL Chenille “Letter” (Varsity) 15.00
NFL Chenille “Letter” (J.V.) 9.00
Total Order i
Shipping/Handling (entire order) __ 400
Total Cost B
Ship To: - Send order form to:
National Forensic League
Name 125 Watson St.
P.O. Box 38
School Name Ripon, WI 54971-0038
- or
Address Phone: 920-748-6206

\
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Financial
planning isn’t
necessarily scary!

Let Lincoln Life help you avoid
frightening obstacles and prepare
for retirement.

Lincoln Life offers Tax Deferred
with these treats:

* Fixed annuity with a co
interest rate.

* Multi Fund® Variable A
variable options, mana
investment managers.

¢ Many free services incl
telephone line and perso;

Carve out a happy future.

Lincoln National Life Insurar
1300 S. Clinton Street
Fort Wayne, IN 46801
800-4LINCOLN (800-454-6265)
www.LincolnLife.com

¢

* Investment earnings may be taxed upon withdrawal.

For complete details about Lincoln National Life Insurance Co.

products, including a prospectus with details on charges and expenses,
contact your representative or write to Lincoln National Life Insurance Co.,
1300 S. Clinton Street, Fort Wayne, IN 46801.

Please read the prospectus carefully before you invest or send money.

© Copyright 1997 Lincoln National Life Insurance Co.
Form 28175-10 9/97



