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PREFACE

Transcripts of _the final round of the National Debate Tournament

have appeared. in the pages of the Journal of the American Forensic
Association - from 1967 to 1985. At the November 1985 Busineus
Meeting of the American -Forensic- Association it was voted to . remove

the  NDT final round transcript from JAFA and to create a separate
publication _including,- but not limited to, ther NDT final round and

selected championship spesches from original events at the National
Individual Events Tournament. Other national forensic - organizations
were invited to participate in this publication, and- the result was
coopération -with - the - Cross-Examination Debate Association and the

National Forensic Association in this 1986 publication. This
publication is intended as a separate purchase, not included in AFA

membership privileges:

The editor-in-chief wishes to express his deep -appreciation to Mary
Edwards who typed the manuscript and to Mildred Boaz who assisted
him in proofreading the manuscript.

October 1986 John K: Boaz

i - 5



1986 Natnéna! Debate Tournamént Runners Up
Georgetown University - ---- -

From left Greg Mastel (coach); Mlchael Mazarr, .
David Zarefsky (tournament director), and Stuart Rabin.
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1986 National Debate Tournament Final Debate

1986

1986
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"Resolved: That more rigorous academic standards shouid
be -es.ablished for-all public elementary and/or secondary-

schools in the United States-in one or more of the following

areas: language arts, mathematics, natural sciencos."”

Affirmative: Georgetown University
represented by Stuart Rabin and Michael Mazarr

- : - I Do o . VS,

Negative: University of Kentucky - -

represented by David Brownell and Ouita Papka

Judge Critigues by:
John Bart (University of Kansas) = 50
Michael Bryant. (Eastern lllinois University) 52
Rich Edwards (Georgia State -University) 55

Marty Saddler (Houston Baptist University) 58

National CEDA Tournament Final Debate 61

"Resolved: That miembership in the United Nation's is no longer

beneficial to the United States."

Affirmative: Florida State University
represented by Carrie Crenshaw and Migael Delao

L z Lol L z ol vSs.

Negative: Macalester College

represented by Molly McGinnis and Paul Bénson
Judges Critiques by:

David -Frank (University of Oregon) 100
Dale Herbeck (Boston College) - - 101
Gina Lane (William:Jewell Callege) : 104
Jeffrey: Philpott (Gustavus- Adolphus Coliege) j06
Kevin Twohy (Carroll College) 109

National Individual Events Tournament:

Winning Speeches in Original Events -

After-Dinner Speaking Final Round Winner:-
Graham Hartley (University of Wisconsin, Madison) m

Judges Critiques by:
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1986 Natlonal Debate Tournament Wmners
University- of Kentueky- --- -
From left David Zarefsky (tournament dlrector),
J. W. Patterson (coach), -Roger Solt (coach),
David Brownell, and Ouita Papka.
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1986 NATIONAL DEBATE TOURNAMENT FINAL DEBATE: SHOULD MORE RIGOR-
OUS ACADEMIC STANDARDS BE ESTABLISHED FOR ALL PUBLIC ELEMENTARY
AND/OR SECONDARY SCHOOLS IN THE UNITED STATES IN ONE OR MORE OF
THE FOLLOWING AREAS: -LANGUAGE ARTS,
MATHEMATICS, NATURAL SCIENCES?

Edited by John K. Boaz

_The Fortieth Nationzl Debate Tournament, sponsored by the American

Forersic Association and the Ford Motor Company Fund, was held at Dartmouth
College in-Hanover, New Hampshire, on April 3-7, 1986.* . . . ..
The sixty-two participating teams- debated the 1985-86 intercollegiate debate

proposition: - -- "Resolved:  That more rigorous academic standards- should -be

established for all public elementiry and/or secondary schools in the United
States in--one -or more of the following areas: language arts, mathematics,

natural sciences." R S
- _Eight preliminary and four elimination rounds, all using cross-examination
debate -format, resulted in this final debate between Georgetown University and
thg,g'l'){é"},’t)EOF Kentucky.? i . - LS _otiToTos
- Representing Georgetown on the affirmative- were Stuart RabFin and Michaal
Mazarr, and representing Kentucky on the negative were David Brownell and
Ouita Papka. - Judges awarded the decision to the negative team from the
University of Kentucky.?

Ir. Boaz, Associate Professor of Communication and Associate Vice Presi-

dent for Administrative Services at llliriols State University, is a former Presi-
derit 6[ 7tbe 78”'?[}207"7 Forén:slc Assb&latjon, . - . - o TTTT
N IThe tournament director was Professor- David - Zarefsky of Northwestern
University, and the tournament host was Professor Herbert L. James of Dart-
mouth College. - Co e mem - o= : T

*The debate was held in the Baliroom of the Sheraton North Country -Inn;,
West Lebanon, New Hampshire, on.April 7, 1986. - Coaches of the two teams
were Professor Greg Mastel of - Georgetown _University :and  Professors  J.--W.

Patterson and-Roger Solt of the University of Kentucky. The sixteen teams

qualifying for the elimination rounds were from Baylor University (two teams),
Dartmouth -College; -Eastern: Hlinois University (two teams), Emory University
(two_teams), Georgetown Universicy, Gonzaga University, University of Kansas,
University - of - Kentucky; University of Massachusetts, University of Naorth Caro-
lina, North Texas State University, Northwestern University, and Samford
University. - - _ - e e : Co :

= Judges for the debate were Professors John. Bart _(University of Kansas),

Michael Bryant  (Eastern lllinois University), Rich-Edwards (Georgia: State
University), Dillas Perkins (Marvard University), and Marty Sadler (Houston

Baptist University). The decision was 5-0 for the negative team from the
University of Kentucky.
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;éhitidﬁii 'o't the déﬁate by the final round judges follow the transcript. The
text of the debate follows:

First Afffrmatfve Constructive.
Stvart Rabfn, Georgetown

Georgetown Umver:.sty is very pleased to §quort the natlonal |r-tercolleg|-

ate debate resolution in- the final round of the 1986 National Debate Tournament.
At the outset we wou!d like to express our thanks and apprec:atlon to Herb

Géorgétown Umversnty debate has been, we are proud this evening after some
difficult times to sav, - "we're back.” - This would not be possible without the
tireless and dedicated commitment of Stephen Larson, our debate President,
Greg Mastel, our coach, and Bradley Ziff, a faithful and continuous friend of
the program: - -

The value of free, 6566 iiidi:iFy, éFitii:ai tﬁiﬁi&iﬁg, ahd sebaFatibﬁ 6?

ists. - More rigorous academic standards are necessary now to stem:this: tide.

Note initially, observation one: Fundamentalism pervades the classroom.
We document-two specific lines of assault. - Note that (A) - creationism is-perva-
sive: Creationists are succeeding on the state and local levels. Douglas

Futuyma realized in 1983 that:

The threat is not trivial. - By November 1981, -two states had passed
laws requiring creation to be given equal time with evolutionary
science in public school science classes. _ Similar initiatives are
ghdarway in countless local school dlstrlcts where boards of education
are yielding....*

—"The debate was- edited from a tape recordlng Except for the correction
of obviously - unintended ' errors this is as close to a verbation transcript: as was
possible to-obtain from the recording. Evidence cards and-other materials- used
in the debate were supplied to the editor immediately followmg the debate by
the participants. Sources- of the evidence have been verified as indicated: in
the Works Cited: Footnotes supply the exact quotation and other information
when necessary. - When the source was not located after a reasonable se«rch or
was not available to the editor; the term "source indicated"” is used in the foot-
note together with any additional information provided by the debaters. Quota-
tion marks surround quotations from unverified sources only when the debater
has provided the -editor- with -a photocopy of the original. For help in locating
sources in this debate, the editor gratefully acknowledges the assistance of the
library staff of Illinois State University.

-3 .
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Recent court defeats have not stemmed the tide. Nancy Levit continues in
1985:

ism iis still being taught.- "Increasingly, teachers...are teaching crea-
tionism along with: evolution -in their biology classes. It is simply the
path of least resistance.” (219) :

Even if creation science legislation is defeated in the courts, creation-

She concludes that "Unfortunately, some teachers; school-boards and curriculumm
committees-are-falling prey to creationist pressures” (Levit 219). - -

- The Humanist concludes in_October of 1985 that "Yet, in-the face of these
defeats, creationism-will still be ‘with os for some time.... [L]ocal creationist
parent groups_ continue to- proliferate”- (Edwords 31). Also. Professor - Ellis

explains in 1983: "This...Christian fundamentalists, has- resulted -in passage of
two state 'equal time' statutes, has limited evolution emphasis in many high-
school textbooks, and has brought pressure on lotal school boards to mandate
creation: science.::"(26).% - : S Soooi-

Journal of Church and State explains in Scptember - - Spring of 1982: - “Legis-
lation - mandating the teaching of 'scientific creationism' on an eqoal basis with
evolution has been introduced in at least twenty-one states.....local school

districts, as well as state legislatiures, have been under considerable pressure
to enforce the teaching of 'scientific creationism' in the public schools” ({Wood
233). - : S _ R

Also note subpoint (B) violations snowball. Any potential infringement of

the establishment:clause in this case justifies remedial action,- because children

are uniquely vulnerable- to state-sanc‘ioned - influence: Indiana -Dean Martha
McCarthy -explains -in 1985: "Enforcement of the-establishment clause - seems
particularly crucial--in_public school - settings because of the wvilnerability of
children and the fact:that they ‘Comprise a ctaptive audience, subject to contin-

uous official supervision."” (314) The Fordham taw Review [Brandoh v. Board

of Education] concurs in 1982:

[OJur nation's elementary and secondary sehools play a unique roie in
transmitting basic -and fundamental values to our youth. To an

impressionable student, even the mere appearance of secular involve-
ment in religious activities might indicate that the state has placed its

imprimature on a particular religious creed. This symbolic interfer-
ence is too dangerous to permit. (1151)

. - *"This recent tack by -anti-evolutionists, most of whom . are Christian
fundamentalists, has resulted in passage of two state ‘equal time' statutes, has
limited evolution emphasis- in- many high-school textbooks; and has brought

pressure on local school boards to mandate creation science instruction.”
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Mary Mécarihy concludes:

||berty .are "of tar less concern today : But there are new threats

represented by the current wave of politically involved evangelism..
While seemingly insignificant religious accommodations: . -may pose Ilttle

danger of establishing a state religion, small concessions in allowing
the majority to determine what religious doctrine will be advanced can
lead to-the suppression of ideas that do not conform to the dominant
faith.(314)

The Arkansas Law Review recognized that: "[E]ven minor infractions could be

flrst step 1n the establlshment of a state sanctloned rellglon agalnst whlch the

- To remedy these abuses, we present the follow:ng -plan- to be mple nented
through all constitutional means in an appropriate time: frame. . Plani one; the

teaching of creationism shall be permitted--shall not be -permitted, rather—,frln

the natural science curricula of ‘any public elementary or secondary - schools:

Ptank two; all necessary-- funding--and- -enforcement- throush normal - means.
Affirmative retains intent through all speeches: Agent used is combination of
all levels of action--all branches of government at-state, -federal, local levels.

By adodpting this plan, we: represent--we prevent the harmful effects of

fundamentalism - seen--in- observation - two; - fundamentalism is d|sastr0us We

document several independent leveis of significance: -

-Initially - examine - subpoint--(A) religious -intrusions are unconstitutional.

Teachlng of: creatlonlsm -alengside e\mlut-on s a violation of the estabhshment

and its teachmg advances relsglon Various arguments prove its unscientific
nature - - - S s e e e
Flrst, there ‘is no posltlve evndence for creationism. Stephen Brush
égpjau[s in 1981 that. "{Clreationism,when judged as a scientiflc theory, is

extremely - weak: tacking any positive evudence, it can only attack evolu-
tlon S Y33). - -

Profeissioir of educatlonal phllosophy Strike concurs in 1982. "There is--no

posltlve ‘research- program based on crewtlonlst assumptlons Creationism in this

regard_is not science; it is antiscience”(28). )
Second, the assumed existence of God is a fact whlch cannot be sCIentIf-

ically verified. Jack Novik of the ACLU noted in 1981:

The -existence- 6? God -is a matter of faith and not subject to seiéntific
inquiry. . Creatlonlsm, which hypothesizes many acts of God, is

therefore, essent|a||y not subject to scientific logic or assessment.
Thus, creationism is not science.

®Source indicated.

¢
o
[
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 Third, creatici.ism does-not foliow the scuent:fnc method: It is not open to
modification. Behtley argued in 1981:

Scientific theories must be -open to modification based on new

evidence. Since :most creationists believe that the scriptures are
literally true - and the- immutable word of God, they are unlikely to be

willing ‘to ‘moditfy ‘their theory:::. This; again, is the antithesis of
the attltude of science. (68)

Fourth _and flnally, ,ggggt.omsm is nontestable and nonfalsifiable. - Mr.

Novik argued in '81; "[T]here.is no way of proving that God did not do any
particular thing. In other words, - ereationism is not- falsifiable."’

For these reasons. :alone;  creationism ought to be barred from science

classrooms, But the nature ef creationism- means its inclusion into curricula

violates the Constitution. The Supreme Court;, in Lemon v:. Kurtzman, estab-

lished a three-prong test to-determine establishment-clause violations; only one
prong need be violated.. Creationism violates all three:
First, there is clear intent to advance religion. The Journal of Law

Reform noted in 1982:

Indeed, the motlvatlon of those proposing the te”a’c’hlng of scnentnfuc
creationism seems identical- - the motivation of those who earlier

advocated: Biblical - Creatlonlsm :i: 2 [T)here is ample p'oof of an
impermissible religious--purpose and motivation behind the...balanced

treatment acts. (Whltehalr 452)

- Second; these acts have a_primary effect of advancmg rellglon The Ohio
Northern [Umvers:ty] Law Rewew explains in 1983:

Taken as.a whole, therefor:e creation science and rellglous teachmgs

cannot be: separated. Merely. - requiring the teaching of creation

science  whenever a ciass. considers evolution works to advance reli-

gion and violates the second prong of the temon v. Kurtzmar test.
(Dean 155). e —

- Third - and finally, creatlonlsm leads: . to entanglement That same Ohio
Northern [University] - Law Review concludes that [B]alanced treatment -laws

will excessively entangle the government. with religion, .in violation of the thlrd
prong of the Lemon test." (Dean 157) -The -conclusion of consitutional impermis-

sibility is clear The Journal of Law Reform explams in Winter 1982:

{S]cuentlflc creatronlsm fanls to fulfnll its purportedly secular promlse
In purpose and effect it advances fundamentalist religions and engen-

ders: an extensive government - entanglement with religous issues.

Mandating mstructuog/unstcuentlﬁc creationism--even as part of a

balanced treatment program--is an establishment of reiigion. (White-
hair 456)

"Source indicated.

"
(3.5
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___The importance of church-state_separation is seen in subpoint (B) church-
state. separation - critical. - We isolate several independent reasons. Initially,
sabpoint one, political tension. -The framers of the Constitution kept religious

and political affairs separate because of the divisiveness resuiting from church
involvement in state affairs. Senator Lowell Weicker argued in 1984:

It is not a national football league franchise that they are fighting
over -in "Lebanon. - It is' various religious factions that cannot accom-
modate to each other; that want to control the Government. The

dying: that goes on_in Northern lreland--religious factions are causing
that dying. That is also-history that preceded the founding of this

Nation, whether_it was the: Catholics being murdered in England,
whether it was Covenanters- in -Scotland, - the -Huguenots in- France,

Waldenses in Italy--that was the very history that gave birth to reli-
gious freedom in this Nation (S2399).

Next note subpoint two, tyranny. - The involvement of religious group
threatens suppression-of minorities and other authoritarian measures. Richard

McMillan argued in 1984: . . ... .. - S . -
[T]he oppression.of human: freedom leads only to individual and. social
disaster.  Indeed, the history of religous establishments demonstrates
that religion, when given —governmental = sanction and support,
suppresses diversity -and represses- -freedom. An establishment;

therefore; is antithetical to representative democracy; as the Found-
ing Fathers clearly understood. (48)

George Schultz agreed in 1985:

In short, they understood that a free society required religious

liberty. For without religious liberty; what other aspect of individual
thought can be spared? - Once -the- border -of -that sacred realm is
crossed, all freedoms inevitably become wulnerable:

What the American founders- - iunderstood - holds true - today.

Indeed;  the .close relationship: between religious libarty and all other
forms of individual freedom shoild be even more apparent to us in
our own -time. - - Co S o L

In the totalitarian societies of -the-modern -world we see that reli-

gion is always among the first targets of repression: (237)

-~ The societal impact is seen in subpoint (C) fundamentalism creates a new
dark age. |Initially, recognize that -creationism and- other fundamentalist intru-

sions- into the classroom are -a mechanism-to convert people to their absolutist
mindset: Professor Wood notes in '82, "Becaiise of the dogmatism of 'scientific
creationism, ' authentic education_is threatened by a process of indoctrination.”
(241) Ben Brodinsky -adds in '83:. . - - .. ... o .
The New Right has three approaches that seem most likely to enable
them to achieve their goals. The first is searching out and destroy-

ing those elements in public schools that promote the education of

- O
i
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free, - inquiring minds....  The third approach is injecting into the
p,f’bj,i,qf,c,lassroom the quintesserice of the Bible--with creationism as a

beginning. (8-9)

_Such methods are the only means for fundamentalists to take over. Doug-

las Futuyma concludes:

explains

. The
tion, but

[T]he creationist movement is an arm of a larger political movement,

the New Right, that strives to replace ‘the pluralism and open debate
in our:society with its version of absolute, unquestioned truth. The

New Right- feeds -on absolute answers and absolute -adharence +5 its
beliefs. It finds justification for its social and -political positi-as-in
one -place: its literal and authoritarian interpretation of the Bible.

It can sway people to its side only by inculcating in them the same
kind of absolution and submission to authority. (220)

~ Also, evolution is important to teach modes of thought; Professor Futuyma

'n .83 - - - - - [ = i
Learning about  evolution is not so important in itself as it is a

context for learning how _to think: how to derive conclusions
logically, how to evaluate--evidence, -how  to settle for tentative
answers and...how to question:::authority. (220)

- Creationism conversely threatens that process of free
thought: Professor Fiitiiyma continues: :
Scientific creationism is an intolerablé assault on education not merely

because it is the antithesis of reason. but because it is opposed to
the very foundation. of true ediication: - -intellectual honesty. ... Like

the purveyors of cigarettes; laetrile; noclear superiority, and instant
spiritoal enlightenment, scientific - creationism teaches by its tactics

more than by its words: truth is not the object of brave and honest
search.  Truth is whatever you can- convince people it is. -But to
accede to these standards in education is to teach dishonesty and
cowardice: (219-20) .

e NAS [National Academy of Sciences] agreed in '84:

Nu body of beliefs that has its origin in doctrinal-material rather than
scientific observation should: be -admissible as science in any science

course.. Incorporating the teaching of such doctrines- into a science
curriculum stifles the development of critical thinking patterns in the

developing mind and seriously compromises the best interests of
public education. -(26). - - : S :

impact to this sort of thoaght is not merely destruction of true educa-
also loss of freedom. Futuyma concludes:

The history of fascism shows how important it is to decide between an
education that trains people to accept the platitudes of authority and

T
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the appeal 5 emotion; and one that develops the hablt of lnformed
skepticism- and rational decision. ‘Looked on in its larger context,
the assault on evolution is an assault on. polltlcal freedom. (220)

More than a loss of freedom, the loss of crltlcal thnnklng capacatles wnll

condemn the world to a- new dark age. John Baker, Professor of Zoology,
explains in Aprll of 1986:

Fundamentallsm is a small but very v|s|ble aspect of that Iarger prob-

to a loss of the desire and ab|I|ty to do the dlfflcult realistic thlnkmg
which is required to restore- a sense of controlled destiny in our
: increasingly complex and problem-ridden society. (34)
He conc! udes that

gain sufﬁcvent adherents to achieve polltlcal powerr o This lsads to
'eénsorshi'p', bérseeijtion, and a retreat of eiviliiation Even |n

ance could lead to a new darR age. (34)

The - end result must be warfare : S J-- Wllson explalns in 1984 that "So

Iong as- religions Ieaders refuse to give up their power to influence civil legisla-
tures, there will be war" (18).

He concludes:

Is C&%g?é;;, now offu:lally guuded by the B[ble, éééii'y' Qouié to

There .|II, in its stead be a series of vundlctlve and censorlaL nucle-

ar explosions. -In:- useless self-defense; the "godless" will respond:
The documents which enshrined separation will be consumed--- - Those

~of us who have tried ‘to prevent Armageddon will dls[nteorate just as
completely as those who have bent every effort to bring it about.
(16,34)

: Underview, evolution is §668 (A) subpoint, does not violate establishment
clause: I_oyola Law Review in 82

Thus, whlle the establlshrnent clause forblds rellglousﬂy based statgtes

that prohibit the teaching of a particular scientific - theory, publicly
sponsored presentation of evolutionary ideas encounters no establish-

ment clause barrlers : Evolutlonary theory, in short; can be taught,

(B) subpoint here is that does not violate the free exercise. First is not
forced to believe. Journal of Law Reform, Winter '82: .

*Source indicated.
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[S]tudents exposed to the theory of evolution are ne|ther forced -nor

encouraged- -to- abandon religious beliefs.. If -the scientific method s

properly presented; “the student will realize that science limits itself

to analysns of - emplrlcal -data and avoids discussion of ultimate values
or primary causes: (Whitehair 444);

- Second; free to choose beliefs: Ohio Northerr University Low Review in
‘83:

In many respects, thls is very similar to the oth:zr cases where plaln-
.. tiffs challenged an avenoe of study repulsive to religion." (Dean 149)
The (C) subpount now presented is dogma. Journal of Law Reform in '82:

But evolutlpn theory is not presented as- |nd|sputab|e dogma by - the

scientific community. - It is a malleable. theory, subject to modification.
It attempts to correlate logically a catalog of empirical data into a

cogent whole. If another theory were :to explain more data than
evolutionary theory, that new theory would take- hold in the scientific

community. No such alternative; however; has been posited: (White-
hair 438)

_The (B) §ﬁbpomt |s all courts agree wuth the afhrm,atwe Albany Laow

RevIéW explains-in 1982: "Proponents cf the:Act argue that ‘it is necessary to

protect: the religious fresdom of fundamentalist school children..- Yet this

contention has been rejected by every court that has considered it under the

framework of the free exercise clause:’ (Bing 936)
The (E)- subpomt is evolution is true. Our first argument, testable and

falsifiable: Williams '85:

CJearIy, although the theory is to some extent protected from falsnﬁ-

cation, -it is not-immune from falsification: and the very fact:- that

thousands of biologists are "using evolutionary theory in deriving
predactlon; to.iest-their own hypotheses means that evolutionary theo-

ry is at r.§k in thousands of tests: (209-10)

Novik contlnues in 1981

Of course we now know after hundreds of years examining the fossil
record that the sequence of life -forms appear as predicted by the

theory of evolution. Thus;: evolotion was not falsified by this test,
but it was nonetheless falsifiable and therefore scientific.

*Source indicated.
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It was umversally supported _ Ebert in '84: Scuentlsts may - dlsagree about
some- of - the-fine- points- of -how- one -species -or anc ther evolved bnt there is no
substantial disagreement about evolution itself.!® ::

Ttird, wndely tested 1AC evidence -above- indicates th|s and, Wllllams ln 85

continues: "As you may have suspected after reading these two predictions;
tests of- evolutlonary theory not only ex:st they are ub|quntous in the evolu-
tionary literatore:" (209)

- Fourth -argument --here-is no- gaps in fmsnl reeord Futuyﬁiéfjijwt}:}WﬁThe
creationist argument that if evolution were troe we should have abundance: of
intermediate - fossiles- is -built- by - xaggeratlng the richriess of paleontological
collections;, by denying the transitional series that exist,- and by distorting; or
misunderstanding, the genetical theory of evolution” (191).

He continues,

[f]he fossil record can never be fitted .into a creationist |nterpreta-
tion.. - -Nowhere does the absurdity: of their  .arguments become more

evudent than: in- _their frantic, fanciful attempts to explain the fossil
record and the fact that more than 90 per cent of the species the

Creator_is supposed to have created became extinct; just as if nc one
cared (rutuyma 201-2).

Please help us to defeat the threat by votmg affirmative and preserving

separatism.

Cross Examination

Ouita Popka aﬂéitioﬁiﬁg Rabin
,Papka - First; can--1 see-the- evidence on dark age?-- - Rabin: -- Yéh.;

Papka What does this talk about? This is something new. Rabin well;, yoa

want--pull the Céra§7 _Papka: - -David wants the -evidence, and-| want to figure
out what's goin' on. Rabin: OK: . This is the beginning of the (C) subpoint;

and here's some more. - The dark age starts with the Brodinsky -card and- two
other cards under the. (C) subpoint that says; the fundamentalists are attempt-
ing to take over-- Papka: | understand that, so--what happens?- The funda-
mentalists-- Rabin: . The impact-- - I'll get to that-- - Papka: . OK: Tbe
fundamentalists- do what? Rabin: The fundamentalists do a- lot: of ~things -

exemplified in the evidence: They have censorial--they censor things:. They
persecute. There is a loss of freedom. - They create--they, you know, -force

more upon what they, quote; causes communism:. Papka: So, if the fundamen-
talists use creationism to get into the school system, then we're doomed because

they're bad. Right? That's the basic argument? Rabin: Fundamentalism is
wrong, yes. Papka: OK. . - -
Papka:. Now, the: (B) subpoint: of the flrst ac vantage just says that
violations of church and state snowball, so this is-just an impact te these other
arguments on the case, right? Rabin: More or less, yeh. Papka: OK.

19Source indicated.
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Papka: Now, let's talk about the falsifiability of evolotion: The last

argument _you- say, there's no gaps .in fossil records. -Where's the -- where

are any “fossils-- have any fossils been found -- any creature that they think

pre-existed man--like what are the incremental steps--where -are the incremental
fossils that- got to man? Rabin: What do you mean? Go through each steps?

Papka: Right.-- -Rabin: Oh, I'm not sgre of the specifics in the fossils and
stuff. |--you:know-- | dori't see how thai's relevant. Papka: OK: There are

a lot of missing links in evolution, right? We don't have--man suddenly

appeared, for example, in the fossil record. -We did -not evolve. Rabin:
Fatuyma card says, Ouita, the Futuyma cards that we read in-the first affirma-
tive at the:bottom of tha underview-- -Papka: - Are -generic: .. Rabin: No,
they're specific to- this-argument. - {t's talking about the creationist argument
that if it were true there would be an abundance of intermediate fossils is
empirically disproven.-- Papka: Why? Your evidence says that very nicely, but
it doesn’t vxplain anything about it. Rabin: -Because it denies the transition--
the--1'll tell you what it says. It denies the transitional series that exists, and
misunderstands and -distorts the genetic theory of evolution. -- Papka: - OK:
How' did-- how did--- What-- -OK-- What's the evolutionist's theory? -- -Rabin:

It's based off -the Bible perceptions.  Papka: -What's the evolutionist _theory: of
how the world began? - Rabin: The evolutionist theory?  Papka: Yeh, -what
started the-spark? what; what? Rabin: - Well, | mean, there are a number of

different theories, you know. Gne is the big bang theory, and things like
that. - Papka: Right, and you have to take those on an act of faith. right?

Rabin: No, not at all.  Papka: No one can prove--  Rabin: No, not at all,

not at all,_not at -- no, that's wrong. Papka: OK. What's the evidence that
supports that? Rabin: There's-a lot of different ways to test this as a scien-

tific hypothesis.  Papka:: How do.yoc test how things started?  Rabin: The

criteria- is given under the observations here, the (A) “sabpoint: Papka: - |

know what the criteria is. Where are they testing--  Rabin: And that..that
criteria proves that it has been used to, use it as hypothesis: - . -Papka: | want

to see a_test that you -have--a_study in the case that says-they've tested this
and it was true. = Rabin: Well, we're not defending--we're not arguing--
Papka: How can you-say, faisifiable; if you can't present a study? -Rabin:
What are you talking about? Present a study saying what? Papka: Present

a study saying they tested this, -and they.found this was true or they found
this was false. :-Rabin: The 1AC evidence on the underview says that all of
the argumients denying this thesis are disproven by empirical data.- - Papka:
OK..: -And I'm asking for -- Rabin: And it's -testable. Papka:--qoant:fication

of that empiricle data. - Rabin: The main criteria--wait, let me explain some-
thing. Also; the main thing is it'stestablé, right? You can't test whether God

exists. And that's the stuff isolated in observation two

First Negative Constructive:

The University - of -Kentucky is pieased to be participating in this final

round: of the 1986 National Debate Tournament.. 1Initially ‘we would iike to thank
Dr. Zarefsky and the tournament staff for their exceilent work. Dartmouth

-
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this opportunity. - Our deepest - thanks- extend tc -the -administration at,the
University of Kentiicky, - Elizabeth [Patterson] Paal [Flowers], David [Wltt]
Steve [Wells]; Scott [Hodges]; #nd, of course; the Kup [Eric Kupferberg]

would also like to extend our apprecnatlon to the following Wildcat Alamni:: Mlke

[Mankins], Steve [Mancuso], Marie [Dzuris], Jeff [Jones], and Gary [Padgett].
Additionally, we would like to thank the good doctor without whose efforts our

program would not exist and the good people at Maker's Mark - distilary - who

have kept him under control all these years. F|nalay, and rnost |mportantly,

sacrifices over the last six years have had a tremendoos- lmpact on aII of our

lives.- | would also like to personally thank Ouita for all -her- dedication  to the

activity and her friendship, because without it we would have never made it to
this point.

- Contiol group counterplan: The afflrmatlve plan shaII be adopted in all
public schools in the United States with -the exception-of-a-randomized sample of

representative schools and school districts: - Comprehensive evaluation: of -the
effectiveness- of the -affirmative reform-shall be -undertaken- by the education

commission of the states with the exempted schools -(not to exceed one percent

of schools or school districts unless-necessary to obtain sufficient sample size)

serving as a control group:. Determination : of on balance : disadvantageous

outcomes wiil -provide basis- ef repeal--of - affirmative. Optnmal fundlng and

enforcement. Negative speeches will indicate intent: - : -
Observation one: - counterplan-nhon-topicality.- (A) subpount not all The

counterplan exempts a certain number of schools. It's not all or any of-all
class, because-it's random. - The {B) subpoint is plan and counterplan toplcallty

burdens are reciprocal: We meet no greater burden than they do of topicality.
Observation two: - -competition. (A) subpoint mutual- exclusivity: The

plan acts on all schools; Counterplan::on some,- (B) subpoint - net:benefit,
Effective -evaluation requires the exemption of certain schools: That'll be the
advantage: The (C) subpoint is redundancy. Though not perfectly redun-
dant,- we get most of thelr advantage They have to prove a disad to not

acting at_all.
Observataon three Dlsposmon 7(A) subponnt is non- CbmpétlthE and non-

debate like any other non- germane - argument The (B) subpoint is: status quo

still an option. -Just because the plan is better than the counterplan doesnt
mean it's the best option.

. . The -advantage:: Optlmal policy. The counterplan optumlzes evolptlon
Mrs. Conifort -in-1980: "The causal sequence of activities in:the program was
not clearly specified.: The reports were. consequently,- relatively -useless in
terms- of providing tne information to program administrators necessary to
manage the program more effectively...."{43}) - I -

Cuirent educational research lacks adequate contrbls Yodof in '84: TAnd
it is-not at all_clear that:the advocates of the new consensus have solved- the
problem.... [M)uch of the research lacks...controls and consists...of anec-
dotes and intuitions...."(458) . Sblvéncy is from Walberg in-'74: ;":[Q}'né

design method deserves emphasis here--true experiments; the random assign-

8



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ment of individual students or educational units such as classes or schools to

alternative educational nrograms or conditions.... [This_is the] best way to
detect probable causality” (8. Kennedy explains in '81: "Mosteller...and

Gilbert..., for example,-have pointed out the value of experimentation in the

testing -of innovations 'by demonstrating the frequency with which innovations
turn out not to be as effective as-anticipated.” (67) - -- AR

- Disad:-one: -- Save the public schools: (&) subpoint they're on -the -brink of
collapse. McClellan in '85: = "It does-seem cluar...that there is a splintering in
American education; a splintering that may represent ar ‘end to_an ancient
American - dream  that - a  universal public  schooling could  link
diverse.. .[cultures]."- (33) - o . : e

~Ths (B) subpoint is reform saves them. Bennett in '86: "I think that if
the putlic schools come back in the way they should; you will see-the number
of people who send their Kkidsto -private -scools goirng down, not up” (S2304).

Edwords in 1981:. "[P]arents have a right to choose: ..the sort of public educa-
tion. they want for their children, the--quality  of school officials they - will
support in office. But, if they accept the 'back to basics' model of education,

if they want their children learning facts and not merely toying with opinions,

then there is no ground for them approving ‘equal time' for creationism in the
science curricalom” (8. . ... , o S

-----The_(C) subpoint is impact: Centralization. _Bargess in '82: "[T]he
schools have become the delivery system..., the voice of a vast interlocking
bureaucratic -order that stands ready to entertain the standardization of educa-

tion,.." (61): - The systems are war.-prone as Kirkpatrick Sale-says in 1980:

| _co s gone hand in hand with:. .the waging of
larger and ever-larger wars" (130-1): n

"[T]he consolidation -of nations. . .ha

- Next disad::  Anthropological dehumanization. (A) subpoint the plan

emphasizes evolution.---That's bad. By teaching both; you would kill evolutisn:

The (B) subpoint emphasis on animal affinities denigrates the uniquely human.
[Lewis and] Towers in '73 [1972] "Now by thus equating man with his anthreo-

poid cousins the enormous difference, due to the dawn of reason, the mastery
of technology, the discovery--of -values and the creation of standards of
conduct, is pushed into-the background" (53): e

The (C) subpoint is loss-of uniqueness is disastrous. This is [Lewis and]
Towers in '73 [1972]: "In 'so many people one perceives increasing cynicism
and a great loss of confidence about man and his role. We live in a fool's

paradise if we think that science will sarvive in the atmosphere of disillusion

fostered by iieaningless posturings- of - 'naked apes'.  With the collapse of

science will go the civilization to which it has given rise" (xv).

- !'Sale quotes Lewis Mumford. “Throughout history, he has shown, the
consolidaticn of nations, the rise of governments, has gone hand-in hand with
the development of slavery, the creation of empires; the Aivision of citizeris into
classes, the recurrence of civil protests -and -disorders, the erection of useless
monuments, the despoliation of the land; and the arging of larger and evei-lar-
ger wars:
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_The next disad is éiioiﬁii&ﬁary fatalism: (A) sobpoint: Vié&iﬁg ‘man a part

[1972] "But popular wrnters on eVqutlon often seem to suggest that all
change s fundamentally random and therefore - meaningless--a very - dubious

conclusion in the llght of modern. knowledge of the evolotionary process: . The
implication, however, is that Homo sapiens is-as vulnerable and as futile as -the

dodo or dJnosaur,,(x\LIjJ, The (B) sobpoint is fatalism is bad: - This is [Lewis

and] Towers in- '73 [1972] "Nuclear weapons are possibly less destructwe than

the insidious belief-in the futility of all things.- Courage -and hope are what we
are most -in need of, not Ieast in order to handle the problems of nuclear d|sar-

mament” (xviii).
The last disad is seIf fulfllllng “conflict. ) The (A) subpelnt——ls

anthropologlcal/blologucal,,studles encourage beliefs in innate aggressiveness:
[Lewis and] Towers in 73 [1972]

Ardrey sees hls instinctive and heredltary instinct for possessnon as

handed down through his ape -ancestors -to: man; and, since  "our
infant species is not yet divorced from evolutlonary process, natlons

human as well as animal; will continue to obey the-laws of the_territo-
rial |mperat|ve " Here, then, is the cause of modern war. (29)

. The(B) subpoint is social conflict. This is [Lewus and] Towers in '73

[1972]: . "[W]hen the:history of the twentieth- century comes to be written, we

may well find the 1960's refsrred to as 'the decade of the naked ape': the

decade o‘ aggression, -¢f- drug_ abuse, of excessive permissiveness in- sexual
mores:::" (ix). The (C) subpolnt is effective decision- making is destroyed

This is ['ewrs -and] Towers in '73 [1972] which is a flip on -critical thinking:
"The grave fault of all theories of .innate wickedness is that they paralyze the
mind -and will,--and reconcile people to a state of affairs whlch they come to

regard as inevitable:" (108)

- Toplcallty, Qbservatlon one: Fneld context. ;(A); education is unique.
Rowntree in '81: "Like every profession, education has its own. diction; its own
special - language -consisting: both of -terms peculiar- to itself- and of everyday

terms used 'in pecuoliar ways” (v): (B) subpoint is: precision .is ‘critical: Good
“73: - "In -clarification of- concepts -and terminnlogy -employed in -educational

wrltmg, speaking; and”teaclnng, is important to: remember the statement

attributed to- Mark -Twain: - ‘The dlfference between the right word- and almost

the right _word: is the difference between llghtnmg and lightning : bag'" - (ix):
The (C)- subpoint -is preemptions. - -Broad is bad.- Tharters- compIalns lt was

in the order -of natoral events that coniusion shounld follow in the train: of
unhcontrolled mventlon Words came to have whatever meaning a pérsoh wished

to give them:". (xiii) Ll
First- vlolatlon academic standards (A) subpolnt stut‘ént achrevement

This is ‘Rowntree: - "Academic standards. - The performance or attamment level
required of students in return for-a specmc level -of recognition...”"(2). - They

just demand a curriculum change to get out creationism. That certamly doesn't

- 14 -
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increase achievement. . The (B) subpoint
ards are distinct.. That's the Educational Viisions Seminar (426-7). '2 o

Next violation: More rigorous. (A) subpoint has to be- defined compar-
atively. . One, "more" is inherently comparative. Words & Phrases in '61:

t is contextually. -Content and stand-

"More" is usually defined as "to a greater extent or degreée” {“More." 2i1).
Two subpoint:- .- "Rigoerous” is meaningless absent comparison. Any staridard
would be rigorous within its own confines. The third subpoint, additional stan-
dards moot "more rigorous." We could simply call for "more academic stand-
ards.": - T S - o
_The (B) subpoint is the affirmative standard isn't more rigorous: First of
all; a ban doesn’t establish more rigorous standard. -1t would-be: less rigorous.
They get things -out-of the curriculum. The second subpoint under this is
evolution being more -accurate makirig that more rigorous is just--is probabilis-
tic, open to subject debate: oo .
. Case. The (B) subpoint on snowball. OK. The first argument is scien-
tific creationism_does not-teach -religion. Sutherland in '82: "We can evaluate

the fossil record and other scientific evidence against the creation model and

the evolutionary model. That is all we do in the science classroom.” (Keith 13)

- The second argument is scientific creationism is not a religion. - Keith
[Smith] in. '82: "Contrary to the allegations...no creationist professors are
seeking to -‘require public schools to offer courses and textbooks that support
the literal Genesis account of creation'™ [Keith 110). : : : o

- Third -argument:  Consistency: with a religion does not make religion.
Keith [Smith] in 1982: "[L]egal scholar-Wendell R. Bird points - out; ‘being
consistent with reliciius views does not make it a religion'" (Keitk 110). - -
.-~ The next argument is evolution is the basis for religions belief. - Keith
[Morris]-in-'82: "In view of:the fundamentally ‘religous nature of evolution, -it
is not sorprising. ‘to find that .iost world religions are themselves based on
éVOIUtiQFj”i(:Kélth 67) N ool . N N . - -- -
.- The: next argument is evolution is a basis - for religious thought. Keith
[Morris} in ‘B2: -"In this perspective, it becomes obvious that most of the great

world religions--Buddhism, Confucianism, Taoism, Hinduism, Animism, etc.--are
based on evolution...” {Keith, 67). - :

- The next argument is neither evolution nor t;:;-éért,ibhi |s a- theory. - Suther-

!;a’iijd”i;rif 1982: "It is- true that neither of these is truely a [scientific] theory

because neither meets any of the qualifications of a true scientific theory."
(Keith 11-2) - - : S -

'82: "Scientific knowledge can-only go so far as the things you can observe and
things you can experiment with.  This is why it is so difficult for me to teach
the theory of evolution -because origins--such as the origin- of man.
...matter, .. energy;...the earth, .. .universe--any origin is beyond the realm of
science.” {Keith 22)

The next argument s origins are ,i?ethd' s’cién;t;é,.r Kéuth ;ﬁb'rh; Mbbi'éj in

 '*"The U.S. Department of Education compiling responses to its A Notion

at Risk report cites the following state initiatives as of December 1883 . :
CONTENT, STANDARDS AND EXPECTATIONS, TIME, TEACHING, LCADER:
SHIP."

T
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. Observation two: _It's bad: GK The (A) subpolnt is unconstltutlonal
The -first argument: - If there was- a -major constitutional- violation for - teaching
creationism, the courtg would ophoid this: They wouldn't allow. it to haopen:

- The -second-- argument- is this is just a Ieglslatlon change It doesn't
entrench [unintelligible] value: -

And the third argument is that church and state separatlon is strong rlght
now:. The plan doesn't increase it any:

---  The next- argument is teai.hlng both -is-- constltutlonal [Judge] BFasweH
[Broswell Dean] in '82: "[I]f is my belief that the passage of your bill to
teach scientific- creationism or scientific- evolution are -not-only -constitutional;
but failure to teach either one withoat the other is, :in my :opinion; placing: the
qgovernment -and the -school board in an Unnetiti'al i:)6§iti6n, Whii;h Wbiild bé
anconstitational: (Keith-18) -

The next-argument is- sctence -supports creatmnlsm __This is Keith- [Weaverj]

in 1982: -"Dr: Warren Weaver, formerly chairman -of the board". [of :the Aineri-
can -Association for- the Advanqement of- Science, said,] "Every rsw-discovery of

science _is a further 'revelation' of the order which God has built into His
universe. " {Keith 55)- - - - _

Next argument is creationism_is: a theory sumllar to Newtoman physucs

Postman -in- 1986: - "Of course, the story told by creationists is also a theory.
That a- theory has its_origin .in_a:-religious metaphor or belief is irrelevant."” -(5)
The next argument is -scientific law supports creationism. _Sutherland in

intelligence or power external to the -universe."{Keith 12) - :
(B) subpoint _separation is critical. First argument is the pIan leads to

ttselt Therefere, thls model postulatesr that everythlng was created by some

tunnel vision, because they teach a single perspective. Emmerij in '74:

in the EFBEéEé 6; i66iii6§ at eaﬁéatiiihal i:]éi)éiébinent patterns over the

77777 i : plannlng
and, -of course;, about what happens in the classroom It is disturb-
ing, but unfortunately normal, to note that these various disciplines

ed ucatlonal pollcy goals

pursued_their investigations -and queries in parallel and: that, not
unexpectedly in these circumstances, they have come up with a series
of results and findings which; once related to each other; are not
necessar:ly cohsistent. (vu)

Tunnel vision is bad This is McGrath in 1976: "[A]lthough our colleges
may be successful |n producwng well mformed and- skllled specuallsts they do not

tvii) -

- "he next arg,ument is banning creationism wolates church and state. . Thns
is Hahn in -'82: "Both evolution 2nd- creation have religious and scientific
aspects; neither is tegtable falsifiable theory of empirical science:.:." (554)

The next argument I§ that Creatlbni;e,iri can bé taijght Wlthétjt 'réhgnon

- 16 -
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religion. But the courts have ruled that values can be taught apart from reli-
gion...." (29) . ... . o " : :

The -next argument is democrac’y;has’ :ndic:rii:ic;j yféi@.;” ?hls is [TW]

Moore in 1982: "[T]he-term 'democracy' is capable of so many interpretations

as to drain it of any descriptive precision." (29 =
The next argument is true democratic control is a practical impossibility .

Miller in 1981: "The basic question to ask is this: Who in Fact- governs?--not

whether a major institution is 'democratically’ governed. For that simply cannot
be." (199 - - - - - - R -
___.The (C) subpoint -dark-age. The first argument is the New Right would
backlash: against the_plan because they would hate things being -in the schools.
Crawford in 1980: "[T]he  New Right feeds on discontent, anger, insecurity,
and resentment; and flourishes on backlash politics. Through its interlocking

network, it seeks to veto whatever it perceives to threaten its way of life. .. "

(5) - : S e } , -
Second argument is - New -Right has lost support. Walter-in 1985: Neocon-

servatives are like American victory in Tet offensive. A statistical win, but a

defeat overall.?* .. .. . . . . o - o

- The next argument is they're unsuccessful at American support.  Time in

'85: "Conservative Protestant spokesmen, captive to their isolationist- and- even

extremist past, still exhibit far more skill at seizing attention and .infuriating

outsiders than at winning support from concerned Americans through cogent,
reasonable discussion.” {Ostling; 57) Do . - -
~- - The: next_argument is banning-creationism equals indoctrination. This is

Bird in 1980: "In the days of the Scopes trial, public schools banned evolution

and indoctrinated students in the Bible. - That-was -unfair. Now, most public

schools -ban scientific creationism -and: indoctrinate students in evolution; it is
the Scopes situation in. reverse.” (157) - - --.. . . S :

__-_The next argument is banning opposing -beliefs leads to conformity of
thought: Geisler in 1982: "Johin Scopes-summed- tip- well when he said, 'If you

limit a -teacher to only -one side of anything:the whole country will eventually
have only one thought, be one individual.'" (29) - -- - : -
.- —-Underview: Evolution is not true. —The first -argument is there is no

sound evidence. This is Bonner in '82: "The particular truth is simply that we
have no reliable evidence as to the evolutionary sequence of invertibrate phyla.
We:-do not: know what group arose from what other group or whether, for

instance, the- transformation from Protozoa occurred once, twice, or many
times..: " (Keith 53) I - .

_____The -second -argument is evolution doesn’t have uaniversal acceptanze.
Keith in '82: "Professor Thodosius Dobzhansky, a leading spokesman for evolu-

tion has_said that 'it would be wrong to say that the biological theory of evolu-

tion - has gained = universal acceptance among biclogists or even among
geneticists.” (Keith 52) C S : - .

The next argument_is evolution is an act of faith. Jastrow in '82: "The
second theory [evolution] is also an act of faith." (Keith 46)

13Source indicated.
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- The-next 5?565&6% is evolation iis a mere hypothesis: Huxley in '82:
{E]volutlon was not an establlshed theory but a tentat|ve hypothesls (Kéith
52) - -

---The next argument is - rt is an- 1mpossub|hty KeLth [Tom Moore] in 1982:

"From what we inow  based on scientific. facts; and what we know throogh
observation anc =(per|mentat|on, the theory of evolutuon is ah impossibility."
(Keith, 25) .

- - -The  next >rgument |s——evolut|en that Hs- taught -in schools is- incorrect.

Newsweek in '82 :[80]: "Evidence from fossils now points ‘overwhelmingly. away
from -the classleal Ddrwuusm which -most Americans learned-in school: --that -new

species evolve oot of exnstmg ones by the gradual accumulation of small chang-
es...." (Keith, 43) = o

Next -argument-is no- fos5|ls support evolutlon Patterson in 1982 l wtll

iay it on -the lme--there is not -one- such- fossil -for which -one- could ‘make a

watertight argument. - The reason is:_that statements about ancestry and decent
are not applicable in the- fossil record"” {Keith -15).

-The: next argument: is Darwinian -evolution is :a hoax Kelth in 82
Darwmuan evolution is a hoax, perhaps the greatest hoax of the twentleth

centucy 4) -
- The next argument is no proof exists  for evolutlon VKelth ln 1982:

"[T]here is not -one shred of proof supporting evolution. Rather, it is a meta-
physical research- program. " (4-5) - o

The next -argument is no missing links:found in evolution. This is Keith
in '82: "Since Charles Darwin published his famous book...not one 'm'is’si'rig link

or half-man and half- monkey like creature has ever been- found " (6) -

The next argument is the fact of evolution is based on mference This is

Postman in '86: "Even the 'fact’ that evclution occurred is based on. hlgh levels
of inference and supposvtlon Fossil remains, for example, are sometiines
amblguous in their meaning and have -generated diverse |nterpretat|ons " 9).
_. - The _next argumerit is: no scientist can prove it. Keith in '82: "Robert
[A ] Millikan.... In an address to the American Chemical- Society, he said:
"The : pathetic thmg about it is that many sc-enhsts are: tuylng to prove the
doctrme of evolution, which -no scientist can do.'" (Kecth 54) -

The next argument is it's a myth: Keith in '82: "Loren Ei§|éy, leadmg
EVolﬁtloﬁlst, -says:- - ‘With -the failure- of these many efforts, science was ieft in
the 'somewhat embarrassing position of havmg to postolate theories -of tiving
origins- - which -it -could -not demonstrate.'” -(Keith--54). The next argument is
evidence does not supportt Keith in [Thompson] '82: "As we know, there is a
great--divergence- of - opinion among -biologists, not only -about- the-causes -of
evolution but even about the actual process: This divergence exists becaose
the evidence is unsatisfactory and does not permit any certain conclusion.”

(Keith 54)

Eross-Examination

Stuart Rabin questioning Brownell

- Rabin: OK. Let's talk about the New Right stuff on case. = Browneil:
OK. Rabin: All right. First argument is the backlash. What--why will they
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backlash? Brownell:: Our argument is ‘thar_ they backiash against--Rabin:
Against the plan, right, -1 understand. - -What's it like? - Brownell: They do
things -in the schools. - Rabin: OK.  Is this specific to the affirmative at all?
Brownell: No, it's just talking -about general backlash politics.  Rabjn: OK.
OK.- Brownell: It just says ‘they thrive on backlash: Rabin: OK. Why
doesn’'t - the second response take out -the first response? - Brownell: - Well; I
mean, if you want to grant--if_you want to: kick oat the {C) subpoint, 'l kick

out the-- = Rabin: Wait. Why do we have to grant out the (C) subpoint?
Second: response talks about backlash mechanisms.-_ There's no support in the
present: system, right? Our case evidence says they gain support through the
affirmative mechanism, and we stop that. - Brownell: - No; No: That's our

argument-- - Our argument is the flip side of that, that they gain- support--

Rabin: |-understand what your argument is. Why can't the second argument
just-- Brownell: . The arguments two and three are not dependent on backiash
politics; they're-dependent on the power base of the New Right in general.
Rabin: -And the argument is there's no support for the New Right in general,
right? Brownell: Right, and if it's true-- Rabin: Great;  and our evidence
in 1AC says, they gain support in the futire. = Brownell: No, that's not what
those cards-say. -Rabin: Our 1AC evidence doesn't say? Brownell: That's
right. Rabin: Well, where do you argue that, David? 1 mean-- Brownell:
That's not an argument-- Rabin: What's your third answer here? Brownell:
Mike; flip -on the assumption-- Rabin: = What's your third answer here?
Brownell: Umi, I'll get the card. i don't know if-- o L

Rabin:  All right; while we're doing that; you have up above on-the (A)

EUbﬁbiht of observation - two, --right, - that they're. constitutional; and: this

evidence, ‘a lot of it, is from Mr. Bird. = Are you familiar with his qualifica-
tions?  Brownell: Um, | think he's qualified. Rabin: OK [laughter]
Brownell: | mean, I don’t have his qualifications--  Rabin: Are you.familiar
that every court that has ever-heard his arguments in other context. obvious-

ly, you know, through court decisions, have rejected them. Brownell: That's
irrelevant.  Rabin: Why? All our 1AC criteria established through Lemon v.

Kurtzman, - right, Supreme Court test, says our plan is consistent with control-

ling constitutional doctrine.. Brownell: — That dcisn't mean--that doesn't -mean
the -courts are -right. That doesn't mean Bird is wrong. Rabin: It's a

Supreme Court decision. | mean, where's the evidence indicting the Sunreme
Court decision?.  Brownell: —-I- mean; _we have, ‘we have, we have, we're read-
ing twenty cards -on each. .article-- = Rabin:- This is a law review student or
Bird's -opinion, -right?  Brownell: No, it's not-- = Rabin: Compared with criteria
established in the first affirmative which is Lenon v. Kurtzmon, right? = Brow-

nell:- -You're making an absurd generalization about our evidence. Rabin: Is
there any response that deals with the entanglement or -the primary effects?
BrowneHl: - Yes, All these--- | mean; all the church-state arguments; all the
truth, all the mind control stuff, all- this stuff is, direct flip on the case, |
think. - -Rabin: -All right. - OK. Rijght. Right. OK. -

o Rabin:. All right. Let's talk about topicality: More -~igerous. Expiain
the violation, please.  Browneli: That a ban_is not rigorous; but your argu-
ment will be that you're more rigorous, because you'té accurate, but accurate's

probabilistic, | mean, that's based on your interpretation of it: | mean, you're
not proving evolution at this point. Rabin: Thank you.

- 19 -,
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Sueond Afﬁrmtit'ive Constructive:

Mithoei Mazarr, Georgetown

He reads a lot: of: cards on: case; but doesnt answer anythung from the
first affirmative which all proves his is-wrong. - - His -evidence is Iudlcrous

[Unintelligible] in 1AC is dropped.: Theyjave the influence now. Beat 'em
with snowball.- Group one through three Téé'ch’ religion equals--is not a reli-
gion consistent:"

First - of all aII materlals vaolate 7That is -Journal of - Contemporary Law

'83: "[T]he evidence presented in MclLean indicated to the court that all avail-
able creationists' - materials -were -unacceptable for public schools.-because they

were permeated with religious references and reliance upon religious beliefs”
(Scheld 103).- -- -

_Two, . wolates establlshment clause 1AC: EVidenEe i; all - a;ap'p’éa Also,
Albany Law Review- in -1982: --"Like the postlng of the Ten Commandments on

the schoolroom walls, which was condemned in Stone v. Graham, the only effect
instruction in- creation-science can have is to encourage students to accept the

state-presented religous: beliefs as their own." -(Bing 934)
- --- Three,- drop all 1AC mechanisms. The stuff down below on the ((’)

subpoint, yeh; the: evidence down below in contention: two is dropped,: indicat-
ing all- the--specific reasons why- it violates, the substance is not taken out.

Now, he's for evolution equals religion. Apply the same thing. That's taken
out by]' the undervuew evndence whlch indicates it is not. No further [unlntelll-
gible S eees
o He saysf,inggrt, |s--ne|ther is theory Well you know, evolutlon is falsnfl-
able. - 1'll read down below in his evidence. - e
77777 I-i e saﬂyﬁsﬁ,ﬁnext origins are beyond science. That s rlght The origins are
beyond science. - That's why evolution -is- rot making conclusions about -the

origins of man, but creatiorism does; and that makes it: not science.: Against

all that you're indicating,- no-snowball-in the future-and- [unintelligible] .
Cbservation two. It's bad. He says,,courts would- have. ruled.  Well;.

they have ruled out. _They say, it s bad. - [Unintelligible.} - He's allegung it's

not entrenchable. We do it through the courts also; plos it would entrench.

He has no cards. He says church and state strong now. Reads no cards
Our evidence indicates it'll go away.
‘He says, next, not bother- Constltutlon ~First of all, --on easnly constitu-

tional . First of all courts disagree: Evidence on the bottom will indicate that

all- courts agree - wth us -that, - you know, it's- unconstltutlonal and evolutlon

not. First of all, we take it out with 1AC evidence.
He says, scientific: and creatlontsm7|§Wtheoer"”F|rst of all, 1AC evideice

takes it out: He drops the. eVIdence here indicates that there is- no positive
evidencc. You Rnow“assumes -God. - Not scientific method.- Not testable.

{t's all dropped:. - He does not- respond to. it. :He says, one assumes existence
of God. Certatnly that-can -all be proved, and that is not testiable, and there-

fore; it is riot a. scientific theory: Next point;, unconstitutional. Even if it may

be a scientific theory, it-is-not a SCIentlf[C"lS not the right kind of scientific

theory to be taught in classes. It is assumptions.
- 20 -
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He says; sClentlflc law: That 3 1AC, ahd that is- dropped -

Now, -all-this talk about unconstitutional he drops: [Umntelllglble ] He

just reads cards:
(B) -subpoint, church state- separation. crucial;: Leads to tunnel vision:

Qroup that one and two. . First of all, evolution equals- critical thinking.

That is--1AC evidence that drops from the (C) subpoint indicating that we: would

stop tunnel vision: Two spromt fundamentalism is worse--is uniform dogma.

That'll - be -worse - tunnel vision than- evolution which allows [dmntelllglble]

Three-subpoint; no specific evidence [unlntelllglble] to-creationism.

He says, -ban- wolates - That's underview. He says, creationism can be

taught - wvthout [rellglon] ND, the above eVIdence takes out No creatlonist

ewdence on the (C) subpomt indicates that you have to stop war. Secondly;

- He says democracy has no value. He says, flrst of all 7war ~ Walter

tyranny is bad. :¥ou'll in general--presumes it is bad. Deomocracys value.

Three -subpoint, Inbertys key for environment. McCloskey in '83: “Many  of

- the important: ecological measures that today are being implemented are being

|mplemented in democracies- because -they allow free discussion, [and] -dissem-

ination of information..." (157): That's a pretty clearly reasonable card saying

it's bad. . He says you know, they-can't have true control. Well, it's

enough control. - Tyranny is worse: That just presumes:
Now, (C) to .our case. -He says -backlash. First -of all, not empmcal

Abortion. You know, they have not. back]ashed empirically on abortion. They
certainly would not--do that-now.. -Time '85:-- "The Supreme Court's 1973 Iegal:-

zation of this procedure is perhaps the,smgle most important cause now erer-
gizing conservatlve churches” (Ostling 52). Two, -not-emgirically creationism

have banned. Creationism in -the: past may. Not a backlash there: The only

way, the Futuyma evidente in 1AC indicates that [umntell:g:ble] is the only

way they can take part. Not backlash. -
- Group two and three. First of all, takes out number one. - nght", The

EUﬁiﬁte"lnge] so they can't backlash. [Unintelligible] . scenario: Right?
They ‘don't have the support now, biit when they inculcate people through the

schools, the 1AC evidence indicates they will, and then they can take power:

[Unintelligible:] Group ban; indoctrinate, etc. This is all taken out below in

the underview. - Now, he drops_all the dark age stuff--war; tyranny; and

that's_absolute from fundamentalist takeover.
-Evolution - good He says, -no evide: “e. - That is Futuyma evudence [Un[n-

tﬂhgible] It is taken out: He says , not universal. We've [unintelhgible]

'84 evidence, -it is -universal. - He says, . requires act of faith. No; all courts

would: dlsagree with this:  This is just, you know, all coirts dusagree -it's-a

Constitutional issue. He uses--he says, hypothesis. - No, that's--they_ destroy

bypothesis: - It is; you kriow, falsifiable which creatnomsm is not. Certamly

[umntelhgnblej He-says, impossible to verify. That's Iudlcrous Of -course;
it is.: 1AC indicates it has been tested, and therefore, it's possuble He says,

taught and \~rong No, that is only in small areas. - Plus, in general; it is.not

unconstitational: Even the way it is taught, as 1AC decision will indicate that.

He says, ncrfossnls That is down below. But Futuyma evidence indicates on
the--down below on ‘this point--indicates no gaps. He says Darwin is hoax.

No, there is no evidence fcr this. 1AC evidence indicates it's tested. It

-9 -
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certainly is empirical. He says, no proof. It's emplrlcal 1AC evidence. -He
says, no.missing links: ‘Well, the 1AC indicates it's certamly testable and falsi-

fiable: -- The important -thing to remember is there may be small problems -with
evolutlon, but it is still testable and falsifiable as a theory. which his evidence

here--proves. If these--things -are true, it is a false theory,- and that's -OK,
because it was always the falsifiable theory that can be taught in science class-
es. - Creationism is--not falsifiable.- = That-equals- independent violation. - He

says, equals interference; etc: That is taken out by 1AC evidence |nd|cat|ng
that's [unintelligible]- - He says, no, scientist prove. 1AC evidence in the (D)

or (E) subpoint .indicates that it is testable and falsifiable, it has been
supported, and they empirically do _prove it. He says, myth. Of course, not a
myth: They have many fossils: - Well, Faotuyma takes this out. He says, that

does - not -support. - - You know,flAQ ewdence says,- it's tested. - He just doesn't

respond to this evidence, indicating there's no gaps_in the fossil record: It is

widely tested. - But remember,  all of-his critiqt}es feed -our position, that it's a

falsifiable theory. _Even if it's wrong, if it's taught as:a theory which it is;
and as long as it is theory, |t doesnt vuolate the Constltutlo'\, but creatuomsm

does. - :
T[oplcallty] He says, observat'on on fleld context WFH‘St ,of aﬂ ‘we - wnll

meet- field context. We have; you know;, we have a field contextual definitions;
and that will be down below. Lttt oo

- (B) subpoint; most precise. -We will have most- precise definitions: . Tﬁéi
wnll be analysis on the specific -violation. Three subpoint, different- within -the

field. 1.e., there are differing definitions within the field, and that; there-
fore, you -know, ours would be best.

He says (C) subpoint; broad is best. First of 5" no rationale. Why is
broad bad? Must give certain leeway. |n other words, the affirmative defi-

nitions will - prove leeway. Three subpoint, definitions will be most precise
anyway, ard so it will be best. e
- Now, he says; academic standard. First, number one, standard is curri-
colar=-curriculum any, - : o
- [Unintelligible]- Standard academic [unintelligible]} curriculum main-
tained by our school: “‘ z g : :
-- Two subpoint, isn't moral role. - [Unintelligible] such as art which cannot be
tested throogh the testing definition: Three subpoint, testing is bad.

Discriminates, causes stress, therefore, should not use standard. - Four, just
a_limiting: - Anything can be tested, therefore, our center is just as limiting

as - his,- and -certainly is- contextual -as well. - Five -subpoint, artificial. His

definition establishes: an artificial level to stop it at--tests--,and he gives no
reason- wny In- number six, requires effect. -You have -to see-the effects of
the plan;. i.e:; ‘solvency; increasing achievement_in order to get this definition:
It's a bad definition, because you should not be: gettmg mixed burden.

Now; he says, more rigor: First of all; it's comparable with the status

quo. Right now, they're not-enforcing. - We enforce it. = Two subpoint, is not

merely--not merely--same set of school standard: He has rio cards here. All

cards indicate we wou!d increase rigor.

"‘Source |nd|cated
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He says, -bad. -Not increase rigor. First of all; [ua;aiémgisiéj—: The
d ban bad--food as Il—as a

standard justifies: A ban--a bad food center--w
f good one: -- Twn- subpoint, no specific def

economic standards -is above--takes it out. Reestiblishes the [unlntelhglble] of

the curriculum by-banning one component Three subpoint;, empirically OK:

Last you'll hear about wrecks whole case, and that's OK. He says, evolution’s

on tlce take out. -That's OK. -We're arguing curricular standard. = - -

: Now; the d[sads . = On--or this disad, first of all-- now initi ally these
ggrgs héveﬁpoﬁlmks—' o not uniquely increase evoluticn. . He says; also on
brink. - First of all, this is ‘81 evidence: Evnde e is old, and--on brink-

point, no spe itelligible], and
to the afflrmatlve Reason why ban will take out In other words, -we

are. Bannmg, so -we're not -equal new reform. Four--not. _Take out. Four
ed all over the status

Two subpotnt no specific reform. No reform-evidence. [Ur

subpoint, not- umque Ban all aver:. Creatlomsm is b

t the disad occurring now?

quo is taught. | ost places.. Why -isn
And; you- know,; the affirmative's going [umntelligl Ie] Four, question of
how miuch we increase - this.- Five,- case - outwelghs, contradictions--case

outweighs impact..- We stop these wars _ that they re. talking about in terms of

save humanity. Nimber--next,- and -that--is,- no link.. Link is not to ba

basics. In other words, the specific link on the (B) subpoint is ot talkmg
about back to basics, wherfeﬁaﬁs the below-card on-creationism is. Number next;
not--creatior
basics. This card is terrible.
he applies to the (B) subpoint, creationism, is awful:

Now; next, he said, dehumanizing. First of all,- not emphaslzes le we

ism does not--the creationism link does rot say you hurt back to
ible. The link he argties in the Iast subpoint--or that

do- hot uniquely emphaslze evolutlon [Umntel!igable] in-minimal fashion: Two
u Taught all-over- right now, -and
,'ble] back to the affirmative: Three

subpoint; not unique.
that,--you - know, - there is  no [uninte

subpoint,; both not kill: He reads. no- evidence on -the (A)-subpoint indicating
teaching the two -kills it. - Fourth subpoint--and-that is; taornaround: Increase
humanlzatlon 1AC  evi indicates, you- increase, you better- increase
wumanist --with the affirmative. - Five:  subpoint, no- new humanity empvrical
utuyma in ‘83: - "The creatiohist appeal to eniotion takes many forms, but none
1s7rr1gtje;un1ust!f[ed than their repeated attempts to blame evolutvonary science
for racism, Nazism; and the ethics of self-interest” (181). . = - -

- 1 - a - _Creationism - in - the classroom ‘increases
chscus ion of evolutlon (A) Evoluuon poorly understood. t{umanist, November
'75. [Edwords,--Nov./Dec. '85]: - - "[PJublic- school- science teachers are otten
woefully  untatored in the Iatest developments” (34). (B) Promotes understand-
ing. Stewart in-'83: "Any increase in- teachers’ and students’ understanding
of evolutlonary theory, then, could easily result in a more coherent view of al!
biology"-(39)-- -He- [Stewart] delineates 'he mechamsms “One possnbnlnty

would : be for: : teachers . to become far _creationist wrntmgs
[T]eachers would be required to increase their knowledge of evolution” (39)

Last: disad; - evolutionary fatahty First of all, not empirical. l.e., you

know, not emptrlcal--not empirical in the future—-has not been e“nplrlca. in_the

past.. We don't have any fatalism right now. Evidence does -isn't, does

not;;ls ‘empirical.- Reason- why not uniquely occurring now, evolution is. taught
in the status quo: Three subpoint; not stop all evolutionary belief. Wwill still
23 ¢
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a;;ea; now._ [Uﬁiﬁtéii@iEié] to the case. - First of all, evidence on case turns
thls,mlndlcatlng that we would- stop fatallsm ---Fundamentalism -equals worse

fatalism and war: :-Five subpoint; popular. evolutlon--thls is talking about popu-
lar evolution, not- the evolution that weé will teach in the schools or is tatght in

the -shcools: - He is not- talking: about the ‘way it's_presented to the_world.
Sixth- subpoint, we do not institutionalize evoliition. That is above Seventh

subpaint, turn. Equal time *urns this.
Last disad, conflict. = Now, the above response wtlrl all take thus out. It's

non- unlque Evolutlon is-already taught. : First of all; it's not unique. - Evolu-

tion is aiready taught in the status quo. Here's the point. Turnaround.  Case

stops wars. - We decrease the: amount of aggression. - Fundamentalism equals
more aggresslon than on case. (B)subpoint is taken out above in terms of the

turns; etc. - All the zbove stuff takes it out, hecause the link is adapted the
same, that L.r.LWteathgg of ovolutlonary theory All th|s disads are the same.
They're all pretty poor. :

- _-OK. Counterplan. T[bbiééllty] we'll graht 'em. It does not apply to the

affirmative. On mutual-exclusivity. -Number one, do not get case advantage

In other words, you st||| have 5",9Wb?!!,,f?6?“,,1he small area. If you examine
any part of the plan, if you stili [unlntelllgtble] -The (C) subpoint evidence
takes that out. Two subpoint is unconstitutional . No matter what thay

exempt it -is -still -unconstitutional- in those specific schools; -and therefore, it
would be bad. Three nothing to study:. How can you ‘stady Constitational
issues. -Right? - This is not a studyable issue. Four, do ail -that exempt later.
You could do-all--you. know, do it all .now, and then: exempt later,- and study
then. - Five [unintelligible] first for the year, -and then- do -the -plan; and--it
certainly would “justify that: Yoo : get the study, and then you can do :the
plan. Six, do-all ever, except--we do all -accept the class. The specific -class

is this orie percent: - We coald ‘exempt them ogt: - Seventh subpoint; no mech-
anisms-for study. - How would- you study Constltuuonal vnolatmrvs Must
prov1de mechanism in order to do this: - :
,,,,, -(B)--subpoint, -funintelligible]. - --Fiist of ail, research !§ a,deléx,,t,agt'c
Professors Rein and White in '77:.: Research is commissioned ir the service: of
political- -positioning-- A symbolic gesture can substitute tor definite, but
risky; political action: . Systematiz research buys time for political leaders;
while maintaining-the commitment to action.'*- -
Two, - shouldn't wait too long. New Republlc '75: . "If ‘we just sat down

and - waited. until all the research was in, |td be too late to do anythmg

(Muskie 19) 3¢
- Three, de!ay equais po!lcy paraiysns Hanft in 81: There w1II aIways be

uncertamty, even with adequate:-data. There will never be enough data or data
that precisely answer a specific question. If we were to wait untll every

uncertainty was eliminated, we would make few publlc policy decisions.

lsSource |nd|cated

1¢Remark in connection with discussion of the 1972 Clean Water Act which
was authored by Sen. Muskie.

17Soiirce indicated.
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. Four, democracy acts with imperfect data. Hanft in '81: There will never
be _enough _relevant data on a specific issue to satisfy- a- competent -policy
analyst. -Nevertheless, there will often be a need to act--to make political,

social; - and economic decisions:}?

_.__Five, the best research: evaluates past policy.. You_ should do plan first.
Wilson ‘81: [FJor scholars to know anything at all about what works, it i:

often- necessary- for- the -government- to- try a -new policy onder circomstances

that permit independent observers to find out what happens. - ;!'*. - -
__ Six, research leads-te frustration, not policy. Profes<ors -Rein and Whits
'77: - Along with the growth of research there has grown-a chronic sense of
frustration, -among- both- those- who carry out the research and those who

commission it. The feeling is that research does not really serve to guide poli-

€y, or is misused, or lies on a shelf unused.?2°®

Therefore, it's bad: - - - oo L
He says, (C),- redundancy. -- First of all, [unintelligible]. Anything is

redundant. - You can_just claim it for an advantage. Best solvency if- you do

both, therefore, you know, they -do not get our advantage.: _First of all; dor't
get the advantage. It's not redundant, because you could have a snowball off
these small schools. S e : : .

He says, -the advantage--observation three; disposition.  He says,. falls.

No: Assumes it is conditional. Most affirmative counterplans are conditional.
------He says statys quo is an option.. No. _The negative in the-debate has

taken: the policy option of getting -all-the affirmative, -except in the smal! places,
and-then, you know, must apply to them until they do otherwise. He says the

advantage was taken up by all the dbove turns. -

- -Now, these disads, the--the main; you know, policy of the round all link
off evolution, increasing evolution, you know, | mean, | know | repeated myself

on some of the answers, but the point is; these links are korrible. No where
do they prove we increase the teaching of e oliticn. You know, we just don't
do it.

Cross-Examination

David Brownell Guastionlng Mazarr
Brownell: - Save the public schools, right? Mazarr: - Right. - Brownell:

What's the argument; not unique, it's banned, creationism is banned all over,
so _we hardly —have - creationism- anywhere, right? Mazarr: The Humanist
evidence: is; like, the fifth card on the observation one or contention- one,
observation one,-says-that-its proliferating. Browneli: Well: that's right. baot

right now it's cnly mandated in ‘two states-- Mazirr: I--1 know-- Brow-
nell: -- some localities, -and everywhere else doesn't do it. . Mazarr: - The_ Ellis
evidence says it'll be in twenty-one states soon though. Brownell: -No, -that--
well, that evidence says that policy proposals are before twenty-one states:

1Source indicated:
1*Sourre indicated.

2%Sour-:e indicated:
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Mazarr: - Right.-- Brownell: - The point is; it doesn't matter if will be- there
soon, right?: This disad: should be. occurririg if it's not beirig taught now:
Mazarr: Right, -but--but I mean-at least--at-least the evidence on inherency
indicates the trends toward creationism, right? | mean, you make it souna--

Mazaf'r ~In the-- Iong term, yes - Brownell You make ut sound hkc the

we're .eavmg |t in afew - schools 7We qeed to get r!d of -it. |ts c]early ‘not
that: Mazaar: Well, it's a Inng term trend towards it. but, you: know, how
tﬁiji;ﬁééybii know, - you have to--the- disad will- certainly occur in-the interim.
You know--you have to prove when--you krnow, at what point, ‘hHow many
schools have to teai:h creatlomsm to stop the disad. That's pretty--that's pret-
ty thin: = : = - o
--—--Brownell:- A” f'th :TQP'G?!!!‘-Y:-::::ME‘I?!TE::; -Yeh. -- ijé‘?’ﬁé"? Your third
argument; testlng s bad: What--you couid--testing--what testing's-- Al right,
we shouldn't-have testing as-a standard. Mazarr:--Yeh. -You-shouldn't use-it

as a standard to evaluate kids: _ lt s bad: Brownell:- When do we look--when
do--we -look -at the,- ah--oh,  OK.- -But, -1 mean, if--but that's irrelevant if
academic : standards stlll demandlng a test right? - Mazarr No; “it's “not;

measurement,
-Brownel!: 707K7 Your fourth argument is angth’iii’g ean be tested Whgt,

ybu can. what* you can test art, so anythmg s topncal? ‘Mazarr: - No;: weII yeh,

you: could have_an achievement standard for anythmg . You -know; Yyou:- can
achieve on-- Brownell: You mean you could give kids a test for an art class,

rlght, and that wou!d be a higher academic standard by- my de/inition. ~Mazarr:
All t'm sayirg: is your definition allows you to give a test-- BrdW'rieIIV - -1

know-- Mazarr: - --to- test any subject---- Brownell: --is that the example?
Mazzit. s$o.it's not limited. Brownell: nght exactly OK. So thats the

reason. That's---- Mazaar: Right. - -

Brownell: OK. . Coiitrol group. Condntlonauty, -'lght? Mazarr: nght
Browneli:: The first argument is assumes it's conditiona!, what? -So if |- say
the counterplan is conditional, ther | don't have to defend it?  Mazarr: Then
you don't have to defend it? Browneli: Right, | mean, | can kick it out?
Mazarr: No, no: You. have to--you have. to justify-- Brow-
nell: --conditionality. - Mazarr:--beca..se, as of now, it's your pollcy | -mean
justify kicking it out if the status quo's going to--if you're going to collapse
down to the status quo. Erownell All right, so if 1-justify klchng it out--1

mean, what? There aren't any.arguments why conditionality is bad here, are

there? - Mazarr: No, no, no, if you just--it you just--yeh, right. Brownell:
That's fine. = Right. B o S
Brownell: Case side. Mazarr: OK. Brownell: You say that the courts

disagree; rsght? Mazarr: Yeh, with your evidence:

Second Negative Constructive

Ouita Papka, Kentucky
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.- | would -like to note that this is the fourth year-in a row that a woman has

participated in -the final round of the National Debate Tournament:: Although
this is surely a-sign of how far the debate activity has come in the last few
years, it i$ particularly- due to-the firm support of Roger Solt and his belief in
the need to provide equal opportunity for woren _in_the activity. - -Now, locking
toward the future, -we hope this initial progress- will be  furthared by active
efforts on the part of the entire community to further involve women as both

debaters and coaches.- Special regard -should be given to the other women in
the elimination rounds: ' Missy Deem; Christine Mahoney, Catherine -Palczewski,

and Maria Salterio. - let's-do it.. ! am woman.. Hear me roar. - {Applause]:
- The first argument--on . the inherency, ke says, local--his -proliferation

card says, the local- interests are proliferating. This proves an immediate
trend to--to creationism which- will. give us uniqueness -on the. disads -here.
This--they're trying to overelaim--declaim thoir evidence now. - They've estab-
lished a definite trend toward creationism. Gives us a link to the disad.. - -
: Now on New Right backlash,--he says, that it's not empirical; it's a back-
lash... . First of:all, the New Right is behind creatisnism. ~_As Brodinsky says
in 1983: "The third approach is injecting-into the public classroom the quintes-

sence of the Bible--with creationism as the beginning: It is relatively éasy- for
scientists - anc" science edicators to--refute- the absurditias of creationism as
preached by the dogmatic fundamentalists:” (8-9) S
:-.- Second argument is public schools are -advocating.  Hill and Owen -say. :in

1882:-- "The: public schools,- after ali; have been cne of the two central insti-

tutions in American society held to be virtually sscred.  The NPRP correctly
perceives -their importance, even if it cannot give the reascn for it. By being
instruments for cementing a national identity and generating a social consensus,

public-schools -have played an indispensable role in the life of a society that has
no formal symbols of anification such as thé monarchies and established church-
es of European nations.” (21-2) R - - ,

Next argument is now is the crucial time. Viguerie says in 1985:

We're seeing a titanic and historic battle shaping up between the Left
and Right- -You can just see the small squads; platoons; and. compa-
nies coming toward -each other's positions for an -historic Gettysburg-

type battie.  In the next four to six vears one side will be dominant

and probably will prevail into the 21st century. (11)
: Kincheloe in 1985:

... The next -argument .s we're on the brink of backlash. Kin
"[Alfter watching liberals attempt for years to use the schools as vehicles to
r ~orote feminism; pacifism; and. collectivism; the New Right, armed with its neow
clout, seems to be saying: -'now-it's our turn'” (10). :

They'll take control once they backlash. Kin heloe says in '85:

Jjerry Falwell stated early in the campaign that his earnest desire was
‘that in this election.-. .the President will not-only- win, but we wil

win also in the House and the Senate so that in the next four years
he can do the things that the American people want him ‘to do:'
Falwell's. and _other evangelicals’ mailings to voters emphasize this
aspact of the New Right campaign. (11)
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He. géys, theres no empmcally backlash elsewhere But the:r case side

says; they're making: high_inroads: .. Now; - if this is _so |mporfant te the New
Right,  what do -you- th!nk they're -going to do, —Iay down-and -let ‘em ban crea-

tionism: . Hell, no; they're going to go, and: they re going to backlash:
-—- - The- next-argument-is, the next disad is, save -the public- schools.-

,,,,, He
says, first, there's no fink: First of all,- yes. . Teaching the corriculum kills
the- basics.- - That's-the-second card on the (B) subpoint.-- Our- argument s

that creationism is ggpd becanse it equals bad -education which increases exodus

from the public -hools. The next--the card comes from Journal of Contempo-
rary tow 1983:

[T]he dual model approach w1IJ have to be appiled in many

courses other than-science- courses, -because, at some time or -other,

courses like English- and -social - studies aiso- involve examination of
ideas that may conflict with tenets of some religions. The problem is

that |f conslstently and completely applled the duai model approach

o The next argument is trades off wtth areas. Fredeﬂck Edwords says in
1981:
In our-day and age, classroom time in -the sciences is at .a premium;
partncularly in the secondary schools where the entire field must. be

covered in one junior or senior -high school year. - With so much to

teach, -there is simply no room- for side-issues, controversies scien-
tists don't take seriously, wild new proposals, and the like. = The
?tm):lent ha. his or her hands full iugt mastering the basic material.
19
- He ss'ys -on the (A) subposnt that |ts '81 evidence. -~ This is not true.
It's '85 and '86 evidence. They're on the brink: Also that teaching crea-
tionism as the trend would-indicate is going to kill that--kill -education which
would: be good: He says, there's no specific reform: First of all, it is talk-
ing about--that my evidence: is on point to creationism above. -1t would
decrease the quality of education: Secondly, other reforms are not “uhiqoe:
Oi‘.héf -reforms--this- unique disad. Lieberman - says in February 17th -'86:
"Edacational reform has been znd remains a controversial issue: But despite
several years of conscicusness ralsmg, slgnlflcant reform has not occurred and
will not occar in the near foture” (135):
Perception of refcrm won't persist. Lieberman says in 1986:

{S]Jome states, for example, have begun  requiring -more credits -in
science, math, and English for high school graduation: What -often
happens, however, is that schools- simply apply -these -labels -to
distinctly nonrigorous courses: The fiction that this is .improvement
cannot be sustained forever. We are at the threshold of widespread
disenchantment with the reform movement: (135)

- 28 -
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The next argument is disenchantment: S
The next argument-is that status quo efforts will not thwart private flight.

The plan is the unique cause of the disadvantage. Gartner says in 1984:
Simply, the schools will_change little in the latter 1980's. in spite of

increased palaver on -their behalf.- Citizens will continue to worry

about the quality of learning of the younger generation, and a grow-
ing number of attentive parents wili continue to seek superior alter-

natives to the traditional schools for their children--to "magnet"
schools, private- schools, public schools in wealthy; homogeneous
suburbs.: - The bulk of the funds for the schools' -support will

continue to flow from the state and local coffers, aliocated in familiar

ways. The basic rituals of schoolkeeping will be safe, untouched yet
by powerful tides. (115)

OK. -That's eriough there. ,

He says,  the ban would -take this out:. This is the .second link, and

taking out creationism just increases the quality of the curriculum; right?
Because you take it out; they have more time to teach other things. It-doesn't

destroy. the basics; etc. My argument--my card says it makes shambles of the
curriculum which | think is a- very good link: ! e
The rext argamert is; he says, it's--not-unique. We've already banne

this all over.  First of all, the trend is to entrenching creationism. Secondly,
you know, they would still -destroy the curriculum. -Be good.

7777777 Now, they're enhancing evidence is incredibly good here. It's very, very

good; ‘and ‘it says proliferating. It's getting into millions of local areas; and |

think this is good-enotgh link for the disad.-

- He says, five, threshold.  The time is now.  I'm reading '85 and '86
evidence. Additionally, down below--this is not--this is not a definitive argu-
ment.  What's the threshold here? And later this threshold becomes a thresh-

old on centralization. i'm going to read new cards, so jost prepare yourself
for it.- Lol S - - Sl LIIoiiIio : T

_The sixth argument is, he says; the case would outweigh: ‘First of all, we
impact his case in war:: This certainly gets their war -on the other side.
The second argument is, the public schools promote a public orthodoxy.
Arons says in 1983:

[Tlhe -pressure of majority-approved socizlization - has -so seriously
restricted the ability of some families to preserve or deveiop unorthc-
dox values and: unpopular beliefs; that -it-is fair to refer to the
prevailing school practices of any era as a form of publicly sponsored
orthodoxy. = This is true as far back as Horace Mann's efforts to

make Christianity the basis of public-school reform and as recently as

the debates over Darwinism and creationism in high-school science
tests. (x-xi)
The - next argument is, state control of education limits democracy:. Katz

says in 1982: "[I]n dominating the schooling enterprise, the state imposes its
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own goals upon teachers and sto dents-—Jt eilmmates the process of democratlc
problem solving and decision making.-.." {215): --- - -

The next argument .is it threatens-—its a form of—-publlc schools that are
foremost threat to liberty creating an on balance comparison between evidence.
Ours is superlor Joel Spring says in 1981-82:

William Godwnn, consndered natlortal systems of education one: of the
foremost dangers -to freedom and liberty.--- -Godwin-argued that the

two main objacts of haoman power were governpment and education. Of

these two, education was the most powerful because "government must

slways depend opon: the opinion of -the governed: -Let the most

oppressed- people under -heaven- once change their way of thinking and

they are free:' tf individuals can control the opinion of the people
through educatlon then they can control government (81)

Next a—gument ls--ahf——Thats enough Oh the last argument is publlc

schools inherently suppresses dissenting - views.  Arons says in 1983: "[S]o
long as the law - requires -that contests for control of - school socialization be

decided:on political majorities; there will always:be dissenters whose. beliefs: and
world views have been banned fromi the schools in violation of the Constitution”

(2): . Please put a star by_that card. it'll become clear ‘later. -
-—- Seventh--argument, he s3ys, no link back to- basics. That's exblained
above: He says; {A)_creationism not say you hurt back to basics. These are
all assertions.- - - There's no cards here. They should have read their cards in
2AC:.  New cards would be new,

OK.-- -Dehuminization. Ha says, flrst theres no emphasis E[rst

they re teach|ng, you know; they're--they eliminate all the alternatives. -There
is in -emphasis- on evolution, because creationism is now not allowed in schools

whatsoever; -so what are they going to teach? Evohutlon Now, thats the
only alternative theory that can be taught. :

The second argument is- mandated creationism would end the teachlng of

evolution. Edwords says in 1980: .
- This bill would not proh'blt ‘the teachlng of evolutlon, at}east

iiot in so many words. But any school that undertook to acknowledge

the. theory of evolutlon-—whether in- class - or mer%ly on -its library

sheres—-would have to give bala'iced treatment” to what is called
"the theory: of scientific creationism.” --

"Ard what is that? The bill defines lt wnthj Iot f:gcbberlsh and
mumbo-jumbo, all of which- boils down te-this: - The blbhcal account of

creation car be proven literally; with: scientific "evidence.": ..
IN PRACTICE; -the bill would-simply end -the teaching of evolu-

tion--and perhaps all science--because few teachers: and school boards
would consent to teach the alternatwe theorles the bl“ esPouses (10)

least it would get people to doubt it: Skoog 'says in 1978: "Thus, to present
the Genesis account of creation on an -equal basis-with- the concept of evolution

The second argument is, - equal presentat1on wouId dlstort evolution. ) At

within a science textbook is to distort and attenuate biology's greatest unifying
theme." (26)
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. The next argument is creationism causes a decreascd emphasis on evolu-
tion. Edwords says in 1985:

Ironically, it is the creationist movement that is standing in the way
of the inclusion of this information. - Until recently, pressures from
states such as Texas caused textbook publishers to give fess space to

evolution. Continuing creationist -pressires at the local level against
science teachers has had an intimidating effect: (35)
And this card gives a trend, right? Textbooks are now starting to incorporate
creationism. That proves the disad's unique, and-also gives the flip. --
The next argument is creationism--that's enough: That's_enough there.
OK:. So:he says iit's not unigue. It's taught -now.- - They limited ali the

options to evolution. Also, there's a trend, and also teaching them both wouid
destroy. - He says there's no--second argument - is -the- public -schools narrow

belief. That's the evidence | read below.. So you should try to--if you want
to stop mind control, you have to present as many dissenting -beliefs as possi-
ble, otherwise public schools narrow them down. This kills critical thinking,

etc. - - S - i S - N . . [ - - S -
The third argument -is that the public questions evolution now: Campbell

says iin 1985: = "As part of organic evolution, the phenomenon of hiiman evolu-

tion (though it has often been questioned by lay-people) also amounts to a fact,
--So -we're

but: as yet its detailed path is not known with certainty" (xx). . 1
doubting it, because of this boom ih creationism. They stop that boom:
That's bad. - L T T

He ‘says, turh. Increase humanism. He refers to the case. This is not

true. We got on point turns to this disad saying that it's not true. . He says,
no, and it's hot equal himanity empirically. First of all, this is not on point to
evolution. Secondly, it's talking about social Parwinismi which we did abandon,

but they entrench evolutionary thought which is what my evidence is talking
about. - - Lo S o : - o - -
Secondly, evolution leads to -viewing- man in biological terms. Eldredge

ééY; in _1982: - The twin themes biological and cultural revolution mankind Hhas
been developed [unintelligible]. ... - - - - : :

Secondly, the second argument is that it_excludes all of the modes of--it's

no--dehuman zation is a constant threat. Vah Over says in 1972:
"While the tiger cannot cease being a. tiger, cannot be detigered,”
Ortega y Gasset says; "man lives _in the_ perpetual risk of being
deliumanized." This holds not only- for the generic man, but for his

individuality. - "Each one of us-is always in peril of not being the
anique and untransferable se/f which he is. (25) '
The next argument is natural science debases man. - Szasz says in 1970: -

This is a striking commentary on_the differences between natural
science and moral science, between the study of things and the study

21Source indicated.
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of mien. Though | would hesitate before: calling science transcenden-
tal;" it is true that natural science seeks to master -the universe -by
means. Qf accurate description and appropriate scientific strategy.:
The --science of man cannot have the same goal- and--remain- a- morally
dngnufled enterprise. Instead of aiming to control the object of - its
investigations, it must seek to set it free. To achieve this requnres
methods unlike those of the phys:cal sciences." (215)

.- He reads his turn at the bottom, but thats answered on the top. Also,

this is impacted in nuclear war and extinction: i

Fatalism. He says not emplrlcally in the past.- Thats answered He

says, not true, not fiat, etc. This is takern out above: These are just the

same arguments as above. He says,- not occur.-- Well- remember, fatalism-will

occur. - That evidence is granted additionally: Blologlcal affinities will produce

public pessimism. - Sawaritzs in 1973: The effeet-of publlc -opinien- on the

theories expounded by these has been anfortunate: It has deepened the

pessimism concernnng the human coendition: which has aIready reached -depressing

levels .and gives little hope for human : betterment This is reflected in the
many reviews-and comments on their books:?* - - -
- Anthony Stone in the Sunday Times argues that we must belleve that these

arguments are -accepted in the saine line as other anlmals then we are needed
inescapabl, hostile and competltwe :
-The next argument is that-he says, they won't - stop this. Yes they do.

Evolution def’ mtely produces this pessimism: Also this argument is not made;
right? What is this-argument?- --Our position- is -that creationism stops evolu-

tion; and evolution is bad: He says; the evidence on ‘the case; and he talks
about the New Right-fatalism.- That's flipped -above, addltlonally It's not as

bad as this, because even the New Right loses ‘hope which is worse. _ And the
impact is read instance. - - This subsumes-the New Right. He says, it's popu-

lar. ewdence . That's not a. spec;flc indict. - ‘He says, no;, and then he says,

time. - | don't know, this-doesn't mean anythlng Qiir argument is that the

links. are proven: on. disad -above: : o S
On -conflict -he says, -it's not unique. But remember that's answered above.

He says; case stops wars. - Thatis not true. - Additionally; this subsumes
this, because this even -includes the New Bl&ht right? It ercourages them to
be even more conflict prove, because it emphasizes their debaseness. He

says, above links-some.- That's taken oiit there.

-OK:_ And we'll: just read a few more cards, and this is-from the--um--per-
ception of animal affinities encourages bestial behavuor Talchez in 1973:

We arerencouraglng [unlnte‘llglble] to thlnk of ourselves [unlntelllgl-

ble] excuse so far as .anything :responsible is concerned on :the
grounds which we are acting according to our nature which .is bestiai:

[unintelligible] respbnd by reducing man to a plaything -of whatever
violent elements we've seen. The evolutionary process with this kind
of backing individual men und women can deceive themselves into

2255 irce |nd|cated
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thinking that they have a right to give away any kind of violent
passion they .may_feel, and ever feel theriselves to be justified and
virtuous in doing.2*

“ He reads two or three cards on these four disads. | mean; | think we're

reading a lot of evidence saying evolation is bad.
Cross-Examination

Rabin questioning Papka

---- - -Rabin+ Now on disad two; .dehuminization. . All right, - what's the--the
impact of this is loss of humanity and what? Papka: It says that when we
become dehumanized we lose hope and we-- I think we end up dying. Let
me--if. you'll give me a chance, I'll find the-- - Rabin: We end. up dying in

what sense? | mean, we-- Papka: When we dehumanize we no longer see our

unique haman features, and that means, | think the card says; nuclear annihi-
lation.

Rabin:  All right.  Now, given: that; 'you know, evo-- . creationism is only

taught in a few places now.  Evolution has -been ascending---  Papka: Come

on!  You're not getting away with this creationism is-- - Rabin: Will you let
me finish the question for a sec? | mean honestly. Papka: Well.- | mean; |

don't--  Rabin:-- You--| mean this is your-position: OK. We'll talk ‘about the

inherercy ‘evidence says, but it clearly indicates that at least creationism is
only taught in a couple of states now. Papka: - It doesn’'t clearly indicate

that; especially when Stuart read it. _He's going, oh, they're proliferating. - |

mean, there's--there's a lot of good evidence on that inherency advantage. |It's

very inherent. = - : L o : )
Rabin: OK.-- Now, this--where is the '85--'86--um--on the brink evidence

for the first disad: Save education? Papka: _At's, -it's=-well, you had it

initially. 1t's the top two cards on that page, (A) and (B). Rabin: The top
two cards. OK. All right: That's all.
First Negative Rebuttal
David Brownell, Kentucky
Control “group dispasition (A) subpoint, ron-topical and non-compstitive,

falls out of the debate when he says, assumes conditionality; -bat if it's riot

competitive then it falls out; and it's not competitive in this debate. He says
on the (B) subpoint, status quo.  He says, negative has. policy option coun-

terplan, but argues: status quo for the option. Also, he has no arguments on
conditionality. It's better. It would bé new in 1AR. ,

.- Topicality standards. On (A) subpoint he has three answers. - We'll meet
most precise and different, and [unintelligible] will be on the violations. (€)
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subpomt, broad bad he says,,dont rush now: Its an - educational- -require-

ment. - That's- (A) and (B). He says, two, theres no ratlonale for this. Also
(A), (B), and (C) take this out. : :

He says; they're most precise. ;;Fha} ;;@,t;ggge 7Acadeiﬁi’c standards He

says, standard equals curriculum:. First argument it doesn't solve the resol-

ution of bi-directionality. This means-that in any case you can implement crea-

tionism oF ban creationism and still be topical, -because you need to have better

limits. Second argument is anything would be topical if you just put something

or take something out of the curriculum. The third subpoint is the affirmative

has- the first definition. The dutronary -of edueatlon says there should be
achnevement first. I¢'s: more prat:lse, it hmuts the case.

rrieariiiliitﬁéré s--real world is- !ffﬁJeVED}7 W}'hﬁlgq”agggg{eqtﬂ’ tﬁesﬁt’ing bad. This
is not the reason for the resolution--that we should: not make it testmg, and
the second argument is -this -is subject to debate. | would say testing’'s good:

That's. as much ~as_ the credibility ‘that -he's given to the argument.- --Fourth
argument, anything can-be tested. That's not true, but anythina th.t would

be tested would -be not toplcal You must change tests like multiple hoice MCT

or SAT. -You have-to-increase the achievement levels from students: by chang-

ing those tests: You have to set the standards on the test. - | think it's elear
here- he- falls-into-the- trap.- Fifth subpoint is artificiai: Theres no one else:

It's here... It's most precise. Sixth argumeni, on effects, of course you can

test the rigor. -The rigor of d test can be determined on the face .value without

looking at solvency; 1 thlnk its clear they're not topical. If they re not

academic standards it doesn't matter how rigorous they are:

{B) subpoint on case; snowball,. Ok. First two argumenis vnolate the

éstabhshment <clause, etc. The first argﬁment is this will be on church and

state; the second -argument is that it's not - unconstitutional- to -extend our

evidence. - The third argument is assumes religlon ‘is<-assumes rellglon is-not

true. We argue that it's consistent; that it's -not religion,-etc. It's scientific.

He says, three, drops. We'll receive it. - - This only: theoretical: There's no

violation. Our evidence -takes out 1AC. - Four and-five, -he says, one under-

view takes out, but creationism betomes as true as evolution which: will feed my

argument bélow that you should teach both.  Sixth argument, neither--neither-

-he says evolution is falsifiable, but you can't_test it; if- you accept-my

evidence. = The seventh argument, he says,--it's Ok, -but evolution does this,
but you can't determine whether it's testible. I'll read more cards than he
could-think of below.

__- Observation two, on bad On my flrst argument he: says, this is bad,
because the courts--the courts -rule that -it's bad, but they would have
prevented ‘the snowball: He says, on:my . second :argument;: he says, is done
through the -courts; but this- is-empirically denied. The”_thlrd argument he

says, -no evidence, but this_is obvious that it wouldn't have increased--there
would--church and state is -fine-right-now. - - Fourth argument, teaching both is
constitutional, he says, courts disagree: That it should not have been spread-

ing. Also this is a judge, and he says--my fifth and sixth argument he
groups. He says 1AC, etc.
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- - The first argument is science: Supposedly their first argument is scientif-
ic fossil records support creation. Sutherland in '82: "[Flossil record reveals

that when man appears he is a complete man, horses complete horses and dogs
complete dogs” (13]. - - - - . } T h

The next:argument is creationists are closer to the- t&'i{tﬁ;;; Clark in '82:

"So far as:..the major groups- of animals, the creationists appear to have the
best of the argument” [52]. - The niuxt argument is creationism .is the equal of

evolution.  Keith in '82:- - "Mr. -Smith made this conclusion: 'Based -solely on

the scientific arguments pro and con; | have been forced to conclude that

scientific. creationism is not only a -viable theory, but that it has achieved pari-

ty with (if not superiority over) the normative theory of biological evolution'"
[110]; - . LT o Z . I z : . z
-~ Please -go--extend my seventh argument, _scientific loss towards-creation-

ism: The (B) subpoint, separation critical. I'm on tunnel vision and he says

evolution leads to critical thinking, but both would be better. - You would get
more critical thinking. You're just-teaching-one. You're indoctrinating: Mast
have my -indoctrination -evidence below: His second argunienf, fundamentalists.

Of course, what would be the best. Second -argument is, no perspectives:- No
perspectives are:universal. _This is Dizon_in '80: "Nor can one, especially in

these days of egalitarian sentiment and analytical skill, too readily suppose that
one is_happily- in possession-of universal-and objective categories of thought”
(3], The next argument is that [unintelligible} - perspectives will- respond to
changes. - [Unintelligible] education ‘philosophy unless we can get rid of the

conditions required: Conditions, cultire interest and questions _[unintelligible]
the answer to -holding the education policy is [onintelligible] that you go out
with abag full of right answers to the wrong error.. - -- - - S

Of course, -extend -the second argument. Tunnel vision is bad; and  that

my third argument_he says, on the underview, but-it- takes out- the establish-

ment clause argument.-- - My fourth- argument, he says, no creation has been
without but it's without religion. On the war stuff, of course, first of all, it's

[unintelligible], - Democracy -has no value,- The: second suobpoint is we'll

survive the catastrophy. [unintelligible].  No need to funintelligible] not oniy
glimpses that it may be[unintelligible]. There's no:.catastrophy that's not

unavoidable.  That proves thers-- . He never proves there's any enviropmental
harms. (C) subpoint, -dark-age, Ok- Second argument;,- New Right has no
power. This is talking about power base.. Also the evolutionist is -inculcating.
Extend the mind control evidence which gets me out of a lot of arguments

above. -_Underview on evalution. My first argument's there's no-evidence. He
says, 1AC, but my card says there's no reliable evidence. - Extend that: On
two he says; they post date, bat that's irrelevant: It's a theoretical debate at
this point. And my. third argument-is act of faith. He says, courts disagree,
but- the courts aren't correct.  He says; four, hypothesis. . -He says,-it's

true, but our evidence says it's a tentative one. - Fifth argument: Impossible
to verify. He says, yes, but our evidence says it's an impossibility.

- - .Sixth subpoint says, they teach-the wrong thing. He says; only {unintel-

ligible]--- But the card says many schools: Also secondly, he says, 1AC, but
this feeds the disad: o - L .

-~ - Seventh subpoint no fossils.  He says, no gap; but there are many -gaps,
Read oor evidence: Extend eight, it's a hoax. Extend nine, there's no



proof of it. - - Extend ten, it can't be proved, also eleven says, it's only an

inference, - but it says it's ambiguous, also extend:twelve and thirteen. This
proves that-tunne! vision would be better.. No ' his argument.-says [unintelli-
wyible]. position is not “true. it would be better to {unrntelllgtble] positions

Also evolutlon can not be tested,as not scientific. Keith in 82: "Dr. [Henry]

Morris_said;. "This; of course; is nothlng’ but wishful thinking. Evolution is

not even -a- scientific- hypothesis, since there is nho conceivable way in which it

can be tested™ {[67]. - Darwinism is -dogmatic ideology. -Koestler in-'71;:
EProfessor W.-H.] -"Thorpe sumed up the present situation when he wrote of

‘an  undercurrent - of -thcught m the: minds of perhaps hundreds of biolcgists

over the last twenty-five years' rejecting the neo-Darwinist orthodoxy" [128]:

_~Next argument, current evolutionary theory has become a dogma. Young

in '76: "The -crowning touch is that according to the genetic theory, oor

struggle with- adversity--our-wars; our trials and _tribulations; our -education,
our search for truth and for the good-~because it does not affect the germ
plasm; has no effect on-the genetic evolution” [174}.
___Next argument, adaptation remains a dogma: Eldredge in 82 "Stlll
evolution?ry biology has been profoundly hung up over the notlon of adapta-
tion” [25

-1 think we read more cards than him here. Ae's maklng aII hls arguments

on - the assumption that 1AC is correct. | think we have ample evidence that

disproves that.

First Affirmative Rebuttal
Stuart Rabin, Georgetown

E',!’,s,t,, we meet. That is below. - Second e)itend different within field.
Right?. - Thus, you must give us absolutely anyway.. On (C), please lump

it: Most limiting is not-necessarily the best definition: - Right?- That's: 2AC.

We are-precise.- That will be enough. -On -academic standards On orie, [unin-

telhglble] First; not solve resolution. by [uninteligibie]: - First; it is empir-
jcally OK. - That's iast-year.- -That's dropped down below second will be

below: On two;._ anythlng topical: Just as ||m|t|ng That is Mike in 2AC.
That is not answered. -~ - - -- —--....... .. e
: -On-his_third argument; flrst defnlnmon is irrelevant. What deflnltlon is

best? -- That's -a -question he doesn't answer. - On to real world, please Iump

His definition relates to the real world: - Right?---That takes it out. :
On four, please-Jump-..--- First, - his definition equals standard . of testlng

All- we'd. have to do is requme ach‘evement in some area. That's certainly
delimiting.- -~ We--require in cne 2rea. T bfagjwenough Second, false
distinctions in_evidence. He's making a false statement.: On tive, artlﬁctal
He says no analysis. - No, you have to draw the line at this definition. . Right?
So he draws an artificial distinction. On six; requires effect. He says; test
rigor on face value.--- It does because you have to show it increased require-
ment: That's certainly wrong. On down below, rigorous. Extend the--ex-

tend the arguments. Right? On bi- directionally, etc., that takes it out above.
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First disad.  Small overview. That is New Right presses for equal time.

This is Ostling in '85:  “Today's activists do not ask for a ban on the teaching
of evolution; “as they did in the Scopes trial, but for 'balance.’" That —means

equal school time for creationism, which follows a particularly literal readiig of
Genesis” (55). They don't want to ban evoiution. On first, on links--on, -on

first response, links. - Please lump. First not qualify exodus from the

schools. Right? = Not know how many people leave. Second, our brink is-old.
Not taught since brink. --Right? -That's the inherency evidence down below:

Three, no perception evidence.- Four, no linear increase from affirmative.

They never give any specific link to the linear increase.- On two._ response,

specific reform. Lump. One, nat specific evidence of creationism. - Creationism
is now taught--since her evidence was written.  Second; not proved. Percep-

tion. That's above. Third, presumes a big change. Right?. Ban is--a ban-is

not. unique. - Ban. would -not- unique'y rause it. - On fourth answer, - please

lump. First, beaten:on inherency belxw:. Second; trend is- long term. That is
inherency below. She's -not-reading -the evidence correctly. Three; brink_ is
‘81. _Right?- That's what_the brink card in INC says. Why not since then?
Her '85 cards are not relevant to the brink issue on linearity from the affirma-

tive. On six; case outweigh. She says, impact case. Please lump. First of

all ‘war on case is sure right. There's no answer to it in- IN. Second; stand-
ards for orthodoxy -is taken up on 1NC. TAC critical thinking evidence.
Third, " New Right takeover uniquely beats. - With the takeover they wou.d insti-
tutionalize orthodoxy. -Makes it not nnique. Fourth; longer term. Ours is
immediate. On seven above--his above--we say, above also. That's it on disad
one. N N - o ool T I .

- - . Second ad. On first answer not emphasized -on -her one. _First - not

eliminate alternate teacher--not eliminate alternate methods: . It is assumed we
do: Second, did not prove we equal- uniigue -emphasis-- That assumes we do.

Third,- other classes that can be taught in other classes: On her two through
four, please lump. First empirically not true. -Evolution -not banned in- the

present system. Second, equal equals turnaround: Equal presentation distorts
this.. Third argument, want equal time. That's the overview on the first
disad.---On big four. Turn. Lump it.  One is specific to evolution: . Not to

humanize: "No dehumanization impact today. - Second,- proves -not empirical.
Evolition -all -over now and no-disad.  Third, turnaround: - Fundamentalism

worse: That's 1AC. Fourth, not want humanist. This comes from Futuyma in

'83:-- "Racism- did not begin in 1859.- Gobineau's Essai_ sur I’ Inegalite' des
Races Humaines, a landmark in the history of ‘Aryanism,’ appeared in- 1853;
slavery preceded  it- by centuries; 'might makes right' is perhaps the most

ancient of social rules.” (181)  Six; turn. She says, the top. _One, flips
link. - There's- no-take out response above that takes this out: She's wrong:

She doesn't isolate it. You can't do it for her. Second, our evidence more
specific -to- in-class - inculcation. - Extent was Stewart in '83:- “The current

offensive by . craationists .could lead to an -increased knowledge of - selected

scienceé content-areas...." (39) -He adds--he continuas: - "Many issues that
creationists raise...are really aspects of debate within evolutionary theory. - In

preparing - responses, teachers would have to Secome familiar- with the litera-
ture...of evolution.:::" (39) Takes out disad. That's it, right.
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Thll‘d dlsad first general answer here is_all-the above responses on - the
aqgag‘ls -above -take -it out.- - - On the [unintelligible], she argues pessomlsm

First; not emplrlcal -The present system; right? - Not proves will do -

Status quo -is-in contral.- -Second, only Ilnear Third,-is case outweighs. She

says, New nght loses hope: One; no. - They don't believe evolution. That's

the equal time in 1AC.-Choose case é\?!dence Says only - meﬁcba'nlrsirnifo; power.

On seven, the equal time overview on top;, that flips. She--she doesn't under-
stand -the response.--- S -

Next disad please: She_ 5F§Eé§, subsumes; etc. Lump it all.  One above
got response. -Take-it out. -Second, not subsume. New Right. erigjlt‘? They
don‘t beliave the teaching of evolution. Third, case worst. Wars. Worst

wars are-clear on case.

Case is next: - lﬁﬁéEéﬁcy, Iump it.  First, not iﬁﬁeaiiie. 1AC EViaenbe

does - niot say. - -If there is any doubt, look at the cards -We're sure what our

cards say: Second disad;- this disad-should be now.- Right? 1AC says only

two states. It's. b’én’nfégaj[ over. - Third, no gpgwg@’ll We don't claim immedi-
ate- snowball.- (B) subpoint; violates--violates snowball. - Lump: thefirst church
and state 7sﬁu7!g First, all materials violate.. Second, drops the 1AC evidence
that says that. The next group -of five through seven, please lump. First

1AC evudence beats. Second, below beats is unscientific. That will be proven

below. - On the observation two (A) subpoint, religious constitutions; on- the
snowbell argument, first, takes out the disad. Right? This is troe, it takes
out the disads abovz. Second. is long term. We are not. On dowr below, -ali
the rest scuence, etc. . Please lump it. One, assumptions. Assumptions. not

testable. I can't prove if -God exists. Second, - 1AC - evidence - drobped.
Assumes existence of God. This does not Third, it's not a scientific thing;

and it's unconstitutional. - That's why you- reject it. On--(B) -church-state,
lump. One, unconstitutional: Second; -evolution equals. criticai thinking:
That's 1AC. That flips it..- Three, not-specific to fundamentalism.--- 1AC wars
takes out. The rsst of the stuff please lump it on this contention:  First,
critical thinking flips. Second is -above, saa de?iﬁii:i-éi:? éiténdi to the
i‘é§i§6h§e in. 2AC. They're not answered. -

-On the underview, lump -it all:---On New- R[ghﬁt - flrst,—feeds link - fllp

Right? - All her eviderice doss: Second drops abortion issue.: Third, is for
backlash mechanrism. - Net-incuication.- Turn-from 1AC. -- Thlrd card number

two, past ‘creationist decisions; past creatton!stwdemsuons would have cost.

Fourth, right, fourth, only-way to take power is in-1AC,-and that takes it out.

The equal time flip and the flip on the seventh response of the second disad
are mishandled. That will win us this debate.

Oulta Papka, I(entucky

- Not a card is- “read- on- this case since tbe flrst afflrmatlve We've got

twenty -five cards out_here flipping it. - He says, no immediate on. the inheren-
ey, but they're proliférating- evidence |s just great here. Read the cards. FHe

says; disads now: Now. that's; I'm winning that the public's doubt evolution
ow. I'm winning that they're teaching creatiohism in the school now. That's

48
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trading off with evolution. Those cards are granted on the disad. This is just

- Now: -on._observation two, | don't have any- answers. - He grants one
through -three--down-at the bottom in- INR. - If the fossil records do not support
that creationism is closer to the truth.  It's equal to evolution. Those three
cards are granted. All of this evidence is taken out. (B) subpoint,; violation.
He says, “all means violate.. This is not true. - He dis just extending his
evidence here. He says: it's unconstitutional. and critical thinking, and not--
I've lost you? - OK: Jost keep flowing. He says,- unconstitutional critical

thinking. -Ne--fundamantalism. | think these are his answers to tunnel vision.
It's not unconstitational, ‘'cause tunnel. vision with critical thinking is -also

flipped by the tunnel vision argumei:t, and this doesn't apply to fundamentalist.
This: is his third answer.  This is irrelevant. Our argument is that creationism
creates _a tunnsal vision when you:can only teach: evolution and _creates tunnel
vision down- below: :Off of four, this is four on (B) violation. --Evolution is the

basis of social thought. He says, creationism is as true as evolution, as David
said in our extension: He says, critical thinking flips. - This-is- not true.
Remember they're losing tunnel vision down below. He-says; extend this 1AC

evidence.. This is. beating us: - This is _not true. It's flipped -down below.
Now on the (B) one subpoint, where they're establishing separation of church

and state. Are you there? - He says, it takes out the-disadvantage.  -This -is
not true; ~None of these things take out the disadvantage. - Secondly;: he

says; it's long term. _It:is not long term.. Our argument plus- the case-is long
term. - There is no-- 1 don't know where he is here. -He says down below on
tunnel vision; - he says -it_assumes it's not testable; This is not- true.- - We're
winning down below that evolution-is not testable. On tunnel vision, he says
it's- unconsitutional. These are answered above.. David reads two cards-on

tunnel vision in INR. There's no perspective. It's universal, and that means
that, its not responsible for change: There's not an argument here. There's
not a card. This is a flip-on the case,-and it's-granted. Also, -down below he
grants-we can survive catastrophe.: This is not an answer in 1AR. - On New

Right: backlash, he says, the federal link is flipped.- This is not true. Addi-
tionally, we're winning schools are the key which: takes out-- He extends
abortion.: -We're winning schools are the key. -Now-is the time.- We're - on the
brink. - Al of which postdates his evidence. - He says, the backlash. He says
in the past they didn't do it.  Well, remember -this -is their [unintelligible].

The New-Right is making inroads, and that's what-the case inherency stuff is.
They take those inroads away from them. - They will backlash. ‘My evidence is

granted.. This is a link flip to this argument. He says, it's the only way to
get power. That is not true. Our evidence says they use backlash politics to
get power. - - - : T . oo 7

- On the underview, he doesn't have any arguments-here. - He just says, we

feed the link. This is not true. It is dogmatic when is taught. He says, past
not create. This is not true. These are all just unigueness- arguments which
were answered on the disad extended that it's dogmatic.. That it's untrue, and

that it's a dogma. Also, extsnd all the evidence David reads in. 1NR-- saying
that only - teaching_one equals indoct-ination. This flips the critical thinking

stuff. There's just no arguments here. Save public sctools. He says,--he
reads an overview on press for equal time. This does n>t take out the link.
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Set:éndly, both--teachmg both sde by slde kllls creatuomsm. First, that's the
best argument.- -Third- argument-is--this is--feeds the links we- already have.

On--he says, there's no quallflcatnon pry do you--the first argument is there

is a huge- quahflcatlonr— We're on-the-brink-now. This is not a . press. There

is no reason why this is true.- Secondly, to teach both- would kill us. - Addi-
tionally,---when- yo&-‘addltlonally--bannmg creationism enhances the curriculum.

My two link cards are granted: - I'm. arguing that if creationism is taught then
you equat curricular disaster- whlch -is- good -He says, and the brink-is immedi-

ate. . There is--he says, the brlnk |s old Its 85 86 and plus you'd

exodus. - -He says; no linear- risk.. Yes,-thére is. Hea's not readmg any argu-

ments here, there's not a card on this disad. He's just asserting stuff.- Down
below-he says, -it's -not spzcific.- Sure it is. He's not too specific. Ban not

gnique: . Others -are all answered. _It:is unique. This: is-the critical time peri-
od.---We're-teaching it -now. It's destroylng -the curriculum now.. That's my

evidence: below; -and he grants it:- Off of ban-all over, he says; you know,; he
says, b'ri'gikﬁeyigence is dull, but | it’ § great. - Off of war. Off of war. He says
the war is short. - It's a short term war. He- says-- Standard on-- He said,
our- orthodoxy is taken out in INC. No, this is a meet need to: the case:. As

Iong as you have public schools, -you-can:never_get the freedom -they are claim-
ing on the.case.. He says, New Right not unique. That is not true. We dwarf

this: -- It is longer term. - That is: not true. It's an immediate. -Also, this-says,
it is the most threat to liberty which takes lt out on the dissentlng view cards,

takes- out criticai thmkmg o e

evidence is great When_ you teach both of them, you don't--you- kllF the teach-
|ng -of evolutiph. The first card is awesome.. _The: second on: he -says not

unique empirically. We are--my argument is they re -being taught-side by side
now, and when you take one of them away you-- . then ~you ‘entrench evolution.
This. card is evidence. He -says, other-classes. --- This-is-a-new argument.

Plus, it's not--it doesn't-- =My argument is that you have to teach them side
by side. --Extend one thrcugh three there. -- That takes- out his number six

answer. Thats where I'm flipping this evidence;” and he doesn't say-anything.
Down below he says, ban-all.. - Equals present decisions.- - And all the thresh-

old. They do ban creationism. - They said, they don't ban. - They do ban
creationism. That's a critical -link. - Right? They ban- creationism. They stop

teaching them side by side. That's critical: - - Down ‘below he says, not deny.
Not- empirical,- and fundamentalism-works: - This -is all jlist repeats. of what 2AC

said. This is answered: It is empirical: It -happens. -It's linear. - All-the

step. He says not one humanist, but the same indicts apply. Down below he's

reading new cards. - This evidence is terrible. -Read my. evidence; it's great.

Plus I'm flipping this on -the first answer.- That's why I'm doing it. Fatalism,

He says, all above is answered there:: -He says;-not empirical: in the status
quo. He has to remember we're doubting evoliution now. That evidence -is

nght on the first disad and is granted: He says linear, but remember they're-
-winning- a -bigger linear -risk; becay;e -the stuff he grants on the case. He

says; subsumed by this: . He says; they're not subsumed by this. But _remem-
ber, the New Right would become more fatalistic. They'll be fatalistic, because

- 40 -
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they'll be more willing to risk nuclear war. If they get into power, that'll be

bad. He says; there is thz flip on the bottom, and it's not explained. He
says conflict. - He says, corflict. He says, it's [unintelligible] its above. He

says, not subsumed New Right. That's explained o the first disad. . :
Now that was just my last debate speech; and -vhis has been a dresm |'ve

had -for four years. ' And when | first came to Kentucky, Roger and | said |
wanted to be the first woman to win the NDT. 2% -

| remember watching Robin Jacobson up here, and | was sort of praying she
wouldn't win. But the women in the activity have given. me a Ict of support

and | meant it what | said in my second negative. But also Roger's been my

best friend for four years, and he's largely due to my success. Also, J.W.
believed in my abilities to succeed, and he kept us singing in_the -van, and |'ve

had three great partners, Michael Mankins who probably should have been. in

this round; too; and David [Witt] and Paul [Flowers] and Kup [Eric Kupfer-
berg] in absentia and -Daniel -John-helped me keep my anthrcpological: perspec-

tive, and all for this I'm grateful, and | really love debate. | think it's a
worthwhile activity.
Second 2?#?‘?’"@#% ﬁ'ebuitbi
Michaei ﬁazarr; aebrg'eidwri
in aii honééiy, i:he're;s F lot of stuff -going against us, EUi,,f? i win -a

couple -of -critical issues;, gonna’ flip the disads;, and get more signifirance.. In

terms of the top of the case, on inherency, -she says, not read enough cards.
We're going -to- win this. (C) subpoint, it's narrow: It should be enough.
Now, in terms of inherency. She says, proliferation. Only in-two states do
we get it now. - It is slower than she is saying this. Right? Evidence indi-

cates that they're to be put in front of those states, but not necessarily affect
them.  --Only --two states have it now which surely--quantify the impact.
Right? 1t's:certainly a fong-term: She's not quantified -this.- - She's teaching

now on trade-off. --Well, whatever they don't teach now is certain--certainly--
should. equal the disad, and whatever--you know--link--difference--there is

something - significance - that they don't get -from the -disads and we'll get on
case. She drops three subpoint, snowball is not immediate.  You kncw,

evidence says, -it-is long term, and our evidence says, that they're--you know-
-some of them. are, falling prey, but others are not. You know. Certainly
gives some link--harm on the link of the disads. - - - : ,

: Now, ‘in terms of the rest of the case, she did a lot of jumping- around
here,. you know. -She put things in-wrong areas and stuff like this, and I'm

just going to-go straight and extend this out. ..
Now in terms of the (B) subpoint, snowball evidence here. She argues,

you know, extenrls church-state not constitutional violation. |'m going to grant

out.  This is not a constitutional violation. But these are no flips. Right?
These are just--because it is not a constitutional violation does not me-n that

*%Sarah_ Benson of Ohio_State University, debating with Dale Williams in

1962; was the first woman to win the National Debate Tournamient.
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bannlng cntrenches church state. Evolutuon is not necessarlly a religion, and

so you: really don’t get any impact out of this. {1'm going to wir. (C) subpoint
as an_independent scenario for this all, and this takes it out.

, She says_not true, -etc., and you know unconstitutional test. Thét'i OK,
because he's the one that's mdependent Now on contention two, bén Terms

of takes out- disads and: long term, she says; not true, but he argues here,

what are--that we prevent the snowball, and this court argument takes all the

snowball, and that_will take out the link to the disad, because it denies the
shiowball. - All you have in the status quo is. that we have been téught now,

and she just says; not true. She doesn't give you analysis here. - Does not
have any response. On to long term, she says, again, not truoe: But certainly

is a long term trend. -Now, down below she--in terms of assumes-it is-not test-
able. 1AC. Good. She says, not so. Evidence applied. Well, that's: fine;

right. - It may not be-testable; it may not be good, but evident--you know,
certainly no impact to this: She says, flips case. The lmportant thing to
remember is- these church-state flips indicating - that -creationism- -is - bad-and

evolutnon is taught _you know. Thérés no. sngmflcance on the (B) ~sabpoint:

church 7s7tate snowball . -
Now; -church state separation I'ey (B) subpomt—— T{H.. is - the unportant

argument | will win here thit evolution is not a_dogmatic mind- set and then

creation--fundamentalism is -a mind set in- the  (C) - subpoint--that gives us

unique impact.. She says, in terms of unconstitational, she says, not. . That's

fine. That- equals unique-impact. - On -evolution, -critical- thinking, she says,

lndependently, purpose, etc.. No: Our evidence is clearly -more specific in
terms of the (C)- subpoint—— - Indicates evolution is- not-a dogmatic mind set and

fundament.tism is. - She says flip case with this, but:is not specific.: [Unintel-

ligible}.- She says 1rreIeVaht — This is certainly not irrelevant. This evidence

indicates that tunnel vision may be bad, but our evidence -indicates- fundamen-
talism -would certainly be worse -as -more of -a dogmatic mind set and evolution

alone is: not a dogmatic mind set;: it's a creative mind set, and therefore is not

a tunnel vision mind set. - Now, she says, not- evolution here and survival will

let, you know, -the democracy's role. winning war and stuff down below in
tyranny - And- plus -she grants that .it's some sort of value.

(€) subpoint, dark age. All she's going for here is the: New nght argu-
ment. -She- grants- all the impacts, the links. She says, not true. Schools are

key: The evidence is clear, right. -In:-any case,:it's the only way for them: to
take- over, they take- over through indoctrination in. status quo, and -that

evidence is ~clear: - She says, they're making inroads now. - Well, right,

they're making-inroads now, but empirically when it has been taken away from

them, they:do:not backlash. She draws the two subpotnt -evidence. Empir-
ically creatpomst decision.  As recently as '82 and '83 there were decisions

against them. - _Certainly -they were- making -inroads then as our iﬁhéréiic9
evidence indicated . And they did not hgcklash She says, abortion in schools

may:-be_key; but our evidence indicates -it is an -important issue for them.
Empirically the- backlash miechanism is not true. -Our evidence says the éhly

way. -She says; not true. = But our card says it's the only way that we're
going to take poweér. Stuart grants that ‘ust support argument and that émplr-

ically proves it. They don't have any support in the status quo. And that is
- 42 -
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why they must have indoctrination to gain support:  Now all the impacts are

dropped. - You get absolite tyranny and immediate war. That's a pretty
quick: time-_ frame-war. -- _ L . S

Now the stuff in the underview here.- This stuff in terms of not reliable
is fine. - There's no impact to that: And all | want to go for is-dogma, the last
argument they run indicating-this is-a dogmatic idealogy--and might flip the (C)

subpoint.  This is taken oot above. : Right? These three subpoints where |

argue this is the important thing and -that would, you know, take it out,

because evolution is -ail dogmatic.mindset and this stuff is taken out all above.
And the (C) subpoint really takes it out.--- : S

. Now disads. First disad; save schools: First of all, initially at the time
unequal time proving they do not want evolution. - She is not taken cut defi-

nition, and the links take out.  Well; this evidence indicates do not want to ban
evolution.  Is not part of their curriculum. Postdates her evidence indicating
that right now all they want is -equal time. And therefore evolotion will not go

away taking away -the links to the disads.- -Indicating--that,- you know, won't

go-in the status quo. Now in terms of save it: On the top, she says, huge
quantification, and [unintelligible] will -kill, etc. - First of all there's no quali-

fication,- i.e.: - it will only literally impact. - The evidence, she says, in terms
of destroying the school is very linear.  Indicates only, -you -know, - might drive

some - people away from the schools; but not enough: - Secondly; cannot weigh
against case. - You have the (C) subpoint impact, and also turn Fm- going to

win-below. - - Now,- on nonspecifics, she says; whit, -disaster, etc.; and evidence

certainly not specific enough. Does rniot kill you at all.  Now, down below six

subpoint, -case-sure-impact. | will go to the three -subpoint; ‘and -that is New

Right would make non-unique. In other words, when the New Right takes

power they would dwarf this impact. --They would take over this -impact. -She
argues that meet need the_case, bat that's not trie. Certainly this-is only a

[unintelligible] impact.- - Once the New Right takes over, they have a dogmatic
mind set which equals the same impact of the disad and faster and iore.

- These other disads.---All right. In terms of the links, just-at the: top;
just ‘remember she says class dynamics. This evidence is not good enough and
surely the terms will take-it out. -} want to go to the- six subpoint, turn;

which will flip all the disads, because all the link is evolution. She says, new

evidence of that. The evidence-is certainly superior to theirs. She drops the
analysis that it's more specific to in- class mechanisms and this takes out her
links. Her links, you know, teaching them together destroys it, but does not

talk about what happens: in the classroom, what the kids do.  Our Stewart
evidence says, you have to teach -about evolution -in the context of teaching

about creationism, because the two are just taught together. She says flip on
number one--no evideiice is superior, and -evidence -takes it all. Also, the

overview takes it out -indicating they do not want to ban evolution anymore.
Now, her evidence was talking about, you-are indicating side by side destroys
it,--etc. - -It just says this, it gives no-analysis: ~ Assumes there would have

been evolution: |t does not assume the-flip which tirns the below disads.

- Fatality. This does not [unintelligible] take out New Right, because New
Right would not believe in evolution. This- certainly does not subsume them,

and-the bulk turns take .t out. The disads are turned by evolation; and that's
pretty clear: [Applause].
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JUDGES' CRITIQUES
First Judge Crlthue
John Bart Unlverslty of Kansas

—_ Before |- discuss- the lssues which -led to my - decision |- would Ilke -to

take 3 moment and recognize the achievements of several people: | would
like - to -congratulate the two-teams -and-their coaching staffs-on-a fine final

round and tournament. _ The two schools represent fine debate traditions
which have -been- enhanced- by these four debaters.

. . :While argument on the individual issues was very good in thls debate;
the two teams were -less effective at developing the |nteract|on between

issues. The major problem in-this debate was_each team's choice to ignore
the interaction of arguments advanced in the debate. As a result, | find

myself intervening into the debate to develop a8 coherent reason for deci-
sion. Each of the final rebuttalists could have made this debate clear for

their cause. They did not; as a result, as a wise man once said, "The
chonce } was_tragic.”

My evaluation of this- debate beglns -with an |dent|fccatcon of the two
polccies which are left to choose from at the end of the debate. The nega-
tive is upholding the status quo as described in-the inherency contention.

That .is, states will move toward leglslation which will mandate equal time

for creationism- and -evolution. - The policy implication of the-equal time
proposal is that teachers will stop teaching evolution rather than begin
teaching creationism.- -This -implication is clearly advocated against the

affirmative. overview té the dehumanizatlon diiadvantage The . evidence

tionism. The affirmative fails to attack thns assumption and proceeds with

the- assumption that -teachers -will -teach both theories.- - The -negative -has
strong evidence indicating that both theories will ‘be neglected if the only
other--option - is -equal-treatment.- - The-affirmative policy would -ban -the

teaching of creationism; the resalt would -ba that evolution would: be exclu-

sively--taught.-- - -The choice- at the -end of-the -debate is-whether or not

evolution thould be ‘taught: The policy of neither team would aliow for the
teaching-of-creationism.- - - - - - -- - - e o oo

.- After identifying the two pnllcy nptlons, the debate becomes easier to
evaluate. - --Initially, -the -negative- wins- the- dehumanization- disadvantage.

Evolation lntegrates humans ‘into nature and ‘decreases the perspectlve that

created - above- other ammals maklngf them unique. - The negative -argues

tha’tihumamzat!gn is necessary for survival. ‘Rather than attempting to

argue -the -impact of the disadvantage, the affirmative argues that while

preparing to teach:- creation and evolution -together . teachers would learn

more about- evolution; ,thus teaching the two theories side by side wotuld

enhance evolutlon and lncrease dehumamzat[on The afflrmatlve argument
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ing of both if forced to provide balanced treatment. - Thus, the negative

wins that through “the exclusive teaching of evolution students will be

dehumanized, resulting in-an-inability to cope with future probiems. - -
The public schools disadvantage argues that reforms in the curriculum

save the public schools.-- Saving the public schools is -bad; they -say,

because the public schools' hidden curricula is the greatest threat to liber-
ty. Saving the publie-schools,--it-is -argued would also cause a war--how-

ever, there is no explained scenario for the war. This disadvantage

conflicts with the negative case attacks. - |f the case attacks are correct

and evolution is more inaccurate than creationism, the affirmative would
destroy the public schools by guaranteeing bad curricula. -However, this

argument is:never made: The: negative argues that equal time proposals
would result in both theories being -neglected, and as a result the crea-
tionism link to the disadvantage: is no longer applicable: Both teams risk
destroying the curriculum. However, perceptually the affirmative plan
would appear as a:-reform; sc there is some greater risk in the short term
of preserving schools. The negative links -assume - -the status quo's

progress which will continue until people leave the public schools: While
the risk of the disadvantage is small, there is still some net advantage to
remaining with the status quo. - - U :

The major argument the affirmative attempts to win is-the New- Right

advantage. The advantage is premised upon the New Right's:control of
the educational system. If creationism ic taught in the-public -schools,- it

will- support fundamentalist religious positions. The fundamentalist influ-
ence on education will in turn lead to a neo-conservative-government - which

would —approach governing in a manner that_would make war more likely:
The ‘advantage: rests; on: two assumptions. The first assumption is--that

creationism-will-be taught in the schools.: As I indicated earlier, neither

the affirmative nor the negative policy will result in the teaching of crea-
tionism. - This- means -that the fundamentalist perspective never manifests

itself_in the curriculum. Without the teaching of creationism, there is no
increase -in- the New- Right's -power. Tha second assumption is that crea-

tionism is based solely on the Bible and is an incorrect theory. The nega-

tive argues at the bottom of- the case that Darwinism is a religion of sorts

and ‘that there is better scientific svidence supporting creationism. The

negative evidence -is- -not that -strong, but the affirmative fails to -defeat

this -position in the final rebuttal. The implication of this argument is that
creationism can be seen-as science, ancd as a result would not have to be

taught solely through the Bible. The risks the affirmative team identifies
come from accepting - the- Bible on -faith.- According to the negative

evidence; this is not the case in_evaluating creationism. = Finally, the
negative provides an alternative scenario for the New Right's ascendance

to power..: They argue that:the political defeat of: the. plan woiild mobilize
the New Right movement. -This mobifization would bring the New -Right to
power more quickly because it would occur when the plan is adopted rath-
er than occurring after the equal time proposals had -been passed in each
state--a_condition_ the affirmative team argues woald take a long time: It
is possible that there are two ways the New Right can come to power.
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The negarf.rlve perspectlve seems t6 E;’v’é more credibility and al§6 a much

shorter-time frame.- -

- Finally; the: flrst negattve joes ‘a flne ]Ob of developlng a case flip.
He- has- demonstrated- that-{1) - Evolution is a dogma--hence, a religion. of

Darwin; -(2) -. Evolution cannot be sopported- by- fossil records; and (3)
Creationism is--a taore practical theory.- The implication of these arguments

is that the affirmative fails to meet its own criteria for the- establishment

clause. ---That-is,--the-plan estabhshes,and entrenches a religion--Darwin-

ism: The best Constitutional position is to neglect both theories which is
the result of the negative's policy.-

-In the end,- the negative strategy of running many smaII posnt1one and
Keepmg -a--significant number. alive in rebuttals created obstacles the affir-

mative could not overcome., Based upon this debate, there are no benefits

to - teachmg evolution and several risks which suggests the statis quo is

the superior policy.

Second Judge Critique:

Michael Bryant Eastern Illinois Unlverslty

I- would like to take this_ opportumty to express my congratulations- to
the debaters and coaches from both. the University of Kentucky and

Georgetown University -on their- fine: performances -at- the 1986--National
Debate Tournament. Few people outside of mtercolleglate debate onder-
stand the tremendous sacrifice and -dedication that-go-into an 7ach|evement

of this nature. | sincerely hope that all of the: involved parties ‘receive
the acclaim that is so richly- deserved. _Of particular-significance, - -would

like to cangratulate Ouita Papka of the Umversnty of Kentucky on becomlng
the flrst woman to win the-NDT.2¢ - - S -

“In terms of the debate itself; |. belleye, slmply, that there is great-
er- rlsk -of the disadvantages, most particularly the New- Right flip. - My

gestalt impression of the round is -that affirmative slgnjflcance is boiled

down to a-long-term risk of -new dark -age, -the negative's postion on New

Right backlash seems to get a quicker impact; -and :that the basic affirma-
tive thesis--in-_favor of frec-thinking -is countered by the epistemological

tunnel vision argument and the disadvantage of propping up the institu-

o The case; for_me; boils down to: iwo questlons "Is creatlonjsm belng
taught now?” and "Is creationism bad?" - Though | admit that | am not

very .inclined to vote on |nherency pqsrtlons, it does seem to -me that the

affirmative does -end up giving much of their ground away in their attempt

to undercut the uniqueness of the disadvantages. Georgetown ends up
admitting only two states allow creationism and they grant out the snowball

inherency position to mtnlmize the dlsads Thls Ieaves them w:th, as far

Sarah _ Benson of Ohio:State University, debatlng with Dale williams in

1962 was the first woman to win the National Debate Tournament.
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ism: Frankly, | believe that the- affirmative wins -some small risk of

future creationist curricula; but the degree of the overall risk is minimized

greatly by the failure of the affirmative to show that any potential problem
is very short-term or widespread:. - : S
This failure to substantiate- a- widespread- potential for creationism is

made- worse by Georgetown's decision not to extend the constitutional

violation harm. As long as the affirmative was extending that -position;

any- example of creationism was enough for the affirmative to win the rath-

er substantive risk of religions tyranny. - Instead, the affirmative kicks
out- constitutionality and basically boils the case down to the positions that
creationism_is. factually wrong and -that -creationism -will feed- the New

Right, - stifling free thinking and: enhancing the risk of religious wars.
Not surprisingly, Kentucky argued that--the -plan would- upset the New

Right (due to- the convictions already identified by the -affirmative), caus-
ing them to rally and take control of society, thus flipping the new - dark

age impacts- from- 1AC. 2AC offers very few responses to this position,
and examination of these responses causes me to-believe that the affirma-
tive impact-is flipped. 2AC _says the abortion issue takes out uniqueness,

that past bans did not provoke backlash, and.that the potential for back.

lash is very -limited.- -Ms. - Papka; in 2NC; responds with evidence indicat-

ing that the New Right feels that creationism is important, that actions i

the public -schools -are critical, that past-actions are_ irrelevant because now

is the critical time, that we are presently on the brink of backlash, and
that the New-Right will-be able to take control. - S

: -At this point, however, the chain of extension and response starts to
break down. 1AR, as -far-as | can detect from my flow, only repeats

three: 2AC: labels on this position: Abortion is taken -out- by the

schools'critical - position, - the  mechanism of backlash is estabiished by the
negative evidence on "huge: inroads" made by the New Right, -and past

reactions is taken out by -the-card indicating that the critical time is now:
2NR points out how 2NC evidence is: left unrefited, with the result that

2AR chooses to spend a-great-deal of time "clarifying” this issue: Despite

a spirited 2AR attempt to escape this issue, | am left convinced that - an

immediate . New Right takeover is--more likely- if we upset them by totally

prohibiting -biblical accounts. in any -event, the time-frame for the nuclear
war is much quicker with a New Right backlash in response -to the -plan

than it is for the long-term trand toward more creationisii- in the class-
room... The concessions, -noted -akove,-on -inherency-come back to haunt

the affirmative by pushing back the time frame for their nuclear war from

lew Right indoctrination.  Thus, | believe the negative to get a better

*roio & quicker impact scenario on the New Right flip. | see this impact
* clearly outweighing any remaining significance that the affirmative might

© & {rom creationism- being factually wrong:. S _
: 1e position that creationism is factually wrong is also countered to a
lz. ;2 dsgree bv the negative's arguments on why we need to avoid -the
tyn or tomi2’ vision that accompanies-single perspectivism.  Though |

re=” 1 agmit tc my personal enthrallment with the new wave of epistemo-
log'- ! peiCy <-wiments in academic debate, | was particularly impressed
by che m: 'ne- ,» which this argument was extended in rebuttals. The
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Postman '79- card warns - that We should - avoid fixed - educational poILcaes,
glven that there is no truth wuf.h a capltal T. The |mpact is the McGrath

'76 -evidence on how tun~el vision leads to-inadequate coping- skills -when
facts are challenged.- Affirmative only has two answers: (1) evolution

gets- crltlca' thlnklng, and (2) fundémentahsm is - worse. The critlcal

would have to risk tunnel vision - to - kill_- off- creatlomsm The negative

position. that teaching both would be the best way. to develop critical

thinking seems a more believable position. As-far as fundamentalism being
worse, as long as there is any minute risk that evolution is wrong, the
imposition of the institutional orthodoxy of evolution would appear to-be
just as big a threat to free thlnklng as creatlomsm mlght become. The

credible poiition ,
-Though the New nght ﬂlp; and the tunnel vision position were enough
for the negative to win my ballot, several other issues helped clarify the
decision. Most significantly, | believe that the negative won at least -some
imnact on the "save schools" disadvantage. Affirmative claims that there
is-ro-link; since only two-states-have creationism, and even-in those: two

states the emphasis. is on -equal-time for both Ereatlomsm and evolation:

While -this--eertainly- Iéwers the risk -of -the-disad's -impact,- 1 -do net see- a

total elimination of risk. - f anything; -the: impact of the disad exists in the
same time frame as the- rwk identified in the affirmative case. -If-the -affir-

mative is right that creationism is a long-term risk; then this disad is
simply a long-term -counterimpact. -- Negative - responses that creationism

spurs an: exodus -from public -schools;: trades: off with other curricalum
area, and -lowers the - quality of education- (which seems- very- consonant

with affirmative case ~evidence), seem  to serve as adequate -links to
persuade me that the affirmative does -initiate -a reform -that would- improve

instruction and -thus prop up: the structure of public schooling: - 2AR says

that the New Right makes- this disad. non-unique, - that- New nght Jogma~

tism is worse than institutional orthodoxy; -and:-that the New:Right impacts
from case are quicker. Perhaps | did not fully- understand this unique-

ness -argument; but if -the -New Right is:-in control, perpetuating creation-
ism dogma, and the affirmative removes this unsavory influence, then this

would clearly seem to be the link to the disad. Dogmatism versus institu-
tional orthodoxy seems to be a fairly even and unresolvable match. Final-

|y, I don t see the éase |mpact comlng any. faster tﬁan the dlsad lmpact

and since the link to - the disad seems to be falriy linear with whatever
trend to creationism mlght exist. e

- Also worth mentioning is the argumentatlon on the - anthropolog'rcal
dehumanlzatlon dlsadvantage The thesis of this disad, | believe, is that
focusing on evolution is: undesirable because such practices denigrate the
study of those’ thlngs that are umquely humamstlc Afflrmatlve responses

amount of |nstruct|ona| time spent on evolution, resultlng in more net
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understanding of evolutionary-doctrines. The first response seems to -be

rather firmly answered by the five responses in 2NC, i.e., (1) that the
1AC evidence indicates- that creationism destroys alternatives, (2) that the
effeci of the plan would guarantee only evolution instruction, (3) all crea-
tionism - instruction would -be-chilled,  (4) dual presentation distorts, and

most importantly (5) the evidence: from Edwords '85 indicating that crea-
tionist pressures have had- an intimidating effect on evolution -instruction.
While the 1AR presses tuese positions, 2AR basically grants them.  The
remaining issue then is the affirmative response on creationism increasing
evolution. - - S o S : o

Though | personally feel this position -is at clear contracdiction with
the thesis expressed by most of the evidence in 1AC. the negative chooses
to simpiy refer back to their evidence at the top on: he link.- Basically, |

am left with two conflicting pieces of evidence: the affirmative card from
Stewart '83, which says that teaching creationism forces -teachers to focus

on. evolution; versus the negative card from: Edwnrds '85 that creationism
pressures intimidates teachers to avoid evolution.. Two self-imposed crite-

ria. enabled me to resolve-this crisis. First, given the failure of either
team to impose evidence criteria, | impsse my own-criteria and opt in favor

of the Edwords card because it is clearly the more recent:: Secondly; | am
left with ‘the distinct impression that every source of evidence-on harm in

1AC would argue that creationism at least risks the distortion of evolution;
particularly since all of the eviden~= :r 1AC indicates- that -creationism
forecloses other alternatives. ' sistency seem< as valid as any
other judge-imposed: evidentis- Thus, negative wins some loss

of what is uniquely hurman, ar - teen.
Third Judge Critique:

Rich Edwards, Georgle Sto- .+
777777 The - NDT--Final-- Round was a raturn tc the sast in some ways. It

feati:red the return of the Philadeimic Society &t Georgetown University to
its accustomed position -in -the concluding rounds of the national tourna-
ment. - It also represented a return to a traditional negative strategy by
the University -of Kentucky. --This negative team simply -went down into the

trenches against the case with a head-on: challenge and said "Let's slug it
out.” By rebuttals there was no theory debate, no counterplan, and only

the hint of a topicality attack: The outcome of the debate depends upon
the answers to two key questions.

1. Will banning the tedching of credtion prevent a "new dark age'?

Ih_the final rebuttal, Mr. Mazarr-grants to the negative team all case

harm in the original {A) and (B) subpoints, but continues to argue that
teaching creationism will aid fundamentalism and lead ultimately to a "new
dark age.” The impact of this case position; according to the affirmative
team is ‘"immediate war." - The - intermediate link to this war is the

destruction of critical thinking and a climate of anti-intellectualism. By
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tfl}efendﬂfof the round, -no one is -contesting the ultimate impact of the

destruction of critical thinking: : If the affirmative team clearly wins th|s
(C) subpoint, then-it-may indeed win the round.-

= - The negative_team has challenged the "New Dark Age"” posatnon at the
link level.---The-first argument is that -the teaching-of evolutian alone is

actually ‘more dogmatic and mors destractive of critical thinking tkan would
be-the teaching of creation alongside evolution. This argument is- essen-

tially cross-applied from other portions of the case debate ("tunnel wvision
bad") -1t !eems clear to me- that the negative: team wnns the exchange on

t6W§rd the - teaehmg of - evol: ntlon alone_ turns - "the present incomplete
notlons of science: into dogma s especmlly persuasuve here. Whlle _the

never Qas -a response, for example, to Mr Broﬁnell s third argument on
the "evolution wrong underview- t'ut -acceptance of- evolution- requires an

act of faith. The "tunnel vision" argument was: being clearly won by a

preponderance of- negatave -evidence. - - The-affirmative team-seemed to know

that it was losing these issues and soujht to jettison them by dlscardmg

all of the case in 2AR except for the {C) subpemt ---But -the reasons

given for fundamentalism ‘bringing in a "new dark :age”: depended upon. the
assumption that fundamentalism involved the destruction of the -ability -to

"derive conclusions - logically {the Futuyma evidence in 1AC") and - would
promote a climate of "anti- lntellectuahsm The 1AC link -cards -in the (T}

subpolnt d|rectly dsed the phrase i:ritlcal tl'unkutg _as a part of the

team had not highlighted the ways  in: whlch the (Ci subpoint depended
apon the critical thinking links, but it is also true that the effort-to sepa-

rate -the (C) subpoint from -the remainder of the case did not. occur until
the final affirmative rebuttal. When the negative team wins-the argument
that the teaching of - evolution alone-destroys critical thinking, it makes: it
impossible for the afflrmatwe team to get a clean llnk to the (C) subpomt

case harm. - -~

: The negatlve team alsé challenged the (C) Subpo:nt hnk by argulng
that- the assault on - the "New: Right" launched by the case would actually

strengthen the movement. = The negative team argued that the banning of
creationism-would- actually promote a backlash phenomenon that would -end

op- strengthening fundamentalism: - The affirmative answers (those
extended ln 1AR) are-that (l) the brink evndem.e |s old (2) the bac xlash

(3)- promotion- of - crltlcal thmkrng is the 6nly, way to stop fundamentallsm

The third answer fails because the critical thinking issue is being won by
the -negative.- --The second -answer -depends upon an: inherency exchange

which the negative team won: The first answer does take some of the
edge off -of the- negative -argument-as -a -disadvantage, but the backlash

position at least accomplished its objective of neutralizing any independent
impact which could arise from the {C) subpoint.
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In the final rebuttal, the affirmative team was claiming only the case
impact from the (C) subpoint and - attempting to separate that subpoint

from- the many issues which it was. losing in other ‘parts of the case

may, not be testable, may not be good.” All of Mr. Brownell's underview

on "evolution wrong" is being clearly-won by the negative: - The affirma-

tive . team could have-gotten away with dumping the rest of -the-case-and

going for the (C) subpoint only if that subpaint had been truly independ-
ent from the critical thinking and dogmatism issues.- ln my judgment, - the

subpoint clearly d/d depend upon the broader issue of whether evolution
was right and creationism was clearly wrong. Had that not been the case,

Kentucky still makes the point moot with the backlash position:
2.  Does the negatlve team succeed in "turning” the dehuminization
disadvar tage?

would -destroy- the sense of man's unique position among species. - . The
argoment is that if man is 'seen as nothing very different from a blade of

- The affirmative_team had argued that the teaching.of evolution alone

grass or-an ant,-then life loses its importance. - Other Hitlers will arise

use genetic tools to decide which people should be allowed to live and

brééd',; oD T ZIDTDDo LT LT f z o B N z
The negative team took a very unique strategy on this disadvantage.

Its argument was that the teaching of creationism-actually gives the great-

est boost to the betief in evolution.  Several pieces of evidence made the
point-that when science teachers -are-forced to give -more-time and attention

to the study-of origins; they must accordingly increase their knowledge of

evolution. Their argument is that the best way to de-emphasize evolution

is to ban creationism. :This turnaround. strategy: forced. ‘Kentocky. into
reading hormally affirmative evidence about- how -the teaching of creation

would: destroy the school-teaching of evolution: : : This :point simply -became
a matter of comparing the evidence oh both- sides.-- -| conclided that-the

Kentucky evidence was:better because it related more to what judgments
students ended up making. - The Georgetown evidence talked only about

how -science teachers were required to be more informed on evolution when
creationism was. dlso taught. It may be that b th judgments are trie:
side-by-side -instruction means:that_teachers learn more than. they .other-
wise would about evolution and that more stidents choose creatioh as trie

when both are offered. _The latter conclusion is, however, mor' relevant
to the disadvantage: What . students learn is miore important than what

teachers know. In my judgment;, the disadvantage is not successfully
tarned: and. is won by Kentucky. -

-—----The - "save schools" disadvantage did not -really. have guantifiable
impact (as Georgetown claimed), but | saw no effort by the af ‘rmative
team to turn this disadvantage. = The final two disadvantages were give
too little emphasis in either the last two rebuttals to affect the decision.
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- —An summary, | felt that Georgetown was beaten -inside. its own case
arguments. - . Kentucky simply wo: the positions that the -best way -to

- -----1 wish to -offer my congratulations to the -national champions from
Kentocky: J:W:: Pattérson and Roger Solt- have done a - masterful -jo - of

schools: In addition; Kentucky won the dehumanization-disadvantage. -

developing this dominant program. - Perhaps: as impressive as Kentucky's
win; however, is the incredible performance of Georgetown in reaching the

final round.-- - In preceding elimination rounds, this team proved -beyond
doubt its skill by defeating the highly ranked teams- from  Baylor and
Emory. - Greg Mastel and Bradley Ziff certainly are to be congratulated for

their outstanding coaching accomplishment.

Fourth Judge Critigue

Dallas Perkins, Harvard University 2’

Fifth judge Critique:
Marty Sadler; Houston Baptist University

-A milestone has finally been reached in national circuit NDT debate.

As Ms. Papka notes in-her side comments, this is the first time that the

NDT has been won by a woman:2%- - , S
Many excellent debaters have failed in-past years to be the first woman

to-win the NDT, and: the accomplishment is long overdue. | want to join

compety side: by side with equal demands and equal opportunities to
succeed. That cocmment made, |- want to- add -that all-- four debaters

recognize debate as a "sax-neutral” activity,- one -in -which men and-women

deserve congratulations for: their achievemerit iin: reaching the final round.
Many have had this as their goal, and have fallen short. | was partic-

ularly impressed by the quality: of the debates:i- heard in the elimination

rounds at this year's tournament. The competition was as strong as |
hévé ;één it-;i S L o . oo Do DIl . Do oo .
As for the debate itself, | feel that the negative sffectively neutral-

izes affirmative claims regarding the link tetween dogmatic teaching and
the eventual move to authoritarianism. in thé US. -- Further, these same

impacts are captured in the disadvantages. | will detail my discussion of

27Critique hot received.
2¢See note 26 for earlier winner.
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the debate in three sections: general negative strategies, the deveiopment

ot the disadvantages, the the 2AR strategies: o
. General negative strategies. It has becomé common in debates for

negative teams to plot carefully - their strategies around a plan of time
trades, Each argument initiated by the negative requires an allotment of
affirmative time for responses: Where possible; negatives have developed
a_strategy of forcing affirmative use of -time: to- answer-arguments that will

not figure in the ultimate outcome of the dsbate, thereby creating for
themselves a favorable trade-of- time-to be -devoted to the issues that wili

figure in the decision. - In this debate, the negative used this strategy to
perfection. Initiation of thé counterplan and topicality arguments - forced

the atfirmative to allocate more 2AC time than was wise: . Again, when the
negative extends the “academic standards" violation into the negative

block, the 1AR is forced to allocate zbout thirty-five crocial seconds to
extensions on this argument. = The negative -tecam -is- able -to ignore these

arguments without penalty in-the 2NR, -and. theyw get the affirmative into a
weak position in terms of available time to deal with. arguments -that remain

in - -the -debate. Moreover,. the INC strategy of - strings of evidenced
responses to. the case advantage, and similarly fashioned - answers- to the

affirmative- -"underviews;" further erodes- 2AC time: - Mach of this last
string of fourteen answers remains around to haunt the affirmative in the
decision-calculus- at-the end of the debate. = -~ - - S -

. - The disadvantages:: _Initially, he similarity of the four-disadvantages

can be-seen-as additional evidence of the neg:rtive's strategic use of time:
The .affirmative responds to the disadvantages us though thsy are distinct,

when there -is-very- little -to distinguish at least the last three disadvan-
tages from one another (they are labeled "anthropological dehumanization,"”
"evolutinary- fatalism,and-self-fulfilling conflict").. Each of the last three
disadvantages discusses the impact of scientific thinking on human sociali-
zation. - The- 2AC -answers- are, unuerstandably, repetitive and exact their

toll in time lost for dealing with: the INC extensions on the underview.
-____Essentially, - |-see- the debate swing -to the-negative as the 2NC

extensions show a greater level of sophistication with these arguments.
For example, the 1AR- overview tu-the disadvantages merely feeds their
links. 1AR argues that there will be no snowball to dissolution of public
schools, since the "New- Right”-merely seeks equal -time. Extending:-the

"save public schocls” disadvantage, the 2NC has already read excellent
evidence on_ the impact of a dual system (creationism and evolution togeth-

er). The first card (2NC's second answer off 2AC's first, Journal of
Contemporory Law 1983) shows that the dual system wouid have to expand

to other courses in the basics. The next response (Edwords, '81)
explains the impact for education: "[W]ith classroom tima at x premium

there is no opportunity for adding new material.” Both these cards
suggest that teaching Creationism on an--equal time basis is bad for public

schools since it- causes -an erosion of time in the basics (this would be
"good,"” since the disad claims that public- schools are harmful and snould

be allowed to move toward there own demise). . Thus, the plan reinforces
the schools by buying time away from the push for equal time provisions
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for creationism. The impact, chllllng dlssent and authorltauamsm is unde-

nied since the affirmative wants to claim this impact as a turn:
The last three dlsadvantages can be- treated together - T;he best

affirmat’ ve _ answer is 2AC's  sixth response: ™"turn; we increase
discussion.” This answer is potentially a turn- for the ,flfsgfglsfafdyantage
as well;- since the increased discussion: is claimed as having the end result
of better - understanding of evolutionary - principles.. --The evadence

(Stewart, '83) suggests that :the increased :discussion could _result
increased understanding- of evolution and all biology. - Again,-we're talkmg

about_the present system} and both_teams (since this. is the link tarn) are
accepting the thesis is that scientific education i§ bad and -leads-to dehu-

manization, - fatalism; - and -therefore conflict (to restate the impacts to the
three disadvantages). The 1AR reads additional evidence-here, claiming

that there would be an -increased knowledge of science; and that issue
diSCU:sion would be enhanced since teachers have to_ read both - sides .

approach that is apparently moving through the present system The first

card - (Edwords, 80), says that teachers dont Ilke “the balanced time

because- ef -a distrust of-creationist theories) so- they don't teach either
side: The second card (Skoog, '78) is also descraptwe of present response

to pressures to -teach creationism with evolution, and it says -that the
greatest unifying thieme of thace situations is a distorted view of biology.

Finally, - -2NC --reads- -zvidence [(Edwoards '85)- indicating that the space

requirements intimidate teachers and thiey don't teach eithar side.
- -As-- L-see- th: deb.ate, hoin sides are arguing for ac: jemic freedom as

a crucml goal {trse thirking societies are able to avoid the mistakes of
authoritariag- qovernmeﬂtu? -By ignoring-the dissent aspect of the: first

disad, the affirm: *ive is unable to break the negative's advantage here.
ane first dif .advrrtage gets-- fo:: the -negative the following impact: - the

affirmative cas~ iakes an action which chills one form of dissent (creatuon-

tgiiﬂ and at th» -same-- time -revitalizes- the public school system wbhich is

alrea-ly Suilt around confirmity--the case impacts are already happening:
FU"L'r;er, -th.e plan- would- enhance - the - scientific: determinism aspects of

present schcs:ng, by promoting a clearer understanding of: evolution and

biology. Siiice the- afflrmetwe,l,s going - for link- turns on these last three

disadvantages, there is no answer to the negative claim that thls lnde-
pendently leads to wars.

- The JAR.: .In the Iast afflrmatlve rebuttal Georgetown flnatly tries to

capltahze on what | thought was -an- essential -strategy-from the-beginning.

There is some effort made in:the:last rebuttal to suggest that the tyranny

claimed on case was a uniquely dangerous type.- - There -are some - pretty

effective -cards in the 1AC: detailing the militarism that is associated with
religious tyranny in partlcular This is a good strategy, but-too little and

too late in my estimation. - At the same time; ‘the 2AR tries to address the
disads by claiming that there is no active link. - In other words,-absent a

massive snowball to the teaching of creati~nism throughot-t the educational
system, the increment of disad impact is fow. - Again, this-is-a potentially

strong position. However; the link between chilling dissent and an



already established aothoritarian system is not denied on the first disad-

vantage. - It may be true that we don't see lots of wars happening now,
but that is as muoch an argument against the threat of yet-to-come authori-

tarian - regimes -as--it -is an- admission of the iink to the -last three disads

(enough: creationism now to stand as a firebreak against the dehumanization
of gCi,ghti,fi@,,t,hihkjhgls, [ I oo - .
... In short; it may be ironic, but this ballot against the resolution is
built around the negative's argument that the public school system - in

America is both: tyrannical and inefficient, and that its inefficiency is the
best thing about it.

11986 NATIONAL -CEDA TOURNAMENT FINAL DEBATE:
IS MEMBERSHIP IN THE UNITED NATIGNS NO LONGER
BENEFICIAL TO THE UNITED STATES?

Edited by James <. Bray

- The-first: National CEDA Debate Tournament,- sponsored by the Cross-
Examination Debate Association, was held at Wichita State University on

Aprit 5-7, 1986. Professor Robert Vartabedian -of Wichita-State University

hosted the tournament. Professor Michael Bartanen of Pacific Lutheran
University served as tournament director. - - R S
Eight preliminary rounds and six elimination rounds resulted in a -final

round between Florida State University and Macalester Collage. Anne C:
Crenshaw and Miguel Delao, coached by Curtis Austin represented Florida

State - on -the affirmative. = Molly McGinnis and Paul Benson, coached by

Dick: Lesicko, Tim Baker, John Jackson, and Scott Nobles represented
Macalester on- the negative. . S

- The _final - rcund was judged by David Frank from the University of
Oregon, Dale Herbeck-from Boston College; Gina Lane from William- -Jewel]
College; Suzanne tarson from Southern Utah State College, Jeffery Philpott
from Gustavus Adolphus, -Jon -Ritter from Wichita State University, and

Kevin M. Twohy from Carroll College: The decision was 5-2 for Macales-
ter. : Tt oot o : : :
. - The debate was transciioed from a cassette tape recording. Except
for the correctioh of obvious unintended errcrs this is as close to a verba-

tim transcript as was possible to obtain' from the recording Evidence
used in the debate was- supplied -to the editor immediately following the
round. - Sources of the evidence have been verified as indicated in the
Works Cited. Footrotes supply the exact quotation and other information

.. Mr. Brey is an instructor of Speech Communication and the Assistaont
Debate Coach at Vanderbilt University.
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when necessary. When the source was not available to the editor or was
not-located after a reascnable search, the term "source indicated” is used
in the footnote together with any additional information provided by the
debaters.. _ Quotation marks surround statements from unverified sources
orly. when the debater has provided the editor with a photocopy of the
original. )
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1986 Nationial CEDA Tournament Winners
Macalester College ] 7 o
From left Mike Bartanen (tournament direcior),

Molly McGirnis; and Paul Benson:
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1986 National CEDA Tournament Runners Up
Florida State University =
From left Miguel Delao; Carrie Crenshaw;

and Molly McGinnis (Macalester College).
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First Affirmative Constructive:

Carrie Crenskaw, Florida State University

___ Miguel and | stand resolved: That membership in the United Nations is no
longer beneficial to the United States. - : oo B

_____In -beginning our affirmation of the resolution we wish first to note one
observation: - Observation number one. Criteria for evaluation of the resol-
ution. -{A) subpoint, definitions. 1nitiaily, we'd like to note that the affirma-

tive has the right to reasonably define terms because otherwise the negative

could always define the affirmative as falling outside the scope of the resol-

ution. - TToos oo .
The -term -United Nations implies orly the General Assembly, the Security

Council, and the Secretariat. - Thomas Franck, Director. of Research for
UNITAR, the -UN's think tank; explains what the UN is, in-1985:- - - ...
This impression [of disillusionment and disappointment with the UN]
eannot be rebutted by reference to public opinion polls- demonstrating
continued support for selected UN activities such as help to develop-

ing countries, the eradication of malaria, or the useful - activities of
the - World Bank and the International Postal Union: . The American
public is sophisticated enough to know that these praiseworthy activ-

ities are carried out by -agencies that are largely “indepandent of the

principal institutions: of the UN. Wwhen the laity- think of the United

Nations, they have in mind -the organs which deal with highly visible
political dispu’es:: the Security Council, the Secretariat, and espe-

cially the General assembly. - [These three organs] which deal with
~__-the big political disputes...are essential core of the system.(6-7)
- In _fact; Mr: ‘Franck argues that membership to the UN is only really

confined to those three areas when he writes: e
Between World Wars | and- |l the United States belonged to some
specialized agencies, such as the International Labour - Organization,

even: while refusing to join the League of Nations. _Even now, we
could continue to belong to- the best of the functional-bodiss such as
the World Health Organization -and the World Food Programme, aven if

w -decided to withdraw from the UN itself because uf the -initiatives

oi the core “political organs no longer coincided with the US national

___ interests. (7) Do ] o B : :

= - The final term needing definition, of course, is beneficial. Acco-ding to
Webster's New -World Dictionary in 1979, beneficial means: For one's own inter-
est.?! Thus;, we suppoit the contention -that beneficiality should be svaluated
according to-the United State's national intere<ts: e :
- -~ Additionally we'd like to note subpoint (B). The US national interest
defined. George-Keenan, noted International Relatinne axpert and Prcfessor at
Princeton; quoted in the December 16th 1985 issue of Newsweek - gives guide-
lines by which to determine the US national interest: "{T]he United States

1Sourcs indicated.
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should be guuded by three -basic concerns--mrlltary securlty, the mtegrlty of lts

political life,- and the well: bemg of the ‘American: people” (47). =
Thus -if we  succeed -in -proving that the UN -no longer acts to - §éi‘9e the

interests set forth by Professor Keenan;. the resolution can be affirmed.: _

The grounds for -our claim-are offered-in contention one. ~United _States
military security is endangered by - conflict: Subpoint (A) conflict control
ensures military security. - If we wish -military security - then wefgnuﬁsjt”[i'rﬁit

conflict. - Michael- Kiare, analyst at the Institute for Policy Studies notes in
1984: - "Looking at-the -wo.ld-as it-is, and wishing -to svert a -global catastro-

phe; oiJr goal must be more- expedient: the deterrcnce; containment; and
control of military conflict™ (247). - --- - S mmmeee

- . Subpoint _(B): small conflicts ‘pose the greatest j:hreat of global dlsaster
Former -President- Nixon -points -out-this first in his 1984 -bcok Redl Peace:-- "The

greatest threat to. peace comes not from the -possibility of a direct confllct
between the United  States -and the Soviet-Union, but-from the chance- that -a

small war in the Third World will drag in the two super powers and escalate
into a world war” (73). - - - - - - S - o

- _ MWhile it may seem_ obvious: that confllct control is in everyone's interest;
the UN only-  exacerbates conflict. - Note contention two, -the- UN--heightens

conflict.  The reason stems from how the- UN functions: Please :note:subpoint
(A), the UN is- used to blow off steam. - The original purpose of the UN was to

provide tt . - countries of the world a place where they could :vent their frus-

trations in the hope - that - the - pressures which - build- up- due to- unsettled

disputes would be relieved without the: necessity. of blocd and -ageny: _:Mr.
Tugwell, of the Center for Criui. Studies establishes this in 1984:  "[A]s
Winston Churchill expressed it, 'better jaw, jaw than war war".:.: The UN is

the uvne place-in the world where representatives of nearly d“ countmes--re-

gardless of size; wealth or power--are freely heard on a broad range of world
issues. In this regard...the General Assembly is the pr:ncupal forum for blow-

ing off steam” (158).
However, things hé\?'e'rit turned out qunte as Mr. Churchill expected

Subpoaint (B), venting sows the seeds:for war. Tre Generai: Assembly ‘is used
to mobilize emotions, which cause conflicts. Mr. Tugwell continues in 1984:

It cannot be said ‘that this beneficial oitcome has never-occurred. It
must also be sald that in today's General Assembly, such occurrences

are very rare.  Ail evidence points to the safety ‘valve theory being
turned on its head. The venting of steam .is for the most part

hypocritical stage-managed and conflict-oriented. Far from cooling
passions, the techniques of name-calling and lying are intended to

mobilize :the Assembly: on the side of the speaker; to discredit and
isolate adversaries, and to cultivate climates of opmlon mhospltable to

national argumt_nt (!63) :
_UN involvement in every problem only causes conflict to become extended

Jeane Kirkpatrick; former US ambassador to the UN, examines this reality in
1983: S
“In:the. 5?6&8&& of - Eéiﬁé transformed from- actual problems outside the
United Nations to United Nations issues, the number of parties to -a

conflict is. dramatically._extended. A great many countries who would
never be involved at all in the issue of the Golan Heights, for exam-

- 66 -
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ple; -become invoived in that issue as the conflict is extended inside
the United Nations to become a matter of concern to all the world.
The United- Nations is- an arena in which many countries are brought
into conflicts they might not otherwise become involved in. (96-7)

.. As the conflict becomes extended, everyone must choose sides in the issue
and this causes more conflict. Professors Yeselson and Gaglione of Rutgers
University-explain -in 1974:- - -- - o o o
If :a particular black African state wishes- to-maintain - a neutral and
helpful position vis-a-vis the Arab-Israeli dispute, it must consider

the risk of alienating other Afro-Asian states im :espect to jssues on
which it ‘seeks their support. - Politics at the UN, by constantly
forcing states to choose up sides, - progressively destroys neutral

__ - havens; which may mean the difference: between war and peace:(175)
=This conflict extension precludes the - UN--from peaceful settlement of

conflict. Subpoint (C); venting precludes peacemaking: Mr: Tugwell continues
in 1984 - . . oI tIDoooo Tl Z .

Nor is the UN's record in controlling regional conflict very impres-
sive: In: the Middle East, for example, -fluttering blue- and white UN

flags- and contingents- of UN observers or:peacekeepers never once
prevented an Arab military o terrorist attack -on -Israel.... - In

recent years, undisguised UN hostility toward Israel_has effectively
disqualified that organization from its supposed  pacific role in the

Middle East. - Significantly, - the latest peacekeeping force in the

- region. was sponsored outside the UN. (160) = -

__ We note subpoint (D), the UN is used to mobilize: for war. The UN._ may
be intended to cool emotions, and plenty of lip service may be given by its
supporters to that goal, -but- the -actual particirants of the UN use it for mobi-

lizing war efforts. - Professor Yeselson and Gaglione of Rutgers explain:- - ----
[The UN] is-a weapon-in international relations-and should be recog-
nized as such: As ‘part of the armory of nations in conflict,  the
United Nations contributes -about as much to- peace -as a battleship or
an atomic bomb: Dispuotes are brought into the UN in order to weak-
en. an_opponent, - strengthen one's own side, prepare for war; and

- - support a war effort: (x) - - e
While the UN woild be a good forum for discussing the solution to real

i;’i"o'!sléﬁj's; _it is instead: exploited - for the mobilization of war efforts. Mr.

Togwell agrees, "The plight of Palestine Arabs is real the UN ought to be a

good forum for reconciliation; compromise and settlement. However, instead of
venting steam one day and returning the next to contribute to rational Jebate,

the supposedly injured parties in these disputes vent steam to mobilize for war"
(165): - - . L o

= - While the pasi has been more successfui than:portrayed here; that is _only
the past. Please note finally subpoint (E),-the UN has had successes but is
now an enemy of peace. Kurt Waldheim notes in 1984: “The system on paper
is _impressive: It has frequently - helped-to- avoid or contain international

violer ~e.  Yet in recent years it_has seemed to cope less and less effectively
with ternational conflicts of various kinds, -and its capabilities in other areas

of international cooperation have also seemed to dwindle" (93).

- 67 -
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Ir o 3, 5o >ast soccess cannot be taken as indicating of any future

‘rend. .- . i9.rell explains: -

The "' tis Fﬁ]OYEd some success i:.5 peace- maintenance; part:cularly
in-the - ovuntior -of escalation and in helping parties in a dlspute to
disenganz. Although nuclear war has been avoided, this is more to
NATO'.- deterrence policy- than efforts in the UN. ;MB%EBS}EF; a reluc-

tance on ¢ ¢ DN's part to reccgnize or address the reality of Soviet

éggéﬁ;}tj}i&;‘. nlicy, -coupled- with disarmament proposals that may
gndermine <atcrrence, could diminisk ~rather than §tren§then the

-- preservation - of peace-in -the future.(157)

The -cniy conclusion Miguel and | can reach is that peace can be bétter

asﬁt:red by--not- employing--the -UN -in - conflicts.- - Yeselson and Gaglione note:

The overwhelming majority of quarrels among allies are se‘tled ‘secretly or bila-
terally. ---Fven--states-basically at odds wuth each other forego the UN when they

are. nnwtlllng to.exacerbate tensions(165):2
--We --now -ask- you to stand  resolved-that membershlp in the United Nations is

no longer beneficial to the United States:

éras’s’-ixahiiﬁaéibh:

Benson: The UN then consusts only of the ‘hree major organs, _correct?

Crénshaw --Yes. Benson: OK, now, do the other areas. of the UN contribute
to the benefacuallty of the UN? Crenshaw: Well, we're talking about member-

ship in the United Nations according to the resolution. And membership in the
Umted _Nations only |ncludes those three. Benson So onIy those three But

partlcular ‘organization. Crenshaw | reaIIy don't know, and | would contend

that is irrelevant, because it is not-- Benson: That is irrelevant? Crenshaw:
Yes, it does not fit under the topic in any way It is not a resolutlonal
discussion. .

Benson: OK Néw the CIA was establlshed by Congress, correct? Cren-

§hi\7{: That's- correct. - Benson:-- OK, -and when: we -discuss the beneficiality of
Congress woold we not look at. the zctions of the CIA as part of that? Cren-

shaw: - No, you weuldn't. -In fact that's- the analogy that Miguel uses most of
the time: ~_He says-- Benson:. VYeah, | know. . Crenshaw: Oh, good.

Benson:- - Miguel is -a nice- guy. Ciéﬁ&héi&: If you're a member of the -CIA,

that does not mean vou are a:representative or a senator. ,89"56",',,,,,Th9t,5
irrelevant. I mean, dcesn't. when you're evaluating beneficiality of Congress,
would ynu not_considar then-- Cranshaw:  Bat; see you-- Benson: The

actions of the CIA in that, you know, on balance calculus? Crenshaw: No,

. The overwhelmmg major: ty of auarrels amorng allles are. set”ed secretly
and - bilaterally- -or -within- the ccnfines: of an - alliance setting.  Even states

basically at odds with each other foregp opportumtles to otilize ths UN when

they are unwilling to exacerbate tensions

78 -
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you -must take the resolution -as a whole. _ Benson:  E3. - on ar a whoie?
Wouldn't we be takmg the resolutlon ?s 2 -, % if we 7"’:,37? - Crenshaw:
No, -you wouldn't because you have t. ,"eal onl,/ wuh nw o dip m _the United

Nations: That is. the only way you d

thing-that-you are determining the beneficiniity of. : :
. Benson: oK. | need the natronal "xterest \A) subpount And all of
contention one.-

Benson: Now, t'ie UN escalates these confllcts? Rgght? How many has. it

emplrlcally escalated? Crenshaw: | think thare is one example of the Arab-ls-
raeli. Benson: ‘The Arab Israeli dispute? - Which one? - flaughter)- Crenshaw:
The conflict in that area. Benson: -in that area. | -mean there are all kinds
of -conflict: Are we talking; like-- Crenshaw: Israel and- -the -PLD-is what |
believe Mr.- Tugwell is-- Benson::  Israel and the PLO?: Is that like UNIFIL?

Is that what: yoa're going to dsfand? Crenshaw That was a g'eacekeepmg

operation. ---We're- talking about venting. - The blowing off of  steam in the

general 3ssembly debate: - Benson:: OK. So blowing off- steam is the --impact

then? CTrenshaw: That is- the- link. -Benson: - That is the link to the impact:

And the impact is what? Crenshaw: The fact that the UN exaserbates conflict

and it contributes to-- - Benson: Well, what'sthe impact of exaserbating the

conflicts? - -Are we talking war here or what? Crenshaw: The nations ise the

UN to mobilize their-war-efforts, in- fact Professors- Yeselson -and Gaglione say

that--:_ Bensun: . Yeselson:and Gaglione in '74; rlght? That's '74 evidence;
correct? Crunshaw: Yes it-is.---Benson: Now you-argue that, you know, we

have: to talk about: current examples: OK: . Now if that's true. hcw does this

Yeselson and _Gaglione even -matter. - It's- twelve years old. Crenshaw: --Well,

you know; if you want to press the evidence. Benson: Why, | am. will you
answer my question please? Crenshaw:—-Well, it is 1974. -Yes; it is.

Benson: OK, the TquelI evidence: Tagwell's Herltage Foundatlon,
correct? Crenshaw: No, he is not. -He's from the Center for Crisis Studies.

Benson: - Isn't he published in The World -Without @ UN? Crenshaw: Yes, he

is, buat that does not-- Benson: -And- rsnt that- ‘where you got the cute?

Ckéﬁ%héi&: % s, but that does not mean that is where he is from:

Ffrst Negati?e Constructive.

Moﬂy McGinnis, Macalester College

We were té:d WwE . Wéu'd get time for thank yeu 's so0 - ld llke to do that

first. - -Macalester Cz!iege is very proud to be 'in the first final roand of_ the

Natlonal CEDA: Debate Tournament. We would like to thank the members of the

team -that are here with us: Grant, Barb, Peter, Brenda; Steve, and Chris;?

and our coaches Dick Lesicks, Iim Bsker, John JacRson, and Ur.- -Scott Nobles

- - Overview- number one is that membershlp is inherently - beneficial: - (A)

subpoint is that on balance, membership is beneficial and I'll cross- apply {o

3Grant Killoran, Barb Birr, ‘ster Richardson; Brenda Smith, Steve Appel-

get; and Chris Cloatier:



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

thelr crlterla on case side. -_ \lchard ‘Gardner; Professor of I;aw at Golumbla

1982. "[W]hen we look at the activities of the United Nations- a5-a whole, the

evidence leads: us:to the unavcidable conclusion that the advantages of the UN:
to our Ziational interest outweigh the disadvantages” (50-1). - ---

(B) subpoint: is -that-no: US means :no UN. Harpers in Januarv of 84 cltes
an anonymous high Sfficial of the administration who says 'With- us out, our

Western ;m.és would soon follow...along:-with many pro-Western countries in the
third world....and the UN would soon - collapse' (29).

- (©) subpount is that specialized agencies go too. Thomas: Frank, who they
cite, says in '85: As for wider withdrawal from the entire UN, the -State

Department has pointed out; -that financial loss would constrain UN organization
drastically and force them to cut back programs, including many regarded -as

espetially tmportant refugee, health, and technical programs; for example
(264-5) %
--- - Overview number two -is - that they suffer from - Iofty expectattons And

lofty expectatlons says that they expect too much out of the peacekeeping forc-

es--and-it's not surprising that they-conclude that they fii. (A)subpoint is the

purpose of peacekeeping mission. Donald J: Puchala, professor of government,
Umversityof South -Carolina,- in 1983: The primary purpose- of these UN

missions --has . _been_ to deter the renewed flghtihg, to gain time for diplomacy,
and to discourage -external and especially superpower intervention that could

lead to..: escalate: to larger wars (578) A

Professor of lnternatlonal Relatlons in 83 "But _if the partles i‘éstE to move,
it is not thejaiefagekeepers -job -to shift- them" (633) -
(C) subpoint is failure is the fault of outsude d[plomacy : Indar lehye,

professor of political- science at Yale in-'84:- (Which takes out- their final argu-

ment on Yeselson and-Gaglione- which. indicates they are becomlng other than the
UN). "The- lack of peacefu! resolution of conflnct has more often been due to

the failure of diplomacy outside” (224). -
OK, overview number two or-overview number three,fexcuse me, - is that

the -UN- sioWs proliferation of nuclear weapons. :(A) subpoint is that US is key
to the IAEA [International Atomic Energy Agency]. --- Dr.- Scheinman arn-sunced

in '85 that to insure an effective agency, a leadership role by the Unitc ' States
is needed (67).°

“"As for wider US wnthdrawai fronn the entire UN system the State

Department has pointed out. that the financial loss would constrain UN organ-
izations drastically to cut back programs, -including many regarded as especually

important; refugee, health, and technical programs, for example".
$"The primary >urposes of these UN missions have been to deter renewed

flghtlng, to gain time for dipolmacy, and to discourage external, and especially

superpower intervention that could escalate into larger wars".
*"One of the most important measures to assure an effective -and credlble

agency enjoying the broad-based confidence so necessary to its effectiveness  is

a sirong and continuing leadership_role by the United States both within the
agency and among its principal members".
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(B) 1AEA benefits the Ug.;;;;ﬁpﬁéi‘t,Rébhéﬁé; government professor at

- Harvard -in Fall of '85: = "[A]n international regime discouraging proliferation

has greatly aided American-policy..." (152). - - - ; : -
--- (C): subpoint, key to the regime: Joseph Nye, . professor of government- at
Harvard.in Summer of '85: - The main -norms and practices of this antiprolifer-

ation regime are found in the NPT, the nuclear nonproliferation treaty, and the

IAEA:? I o T
cience professor at Columbia says in 1983 that

The UN itself has also contributed- to- the- articulation of norms against the use

of nuclear weapons. The reluctance of weaker states to use nuclear weapons in

local disputs may derive in part from the U.N.'s norm agains such an action

from the perception that sanctions would be empioyed (136).*. .= .

{D) subpoint is that the regime-is -effective. - Leonard Spector from Carne-
gie_Endowment for Peace in 1985. Safeguards probably detect most illegal uses
c:f these plants and therefore pose a significant deterrent to proliferation (55).

~ - (E) subpoint it slows the prolif rate. - Lewis Dunn is from the ACDA in
October - of 84: - "Without the NPT, political constraint to the bomb's spread
woul¢beiﬂndermined;:;" (]5). St N B IO
___ Finally, subpoint (F) and it says that proliferation is disastrous. Schein-
man says in '85: "The proliferation of niclear weapons to more countries .~ould
increase prospects for their use, risk involving the super powers, - and raise
the possibility of cataclysmic nuclear war" (1). - - .

.. I'm on- their-observation number one now.  (A) subpaint says definitions;
that they have the right to be reasonable. First argument here is we will

argue that they need to-realistically define... - And when the overview argues,

They argue -only General: Assembly. Eij;iﬁéfg’j{igérjg . jéha’iiél +o

ffqrj;g’rg;’g.r _Now when Congress: debates and decides that somethin; needs to be
done they delegate that to an agency which they set Up, or a-commission-which
they set up, and that's-a delegation of responsibility. And we argue that

there's the same delegation within the United Nations.

""The miin_norms -and practices- of this regime are found in the NPT and

in - reaiunal counterparts such as the_ Treaty of Tlatelolco, which aims to- keep

tatin ;- ~-ica non-nuclear; in the safeguards, rules, and oproredures of the
Internz -4l Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA); and in various UN resslutions". -
- - ""7 .z UN has also contributed-to -the articulation of norms -against the use
of nuclear weapons. While the restraint of the superpowers in this area is due
more to their perception of self-interest- than to UN norms, the reluctance of

weaker states to use nuciear  weapons: in local -disputes may de:ive in part from
the. UN's norm against such ar action -and- from the pirrception that sanctions

(e.g., the cutting off of military -assistance by one's allies) will be applied
within _the UN context against countries- that violate the norm'. - :

.- *"Despite certain shortcomings, these safeguards can probably detect most
illega! uses of these plants and therefore pose a significant deterrent i, prolif-
eration.”



. They: argue from Franck in ‘85 that talks: about political- disputes. First
argument is why is the affirmative- definition distinct? - Why is that the only

definition? Why is: the -analysis | _give above -inappropriate?.
They argue that between World War One and World War Two we still

belonged-i. these things. - First argument_is that a poor analogy. between the
League of Nations and the United Nations, because we argue now that the fund-
it 3 of both is inextricably tied.

They argue that beneficial means to be in one's own interest. And that's

on observation two, the: (A) pount where they talk: about the definition of
beiefit. First argument is who is "one's own interest"? .. | mean is that your

intarest,-or my-interest, -and how:do. you weigh those thlngs‘l Second--argument
is we will maintain on balance: That you divy up the costs and benefits of the
United States membership in the United Nations--and we will conclude - that we
win.  Third argument is how do you weigh? If _they prrve a benefut and we

we det:ide th wins? Who is thé individual cited in their defnmtnon?

-- - The {B) subpoint-is from Mr.- Kennan -in 1985, - He says that we-should be
guided by military security, the integrity of pohtlcal life and the well being of
American -people. - First-argument is what are sub-definitions? -That is;, what is
the .integrity of: the American people What is military secursty? And those
things are not-defined, and if you're not-certain- whether or not-the U.N. hurts

those or helps those, then there can be no assertation of whether or not the
UN is beneficial -or-net--

© - Second argument is why anly thrs? Why are these the only three elements
to- ,talk about?-  -Why cant we talk -about- health,--welfare,--and -all that? Then

they would argue: that's within their third:definition, which. only, which illus-
trates -my point that they need sub-definitions before-you can argue it.-- - Third

argument is how do you weigh? And that goes back to the on balance criterion

“{-am-on contention number one, (Aj pomt They talk about how conflict
control; the need for conflict control. - First argument is- they -do not identify

third yiorld conflict. - Second argument is:-they --do not identify UN fostered
conflict, in fact there is no mention of the UN at all in the card. Which would

indicate ‘that Klare ‘is nct really concerned about the UN conflict in particular,
but, just about- conflict.

Fourth -argument is not only péiééiiee&ﬁg - Which - -would - |nd|cate that we

will argue that peacekeeping is not the only [unlnte[llglble] to peace, nor

should peace be the only thing that is discussed because that's not what
Kennan discusses -only.

- -On the {B) point -they talk about how_small conflicts ure the greatest risk.
First argument is what are the scenarios? | mean, what does this author
assume about what would be the greatest risk? Second arguﬁieﬁt is how large
of 3 conflict is needed before this hairm arcsa? And third, is this fostered by

the UN? Does this piece of evidencc ind.cite that such things are fostered by

the United Nations? o
Their contention number two. (A) subpomt says that the UN.is used to

blow off steam: Tugwell in '84. First argument is he's from the Herltage
Foundation, and we would indict him in particular._  Atlantic Monthly says in
January of '86. "We're not hére to be some kind of Ph.D:. committee giving

IMM.‘
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Our role is to_ pmv:de conseryatlve publac pollcy makers with arguments to
bolster our side” (Easterbrook, -72). - They--reach- their conc!uslon first.

... Second argument is that debate is a substitute: for war: - Elliot- Richardson
is the Reprasentative to the Law of the-Sea-in 1985. -- 'f[T]he long-winded

debates are citen surrogate for war.::" (Fasulo; vi):;- Third argument is the

war i. ovei arms. C. Maxwell- otﬂnley, -from- the -Stanley - Foundation in ‘82:

“In the area of peace and security; the General Assembly provides a neotrsl
forum whare parties to a dispute can fight with words rather than weapons"

€105}. - Third arquinent excuse me; fourth argument is that third world gets

to vent their aggressions. Seymour Finger-says--in -'85 that -"Sometimes,- too,

flery statements at: the UN: by ‘Third World: countries ‘are a substitate - for

dlsastrous (Faslvlo 65).. OK?
. Final argument is that there _are no emplrlcal examples No indication of
where-the: UN has fostered this sort of thing.:
On the (B) point they state it equals the seeds for war. First argument

is that they have a: good track record. LeRoy Bennatt, cf: tho: Jnlverssty

of Delaware in 1584: [T]he record of the UN in conflict rasclution is surpris-

ingly encouraging. Of more than 150 disputes: considered by the Council and
the Assembly, not more than a dozen remain" (130).

Second argument, nope thai's enough there.
- - On_the next argument fromi Kirkpatrick, they talk about how (un’in’telhgu

Si’é}i&éiztéh’déd First argument is, even if it is prolonged it's better than n«

peacekeeping: K. Verkata Raman, professor of law at Queens, in 1983 say .
that -"It is true that in_some situations...indefinitely extended peacekeepinc
operations. have ‘not served to produce a settlement. But . the abserce o+

peacekeeping- would- -have aggravated-the situation much further" (376).
: Next: card is from Yeselson and Gaglione: - They argue that they . choose

sidue. - First argument-is 1974- evidence,- and they better show some-empiricals

since then in ‘the twelve intervening years: Second argument is that the. emplr-
ical needs to be the-standard. -- We-argie-that the empirically peacekeeping is

good. : Third argument is that does not talk .about the superpowers which means
t'*ey don t win the Nixon- argument above.- -Fourth-argument is that they do neot

show a snowball. . That is :Yeseison and Gaglione do not say that these conflicts

escalate into the types of things -the -impacts come off-

(c) subpoint. they talk:about how peacekeeping does not prevent ot
argument is this is only talking about Isrzel. OK? And that's the rawel

evidence again; the indicts cross-apply here::
They argue that-outside the United Nat:ons work. - Frrst argument - '

MNF was not: peacekeeping it was war. -Indar Rikhye; in '84: "The Pre: .
thus categorically stated that MNF was helpvng to train -an. organize-the lLeba-

nz=e army and was needed to back . in maintaining order because tebanon

lacked the forces do so” (235). Meaning We had to put a peat.ekee'pnnr troop

back in order to get these things: to work..
Second argument is failure justifies UN. Dr. Cannon from- the Board of

Governors of the UN in_1984: "In the fall. of 1982 thz .US organized:::a MNF;
outside of the UN, for Lebanon. It failed.... _The US should have learned
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that the "N peacekeepmg forces z=: . 1ly. |nt3rnatiﬁn'a’l and relatwely |mpar

tial--a major advantage in seeking to v.iclve peacefully” (30).

. On the lig: service:argument next from Yeselson and Gaghone Agam 1974
and_they need-to--indicate -that the- present would be truly the sam-. -Raimo

Vayrynen, professor of political science; from . the University of Helsmkl, in
1985. Peacekee’pung forces -are -advocated -both -within and outside the UN.

Peacekeepmg will: - in _ the next. decade and likely beyond be applied miore
frequently and with- greater variety and complexity (193).

On the (E) subpoint they talk ahout how there have besh success; but its
not- enough.- - J.G. -Ruggie,--he's -a professor of political scierce at Coiumbla

1985. "On the whole, peacekeeping has: been a success story for the United

Nations as even some of the fierest critics of the organization are obliged to

concede" (347).
Cross-Examinotion:

Carrie Lrenshaw question’ 'g McGinnis
Crensiaw: -You Sf'§ue “ha. the UN ESLEe a prollferatuon of nuclear Weapons, is
that corre:t? McGinr's: ', We argue that-the- Uriited- Nations' norms and the

United Mations' agan: p to slow the rate of proliferation of nuclear weap-
on< in tlie vg;lgl C..isnaw: So _that's (D) subpomt that says |t slows the
pruideration rate? McGincis: Right:: :

Crenghaw: Does the .impact evidence deal. w:th the rate of prellferatlon or

does -it deal with just whether or not proliferation is bad? McGinnis- It talks
about whethar or not proliferation is bad. Though we would -indicate from the

(E)- point «.at, in¢ (E) point-is:also impact, which _says: that a fast rate.of
proliferation is i~ @ppropriate for a safe 7worldr Crenshaw:- - Can | see-that

piece of evidence? McGinnis: - Weil, | just gave -it all back:. Hang. .on a
second: Crenshaw Because | bellieiygfgq Tour neyggfsfuf!;pount the only piece of
evidence that you read was that proliferaticc: in general is bzd: McGinnis:

Right. That's the (F) subpsint from Schienman. Right. s
Crenshaw: Could i see tha (E) subpoint? McGinris: “eah, (E® subpcint
is right here: -
Crenshaw. -Wh+ is it-that a rate of fast prollferatlon is. - ~rse than a ra’e

of slow: préllfératién? McGinnis: 1t is the making of-the INC argument abpoiit
prolif that more nuclear _weapons are not a good thing. And trat the mov-

toward that has been halted or slowed by the UN.

wutﬁm and nutside the UN framework - _For instance. ASEAN has Callgd for
f*acekeepmg forces for Kampuchea OAU even sent such forces to Chi. -

- though- they later had to be withdrawn - and the Carter Administration
proposed: the establishment of a. UN peacekeeplng force to pacify the border

areas of lran and lraq. - Obviously, Wiseman is right in observing that peacek-
eeping wiil 'in the next decade; and likely beyond i+, asplied more freqiently

ard with greater variety and complexity than heretofo: &' . "
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Ci:nshaw: - Could you +ead this piece of evidencn for ms again please?
Any one in particolar? Oh, the (E) subpoint: Lewis Dunn in '84

¢ -without- the--NPT, political constraint- to the bomb’'s spread would be

mined: - That's all the card says: Crenshaw: What does that say. about

tbg,;gte of the-spread? - McGinnis: We argue-that were it not for this organ-
ization, more people woold Lave the bomb. That's all we argue. . Crenshaw:
But, - you--just argued  that-the rate of proliferation has something to-do with
this argument. . McGinnis: Maybe the words | used were inappropriate then, all
i'm sayihng-on th;s subpoint is thz*. were it not for the-UN, -more people -would

have the bomb-then do now: i%at's all I'm claiming Crenshaw: OK. So the
rate or the-- - Mchijij'ts - No,-- <Lrenshaw: The rate of the-- McGinnis: _All
| need;-- :All I need by ;: rnot that it's :irrelevant; all.i'm argumg ¢ this

sub"ri'di'rit is that fewer people have-the bomb. -That's all I'm arguing.

- Crenshaw: OK: Why is “it thzt the United Nations spreacs nuclear weap-
ons? McGinnis:- -Why -is-it thst--thoy spread--nuclear weapons? Crenshtaw:

'Cause your link said that-- McGinnis: | don't argde that they do spread
nuclear weapons. Crenshaw: Wa;t now. - OK. -Correct-me if -I'm wrong, but

didn't ycu just say -that-if it were not for tha United Nations; then less people
would have the bomb? McGinnis: - No - -Were it not foi- the- United Nations,

more people would have the bomb jhar do now: 1 argue that-- Cren-
shaw: OX, |'m sorry.- Correct. OK. I N _

- -~ Crenshaw: So- the United dations promotes the spread of nuclear weapons’

McCinnis: No. Crenshaw: It decreases the spresad of -nuclear weaouns?

McGinnis: Yes. Crenshaw: OK. ['m gectting sleepy; obviously: -Why: is:that?

Through which agency? The International Atomic Energy Agency?. McGinnis:

Two ways. _First is the United Nations itseli :atc the nr-ms against such _use:
Crenzhaw: What, the General Acsombly? McGinnis: Riz'-. The norms gener-

ated in the UN.-- And then | -alss argued that they -deicgate their-responsibil-
ities to enforce that sort of pledge, that norm, to -the IAFA and through the

UN treaty-- Crenshaw: So, the rorms evidence talks - oul the lin'ted use of
the nuclear weapons, does it not? McGinnis: It arguer--5tei i +he iwive toward
that-- Crenshaw: it's not obtaining the tachnology; : : n“ 2 alut the use
of:

§é'c'o"rii:i zifrlrmativa Constructive:

B The frrst e °fy3ew,;|,s on empiricals. - {A) subpoint is on balar:e.- |
would :first argae that Zris i¢ a; - cies. The evidence says w!ci you iook at

tive U as-a wheim- as-they argued in cross-examination, it should be wholistic.

Second argument ‘is vague word: It is not something you can vote for, it does
not say exactly what is- bensficial and-certainly you cannot weight -exact! v-hat

they are teikin~ abeuot: You Ho not even krow what was considered: They
consider our -arguments.- - -

She says (B) subpoint; no US equals no . UN She is correct.
(C) subpoint says -agencies ‘wculd go. That is not true. That evidence

only indicates that we actually left the agencies also. We could still fund the
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a§éhciés by still Béiri§ in. them.. We do not necessariiy - have to cut off fundmg

te the -agencies, and | think the Franck evudence at the top of the case indi-
cates  that.
Overview two, Iofty expectatlons First argument rs, —I donf thiiik its

very unreasonable to expect the United ‘Nations to not cause conflict: Certainly
we. can't expect them to stop _every conflict, but- you dc.'t want them to create

any of them. Second argument is that peacekeeping has worked i the past,
but we are C|a'ﬂﬂ"l§ that it has changed because of ventlng as | wili argue on
case speclflcally

we do not need the Unlted Nat'ons becau se we wull argue that it is not umque
to the -United -Nations. )
Prolif. - Flrst ‘arg ament is that the IAEA |s an ageney Evudence is from

Amen in -'82: Alt\ough not a specialized agencv, the !nternatlonal Atomic
Energy - Agency (IAEA) is an autonomous interger . . - 1ger.cyﬁmglgier the
aegis -of the United Nations" (26). Second argun . . it we must_obviously
have:the bomb. ot +ere because the evidence that - - rezd tﬁhﬁatﬁsaysﬁtﬁhat -the
UN--has - these ¢ :~s_to-stop the use--you only stop the use of nukes after

someone has: nukﬂs . which indicates that the UN has not stopped prohferatlon,

otherwise,- the r-:ms wnuld -not matter.

J’Jnrd argt ient is that the debates actually Iead (& prorhfr Becker writes

in 1985; - "Nuclear nonprohferatlon is not tackled as a secur;ty issue but rather

as: another: source of ‘discrimination’ between 'haves' ahd 'have nots'.... The

net resilt-is-that-the-United Nations debates undermine the status of the NPT

and become instrumental in legitimizing nuclear weapons proliferation” -(175).

Fourth- - argument is that the NPT spreads- nuclear weapons capabilities.

Becker in '85: "The NPT will in effect become a treaty for the peaceful uses of

nuclear- energy,- and--as- such -may be instrumental -in promoting the very spread

of nuclear weapon capability that: it-was intended to inhibit" (134) -
Fifth ai'isWér is tha‘ the 1AEA promeh=s nuclear proliferation. Becker in
'85:

These deflclenc'es are partlcularly aIarmlng because of the abrogatron

risk' inherent in -the NPT system.. In otheér words, the IAEA
system. and- particularly -its-- promotlonal role, allows a -state -to

proceed under the guise_of the NPT as far as p-ssible with all it's

plans for making nuclear -weapons and, when readv, ~erely notify the

IAEA --ard the United Nation Secr rlty Council what it is WlthdraWihg
from the treaty (126)----- - —-

Sixth argument is that the experts agree that the ‘AEA caninot stop proluf

Becker in '85, quoting Epstine: - "Experts -agree, and the |AEA itself admits,

that there are limits ‘to the extent to-which the agency is able to detect diver-
sions and to g-iarantee aneffective internaticna! response to 3 non-proliferation

violation; even:when it is detected" (126):
Critoria of our case. -She- says you- need ;reahstlc standard, and- they

have a funding link but she never -indicates that fundlng would actually be
stopped, i.2. this is the same argument she makes as her overview.

She -says number two, Congress: equals delegates, and it is the same in the

UN. But, if ©'m a member of the CIA, | am not a inember cf Congress. And
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therefore, the US: could still Eeic'n'g to the IAEA 7st||I stop prollferatlon, é'ria
not have to-be-in the United Natlons and stop this venting.
She then extends that; | can't read my own.-handwriting. Oh, I'm sorry,

she-says why is Franck cor=sct? And | would argue that this. You can belong
in_these agencies and thi is emplrlcally true. You can belong in these agen-

cies and thrs is-empirically -\;ue. Bennett in '84: = "Membership in the special-

ized: agencies affiliated. with the UN is |ndependent of UN membership. Several

of the specialized- agencies have a membership larger than that of the UN" (75).

Switzerland belongs. to a lot of these specualuzed agencues and they are not
members of - the- Umted Nations.

ing link.. But she never -indicates that there was no fundlng link between the

League of MNations and these agencies; she merely asserts it. And Mr...Franck
indicates, - that-even if we-leave the UN, you can still belong to these agencies.

And that part of the evidence is granted S
Beneficial. - - She says, - for- whose benefit?- Should balance. Of course, |

would agree. She says, nomber three, how do you weigh? | would say you

give articulate eloquent reasons why your argument outwelghs

- (B) -subpoint, US national interests. Kennan in '85. She says what are
the subdefinitions? | think we provide the subdefinitions on contention one;

when we indicate: that ‘military :ecarity is in our ‘benefit: .Number two; | would

argue, is that |t”outwe|ghs everything- else, because 1f -we are not militarily

secure and our:country's involved in-a war; or should have a nuclear catastro-
phe, then surely we cannot have political integ-‘ty or well-being.

- She says nuisber two; why not the others?: :As i a!’(.lled abéve thus
outweighs. She siys number three how do you weigh? -lut to be cynical or

anything but you - :2 scales and when you weigh me; I'm s bit *'eavy (taugh-
ter) Pudgy. .. . ..

- Contention -one: (A) subpount you need confhct control - She says this
doas not say UN fosters. Of course not. But it is *‘rue that if the UN-leads

t¢ ronflict, this evidence indicates you don't want that; because that would lead

t. catastrophe: . _
She says number- two, - peacekeeplng is not: the only thmg Fme -
She says (B) sub: -On_our (3) subpoint we argue- small -wars_are - the

éreatest threat. She-.says what are the scenarios?: | thmk Mr. Nixon gives
yco excellent scenarios: He says we'll get sucked in; we'll- get dragged - in.

Ske t@vl number two, how large do they have to ‘w? Clearly, -the evidence
indizt't; w ien you have these small wars you have this politica for escalation

and & -oaid ask you-to vote-for that; at lesast the evidence at top says you
don .. .: il this contlict out there. Tha* is the Klare evidence. - o
- - gw—.dys aumber three, does not 13y UN. “‘ou know, -so what? We are

arguinig by 'inks here. And this contuition is aeraly establlshmg the criteria
by which- you- weight contention number two. And that is where the links are.
-Contention nomber tws. Tugwell evidence the:e ir ‘g4 sa’s the sa’ety
valve -theory-- -has been -turnzd on- its_head.- She -says Heritaye Foundation.
First argument is; who the hell; who the heck, is the Atlantic Monthly? How

come tLa{ beats - the Hemtage Fondatnon? She doesn t even read a source.

first. She merely asserts that. Third argument is she should just s.'r')v them
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wrong. If he is so incorrect then Just say why they are- wrong - She ’si:y"s,

numbe. two,- that they empirically prevented wars.- Obviously. not true: - It it
empir..:3lly false because we have wars all -the time.---And you have all this

debate out there and:they still:-go to war. Means at:least venting does not lead
to peaée Not that it necessarily Ieads to war, but it does not lead to peace.

She says that they .get tc vent. - But;: | want to extend the evidence there

in the case that the safety valve has been _turned on- its head. -Se that venting

is actually bad. - -Her last: argument is n> empirics: -But the evidence down
there that we read later on in the case, that the Arab- Is-aell confhct is fueled

by the-United Nations. -
(8) subpoint, ventmg--sow the seeds of war. She says that- they have

confllct resolution; but | would argue that they still. cause conflicts; and _that is
not what you want. . Kirkpatrick. She says it is better than nothmg -But- the

UN is not g¢ng to get peacekeeping as 1 will argue below:. - -74. She ' says
show empln-al example. .| would argue ,Eha},,tbf, problem is .-tlllfaroqufr World
Press- Review -in Dei:einber of '85: "Never before has the UN been so divorced

from its_fonctions of preservmg pearz, settling international disputes, protect-

ing humaﬂ rights, and creating an a. -osphere of dialogue instead of vitupera-

tior.” (Sethi 39). R -
---_ Second argument, she says you need emplrtcal standard. :I got that

above.. She says three, no superpowers, do not show snowball. And this is

the-Nixon -evidence- that -indicates when you have these conflicts;, you have this

potentLal for getting sucked .in: S
(C)-subpoint; venting precludes. She says that it is only Israel; an' fhat
it is Tugwell: No, ‘the evidence indicates in the whole Middie East, not just

Israei. -~ She says- MNF . equals war and this is all her peacekeeping stuff.

Please group. First-argument is- the UN would not have done better. . Nelson

in '85: -"Te- assert that the MNF role -had beer transformed from peacekeeping

to enforcement is not to say. that it failed p~r s€&, not emphatncally, that a UN
force woild have been-more -successful- in -the -same circumstance..." {82).-

Number -two; they don't want the UN there. Cuellar in '84: "But the
dlfflg:glty is that some-of these concerned don't-wa.:t to have the United Nations

mvolveci in- the: Middle Eas* problem They oh;ect to the United Nations pres-
ence” (Gauhar 18).

- Number: three, they wtll not go to the Middle East That is the evndence
from Tugwell tk--~=, indicating only the US can do it.

- Number fcu - is, that there will be no more: peacekeepmg in the future
because we've had the non-UN peacel eeping. Cuellar in '84: "Or two occa-

sicns Multinational forces were set -:p by the US which is rea'ly tarntamount to
telling the UN. that we dorn't -trus’ -,ou- to- handle-difficuit matters. With- that

background, it seems that “the msyor powers might be unwilling to support UN
peacekeepirig operations" (Gauhar-3ij.- - - -

- Number five; thank you,_-soldiers _are dymg aad ,:7."-o=fore, no one w«II
contribute soldiers to it.. Cuellar in ‘'84: - "The gro.:ing reluctance of members

countries to provide troops unless they have some -guarantee that the troops
will be protected. It is not deveioping countries who ask for such guarantees,

it is the developed countries who :insist on it: . For instance; the Netherlands

and Norway are hesitant to- continue providing iroops -to the United Nation's

UNIFL. The Netherlands have told me very frankly that they are prepared to
-8 -
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extend thelr presence in- Lebanon for three -mo -e- mouths bL.t not beyond

{Gauhar 16): - You need the U.S: in there because heck we're rea.ly, you krnow

ready to shoot at them. . -- - -

€E) subpoint is granted whlch means. you have ne_reason to: T*ns p-eacek-
eeplng stuff will come down to uniqueness. If the US can go in there, and at

least shoot back and guarantee that people want them to be soldiers; and 'you
can get all this conflict resolution- outside the-United Nations, that Yeselson

card in 74 |s granted that says you go ‘>|Iateral because you don't want to

Cross Examination

Molly McGInnIs questioning Delao

McGlnms Are there any peacekeep}r.g fo ces m operatlonr rlght now?

Delao: VYes; there are. McGinnis: Yes, there-are. How many? Delao: Two.
McGinnis: Two? Delas: That's a guess. Mchms No,- |I'm asking you a
question. Delao: Well, you seem to _know the answer. McGinnis: Oh. Actu-
ally, not, that's Psul. Delac: - Well, we'll take two. McGinnis: Any. idea
where tl’iéséfijiiiiuriiberéd;,iifeaoelieeoifig ﬁiissioﬁi might be? - Delzo: - UNIEL is one
of them. = McGinnis: UNIFL is one of them. OK. And it's not working? |Is

conflict there? Delao: - | don't remember making: that argument. - McGinnis:
Now wait a rx . .te. Delao: |'d love to make that argument. ,!,,P,'Pba,b’,,, will .
McGinnis:—- - Yau- argue they  extend - the confiict, they: - institutionalize the

ce~flict, they still cause conflict; all that.: Delso: Now that's the ventlng in

the General -Assembly. ---
: -McGinnis: How wait a m-nute the Klrkpatrick ev»dence says that UN
involvement - equals extersion -of the conflict. Delao: - In thec General Assembly.

McGinnis: In thz General: Assembly only; right? So there's no extension of the
conflict on the battleheld?f— Delao: - Net Wat, -Right,- not in that -=vidence.
McGinnis: : Not in that aviderce: Anyv«here in 2AC?: Delao: : Nope: McGinnis:

No wheari in 2AC? - Delao: - Were,not saylng peace keeping-is baa, were- just

T > are going to argue we're goirg to get it more effectn.ely McGin-
", scurds good. . S o R

" Is there conflict: right now?. Belao - Thats 2 vague questlon
OK, in terms -{ the defiiition ._f cnnf'lct used in 1AC, is there

T row? Delao: In the world; ye ; the-e is: - McBinnis: _OK: :So; why
hav. t the siuper powers bee suclied into the horrors -of Richard Nixch's

scenario’'s? -Delao: tuckily, we Jon't-all:get sucked into_every:single conflict.
MzGinnis: Oh, so only a few conflicts do they get sucked into? -Any-possibil-

ity of where that might be?: Delao: - That just shows that it :is not in -our
interest. And it doesn’'t kz -2 to happen every time, but since there.is a

potential, certa;nly it is not iin our :interest. -Ana it docesn't-have to: happen

every time, but since theie is a potential, cer'(alnrly it is not in our interest to

want to- risk that. McGinnis: OK. If it is in our interest to have MNF, or

non-U.S. peacekeeping forces, why haven't we sent them everywhere in the
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world where there is conflict? - Delao: The last few times peacekeepmg forces
were used were outside-the -UN. The last time they were-- -

McGinnis: €K: - In .areas where thers are iic UN peacekeepmg forces - or

ho _non-UN- peacekeeping -forces, - why- hasn't -the US; like, gotter -up and done

so'nethmg about it? - Delao: Peace keeping forces aie not used all of the tnme

Tite only ttme tha® they have generally been used is when you had a more seri-

L eonflicts its not like -everyone ases tiiem-- McGinnis: A more serious

thiit7  Deiao: Not using then is not necessarily a failure. It only means
that--- -
McGinnis: - Ei(cuse me, Whats the dafference be\ween a more seriots

conflict where there would be peice keeping forces and & smaII conflict which is

the greatest risk that Nixon ta‘“s about? Delao: ©Oh, OK. - The one Nixen is

talking about is when you have ailias; like superpowers and therefore you. have
to get involved. |- _mean--when-1sreal -fights - somel::dy; like in the '73 war--

McGinnis:- OK,; so now Isreal is: something that Nixon would talk about, rlght?

Delao: THhat is certainly- something.-- -

McGinnis: Are there. peace keeggng forces frem the UN now in the area of

Israel? Delao: Not in Israel. -McGinnis: -_In the area of Isi«:'?- Delao: - There

is UNIFL. McGinnis: - There is UNIFL® Wouid Mr.- Nixon s27. that that peace

keeping, or that conflict, that area-of conflict, would be enough to worry about

sucking .us in? :Delao: Yup. . McGinnis: Why haven't we been sucked in?
Delao: Becaiise there is a peace keeping force there.-

McGinnis:- - That works? Delao: Well_when you make that argﬁment, | assure

you we will have lots of responses. McGinnis: Now wait a2 minute, your crite-

rion is that we:shouldn't get sucked in and you just said that peace keeping

forces-- Delao: 1 didn't. say it works, | faid -thére-is-_one there. McGinnis:
But, they a.en’t sucking us -in, right? Delao: Not the peace keeping forces,
peace keeping forces-- McGinnis: {as the area sucked us in superpower?

Deiao: Obviously; not. McGinnis: GCr.

Second Negative Constructive‘

Pau/ Benson, Macalester College

Lofty expectatlens, it gets blg, contentlon two. LOftY expeetatlons ts
overview number two. The criteria -t up by the 2AC is if you can do:

outside the UN better; then you vo'l rifirmative. And what we will-argue |s,

he- will have to-prove i.e. solves: + fr 'hls indicating that outside the UN ‘is

better. -We will contend that UN | i thing that you've got and |ts the

only empirical- examples of -solving tar ~. .~e.

Please: go to his -first argament i ‘sufty expectatlons He says |ts not

unreasonable to say that they don't, you kinow, for them not to cause.it. . Of

course; number one,: ! will argua they do not tause the wars. | mean -the wars

happen with - ar- without -the United Nationz.. And no where does he. mdlcate
that a war would happer because the UN exnsted 7777777

______Second -argument is it prevents wars. This_.is from the World Press
Review in '85: It would be unjust to consider only the organization's failures.
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How can we count the number of wars that thanks to the UN d|d not break out
because of the Security Council (Balk, 1). - - -

- Next argument :is that they- decrease jensuon = Ronald Falkner whos a
professor of political science at _Tennessee Tech in '83:-_Its record in view of
the tremendous tension reductions in the world -has been a good one; The

United .Nations has served with remarkable effectiveness as a mechanlsm for

reducing friction arising out of the process of change (490). '2

Next argument is it controls violernce. Indar Rikhye professor “of polltlcal

science at Yale in '74: No one who has carefully studied the performance of
these peacekeeping forces in a role closely dictated and controlled by the

General Assembly and Securuty Council llghtly dismisses that any of them has

I will indicate that these peacekeeping forces are good

His second argumert is that, you krow, it has worked but it has changed

now. And I'll indicate below that, you know, even today it's doing some neat
stuli;
His third aréiiinent is it does- not deai With faiiijré Of -course; ;auﬁisé;

Second argurnent is he drops that the failures are the fault of outS|de

forces. --Indicating that the fauluures are not the fsult of the UN, it's because
of outside areas:

--- 4--want -to- extend 7here on Iofty expectatlons ] Argument number one is,
you: should not -blame them for no conflict resolution: Raman, who was previ-
ously --qualified in 'B3:- --"There is, -consequently, little justification in blaming
peacekeeping for a failure to reach a solution in a conflict" (376): It was
never thelrﬁresgqnglbrllty e - R .- - .

‘Next _argument -is if they want to fjght they WIII ‘This is from Connor
O'Brian - who -is--a- UN- secretary -in 1985: -~ "In cases -where -bcth parties:are
prepared to go to-the bitter end--as; for example; in.the Falklands--there is no
real role for the UN"(19}. --Indicating, you_ know, -if-Iran- and lrag-hate each

other that much nobody is going to stop them from shooting each other:

ii'incxeed the prestlglous Le Monde of Parls rumlnatmg on the UN four

decades a‘ter -the signing of its charter; observes [June 26], . it would be
unjust to consider only the orgznization's failures....How- can we count the

wars that; thanks :to the U.N.,-did not break out?. Securlty Council mcetings;
however vurulent have the effect of a safety valve. "

“12"jts record, in vie s of the tremendous tensions in the world ha been a
good one. In 1981, [Secretary General Kurt Waldheim] observed ihat the

mwéa Nations had served with- remarkabie effectlveness as a mechanism for

""No one who has carefully studied the performance of these |nternat|onal
peacekeeping forces .in a role closely dicated and contiolled by the mandate that

they have been given by the Security .ouncil or General Assembly can lightly
dismiss the cortribution that any of them ha: miade to the control of violence."
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- Mext -argument is if the UN wants; you know_ if they want peace; the UN
provides it; indicating baneficiality. Abba Eban the. Foreigh Minister-from lsra-
el in 'E5: - When the belligerents desire to formalize a measure of stability and
mutual restraint, the availability of UN symbols and myth helps them to create

periods-and areas of restraint and then stop the: conflict(45).1* -
~ .. Final argoment here is you cannot expect -them to -solve -all - conflicts.
Edward Luck in-'85:- "The United h.: s obviously cannot r = age all conflicts
and resolve all dispates soccs-s:wily’ (149).  Impact of this -a- 2.ment indicates,
you w:ie. that you-can't expzct them to do everything grea 5ot man in the
stuff .~y oe it's fantastic: e T

1 went examples here, and I'm -going to give yo " n _of them:
{(«j2u7:nvt are past examples. And he's going to say »_: --- are 4in- the
pir« z:u they don't apply. - But | wili give you examples \ ere the superpow-
ers have been prevented from get*:ng involved in corilict. ~ And | ‘| contend

that if these things hadn't happened, you may not even have a today. -
- First example is the Congo. And this is from lnciar Riktiye, professor of
political science in-'84.- - He argues International peacekeeping not on'y survived

the ci-~llenge but established beyond any doubt that, without its involvement,
the Congo would have-ceased to-survive as a unified natiunn and could easily

have become a battle-ground of superpower warfare (89). ' =
- Next argument is it justifies overall peacekeeping. Rikhye again; this time

in '74:  The part of the UN in the Congo played deserves its rightful recogni-

tion = and can clearly be defined as justification for the UN's overali conflict

resolution policy (91). ¢ - - -
Indi-ates justification on a- big basis.- - - -

- - Next argument is it prevented superpower confrontation, and | mean that's
the evidence that's above. e . : :

_ - _I't_give you the next empirical example of the Cuban Missile crisis.
Connor O'Brian continues. The Cuban missile crisis suggests that the world
might have been more unsafe if it weren't for the UN's repertsire of tricks.
(18)17

~_'*"But it remains true when the belligerents desired to formalize a measure
of stability-and mutual restraint; the availability of soitabie UN symbols “and
myths helps them to create periods and areas of restraints in wha: would other-

wise have been -an uncontrolled confiict." -

- !"International peacekeeping not only rvived the : snge but escab-
lished beyond -any -doubt that, wihout its v ‘vemert; -tk  .ongo would have

ceased to survive as a unified nation and cc. | -.sily have :.-ome a battle-

ground of economic: and ideological warfare.'

. '*"The part that ONCY (United Nation s * 5n,5 Operation) played.in- this
deserves its- rightful recognition--and can: cle.,ly be regarded as a justification

for the United:Nation's overall conflict contro! policy of combining military oper-
ations with political and conciliatory efforts." - - - - S

- '™More ' than any other episode in the U.N.'s history, th: Cuban missile
crisis suggests that -the world might have been more unsafe if it weren't for the

UN's unimpressive repertoire of tricks."
-
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Next argument,,ls essential role by the UN. Brian Urquhart 7§9C|ajria7nq

!’Q[ljpga!fﬁfrfalrswjn ‘81: -The -UN played an -essential role in the Cuban Missile
Crisis in '62, -rot only prowdlng .a forum where both sides could expound their

posmons publicly, but alse ih' suggesting, steps could be taken to deescalate

the crisis: (9): ** o
Final arguset o Yem Klple' War. Sir Antnony Parson:in '83. :-He's a
- 'At the end of the Yom Klppur War of Oct\.ber 1973 there

=i 4 che moest- appalling- danger to global peace. . The world
came close to ¢ ~:xed: confrontation betwezn the superpowers on a battlefield.
Neither side cou'd-find a-way-to climb down. At the last moment, they used

the: Security Coancil pfihe United-Nations as a ladder from which to dismount
their high horses”- (106-7). --I'm telling-you,- in the Yom Kippur war;, we might

not even have today if it were not for the UN. S
Please go now on to - the -(B)- subpoint, which will iri&'i,cate, you ‘know,

zurrent examples. -Cyprus-is the first one:. UN Chronicle in '85: "The Secre-
tary General said the continued-presence of UNFICYP remained indispensable in

helping to mazintain: the calm on the island:::" (33):
- Next argument is in terms of -the- Mlddle East,-in- UNTSO. Thus is - from

Indar- Rikhye, professor of political science; prewously ‘qualified: Surmlarly,
UNTSC contlnues to perform an important role in the Middle East. It keeps the

Security --Council informed of incidents and other developments that threaten
peace” (1983,9). e

Next argument is. Pakistan. - It keeps the peace today Rjkhye agam
Uhm, this is, oh excuse me. Sellg Harris, [Harrisen], Carnegle Endowment in

'83: The UN effort in Pakistan has come close to successful conclusion; and has
been successful in regard to the Soviet withdrawal from Pakistan (4). 1%

- Next argument is- UNDOF, that's the Golan Heights Force . _ And: thls is
from Riithye again. The situation remained unchanged in thg & ian -Heights,

where calm continues to prevall Thus UNDOfF -continues to-pizy. a useful role
between Israel and its remaining, you know, Arab problem (62). *°

-- - -Next argument is UNIFL. UN Chrbn/cle in '85: In spite ©i the dnffncult

condltlons in southern Lebanon, UNIFL's preseice continiues to b acassary

"','The Umted Nations played an essential role in the Cuban Miss .e Crisis
in 62, not only prowdmg 3 foram where both sides could expouno shieir posi-

tions -publicly,- but alsc-in suggesting, through fectters from Secret::- T -=eral U
Thant to Chairman Kruschev and President Keriredy, steps that mwd!l o b, raken
simultaneousiy- by-both- sides to ge-escalate the crisis." -

_ 1%"Second, _ criticai, interrelated issues remain to be settled nowii- - iie
time frame. -for -Soviet force- wnthdraWals and for the phase out of Pal. .ay. =.i

to the resistance, as well as; the precise orchestration of these two procec. s,

Much to-the surprise of -the Amerrcan officiais, however, the UN effort is now

moving- tantalizingly close to a succeszfcl conclasion: Some of the more optimis-

tic Pakistani-a~¢ Seviet sources say that |mplementatzon of the aareement could

concelvably begm |n ear'y 1984 "

continues to prevail: Thus UNDGF continues _to play a useful role betwee
lirael and its remaining serious arab antagonists.”
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and constitutes an |mgortant f..ctor in the stab|I|ty in- the international commit-

ment_to_upholding Lebanon's -independence; sovereignty, and territorial integri-
ty -{(7)..2* | think | take all of that out. Man, the emplrlcals are with the

negative:
Please-go to contentlon two. —fHe argues whos the -Atlantic Monthly?

Well,. I'll argue the At/aniic Monthly is not an unbiased source that reaches its
conclusions beforehand. --And {1-mean -if you-want to call for the -evidence at the

end of the round, that is what the evidence does indicate: They reach thelr
conclusions, therr go off and research -it. -

I'll argue next. argument ‘is; that you know; the Herltage Foundatlon is

hasucally a- mtndless -organization. .- -William Charles Maynes, -Editor- of -Forelgn

Policy in- '85: "[T]he Heritage Foundation.::has devoted so much of its budg-

et to what seems to outsuders as a mindless assault on the United Natlons

(237)...
Next argument |s,7 remember these ggys? These -are the guys who——sald

fluoridation of:- water was a communist plot: (laughter) | mean emplrncally,
give me a break here. R

: His second argument is, you know, ,emerlcaIly takes out debate, substl-
tutes for war. Where are the empiricals? ii2 doesn't indizate them.- --And he

drops the :Richman evi-- | think it's Richman evidence; that |nd|cates, you
know debates do substitute.

The -third argument he says safety is turned; but all he does is say, you
know, extend. | mean our arguments from the Stanley Foundotlon in '85 beat
this. - ] :

His next. argument, you know, he drops the fourth subpolnt that says the

Third World-gets to vent their aggression, that's the Finger evidence and- he
grants it. He says, you know, we say. no emplrlcals, he says it fuels conflict.
No. - |-mean we argue here that the empiricals rest with the negative. And |
think that our evidence puIIs throUgh He does no extensisn here, ill He does
is repeat.

Please go now on to where he argues causes confllct I will argue, no |t
stops. -And | give empiricals. -He says they do not keep-the peace. That is
wrong; -he drops the Raman evidence that indicates even if its paolonged |ts

better- that-you have-the peace keeping forces there.

Now on Yeselson and Gagllone It's '74; the above evidence takes out
anyway. - - -
On empirical standards, he Lays: aboye : III say above He says Nnxon

_: - Only - Israel is -the next: argunent Molly. makes; and he says it's on tha
whole in the Middle East Boloney: It's onIy Middle East, and | give other

exampies
He -then- argues that there are. these better ways -to do it. O' course

takes out superpowers and no- snowball. - But he drops the ansyv.ers.

numb2r one; only Middle East. Number two; drops Vayrynen evidence says we

217 splte of the dlfﬁcult conditions - i in- southern Lebanon, UNIFLs pres-

ence continued to be necessary and. constitoted an .important factor of stability
in an _international commitment to upholding Lebanon's independence, covereign-

ty, and territorial integrity.’
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\M" use it i i - - ruture. - Number three drops the MNF evidence that says it

wasn't even a pedcekeepmg force, it was:a war. e
Next argument is that- by-passing the UN is bad. Fibughton and;Trinka.

Center for the Study of Forelgnjffalrs in '84: The UN has acquired a great

deal of expertise-in the field.- To-create a non-UN organization for the same

purpose derogates -the prestige of the UN and thos weakens the overall peacek-
eeping process of the world- (79j-22

B -Next argumenL is_ it . prevents superpowe» canfron.atnn Houghton and
Trinka again. "[T]he establishment of non-1!N peacekeep.ng fo-ce, with US

participation...is unacceptable to the Sovint L=ica, even if it is done under the
banner of a peacekeeplng force.- - -A- response- by the USSR can be expected;

thus creating the risk of a_new direct confraitation” (95):
You know, those non-U' forces are hasty stutif.

Cross Examinat'on
Miguel Belao questioning Ber’son

Delao Can | have the Iast two cards? Benson _Siire. Deiaa: ffThats a

really interesting last .card. Paul;, | get crucified - in cross-ex kecaose. ! say;
you know, when .you have conflict. and it will ~scalate and- everybody will die:
That-last card- says that-when you go outside: t* - UN, -the Sowviets will nuke os
or something to that extent, and we've had tv. outside the UN. when did: they

ngkg us?- Benson: - Well, no, no, no, see like the MNF and the MFO; | mean,
we're ‘not. saying it . .finitely s going to happern--Delao:  Well, what's the
potantial for it? - {laughter)- Bensoa: - Well, ! mean you argue. If -you're
going tc :nntend potential, | will contznd that there is a areater possibility- of
this. hsppening -here. - Delao: Why? Benson:- Because UN forces -do not
include ¢F vy superpowers or any menibers of the Security Councii. Non-UN
forces- - Delao:-- -They never do? Bensor: :uh?- Delao: - They nesver dc?
Benson: Not ..urrently | mean, if yon want to b”rm’g that up I've got the
chart.

- Delao: | thought the Eyprus forces had US people there. Benson: They
did in the past, but they were wathdrawn D=lao: They don't now?- Benscn.

No. Delao: :Can you prove it?. Benson: : Well; | mean the US is contlm-mg to
support it via ¢ ds, political-stuff-aiid that but -our troops aren't over there.
And r mean we cc .mit sur troops to these non-UN peacekeepmg forces. We

Have to, that's tne cnly way they-can function--
Delao: .. Ca- ;ou name mre”trheivgars we stopped? Benson: The wars we

stor: ped? Yom-- Delao:  You -want me to -show you the wars w: caused

Benson: Huh? Delao: Y.u want me to show the wars we caused. Benson.

""The UN harsr acqulred a great deal ef expertlse in the field. - To create
a_non-UN organization for. the:same purpose derogates from the prestlge of the
UN and tnus weakens an mstltutlon wiich the world looks upon as a major

instrumeni for maintsining peace.
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Well, i'd say this is a little iate--  Delao: ~ i'm referring to the World Press

Review -card--that just says don't just consider the-failures-- Eéi’ii;é:i K.
OK. Yom Kippur prevents: suparpower conflict. Delas: s¢ you're going to
refer--to- all-the _empirics -then in 2NC, right? @ Benson: Oh no; !'ll contend

that all the :empiricals: that are gomg on now which | will ¢laim as independeiit
benefits to UN peace keeping.-

Delao: | think you have. a really good argument hare that—-" Benson:

Weji -thank-you. — Delao: - Well, let me tell you which one--. Berson: | think

it's -a gocd argument Belao- You may be wrong Well I think they are all
good. - .- - e -

= BelaO‘ You say. |ts reasonahle that you should not - have Iéfty éxr:eéta-
tions.. - Now 2il the evidence you read says-that you should not expect them to

stop every:war, right? Benson: : | agree with.you: - Delao: Thais an
Unreasonable expectation.- But, -is it-unreasonable-- for the affirmative to say

that the “%N :should not:contribute? Is that unreasonable?: Bensox: Should
not contribute to conflicts? - Delao: -Exactly.----Benson: - Well, 1 mean that

depends like; ‘what your, wou know; what empiricals yoo brlng up and whether

or not | can tiurn them. (Iaughter] - Delao: Whether we win-then-or -not, is

that an: unreasonable standard? Benson: . Well,: | -mean I don't think, yoa
know, I'm .not going to grant you that premise at,all because - | -would contend

that the wars would with - or without the -UN and for you to hypothesize -that
scme how the UN caused this to mcre*ventally increase this much, I-think that's

boloney. Delao:- That's if you:win your argument. _ if the- UN .concributes--

Benson: Even if | don't | think it makes sense.  Delao: - If the UN contrib-
utes to it, why is it unreasonable to expect them to not contribute? Benson:
You just lost me. Why is it_unreasonable to expect them not to contiibute?
They don't--- Delao:: See, you're assuming you win your argument.: - am
saying-- Benson: | don't plan on losing it. (laughter) Delao: | want to
knosv if,- | don’t care who wins it. why is it -unreasonable to not want them to
contribute to it? This is your fourth chance to. dnswer this. Benson: Oh, so

you-mean that- the UN would actually like, cause more people to get involved.
Is that what you're asking? Delac: Why .is that unreasonat'e? Benson: You
can- bring up-stuff that says i:ke, it brings in like eight other countries getting
involved;, well then cyeah, | would say that the UN isn't beneficial in that

instance. Detao: OK.

First Negative Rebuttal

Molly McGinnis; Macalester

~ His first answer on the overview, suys that my evidance talks about the
UN as a whole, theiefore-it's obviously not talking about what the affirmative is

talking: about.: _-First argument; they contradicted this definition: Now .that
means his deflmtlon is -different from mine, -but 1'm- -arguing that that- hnghlughts

that there is no definite definition of what is and what is not the UN: Why is

my author - inappropriate- when he -says the -words UN in his piece of evidence

and concludes that on_balance; it's beneficial to the . United States?. And he
needs to show that the assumptions my author. why those are different than

Cug
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his. -And he has to: h!ghllght those distinctions before there can be any
concrete definitions of UN..

_Second:- argument: is that the money: is |nextr|cably tled And;tgm;s,g:;qs,s;
apps back to the (C) point: Nicholos Platt, from the Bureau of Internatioral
Affairs,.- DOS; 1982: - "The subsidiary-UN bodies and the -specialized- agencies
are another component of the UN, and. their activities in fact consume the major
portion of UN money's - -and personnel' (13). -- UNA Publication, - Financing the
UN says in March of '84: "Also included in the regalar: budget of the UN are
the expenditures of:-- the specrahzed agencues (Formuth 2). We get to talk
about all of them. OK

Third subpoint is that on- baiance the UN is good for -us. Frank Church

who was a former étsngresswnal delegate to the UN in-1985:. - "[I]n our worid
and in these times, such an organization needs to function, and one would hope
that it might grow more effective over the course of .time: On: balam;e, the UN
iz far more of a-plus for the world-than -a minus”" - (Fasulo-114}.- -OK.-. Which
vould indicate that no. matter what .else " happens in the round, this author says,
you know, vote negatn ‘e. }ind there is no same, on balance evudence by the
affirmative.

I'm-on observatron number one on--Case Now.— - He -argues_ rlght to deflne

He arguec there ‘is no evidence: that money can be cut: -l talk about that on
the -overview.- - He a@éj,fthﬁaﬁt;;af -member--of --the CIA is not a member of

Corgress: Flrs‘ argument is that it does not indicate that we should not add
those folks -into-our calculus. You know, @nd that s the same money argument |

made ‘on the overview side.
-- -- He-argues that we- belong to- the- agenues without. F|rst argument is that

is-arbitrary: And that's a cross-application of the definitional muddle that we

talk about-on-the top of overview number one.

.. . On between World War One and World War Two; -the: League of Nations. He
says {- provide no evidence. You know he needs. to indicate there is a

distinction, because 1 argue:ncw fundlng is inextri- ~bly linked.
-He argues that beneficial is in .ones own inierest. This is observation

number two. - | argue, you know, he agrees that we need to argue on balance,
which means | win the Church evidence | just read. And | don't know how you

weight those sorts of things. - He-says eloquence. You know.
- .- On_.obsarvation -number two, (B) point, he says na‘ional interest: OK he
says it outweighs anything, and this is only military securuty OK, and so he
L’l‘!',caﬁ‘is that its our military security, which we will win on case. But, he
does not indicate thit the other -things are not--as important. ---And_certainly
Kennan does not make those distinctions as well, and hes arbltrarlly inserted
those distinctions. -

‘Underview on this éontentlon Flrst argumerﬁ is that we should not
contribute to conflict. That |s ZACs question- to -Paul-in-cross-ex.- -Second

Jrgument is that there is no 2 “-mative contention that peace keepmg is bad,

merely -that it doesn't work..- And remember-we talk -about-that after 2AC-cross-
ex. He says that we w1ll not contend that peace keeping exascerbates: the
conflict.  OK, only- that the General Assembly-- exascerbﬁaﬁtegswgonfllct Third

argu’ment is only if GA debate spuarred conflicts are uncontrolled is there a
problem. And there is no indication that any of these are uncontrolled.

'
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Contentlon number one, please group Flrst argument is that there are: no

emplricals, no. |nd|cat|on why we need -to fear thls at all. Second argument is

talked about thls in cross-ex and he can't |nd|cate when Nixon would indeed be

true:
| am -on. prellf Flrst argument on Atomlc Agency I win_ the funding link

below - Second argument is equal to: UN because | argue the UN. deserves the
credlt for what-they sponsored- via-the JAEA and NPT. - -

His -second -argument -talks about the norms: Now he does not addiress thie

Miller evidence--that- {1 read-that says -that the norms themselves mean we don't

have -prolifaration. of nuclear weapons: -That's independent of: the specialized

agencies and that's the UN in and of itself. --Second argument is that there is

no harm given to a mere holding of the weapons: OK: They are not.used.
Third argument -is--that- norms against- harm- are-increased -by the United

Nations. -This comes from Daniel Poneman. from tha Center . for Science in
Harvard, 1983. "As--more -and more-countries become technologlcally able to

weapons prollferatlon"— (31) -- -

He -argues that: Becker; and debate equals prollf Flrst argument is who
is Mr. Becker? All -his evidence comes from this man, and we argue from

authorities; that | give the qualifications for;- that conclude you should vote

negative. Second argument is -that you can't —have -a--treaty without - this

discrimination.. Joseph: Goldblatt-from S/PR! says in 1985 that "A .non-prolifera-
tion treaty not containing a distinction between nuclear —haves a,nd -have-nots

would have had: either -to make allowances for: a nuciear buildup in non-nuclear
C states [which he says would contradict the very -idea--of arms-control],

or to-provide for-the elimination of all existing nuclear weapons; [which he says
would te |nfeas|ble]" (21). This is the best thing we've got.--

- Third argument is that-there are not more nuclear powers. Joseph Gold-

blatt continues in January of '86: There appears to be no-imminent danger - of

an open -expansion of- the- nuclear club. The incentives to acquire nuclear
weapons are still éonslderably weaker than the disincentives, whlch means that
the -status quo -will be maintained for some time (30).2*
So when he argues that debate legltlmuze that's not enough to outwelgh the
dlslncentlves ---OK. --
He argues next that it equals the spread of energy. F|rst argument is

that there is -no evidence that energy equal the tech - for prcllf He argues

next that the _1AEA is a guide:” : First argument is that there is no evidence

here. - Second argument, no emplrrcals, and | .cross-app_from-above that there
are no more proliferation nations: . Third argument is that safe guards

prevent,- and- that's- evidence -from INC. He says funinteliigible] -are Iimited.

First argument is limits, but not mablllty, and all my evidence says we have an

23" Thegre appears to be no |mmnnent danger of an open expansion of the

nuclear —club. _The: balance of nuclear -disincentives and incentives is hot
tipping in the direction of the latter, and the status quo will be maintained for
some time."
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effective nonproliferation regime right now. = OK: Scheinman says in '85 that:
The IAEA has: helped to avoid the- further-spread of nuclear-weapons and-deter
the mlsuse of facslltles and materials |nt°ndéd for cnvnl noclear _purposes (1) 2k

First Affirmative Rebuttal:
Carrie Crenshaw; Florida State

Startlng with the observatlons aiia; §6ih§ straight case: r——VOb,servatlon

number one. Please group her extensions. Subpoint one, membership in the
UN is- not membership in_the- agencies. - Her-definition-by- her- author is- the

definition of UN; it is not the definition of membership, and certainly that is
the distinction in 2AC. - Subpount two,- Franck extends- that,you could pull out

and still belong:to the agencues and that evidenceis dropped.
Subpoint three,- her -on- balance -evidence -is blurby and does ot necessar—

|Iy address the issues that the affirmative team does: And: she. grants: the
criteria - of - military security so it is her burden to prove that that evudence

addresses that..
- - Observation - number two on - Iofty _Please extend Mlguel s flrst answer not

unreasonable;  UN causes:conflict: _Please group his four answers.: Subpoint

one, they- should -not-contribute -to--war or exascerbate conflict and certainly

that means that we should indict them for that..- Subpoint two; [unintelligible]
drops-the case side evidence that indicates that these countries use the UN for

mobilization for: war.: Three subpomt we are on the verge of new international

anarchy now.- -Mr. Riggie in '85: "With regard to peace and security, the UN

Secretary General himself has remarked that the organization's machinery func-

tions so poorly that the international communlty finds itself perilously hear to a

new international anarchy" (343). -
Subpeint -four, - of course, - all their extension evudenCé is in the past

Extend Miguel's second answer- from 2AC, peace keeping worked in the pst but
has changed. Of course, that Tugweli eviderice has been dropped by hoth

neyative speakers -throughout this round. That means that you -have no more
peace keeplng after his examples that he provides: And that evidence is

dropped. - - - oo =
Extend Mlguel § thlrd answer - that it creates confllct and piease grocp: hls

extensions with that. 1 would argue first of-all venting -is- not the same thing

as peace keeping. So if we wir that they contribute to the conflict off of vent-
ing; that -means -that we: sii!l win, even -if -he -wins - his - peace keeping - stuff.

Sub oint two, UN shionld not contribute to the conflict; and therefore should be

""For more than- a -quarter- century,, an rnternatponal *ganuzatuon—-The

Internationsl Atomic _Energy Agency (IAEA)--has played. a leading .role: in
national -and internationa -efforts to-avoid-the further -spread, or p"ro'llf'eratubh,

of nuclear weapons and to deterr the misuse of faciiities and materials intended
for civil nuclear purposes.

'8g’1,;

[9



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

lndlcte¢ Subpotnt three peacekeeplng falls and l WJ“ extend those |ssues on

ing} and both countrjes agree. in other words, hls Cyprus e\udence admits
that - it could- be NATO that could-do- it.-- And it's only when these countries

agree that the UN is allowed to insert those forces. So certasnly it is not a

unique beneflt 77777 ol

Prolif. -- Please extend Mlguel s erst answer, the iAEA is an agency: The

on& -thing- that she has is all these links above. But first of-all, she drpps

Miguel's specific evidence that says that the IAEA is affirmative. _And that
evidence is cold. --Subpoint -two she loses -safeguards -if -she loses agency- topi-

cality.. _And | wull -- The others take out the NPT below. And those are the
only two-links,

Extendeguel s second answer that they have bomb and the norms . do not

stop -iise. - Please group her extensions. - Subpoint one they do have the bomb,

her ev;dence admits that -and her: impact: (\udence assumes an accident scenario.
So certainly you could stlll have the probiems from prollferatoon

-_- -Subpoint two the norms are undermined and:the NPT is:-underminad by the
debate. The debates say that you actually legitimized proliferation by. under-

mining - the NPT.-  Extend: the third -answer; debates undermine proliferation by
undermining the NPT.. All the-- The only answer-- The first answer she

has here is who is Becker? -But she doesn't read all of the qualifications of her
sources. Subpoint two Becker is the formar Israell dele-gate to the UN, and he
was one of the drafters of the NPT. :

Extend her second and thard extenslons--those pleres of evudence
Subpomt one that third card is not linked to the UN. Subpoint two, if you
actually legitimized prolif by undermlnlng the NPT, . then - that second answer

becomes 1rre|evant Extend Mlguel s- fourth answer NPT spreads weapons capa-

ty for nuclear weapons And that -evidence is dropped She just misreads it.
Now | think that's an independent turn.

As far -as all the rest of--it goes, - the only link she has is the NPT- be:ause
agencies, the IAEA is out of there and | would ask you to extend the fact that
the NPT is undermined by debate.

Observation. on criteria,: case: : The only thmg she wants to extend is
that, is dollars in- terms of what membership- is,- whether or not- it's agencies.
Please group her extensions. -Subpoint one she drops. the evidence on the IAEA
is_autonomous: of dollars. - - Subpoint two she:also drops the Bennett card that's
talking membership and not a definition of the UN: Please extend the definition
of beneficial and that should certainly-address- military -security- on-balance.—- ---

Extend the (B) subpolnt, national |nterest Gertamly that should address
military security. - . - - oo

. On_her overview on case; " please group:. Subpolnt one; ventlng prevents
peacekeeping arnd--thct- Tugwell - evidence has--been - dropped -throughout case-

Subpoint two I'H extend venting on case because she did cursory coverage
there. --- - --- - - - ce e -

Contention one. The only thlng sh& has here is that there are no.empirics
and that Nixon gives no scenarios. But I'll ask you to extend the Nixon

160 -%0-
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evidence and- mdlcate that her partner *’aces the same problem And certainly

you. should grant as the risk evidence there because her partner faces the same

Gontentlon two UN helghtens conflu:t (A) subpolnt " The only thmg he
wahts to extend s the Heritage Foundation indict. But ld just: like to point

°,"t,,,,lad]§§ and gentlemen, that we have other sources. Subpoint two, Tugwell

is-not-Pines, -you--know-.- - If -you -want to apply this-indict, it has to be specific.

Subpoint three; he drops Miguel's second answer that they assert it and his
third-answer-is-that -you- should- just prove -him wrong.

Please -extend also specifically on the (A) subpomt the Arab Israell confhct
is an- empirical example. - Two subpoint- the on -balance eyldence that says -this

is_true: _ - Three: subpoint I'd like to point ouat that:venting is different from
peace keeplng - And -four subpoint - would extend-the evidence that says, -it

takes -out -her evidence on case; - that says; it indicates the fact that, it indi-
cates the fact that venting would- stop -peacekeeping.-- OK? - And it also says

that venting no longer occurs regardiess of what evidence she read: :
I would just like to get down to the peacekeeping- issues and extend

Miguel's 2AC answers which 1 don't think, you know; have been addressed
really by the ZNC or INR.

Second Negatlve Rebuttal:
Paul Benson, Macalester

Far too much is dropped in 1AR. She agaln mducates membershlp not

equal organizations. Of course drops all of Molly's fundlng evidence “that indi-
cates the funding is tied. Now her second argument is Franck indicates you

could pull out.. But you know We would argue the reaI world CongresSional

Congress- was beneficial, you -would talk about the actions the: CIA takes
because Congress established the CIA: Indlcating, you know, that in the real

world-we are perfectly reasonable.
Third argoment here is she says on balance; card is a blurb No She
drops--out- Gardner - evidenge  and also- drops- the Church evidence which is

extended that indicates, on balance is beneficial: And when | talk about Herit-
age Foundation indicts,- the scholars -conclude negative.

o Please go now on to lofty expectatlons “She drops off all kmds of thmgs

cates- it preyenté 'w;-;{-é it decreases tenstons, and it controls \uolence _ All of
that is dropped and | -do not- want 2AR giving-new- answers.- She- says- should

not - contribute to war: I argue that they do not; and she doesn't gwe any
empiricals.- - - - ... . - ... o - -- - - -

Her second: argunent is; you- know, case evoJakes all thls out Of course
| -argue case, |- -spend lots of time.on case. - Third- argumentfhefre she-says

we're_on the verge of anarchv. Of course number one;: he's not talking . about

peacekeeping. HNumbe:- two, you- know, it does not irdicate what the impact of

all of this would be. - Why this would necessarily be that bad. ::Third argument
is does not indicaie that, you know, the entire UN system will fall apart, yeu

know. Fourthly, that this is brand new. 1| mean this thing should have been
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cut in. And 1 will arg:: the 2AC; because this is an entire position shift. If
they're going to argue the UN is going to fall apart b'y God they should have

that in constructives. :
- She then argues extend  the second answer that he gives. Of course,

drops all- my answers that indicates, you know, the failures are outside faults,
and .on balance. She saysx, you know, ventiiig -not equals peacekeeping. Of

course, it stops wars and | indicate that that is good in and of itself. And if,

you know, their national security crlterlon is number one, then that would you

know, -make it relevant to the round.-: -
- - She says they should not contrlbute I argue that they dont She

argues -peacekeeping forces fail. I say no, pull al* che empiricals which she
punts off. Fourthly, she says not unique to the UN. That would mean that
she would have -to -ind.cate solvency for non-UN orgamzatlons - And she drops
all my evidence that | read in the 2NC that indicates you can't do it outside the
UN. -And I'll talk about that wshen I get there.

_ - _Please go to prolif. On overview number one, she says money. is. Imked
directly to the UN. No. Number one, UN deserves credit for the safeguards,
Second argument is safeguards take out impact on 2AC UN harm:: @ She says,
you know, countries have the bomb. Of-course, number one, Goldblat evidence
January '86 says no new members: She drops it: Secand argument . no
evidence "about accidents which is what our evidence talks about. Third é{-gu:

ment is INR Poneman evidence says you won't develop and/or use; and that's

dropped. - e

-On norms. Number ‘one, must have dnscrmmatory treaty | -mean thats
dropped as well. -Second argument that means- the- norms -are- upheld.. - And
third argument is Goldblat says disincentives outweigh legitimization: = She says

energy equals development. Of course, no-evidence here. --My second -argument
is norms say does not develop:. 1 mean she cannot get that off of this: No
prolif- equals big time benefit. - And | mean that-is UN specific.

Please go to overview on criteria: Of coarse she says only: numbers, IAEA
autonomous, and Bennett is dropped.-- Of course she drops why wouldn't we
add this (to the calculus; -and | talk about this above: She _says definition of
beneficial. -Of course Molly argues- it's-arbitrary,- and where's- the distinction,

and she: grants that : She just says extend (B) pount Drcps on balance crite-

She argues.on the i;lndervnew Venting does not- equal peacekeeplng - Of

rourse, -she applies the Tugwell evidence- again, which is Heritage Foundatlon,

and even |f you don't buy the indict; | beat it. She says case takes out, well

On contentlort one; she says extend. Nixon. -- D’FB;SE Molly's: third ar§iiiﬁeﬁt

that says Nixon- gives-no- scenarios, indicating the leonr evidence is awful.

Drops. her first response that says no empiricals are given which beats it at
that level.-

- - On. Edﬁter\tien two She ;5'9; we have -other §6uiéég and Ti@i(véll is not
that - bad.. Of course drops basically our indict which indicates, you know, the

Heritage Foundation,: you know; . reaches conclusions then does the study. |

mean if we did that kind of stuff we'd probably be shot by our coach. (laugh-

ter)
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You know, she says we dropped two and three No I grouped that

together. And [_argue that it beats it:on that level and, you know, this is

brand rew. | don't understand how it takes any thing out any way.

- She says extend -Arab-Israeli. | beat _that out with all my-empiricals. :She
then says extend another you know, confllct 1 think I beat that as weII on

balance. .
She says on balance beats. Wrong. I read evude'rii:'e that |nd|cates on

balance it works- well and | have all the empiricals in the round. | mean if
you're going to decide peacekeeping look at the empirical examples: And she

drops when | talk about Yom Kippur, and all that type of stuff. We probably
wouldn't even have a today if those conflicts had occurred. o
-She says - ventlng -does not equal peacekeeping.. So- what. [t stops- wars

which they indicate is the number oné priority.. And if that is true, you Know,

that it's- irrelevant because it's not-peacekeeping,. then go down to the very
bottom wiiere she argues, you know, these outside the UN peacekeeping forces.

They ain't peacekeeping: forces. - And so if my evidence gets kicked-out, her
evidenice gets kicked out, and where's the only place you have: peacekeeping?
That is in the UN, OK. Ard | mean- she drops the evidence that-1-read that
indicates it prevents superpower conflict. .| mean that evidence is cold:

All | -want here is- that the peai:EReepmg forces don't-include  the super-
powers. This is. from. F:T: Lui; Assistant Secretary General of Political Affairs
in-'84: Peacekeeping fo"rt:EE presenc: iii 5'réa§ do not iiit:lijdé thé §UperpoWér§

I éuess lm supposed to say somethmg -nice-at- the end of - thls And all

id like to.say is: I've been involved with this activity for about seven years
now -and I've heard- thlngs -about the fact -that it's starting to die out in certain

areas of the country: ‘| don't think that >uld every happen: and | think_that
we as members-of -this type of a communi _ should do our best to keep CEDA,

NDT; and other forms of debate alive. Thank you very much. (Applause)

§é'c'o'n'd i&ffirmatio@ fzébuttai:
Miguel Delao, Florida State

to do in 2AR. | _said we're golng to go for umqueness All rlght and_ that -is
what |'mi going to try to win, because even though he can take out Togwell;
Cuellar evidence indicates-that because we went cutside the UN, there will be
no more peacekeeping in the UN. He can win all his past evidence.. The UN

was wonderful at it, they will not do it anymore.- Of course he raises a good
lssue, weII now_ we have to show soIvenCy But Iast thing Carrie says, you

: ig'7Secondlry, desplte the|r weaknesses UN peacekeepmg forces have one
important advantage. Their presence in an area of conflict serves to preclude
direct intervention by third-party governments, including Super Powers in that

area and thus to insulate the conflict from a potential East-West confrontation.’
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the 2AC on peacekeeping:. And my evidence says, they don't want the United

Nations, they won't go there, and it says because they're getting shot at;: and
that is why | think | made the distinction why the US.is good; -that--evidence

says that the Netherlands is sick and tired of getting their people kiiled:-  Tha
US fights back: And *he evidence | read there said that-the UN would- -not

have been-any- more successful at Lebanon and therefore should not- be taken
out.. That evidence was granted. He had arguments there, but--still-granted

what,- everything the evidence indicated.- | think that one card that said they

are getting ‘shot at and therefore doi't want to contribute- soldiers,--indicates

why the US is better. What it comes down to is, you are not going to get the
US.: -The question: is, is there a better solution? 1| mean in any -sense-is -there

a slightly-more-optimal -solution? To the extent that we can -defend ourselves;
we at least guarantee that there is possibility for more peacekeeping. - Because

you're not- going -to get- it- from the UN. That Cuellar evidence is dropped: -Ali
he can win is that it used to be great, and you know, | have to agree with him
on that. - onIDoo - . . . - Lo

-~ Prolif= I'm not going to go for this agency oh |AEA, because what | want
is the legitim-zition. -Pight. He extends that there are no new -members. - That
is true; but:the evidence; my second; my third answer in the 2AC--debate

would undermine the- NPT -That is granted. That is-the -only- evidence -that

Carrie - really goes for in the 1AR. She indicates that this takes out their

links, becaiuse now the one thing that is bringing about these norms; the one

thing. that is deterring these people is NPT and it is being undermined.
He said they will -not-develop or use. But the evidence that was read

there says they were Irgitimazing proliferation. Right. That is granted. He
says norms -are upheld.-- -But- they're undermining the NPT, -that one card i

think is what takes out all these links. = Because it indicates that even though
this may have been true, what is going on now in these debates is hurting
their -links. - L S o o

He says norms-mean- they will- not develop. |- simply: refer you to the

phanomenal evidence that was read in the 2AC- That evidence says that the
NPT is instrumental in promoting proliferation. --It says the |IAEA is also in the

same vein. They do the same thing, they lead to proliferation: All he has
here, he says, is that the norms mean they won't develop. - | want you to

weigh -that, these normrs they won't:do it; versus evidence that indicates that it
is. instrumental. - When- he runs that, you -know;- we've- always -granted, of

course, prolif isn't bad; | think that gives us all the military security we need.
Because they argue it leads to cataclysmiic: nuclear war. - And if we win that

evidence -that [indicates that it's -being: legitimized;: which now means:that people
will prolif; and that. it is undermining the NPT, which undermines their- horms,

then- |- th’ak_we certainly outweigh -all this peacekeeping -stuff which was: all in
the past. At a minimum, | put a doubt in youir mind. -At the most, | think |
win- the turn-on peacekeeping because you will not have any in the future:

And that was because of the venting. : - -

------I'll go-to the first observation. Now | granted agencies;, so that will not
matter: But the third answer, this is IN overview. - All they have -is-this-on
balance stuff. You know | think it's the same argument, 2AC's the same argu-
ment. as 1AR. _This is really blurby stuff. Does not say why .t is good and
you have to weigh this specifically against proliferation. And | think that is a
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perfect |IIustrat|on why Because these authors may be assumeng,,fy\{ejlf you

know, the UN. stops: prohfu,, They did not necessarily take into accoant Mr:
Becker- argument. that-it indeed-leads to-prolif.- -- - - - -

We _are giving you specific examples versus, you know, evudence that just
says, well you -know, the negative would -always win every round. - -

Lofty expectations. He starts off again by -saying: it prevents war.  That

. is ony whenh you-get the peacekeeing: and you-will-not have peacekeeping in the

future. That means UN will not;: no longer-will stop:-war. - The: only thmg you

have to look at is, is- there a chance outside - the UN and | thlnR we gvve you

that because of the fact that we can shoot back: : .
My evidence on the verge of peace; of-anarchy. He- says that it is not

peacekeeping.. That may be true but it indicates-that in general there:is going
to be war. He says number two, why is that bad?. Certainly, | mean it has to

be bad, there:is no conflict-control. We're going to have anarchy and Klare
says you want to have conflict control. He says number three, does not mean
UN faIIs apart That is- certalnly not the argument we are trylng to make

I'm argulng the UN will fall apart. But he read a lot of evidence in the 2NC
indicating that right now the UN is good. |.don't see why it is illegitimate for
Carrie -to stand- up and read evidence saying no that is not trye; right now the
UN is bad That is not new. _He thinks we riiade a dnfferent argument about

] thmk thats aII i really ,VY?,’?,t,, But I will go to case and take a glance:
US-national ijitérest. All they extend, on- B subpoint of their first observation,
must be on balance Lk agree | think the cataclysmic nuclear ~war on prolif

Contentlon one: He says scenarios. - Certainly we get a secnario off proilf

and-we get an empmcal -scenario- off peacekeepfng -That's the Cuellar evidence

1 read:in 2AC; and it's emplrlral _It says because we went outside the UN;,

you will not get peai:ekeepmg in the future And the evudence says emplrlcally

-l -want to thank- several people and Id leke to start off weth Curtis Austln

our coach. ‘At the beginning. of this year | was not going to debate. -And it is
because of the fine human being that -he is,-that-I- decided-tc-stay and I'm real-

ly glad that | did. I'd-like to thank Carrie: Before this tournament she: said
the one thing she wanted was for us to get here to the final round. And she

was goung ‘to-work her butt off to see that | got here, and she did it for me
and | can't thank her ehough. And Carolyhe, who makes my every day. {
enjoyed it fully. Thank you. (Applause)
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JUDGE'S CRITIQUES
Flrst Judge Gritique

Dawd Frank University of Oregon

-1 rnust congratulate all four debaters, the dlrector of forensics from

Florida State and Macalester, and - tournament director ['rofessor Michael

Bartanen - for the quoality of: the final round and of the tournament as &

whole. As . |- -reflect -upon this--debate,-- |- see -some good arguments, some

undeveloped: arguments, and some less than effective game- playing:
- After Irstenung to some- fifty debaters-on- this topic; |- know that: | -had

reached some opinions regarding the utility. of the United w«ation: before
the final round began. --- Much- of the- -better- evidence (opiinions from

academics} on _this topic seemed to suggest to me that the '!iiited Nations
prodiuced more benéefits than costs. - In this debate, the second -negative

developed_an excellent series of: arguments which . demonstrated that; on

balance, the United Nations had- produced- significant benefits. - -Some -of

the best authorities:on the subject, such as: Thomas Franck; have carefully
assessed the United Nations and have concluded that the-benefits of the

UN outweigh its costs. 1In addition, the second negative produced specific

examples to substantlate the on balance assessment In partncular, the UN

Middle East, Pakistan and the Golan Helghts The first afflrmatlve and

second - affirmative attempt to i1:se the Middle East as an example for the
affirmative position. -However, the argument that the  existence and the

actions- of the UN precipitate -tensions in :the Middle East had weak
support While the negative did not extend the issue into rebuttals, -the

affirmative -case was also weakened by the Heritage Foundation indictments
presented by the first negative. Thus, when | attempted torwelgh the

costs -and -benefits-of tne UN at the end of the debate, | had to give more
weight to the negative evidence. T

~ The nuclear proliferation  issue -was muddied. Both sides presented
and extended arguments, but at the end, the issue was unclear to me.

The: rebuttal speeches did not provide compelllng decisions rules which
would have been used to consider this issue: Both teams presented
evidence of-equal-weight and of- equal- worth. -

The case-side argoments did not dlrectly play into my. decision for
they were- not -extended -well--into-rebuttals.- The best criteria argumenta-
tion was not on the case-side but was in the second case observation of
the -negative. - - Here, the-negative "framed"-the arguments-for me as an

audience: _The negative presented a reasonable observation that we should
not -have —Iofty expectations” -of the UN. In turn, this helped me to think

about dthe on-balance evidence as well as the specific examples provided

by the regative. - Lo
Smce thls crltuque JS d|rected tc a w:der audlence | wculd like to

debate. F[rst -while: this was a good debate; there was a failure to care-

fully- consider -the -evidence presented. Evidence ought to be a central
concern for debaters: Evidence is not equal in quality or accuracy:
=100 -
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Advocates should provide judges with criteria for judging the strength of
evidence. Second, decision rules should be clearly established for every

votlng issues. - As such, | did not consider the proliferation issue serious-
ly in thlsﬁﬁdebate because the advocates presented equally compelling
evidence and extensions but no decision rules. - Third, -this- debate
provides a good model or example of how an advocate can deal with broad
positions.-. In this debate, -the negative presented on-balance -evidence
from excellerit authorities anid then presented significant and specuflc exam-
ples. This is an excellent method of dealing with the counter-warrants
nonsense. Flnally, debate should be an exciting, enjoyable venture with a
serious purpose. | am hopeful that debaters of the future will keep

academic debate in perspective. Debate is not a game; it is an educational
activity devoted to rhetorical scholarship.

Dale Herbeck Boston College

lt was my pleasure to judge the first Fmal Raund of the Cross-Exami-

nation -Debate Association’s National Tournament. |-would-like to-express
congratulations to the debaters and coaches from Macalester -College :and
Florida State University for reaching this debate. -1t -is-a-12al accomplish-

ment to best 194 teams and endare 13 rounds of debate to arrive at the

Final Round.- - -
- After: Ilstemng 10 the debate and reviewing the J<ey evndence ] cast

rﬁy ballot- for-the--negative team. -While -the debate -itself -focused on a vari-

ety -of _issoes; the affirmative .intentionally narrowed:- these issues in the
final -rebuttal. Ultimately,  there were-only two questions that needed to

be resolved: The first question ‘concerns the United Nations success:in
derreasmg nuclear proliferation. - Each of these questions will be consid-

ered in tarn in the followmg sections:

T‘1e afflrmatlve case: advanced two contentlons The first contention
claimed ath the United States was endangered by -conflict in the world.

The second contention claimed that the: United Nations -acted to heighten
this conflict that threatened American interests. Flve different subpomts

were advance to support this claim.-
In_response to these subpoints, the negatlve developed a varlety of

arguments -designed to prove that the United Nations did- not exacerbate
conflict. - |n particular, the first negative advanced an observation which

argued: that the United Nations could not be expected to prevent absolutely
all conflicts. Rather, the United Nations should be judged according to its
success in_delaying conflict, encouraging discussion, and preventing esca-

lation. As an extension to this claim, the second negative described

United: Nat1ons efforts |ri the Congo and the Middle East (including the
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er |nterventlon had alréady ellmlnated the posslblllty of successful Umted

Nations intervention. In support of this, he referred -to de_ Cuellar
evidence from the second affirmative constructlve mducatlng that United

Nations action was no longer possible because the superpowers had already
acted outside the United Nations. He also stressed a second -de Ciuellar

card indicating that other nations were unwillint to commit troops because

the United Nations could no longer guarantee their safety durlng peacek-
eeping- operatlons

: This is an interesting strategy . The afflrmatwe is essentually grant-
ing-most of the negative arguments against their case. - They are admitting
that the .United Nations could. facilitate peacekeeping efforts as the nega-
tive -argues, -but -are claiming that the United Nations never will do this
because of previous superpowar intervention and an inability to guarantee
the safety of- peacekeeping forces.- If this is true, then the affirmative
would have apowerful indictment of the United Nations system:

- However, there-are several- problems- with the -final -affirmative position.

First, not all of ‘the negative evidence assumes the actua! use of peacek-
eeping forces.- Much of the- negative evidence talks about how the United

Nations process itself can work to. decrease conflict: For éxample, the
negative argues that, in some instance, -United Nations- debate can substi-

tute for milita~y intervention: - While the inability to commit troops would

certainly mitigate some of this process., it -does not: fullg discredit such

United Nations efforts.  Se-ond;_ the: affirmative position ignores evidence
from Houghton and Trinka presented in- second -negative constructive -and

extended in both:negative rebuttals which -claimed that unilateral peacek-
eeping meastres by the United States would anger the Soviets- and create

the risk of a direct confrontation betrween the superpowers: Taken
together, these arguments discount the - second affirmative- rebuttal claim.

Even if it loses the ability to commit troops;: the United Nations: still might
help to mitigate conflict. Furthermore, there is rea§on to dlscount the

desirability of the unilateral alternative. :
Hoviever, even if one gives this |ssue to the negatlve the debate is

far from over. The case impacts pale in comparison to the nuclear prolif-
eration countervalue: Moreover, the affirmative strategy in rebuttals

seems to be to hoId the negatlve to a draw on the case and to win by

Does the Unlted Natlons Decrease Nuclear Prollferatlon'?

- The counter value claims that the Umted Natlons discourages prohfer-
atlon two- different ways. - First,- the- Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) as
implemented through the lnternatconal Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)

prevents -nuclear proliferation. - - Nations which sigr the NPT renounce
nuclear weapons The I1AEA establushes safeguards and inspection proce-

for weapons production: Second the United Natuons, as a whole, estab-

lishes- -norms duscouragmg the use of nuclear weapons. Taken together,

the negative claims that these measures slow the rate of nuclear prolifer-
ation and thereby reduce the risk of disaster.

- 02 -
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oo Slnee thrs countervalue is presented in flrst negatlve the |n|t|al afflr-

mative responses occur in second affirmativa -constructive. : In th|s speech
the -affirmative -argues (1) that the IAEA is an indepe n

: e ! Y
therefore not a part _of the United Nations; (2) that the United Nations
does- -not-stop proliferation-but rather discourages use; (3) that. the Uniced

Nations increases proliferation; (4) that -the Unlted Natlons spreads the
capacity -to proliferate; - (5) that the IAEA ations to. gain
nuclear technology: and. then: withdraw -from: the: non-proliferation regime;
and- finally--(8) - that -experts agree that the United Nations is a fallure
Taken: together ‘these constitute:a formidable -set of responses.

--- -However, the second negatrlve constructive is more tha repared to

answer thesa arguments. i
the United Nations; that- Unlted ‘Nations norms prevent groliferation; that

the United -Nations does not encourage but rather discourage: prolifer-
ation; that-the spread of civilian nuclear ca ity does not constitate the

ability. ‘to:: prolrferate, that the IAEA is_ effective;: and finally, that the
United Nations .is a success in dlscouraglng proliferation. -
: All of this is well and good.: However, most of -these responses
become irrelevant in rebuttals. First affirmative rebuttal falls back on a

subset of the _initial a mative responses. Second affirmative that- the

IAEA is a part of the United Nations and then argues that the NPT actuai-

ly mcreases nuclear -proliferation. -He- refers - to - second--affirmative

ive & from Backser indicating that:the NPT discriminates
t non-nuclear states and that this discrimination- serves as a basus
for debate which encourages these nations: to proliferate: o

-This is a- masterful strategic--stroke:- --1f- the - secpfnfci”afflrmatwe

ttal wins this argoment then the afflrmatwe must sorely win tae
Even though they seem-to be debating for-a-draw on the -case,

the affirmative offers a scenario for a decision in their favor. it the
United Nations is more or-less--impotent -as }Wpeaf(;efgeepfefrfﬁand if the
United. Nations increases: proliferation (which both :sides: agree: is : detri-
mental), then it would be possible to-justify -an affirmative ballot in th|s

debate. Unfortunately; the affirmative fails to prove this scenario.
The only -evidence- in this debate which stuggests that the Unlted

Natlons might .increase proliferation is_the Becker-evidence on the NPT in
second - affirmative- -constructive. - - The other Becker evidence is not

germane to this point: - The Becker evidence under the fourth argument
proves: that the NPT -.increases - capabilities but .not that it increases

‘The Becker: evidence on the fifth argument only claims that
>ns could: participate in the non-proliferation regime until they ac d
nuclear knowledge and then quit the regime. It does not establish -motive.
Finally,- - the Becker evidence on the sixth argument merely indicates that

there are llmlts to the effectl\/eness of the Unlted Nations. It does not

} Thus the decisive question in this debate is whether or not the
smgle Beeker card in second affirmative constructive is sufficient to flip

the countervalue. - Ultimately; | conclude that it is not. - Superior

evidence-and analysis supports the negative positi First, the NPT is

only one of two links suggested by the negative. The negative also
- 103 -
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weapons Ewdence from Miller and Poneman mdncates that these norms
constitute- an - important- barrier against -proliferation. - So-at best;  the

affirmative has only turned one of the links to the countervalue.  Still, it
would- be -possible to vote- affirmative if it could be demonstrated that the
NPT encourages more proliferation than the United Nations norms discour-

age.-- - ‘However, the negative has -a- second- set-of arguments against the

tarnaround: Evudence from Goldblat indicates that the NPT riust discrimi-
inate -against- nations- to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons. - The

evidence suggests that absent some form: of discrimination it would be
impossible to separate-nuclear from non-nuclear states and therefore impos-

sible -to . prevent proliferation: : . This evidence argues that some form of
discrimination- is -inevitable-and -essential- if we are to prevent proliferation.

A second ‘piece of evidence from Goldblat claims that there has been no

increase - in -nuclear states- since -the- NPT. - Taken -together, these cards

seem_to suggest that the NPT is more of a barrier than an inducement to
proliferation. - - - S _ S

Given_ these arguments, I fall to see: how the afflrmatlve can clalm a
turnaround on the proliferation countervalue.- - ‘At best,-the resolution - of

this argument is that the affirmative fails to prove that the United Nations

actually increases proliferation. The single Becker -card -is insufficient to

offset the Goldblat evidence. It seems that the proper conclasion is that
the United Nations probably decreases proliferation.- -~ - - -—----.-. -

- - -If the-United Nations :increases - proliferation then. the decision in the
debate is clear. Both sides agreed that the proliferation is evil. -More -

importantly, the -affirmative has no offsetting risk on case. -The case is
surely. no more than a draw for the affirmative, and theé negatlve -probably

wins some United Nations benefit by decreas;ng °°,r,',ﬂ,',9t short of the

deployment of peacekeeping forces. Given these answers, the choice
becomes clear. Consequently, | opt for the negative.

Cina tane
Wl'ﬂfam Jewell Coﬂege

My congrratulatldns to the the coaches and teams from Macalester and

Fibrlda State on- an outstanding Final Round at the:-first CEDA National

Toarnament: | have seen both of these teams before and they have
never failed- to impress me with both their argumentation and speaking
skills:  This: round was no. exception; and | was proud to be apart of this

milestone-in the evolution- of CEDA.
_In this debate Macalester did a good job of turhihg issues to their

:agygptage - -:Despite Florida State's efforts, Macalester minimized the
impact of the afflrmatlve case by constantly . pressuring Florida State to
prpyldetiemplrlcal -support for a largely theoretical case. The negative

team's benefits to the United Nations wree defended in a superior manner:
2AR persuasively tried to tie up the loose ends in favor of Florida State,
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but instead, -got caught up in overclaiming evidence and granting too many
damaging arguments. _ o o o S - T
- . - Criteria: -- There- are two main issues to be dealt with here: The
first is whether or not membership in the UN includes membership -in- the
UN's-- various -agencies.. -- The 1AC has good evidence from Thomas Franck
stating that a nation: does not have to be a member of the UN to -be a
member- of  one -of it's agencies.  The negative team prrsses_hereand
offers a Congressional-analogy -which | don't find particularly -appealing,
and-1--assumed the affirmative team would win this issoe: Unfortunately
for Ithe affirmative, this argument is continued in a negative -overview on
the advantage of the UN. Tk:s argument states in part that if the U.S:

withdrew -its membership, wé would lose -the benefits of the  UN and its

agencies because they would all financially crumble. = While 2AC had some
good responses ‘to this initially, 2AR decided: to -grant the--argument.

This automatically sets up the I|AEA Value Objection as an issue which
must be considered in the round since we can now consider the I1AEA a
part of the UN. . : oo Do L :

- -The other- issue within -the criteria is--the determination of hrw to
weigh beneficiality.  The affirmative provides a criteria on US mnational

interest. which the negative claims is arbitrary.. - They. instead advocated

an "on-balance" weighing of advantages versus disadvantages which the
2AR accepts. - o DI DI IITINT  DIIC LD

~ Case: The thesis of the: affirmative case is that the debate over
issues in the UN -increases- conflict -and the risk of war by drawing more

participants .into the conflict who would otherwise be neutral.  The nega-
tive's strategy is to- press- for empirical examples whil providing counter-

evidence. The affirmative. in constructives  and provide the -empirical
examples ‘the negative is pressuring- for. - This severely weakens the
case;, and sets the negative up well to win their peacekeeping argument.

in contention- Il the future of peacekeeping is argued. The affirma-

@ive"g argument in . 2AC _is -that - because -an: independent multi-lateral
peacekeeping -force was- used in Lebanon -instead of cne sponsored by :the

UN; the future of UN peacekeeping forces is: in: doubt. This would-lead
to the conclusion that peacekeeping outside the UN can work as well as UN
forces;. so no unique benefit.to the UN: would accrue. .1 .. The  negative
answers that-the.initiation of peacekeeping forces outside the UN -risks:-a
superpower confrontation ‘because the neutrality of the forces is brought
into question.-- -The negative's evidence here.does not say this:— It only
says that_in the Lebanon situation "...a response by the USSR- can be
expected.’" -Since the Lebanon crisis is a couple of years behind us and

the Soviets haven't made-any hold moves in that region, -| seriously doubt
the validity of this evidence. Unfortunately the affirmative didn't argue
this:. _instead;; 2AR-: drops this - argument and overclaims- a piece of
evidence read in 2AC to mean that there will never be another U.N.
peacekeeping force because of Lebanon. - This evidence -does not come close

to saying that. Instead UN Secretary-General-de Cuellar is merely quot-
ed as saying that - "...major powers might be unwilling to support UN

peacekeeping operations.” This is a risk at best, and not as absolute as
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the 2AR tries to claim. At this point, peacekeeping may still be consid-

ered a benefit to the UN.
Peacekeeping: 2NC provudes some excellent- argumentatlon on thelr

own - observations: on peacekeeping. Good -on balance evidence is
provaded as well -as -two past examples and five current examples of

successful peacekeeping.

Not oniy are these dropped by the 1AR; but they aIso seem to |ndepend—

ently deny 2AR’s claim that UN sponsored peacek@epmgrwrll cease -to- exist

after Lebanon. - Therefore I-believe: that this is one strong benefit that
has continued despite the venting problems in 1AC. . - -

--IAEA:- The negative argues that the IAEA is an Jr.dependent beneflt
to the UN because it has prevented prollferatlon of nuclear  weapons.

The- affirmative initially responds that -the IAEA is an independent benefit
to the UN because it has prevented pro||ferat|on of nuclear weapons

the nen-nuclear nations and that they qul go nuclear as soon .as they can

acquire the capacity. The increased use of nuclear energy could be one
way ‘this could be accomplished. The negatlve argues that tne norms,

eration. 2AR once again overclaims evidence ready earller to say that the

norms- are irrelevant- and undermined. However, the evidence -only says

that those nations having nuclear power will increase, and it doesn't
mention norms At the very Ieast the IAEA seems to have dlscouraged

§ij)é;it much ;i:rEdibilit;y when it is overclaimEd to a-point in which -the
negative cannot respond:. : Therefore, | muost agree with the negatlve that
the IAEA -is- a -benefit to the UN.

--- At-the end of the _round; it is:a: clear decision - for the negatlve
2AR made-some poor strategic choices which -sounded very persuasive until

re-examined versus the actual -evidence read: The negative provided
bothe peacekeeping-and the |IAEA as clearly supported benefits of the UN

and good reasons to maintain US membership:

jéffréy ﬁhiip"o"t't
Gustavus Adolpus College

Some times final rounds - at Iarge tournaments can be a httle dlsap-

pointing. The length of the tournment catches up with the debaters and

they don’'t have the - energy left. to make the round what it should be-

That: definitely did not:happen here. : This was; to:be blunt; an excellent
debate round. This debate had clash and -lots of it. - The arguments- of

each team were speclflcaIJy -applied to the: arguments of the .other: team;
most arguments were carried through- the —entire- round,  ana_ the UN

remained the focus of ALt of the arguments in the round despite the pres-
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ence of temptmg side issues- such as - nuclear proltferatlon -~ This round
serves as an excellent example of what CEDA debate has to offer.
I wound: up voting for the negative in this round by a very slim

margin, but it was a margln that was clear. The negative was able to
prove_to me that there is some benefit to..world security ( and hence to
the US natlonal mteres‘) galned from ‘the United Nations. ~ihz‘:re is clear

(although the later is much weaker than the former) -

The place to start to dissect the round is with the 1AC observatlon
on criteria. - Like most criteria arguments, this one had- very little impact
by itself but effected ‘other arguments a. great deal. The key issue to be

bodies other than the General Assembly and -the - Securlty Councul Ihe
affirmative suggested that. the litmas test for the: definition. is whether
nations have to be -members- of the UN--proper to belong- to- any particular
agency (such as WHO or UNESCO): If U:N: membership is not a prereq-

uisite for -agency membership then that particular organization or -agencv is

not considered a part of the UN While this: criteria_ seems to meet a test: of
face-validity, -the- affirmative --seems - unable to -respond to key negative

argumentse . 1): there are -other ways to -define the UN:- and- 2) the
"membership’- criteria -is arbitrary. - [-a m a little sirprised that thare was

not more effective clash  with. these arguments;: but by the end. of: the
round- the affirmative- has effectively concéded the jwoint. The result of

this is that it becomes ]egltlmate to consider: the benefits-accrued:from the
functioning of UN _agencies such as the IAEA The effect of this is to

The. rest of the round boils down to two issues: peacekeepung

fcontention Il -and VO._ Il on lofty expectations) and proliferation (VO 111).

Let's begin with peacekeeping. In a way the affirmative allows the round

to be -turned around onthem here.- :By arguing: that-the -UN causes
conflict and accepting 1NC s criteria that examples of INCREASED conflict
must- be: shown they move themselves off the burden of proving no overall
beriefit into 3 position of needing to prove the existenice of a harm: This

is considerably harder to do.- The negative is ultimately able to- win the
battle of current examples; the five examples in VO Il go largely unan-
swered -and | am left to conclude that the -UN is indeed currently effective
(at least sometimes) in its role as a peacekeeper The best example for
affirmative is 12 years old (the: Yeselson and. Caglione: card -on: |{B]}.
While the affirmative has no trouble proving that the members of the LN
use the General Assembly-as- a place-for conduct, they are unable to-show
that the &ctions of the body actually increase the amount of military
conflict in the world.:

The affirmative tries a very mterEStmg tactic at thIS point that almost
works. Mr. Delao argues in 2AC that there will be no UN peacekeeping
efforts in the future because members prefer to go outside of the UN: as
the US, France and ltaly did in Lebanon. The result is that there will be
rio effective UN peacekeeping in the futore and hence; no benefit: in the
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Iast rebuttal this is tied in w:th the Ruggle cardi used in 71AR ts sqpport

the cIalm that the UN -is- about to collapse Unforttjnately for the afflrma-

close to anarchy 'Y and the Lebanon example explodes on: them. (no pan
intended) . The Beirut peacekeeping force failed miserably, the- negatwe

says, and they extend with general cards in TNR :that say by passing the
UN is bad ("weakens peace") and increases the risk of superpower

conflict. The tendency to avoid the -UN in:-the future then -becomes
d[sadvantageous and the .UN shows a net benefit if only we could usé it.

Ultimately- | find myself agreeing with -the :negative on peacekeeping for ‘two
reasons: 1) there . |s ewdence presented -in the round to demonstrate that

erably Iarger than the risk offered by the UN efforts.

The clash on both sides of the prolif argument was the. best ] have
seen all year. | feared-that the -round would degenerate into the- all-too-
common mega-card fight over whether prolif is good or. bad. This -one

didn't and -all four--debaters have my gratitude. This-argument hinges on

past benefits versos fatore harms: - The negative is ible to show (in-very
general evidence) -that the -IAEA has been effective in reducing prolif

through . treaties -(NPT).: and the._ creation of anti- nuclear norms among
member--states.- - The-affirmative response is-that the debates in the UN

undermine _anti-nuclear norms and that prolif has increased as a result.
Unfortunately, the argument largely-ends there. - The affirmative is unable

to point:-to any recent horizontal proliferation (much fess any prolif that

can be blamed on the -UN) -and the-negative is unable to counter the

recent  Becker  evidence (UN Iegltlmnzes prolif): | am iinclined .to accept

both teams - position to- some -degree: -- The -UN--has -been- effective in

preventing -prolif; but there is reason to believe that it's effectiveness in
that arena is diminishing and the norms-are changing. However, since the

topic is worded in the present tense and the empirical track record of the
UN.is good, | can only vote for the first -position and that belongs to the

negattve -Prolif goes negative, but there is not much impact to the argu-
ment in Ilght of an uncertain future. - - -- - - - ... - - -

Allow me to make:one final point: about the debate: The on- balance

VO was lncrednblly blurby. : and luckily everyone in the round recognized

that and didn't do much: with - 1 think that this argument. highlights a

common problem with this toplc Debates had an unfortinate-tendency to

either become battles over impact (as in prolif rounds) or to come down to
|ncred|bly general..pieces of evidence. | saw far too many debaters try to

win rounds on smgle pleces of evidence such as: quotations from. the Herit-
age Foundation saying "on balance the UN is not worth the |nvestment or

equally general cards like: the: negative's -Gardner -quotation:saying "the

advantages of the UN outweigh the disadvantages.” Debates like that came

to resemble the arguments of four- year- oIds, with the affirmative scream-
ing "'tis" and the negative shouting "'taint”- back and forth for an hour.

Thats just not good debate. - All four of the debaters in this round are
good examples of the value of careful thought and analysis without the all

too prevalent reliance on either mindless brief reading or on worthless
- 108 -
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blurbo cards that _spout generalltJeL 1t was .a f]ne debate arid is an
excellent example of what quality- CEDA- debate should -be. -- All four of

your are champions. My hearty congratalations to you and to your coach-
es.

Kevin Twohy
Carroll College

- 1 want to congratulate the debaters and coaches of the 201 teams: that
participated in the fisst. Anpnual Cross-Examination Debate Association

National Tournament. Many have argued. that a :National Tournament of
this size could not be managed, but CEDA's President, Michael Bartanen of

Pacific Lutheran University, -was able- to manage  the bitggest and best
college debate tournament in the United States for the 1985-86 season.

The sixty-four teams qualifying for_ the elimination rounds should be
especially proud of their accomplishment. -. . Finally, the debaters from
Macalester and Florida -State- deserve the highest of accolades for reaching
the sn(th and final elimination round desplte the nervousness of their
coaches---- - -Richard -Lesicko and Scott Nobles from Macalester and Curtis

Austin of Florida State:: It was an honor to critique the final round, and
be a part of -this htstorlcal occasion. :

It will be a pleasure to read the fmal transcrlpt and see arguments

that -actually relate-to-the -resolution. . compliment Florida State for argu-

ing a. stock case in. the fmal round; and having @ case structure. that can

will be readmg this manuscrnpt This position by Florida State in the
1AC may have distorted my perceptions -for -the rest of the round because

|- was happy not_to_ hear. the Moon_ Treaty case, but later | found out that

the reason for this approach was because Macalester -was so deep -on- space

issues; - Florida State decided to take a stock approach to the resolution;

and did not run their number one case. - ---- - - - --oo-- --

The reason that was ‘in the Enﬁd?.iy on - th(s decision mlght be
because of -‘my conflsulonfatftljé”érid of the round which | -blamed on -the
negative team. i was confused by the negative -argumentation -labels

between the on-case observation arguiments of the INC and the off-case

arguments of the 2NC O\?eri/:ew #2 from 'INC was on peacekeeping and

These same-labels were also used by the::2NC in the value: objectlons so- it
was _hard for me to tell in the negative rebuttals whether a particular

group of arguments was to be floWed on-case or off case. Thts was espe—
observation and: it should have -been :with -an: off- Ea§e value objectuon
Other critics after the round al~o admutted they were havmo the same
problems in tlowing.

The second problem on confuswn in the debate was «mtvated by the

2NC and became a problem in the 2NR. The second value objection was
"blown-up” by the 2NR and expanded into a giant argument. There was
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was gomg to happen so the responses to the second value objectlon! and
everything- became a GIANT JUMBLE--so 2AR clarify rebuttal. It would
have been. better to make the thlrd and flnal value objectlon the ~one that

on - mlhtary Confllgtg goes”erfflrrnatlveh 2AC extends the small wars are a
great threat to disaster -and 2AR extends the scenario to proliferation.
1AR spends a ot of time .here with four responses and ZNRs only

to this issue so this is very clear for the aff:rmatuve

_ -Second, | believe the affirmative wins the proliferation issue. The
third INC overview and the case arguments on proliferation are won in the
1AR -and 2AR. 1AR has- good: responses -on the third overview as the
Becker evidence is extended. UN debate undermines is extended,.and the
key- -argument - was - the extension- on spread of weapons could trigger the
proliferation because of instrumental norms:. - These argoments were very
convincing to-me -in -light of- Tugwell and Kirkpatrick- evidence on the case
that venting of _steam can sow the:seeds of war: If the negative .has a
weakness in this round it is-a lack of -specific- responses to- the  1AC case

structure: _ The negative:does do & good job of pualling the affirmative off
of -their case -until - the -2AR., -but it- becomes -confusing to -me-in-the- 2NR.

The affirmative rebuttals are more easnly understood on the salient issues;
and hence are rewarded with- my ballot. - - S e

== |--was. glad there were seven crltlcs in th[S round It was. a most

difficult decision. - Congratulations--to Macelester- on- winning--the - first

national championship in_CEDA debate:: After the decision was -announced;
and |- kinew- that .| had "squirreled”--there was -someé conciliation -for - my

decision when 1 learned the Northwest Region- debaters from -eight different

schouols had voted 17-2 for the aifirmative. Not even tﬁhgimne Justices on
the Supreme Court agree on every decision. | guess that's what makes it
a debate.

1986 NATIONAL INDIVIDUAL EVENTS TOURNAMENT:
WINNING SPEECHES IN ORIGINAL EVENTS

*The speeches -were edited from tape recordings. ‘Except for- the

correction of obvuously uiiintended errors, these are as close to verbatlm tran-
scripts as was possible to ootain from the recordings.

Critiques were requested of each of the judges in these final rounds.

However, not all judges complied. Critiques received foliow each speech tran-
script:
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The Nlnth Amer\can Forensnc ASSOCIatIOIl Nat:onal IﬁaiViaﬁai Event
Tournament was -held- at the University of Texas at Arlington on April

12-14, 1986. _Close to 400 students from 111 schools participated in the
tournament. There were 93 contestants in- impromptu -speaking; 50 contes-

tants in communication analysis; 84 contestants in -persuasion; .76 contes-

tants in extemporaneous. speakmg, -B8 -contestants - in -informative- speaking;

and 64 contestants in after-dinner speaking who competed in three prefini-
nary rounds. Following the preliminary rounds, the top 24 competitors

were advanced to quarter finals; then the top 12 competiiors were

advanced -to semi-finals, and-finally, the top six competltors competed in

finals. Each final-round was judged by five critics.-
In-communication analysis, persuasion, Vlnformatlve and after-dinner

speaking students are free to select their own speech topic. In the limited
speaking events of impromptu and extemporaneous speaking, however, the
students are given a choice of topics on which to speak.

After-Dinner Sﬁé&l&i’ﬁé Final Round Winner

Graham Hartley, University of Wisconsin, Madison

- You know | saw you practlcmg your informative out-in- the hall. By
Golly; you were fantastic. Wasn't he fanstatic, everybody: You were
really great. | bet even the fire extinguisher on the - wall-- was riveted.

Your speech is tr‘UIy a stunnlng literary work: No, bat reaIIy your deliv-
ery, -style -and the- content were superb, -and 1 applaud- you for -that

(claps):- Doesn't that give you. a warm feeling inside--kind of like a
puppy- that-just- wee-weed down- your leg. - To be complimented, 6r fd
compliment someone else - gives us this warm feeling inside:

- - Compliments--we -all- like- them. - - They make us feel apprecnated and

they make -us:feel good abont ourseives We “also love to give them:: . They
make people like us-and possibly do things for us: - (Knapp, Bell,- Hopj:er

1984). But, what exactly are compliments? -How can | deliver an effectlve
compliment?- And what-do | do if I'm complimented? Well, 1 say, "whoa,

let's stow down:-and take them-one at a time; shall we:" . -
Flrstr we Il look at compllments and what they are. Second rWéll

Flrs}‘. then what are compiiments? - Well, there are four basic types of
compllments personal appearance, performance possestons, and personal-

ity. [Unintelligible]. - [Laughter]. :
The first of which is a compllment |nvolvmg persqnal appearance,

how: you look. A recent article in Psychology Today said that compl.-
ments of this type are the most prevalent in society today. . Compliments

like: - "You look marvelous the jacket? The jacket could go, but you,

you- Iook marvelous.” So sayeth Fernando. Or for instance you could

compliment me -on. my suit. "Why thank you, it's from the Don Johnson
collection.” It is easy to see why compliments on appearance are so
popular with such fashion plates in our midst.

- 111 -

121



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Other compllments faIl under the category of performance, or skull

and. ability compliments. | personally don't know that much about these

since -I've never done anything especially well, but | really did like your

speech, -and: therefore hud-a good example.to foIIow

- A third type of compliment is @ compliment oh possessions. or what we

own - These romp'imants range anywhere from. "I really like your car”
"! love your wife.” Yes, contrary to popular belief, people assocuated

wuth us in the eyes of the complimentor, are considered to be our

possessions. R
= The. final type of compliment is one_on personallty The Journal of
Communicationstates that -the most highly regarded -compliments roncern

personahty "You're so sweet.” or "My, how courageous.” and "Boy

th'O"s'e of personal appearance, performance, possessuons, and personallty
How -can -we learn to -deliver them effectively? - Well, the: dellvery of a
compllment is a three ‘step _prociss lnvolvnng the 0 F. P Method:." Obser-

“O-F-p."
In the observatlon stage, you must flrst observe -an act of some sort

one does well. Something like...the puttlng on of one's socks. Yesl not
everyone. does that well, yet we can be pretty sure that the majority of

the people in--this room 'ca'n', and therefore, can feel- comfcrtable talking
about it:: Okay; I'm glad | roomed with my coach, because | had these
socks picked out.

After the initial —observation of the said. act the formulat;on of the
compliment begins. . There is an -unoriginal format where all that needs to
be done 'is plag in different words: into a set format: .. Three types ‘of
these exist. Th-= noun phrase/ linking verb/-adjective type: "Your hair/
looks/ nice: Then there is the proncu:m/ intensifier/ verb’ noun phrase
type: "I/ really/ like/ your tie." - The -third type-is for the advanced

complimentor:. Remember these men are trained professionals: - Do -not;
repeat,- do--not try -this -without- proper training. ———rYes, its - the dreaded

pronoun/. verb/ "to be"/ adjectlve/ noan phrase type: You/ really are/ a
snappy/ dresser.- - - -

o The third and: most |mportant part of the dellvery of a compltment is
the presentatlon There -are-two-things of great importance here, the-first

of which iz energy. - Let's talk socks again shall we? - Enthusuastuc versus
non-enthusiastic.- - "1 really like your socks.” "No, | -mean it!" - Can_you
tell the difference?. Good. - Equally -important to energy is sincerity.
Sincere - versus- msuncere " |- really -like -your 7sock§L:;apfdf "t really like

[laughs] your socks." What we can see from this is that the best kind of
compliment to give is one that is both enthiusiastic and sincere.

Now,; that we know what compllments are; and _how to give an effec-
tive one; what the heck -do-we do if we re _complimented?

There are four kinds of replies to compliments ranging from: accept-
ance, acceptance with amendment, to no acknowledgement, and denial.
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The f|rst of whlch is acceptance Acceptance replles are usually your

best bet. - The ritualistic "Thank you ‘tops the list. l-oHowed by. "I'm
glad you liked it.' -Then finally there is -the embarrassed, "Aw shucks."

The second type of reply to .a: compliment;: acceptance with amend-
ment. "Yeah, but l still got 80 pounds to lose.' And there is also

magnified acceptance:: "Hey, Biff, you're really a good basketball player."
"Good, hell, I'm great!"

: The third type of .reply to a comphment is the:no acknowledgement

reply. A reply, yet at the same time it's not a reply. You loock a bit

confused Let me give you an example. - "My, don't you. look nice today,
Mary." "----- " "My, don't you look nice today, Mary.” o
Finally, -there's denial. "Hey, | really like your socks.™ Reply

No you dont they re d|rty, smelly, and and they have holes in them

First Judge Critique
Réy Garcla, Southwest Texas State Uniyér{s}'ty

~In the final round of the ADS at the 1986 AFA-NIET judges had a
clear : choice ‘of alternative approaches to the delivery of an after dinner

s'pjéé;:ts. In -this found we saw what came close to belng a comedy routlne,

let me congratulate all of the flnal round contestants and thelr coaches for
a--job -weH -done-. --All of the-contestants-in the final -round - demonstrated
soperb speaking skills: . _All of the contestants had excellent vocal varisty,

naturaliand -meaningful-gestures, -and great-eye -contact.- -It--was- -necessary

to examine other elements of effective publlc speaklng to decide in favor of
the Hartley speech.- - - - - s e - --

_-- . First; Hartley's -ose of humor as a persuasive devuce was _ much more
effective than th-t of the other-speakers. - Other contestants seemed to be

more concerned w‘th punch llnes, abuse of puns;: and gags : for thelr own

prlate in those s:tuatlons rather than in the microcosm of the forensics

community .- R
Second, the Hartley speech was the best orgamzed and constructed

speech in the round. - Hartley made use of an_attention getting device, a

clear statement of purpose, a preview of the parts of the body, effective
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transitions and- signposting, a review of the parts of speech, and a good
conclusion: While these elements of speech construction may seem elemen-
tary, they were an -important part of- my decision because a_ number of

contestants failed to include transitions, previews, or well developed
conclusions. With such glaring omissions in other contestants’ speeches,

while Hartley had ~done such & géod job on his speech, the decision to

Communication Anaiysis Final Round Winner
jfm Mc(:‘afferty, George Mason Un//ersity

. l:egend has it that in Celtlc lreland; whenever the King shewed signs

of -age, impotence; or-if-the -fortunes of- his- clan- were falltng, the Druid-

priests would lead him to tha.stone circle of jadgment:. . . Here; the: King
would - deliver- -a -final -message- to -his people and -then- calmly stand by as

the:chief priest stabbed him to death; augering. the clan's futare as well
as its future leader. - In-his 1896 book -The Golden -Bough, Enghsh scho-

lar Sir James Frazier noted that this castom of -"killing the king™ was -a
cofmimon one in-many- ancient-societies. - -It- was felt that-by- killing the semi-

Jdevine king -before  he ‘had decayed, the strength of his soal could then be
transferred intact to tha. of- his successor, thus preservnng the strength

of the tribal leader as well as his -peopie: :
On August Bth, 1974, President Richard- Mllhouse leon, hav-ng been

rendered politically impotent by repeated allegations: (laaghter) of flagrant
dishonesty during the Watergate scandal, made his thirty-seventh and final

address:- to: the - nataon a3 President. - In that address, Nixon::not only
declared his role as "ritual -sacrifice” by announcing his resignation, but

he also took: this unique opportunity to eulogize his own Presidency -and
began America's transcendence from the nadlr of Watergate to a future
without Richard Nixon.

While a rhetorical analysls based on the precepts of ap'blb'gia m!ght

seem initially -appropriate, the exigences of Nixon's political demise clearly
pointed to the. worthlessness of any attemipt at defense or apology.
Ilaughteri _ Nixon required- a rhetorical strategy that addressed his -poli-
tical "death” and attempted to. transcend it--that strategy was the eulogy.
In order to examine this eulogistic effort by Nixon for his own Presidency,
I'will first discuss.an appropriate method for critically analyzing eulogistic
rhetoric; next apply that method to Nixon's speech. of reslgnatlon, and
finally, evaluate the umpact of the eulognstlc genre both for Nixon's reslg-

nation -and for rhetorlc in general

anclent Greece, when the honcred dead were praused with what was called
the "epitaphios logos:." An appropriate method for critically analyzing
eulogistic rhetoric can be found in Kathleen Jamieson's article entitled
"Critical Anthology of Public Speeches” published in the 1978 MODCOM:



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Modulg; jgispgfegh};gm@gg[ggtion Sectlon four of that artlcle délineates
four primary rhetorical- characteristics of-the successful eulogy.? -

.- - The - first - characteristic is the affirmation of the reality of death
Here, - the rhetor confronts: the bereaved's natural denial - response - by
publlcly statlng the fact of death Accordlng to Jamieson, thls character-

move - enwards A necessary parallel to this confrontatlon with demal is

the: second characteristic--the: easing of -the survivor's: confrontation with
their own mortality. The speaker accomplishes this goal by asserting that

the deceased: will "live on" 'in some manner. -As Jamieson notes, -"'the
assertion of the fundamental immortality of the deceased makes mortality
less. bitter at the same time it consoles the bereaved.”™ - The: third charac-

teristic is the transformation of the bereaved's relatlonship with: the

deceased from the present to the past tense. - The-speaker accomplishes

this by rehliearsing the virtues of the deceased in. the past tense; this

repetition solidly fixes the deceased in that tense -as well... Finally, the
eulogy must attempt to reweave the community’s patterns: of ‘relztionships
to continue despite the-absence of the departed.- -Generally this is accom-

plished by calling for the survivors to continue living, with the memory of
the deceased as a guide for the future. --- - - .-~ - .. . . -

- In essence, the eulogy is a vehicle by which the rhctor not only
praises the dead but begins a process of transcendence so that the survi-

vors can get on with living. In viewing the ealogy as the initial tool of
transcendence, -the -eulogistic nature -of Nixon's resngnatlon address

becomes apparent and worthy .of examination. -
in analyzing Nixon's fes+gnat|on speech, the flrst characterlstlc the

affirmation of the reality of death; .is quickly discernabte. - In-paragraph
mne of the thirty-two- paragraph”tfe)gtwﬂflrxonﬁy}gerjed the s’i'rriple phrase
"therefore, | shall ‘resign the Presidency effective at noon -tomorrow.'

Coming so soon in-the speech with -a minimum_ of preamble, this simple

statement quuckly dismissed any:fals2 notions of a continued fight -against
the impeachment process. - Whether friend or. foe, - this unequivocal -state-

ment made denial by the American public impossible. The reality of a
future -without Nixon- had to be accepted. [laughter]

. The next characteristlc that he -attempted to put -was the confrontation
with -the--survivors' confrontation with their own mortality: Having done

his original move;. Nixon -attempted ‘to push forward here. Now, what
Nixon -attempted -was -to shift this entire structure by allowing us to. see

the mortality was not constant by allowing us to view the resiliance of the
Presidency -itsélf. -~ His first statemerits guickly dismissed any remaining
hopes -for continuance -of -his Presndency -Immediately after his- statement
of resignation, Nixon told Amerlca, "Vice President Ford will be sworn in

as President at that hour. . He thus reassured Americans that-the
Presidency itseif would contlnue with no lapse of leadership: Nixon then

zThe Jdea for such an analysus was _originally concevied by Kevin W. Dean

Mergafet C. -Langford, and Mark S. Hickman as a resolt of discussion in

coursework with Kathleen Jamieson of the University of Maryland.
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spoke in praise of his own Presidency, pointing to such accomplishments as

ending the Vietnam War, - - improving relations with China and -the Soviet

Union, -and: signing the Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty. --Nixon. told
America, "These years have been a momentous time in the history of our

nation and the world. They. have been a -time of achievement -in -which we

can--all. be proud.” Through these words, Nixon eased concerns. aver

Presidential mortality, assured Americans that the Presidential-- succession

would- continue- as- mandated by the Constitution; and-asserted that -his own
foreign. palicy: achievements would be of lasting benefit. In misch the- same
way - as -the -bereaved  are consoled and: their fears of death: assuaged by
what Jamieson called the "assertion of the fundamental immortality of the

deceased, " -- Americans were assured-that the Presidency wotld continue: -

- ~-The . third. characteristic. is the . transformation - of the bereaved's
relationship with the deceased from the present to the past. In reviewing
the achievements of his own Presidency, Nixon consistently referred to his
own efforts in the past tense. "We have ended America's longest war.... "

subtext-is clear--the Nixon Presidency was, from that moment; subject to

the judgment of history rather than current events. S

Having placed his Presidencyin the -past, Nixon then attempted to
reweave - the community's, or in this case the nation's, patterns of
relationships to continue despite the- absence - of the Nixon presidency.

He called on all Americans to support the new President in his task,
saying, "As he assumes that responsiblity, -he will deserve the: help and

support-of all of us.” Nixon attempted to achieve ‘a new unity of pirpose
under the leadership of President Ford when he said: - S

And to. those of you have not felt able to give: me your: support, let me
say that - leave office with no bitterness toward those-who have -opposed

me, - for all -of us have in the final -analysis been concerned with the good
of the country::. 5o let us all now join together...in helping our new Pres-
ident succeed to the benefit of all Americans.
Nixon -concisely -and effectively reweaved the community's patterns -of reiation
ships to continue by calling for all Americans to siipport the new President in
his task.- --..- - o oo N o . i . oL
- In:evaluating the impact of the eulogistic genre for Nixon's resignation,

the continual application of the four criteria outiined by Jamieson:in her articie;
continually. point to its nature as a eulogy. Much to the chagrin of many

Nixon critics, Nixon never -apologized for or even admitted that -complicity in

the Watergate affair. was  the real prime reason for his resignation. Instead,

Nixon affirmed his-own political demise and -attempted to shift-the focus towards
a new political future, which was after all his goal. As he stated, "I hope that
| will have hastened -that process of healing that is so desperately nceded in

America,"  Well, that process of transcendence would eventuaily take years, a
full Presidential-pardon, -and- a-complete shift in national politics; but its roots

were grounded in Nixon s own ealogy for Nixon.
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- The eulogy is- essent1a||y -a- pfocess of transcendence for the survivors;
and as soch it need not be restricted merely to speeches for the_dead: it's

appropriate. whenever- the exigences -of a rhetorical ‘act -include-the ending of a

given situation or individoal and the need to redefine that ending into a- mew

baginning.. - In a similar, -though less bloody- fashion, Nixon-was- sacrificed like
the Irish Kings of old--whem he was no :longer -considered: worthy -to wield
power. - However,fNuxon also-chose to- deliver--his- own -eulogy, and begin--a

process of national - transcendence for the ‘American people into-a new political

era--an -era--in- whlch President Richard Nixon would not, and perhaps could
not; be included: [Applause]

First Judge Crit/que

Craig Dudczak Univers/ty of Oklahoma

makmg the flnals, in- what -| consider to be the :most rigoroi.vs of the public
address events. Good criticism helps us to answer the guestion "Why?" 3 rhet-

orlcal eunt succeeds or falls |n 1ts effort As Slskel and Ebert are to the

of rhetoric.:
‘While the conserisus of the ranklngs pIaced Mr McCafferty furst I ranked

him third.. What are my reasons for doing so? Since the reader does: not have
the beneflt of comparing this speech with those of tiie other finalists,. let me
identify my crite

and evaluations of this speech. -- Normally, | employ -three
criteria- for Communication .Analysis. . First, Does the speech demonstrate the

elements of any good public address--{1)} Does:-the introduction gain attention,
state the thesis, and prevuew the body of the speech; (2) Dcés the bbdy

the speech and close appropruately? Second; is the rriethcd appropriate to the

analysis of the -rhetorical event? Does the speaker justify the- analytic method
he or she employs? Third,  does the. rhetorical analysus enllghten our under-
standing of the event to which it is -applied? : -

In applying these criteria to McCafferty's analysus | genera!ly fmd the
first criterion satisfied while the-second -and third -are problematic.---For me,

the speech clearly demonstrates the elements of good pubtic address. . The
opening annecdote -is- attention-getting, -the -purpose-is elear, and the speaker

gives a roadmap of his direction. We should have no doubt that the analysis
will treat Nixon's- resignation as -a-political- self-eulogy. - Similarly, the bod: of

the speech follows the systematlc apphcatlon of Jamison's criteria for a eulogy
concluding with--an appropriate -review and -closing-

While | _think. the speech is well-crafted; the second and thord crlterla on
the approprlatei'iess -of method -and its application create serious dissonance for

me: |s Nixon's resignation .really . self-eulogy? The first signal casting doubt

about the apprepriateness of- treati.g the resignation as a self-eulogy occurred

because the preceding speaker:-Mr. Fowler; also of George Mason--employed the
same tool. Aside from the coincidental sequence creating some distraction, the

impression created was that the method was a universal template applied to a
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wider array of rhetorical events than would otherwise be ;Dstlfled* At the very
least, this occurrence caused me to look more closely at-the- justification offered

by each-- speaker -using Jamison's characteristics of the eulogy: - In each case
the result of focusing my- att entlon on the Justlflcat:on of method is adverse for

the ranking of the speaker.
In Mr.. McCafferty's case, the focal questnonﬁls whether anyone who had

heard Nixon's resignation speech in ‘August 1974 would_ view . it as a euology,
either then or now. -As to then, at the time of the speech, a-general consen-

sus -had:emerged calling: for--his -impeachment. With approval ratings.. dlmlmshlng
to twenty -two percent by the time of the speech Nixon's critics -were -numer-

ous. Yet, McCafferty evidences :that -Nixon's -critics were unsatisfied that he

neither . -apologized nor even mentioned the. role Watergate played. in leading- to

his-resignation. Can this be ignored? | think not. - Clearly, the expectations
of the audience create an exigence. Treating the reslgnatlon as a eulogy at the

time |t was giiieii faiis to accommodate the expectatlons o? the audtence The

address a (or, perhaps; the) critical exlgence exustrng for the- speaker
This still allows the possibility of a revisionist view of the event--that is,

regardless of -how the speech -was received in 1974, it should be viewed as a

eulogy in 1986. A case could be made for this approach by saying that seper-

ated from the emotion of the times surrounding Watergate, it would be-revealing
to ‘view Nixon's. resignation as .a eulogy:. While this approach may be feasible,

it-is not-the-one- McCafferty employs _ He treats the speech in a-timeless tense

that _ suggests the speech was, is, and always should be viewed as a eulogy.

Aside- from ignoring the-exigency of the -audience expectations at the time of the

speech, he fails to reveal the benefit of retrOSpectlvely viewing the speech as
self-rilogy. - - Yes,- he -does - pply Jamison's criteria. But, so what? Arguung

that the speech meets criteriais not to reveal its valoe in doing so. This is &
mechanical approach to -analysis.-- -1t is to communication analysus what paint-by-

numbers -is to art..- Yoo:get a picture;: bat it is not art:

So in my- final analysis, - my -ranking of the -analysis- reflects favorabiy on

its -structural elements which illustrate well the. elements of good public address:
But, the speech, while technically -applying the criteria of the method selected,

makes a weak case for its use and reveals little of whether Nixon succeedsd for
failed in his resigration speech -It -seems clear that it-faiied the majority of its

audience in 1974, and we aren't certaln of its st itos today:

J. G. HEFFiE§t671, New York University

Even before Jim McCafferty §6i up to speak; | was fairly sure he would

get my first place. He spoke last in the round and, havmg heard- his- speech

his analysis of mxon s reslgnatlon would be superlor to the f|ve speeches | had
already heard. It was.
The first reason for thst was Jim’ srapproach to Nixon's rhetornpﬁ - Heidjd

what every rhetorical critic should -strive to do by looking at Nixon's speech
from a new point of view, and proving mote than adequate support for that
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perspective: By contrast, one cri

the failure to provide -support -for-a -challenging thesis, and the remaiiiing
speeches took more obvious approaches to: the communlcataon events they treated
(e g. a- pop music method- for "Sun City"” and a eulogy method for Reagan 5
eulogy of the Challenger astronauts): :

‘The second, and -nearly as-important, reason for Jim's success was the
construction of the speech: The Jntroduct[on and concius:on were n:cely Imked
and the tie of ancient lrisi Nixon's sj
brilliant. Finally, Jim touched all of the other CA bases:: justification-of
choice of method -and rhetoric, explanation of method and conclusions about the

method and speech: 1f Jim hadn't extemped =& coup|e of sentences in the
middle, it might have been a perfect perfort

cal flaw in another speech in the round was

bee perfect ce. n any Case, my expecta-
tions were confirmed, and it was clearly the best speech in the round.

Thlrd Judge Cr/thue

Deanna Sellnow, Wayne State UaneI‘SIty

Mr. McCafferty's Communication aIys -a rhetorical analysis of Nixon's

final address: to the nation from a eulogistic -perspective--is- very- well done. -In

order- to- highlight specific areas of strength as well as: weakness; this critique

will focus one~- (1) his structure-and style, - {2) his chmce and use of method-

ology, and (3) h|s analysis of the speech itself:
style, Mr. McCafferty does a fine ]Ob The

apeech flows well from p fit to point thiongh effective_use of internal previews,

transitions- and summaries. One area of concern,-however, regards his style.

Mr. mcCafferty needs to be careful when attempting to personalize his delivery

so as not to sound condescending or patronizing.-- This_is_a minor point, but. it
2ven underway

can turn some llsteners “off to the speech be(ore the analysus '§

for thls type of analysis., To hls credit, . McCafferty is quick :-to point out

that he is-aware of apologia- as -a- potential- method for lysis. He goes on to
analyzed -as eulogy.

stite that this. particular address can be more appropriatel
it ‘would strengthen his persuasive-argument, however, if he were to incorpo-

rate a sentence, at this pomt as to why. eulogy is: a more appropriate tool for
analysis -than apologia- & of method is so controversial, it is

important to justify its merit at. the outset. Granted he does-so - quite aptly
later in the speech, but-it -would strengthen the anal!ysis consnderably to do so

as possible:: The actual explanation of the method and its major char—
« early .-

Overall, the actoal analysus of leon s final address is well done. The
exampies chosen -to -clarify-each characteristic of the method are ap’propr:ate and
serve to lend -strength ‘to Mr. McCafferty's argument.  McCafferty -is- very
successful in clarifying the impact of the speech. - He, again, jastlfles his
choice of method when he states, "Nixon never apologized to them or even
admitted that the complicity ofﬁthejﬂaﬁtergate affair was the prime reason for his

resignation: In._short, by this point in_the analysis, both the impact of the
speech and McCafferty's choice of methodology are well justified:
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Flnally, in terms of slgnlfvcance, Mr McCafferty does a good job wnth what

he says; however, onc vital-component is missing. - His analysis would become
much more mear.lngful for the listener if he would draw a definite -parallel to

why thvs partlcular analysus has sngnlflcance for each of us today How can we

David Blbkfbra Brown UH?VérSIty

- -- In- the -summer of 1983 an Atlanta computer programmer became so outraged

that . hus mother was sendlng Iarge sams of money to :lerry Falwell s Old T;me

number every 30 secortds :Now, the requtmg phone bllls for the Moval 'Aajar-
ity-- were-several -hiindred -thousand -dollars. - - Although this -action-may -sourd

outrageous; _it. does :underscore _widespread discontent with the role -that TV
evangelists- are-playing in our -political reality -today. -A concern-so significant

that it leads us_-naturally to the followung questlon Is TV _religion becoming
too polutical? The answer is clearly 'yes. With-one sugmflcant eomplication,

that is the key word in question is: "TV."- Rehglon itself is -not badly__mixed
with -politics under certain kinds of specific circumstances. - But with-TV and

all -its superficiality and superstition; it-has-a. great potential to be dangerous
and deceive. To see more precisely why this is so, we can give close atten-

tion to: three dtfferent aSperts of the TV evangelusts Furst ‘we need to Iook at

rendermg it polntlrally |mpotent sncapable of tacklmg ,.ignlflcant issues.
Secondly, we need to look at the efferct on religion |tself How legitimate main

stream religion :is set back by the activities of TV. - And, finally, we need to
look at the legitimate circumstances from which- rehglqn b.s had an effect when

properly divorced from the dssorlenun§ effect or television. - The most inter-
esting -aspect of what has happened in TV religion right now.is that-the princi-
pal-ally cf TV_religion, thc -whcle - Republncar‘r Party, is being split. In

theWashington Post on March 10 of this year, "in many cases pandering arises,
such as Jerry Falwell's influence cn Vice: President Bush. Such politicians- try
to win the fundamentallsts by giving them just about every concession they
would ever want.” At the same time, the Post stated that in-many- cases there
were independent courses within TV religion, such as Pat Robertsoh of the
Christian Broadcastmg Network who is considering now an mdependent presi-
dential campaign: In zffect this division within the Republican Party is some-
thing to be -feared -within all - political -parties -and -political Bbdies in- this
country. That's what the article on March 31st stated as a sort of pdlitlcal
paralysis. In it the-effect of many- conservative Christian groups: and: pull-a-
parts on members of congress: It stated, for example, that Wiiliam Gray of
PH1ISdéIbhné who |§ éi:tijélly a mmxéter humsiélf Mié is yet glven a ieré

organization, in talking with seVeraI congresslonal c,olleagues, he had found that
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= , ST I gl Lo ST
they were unwilling tq:rbOhSGi any legislatiol o eyen vote on Suck issues as

abortion.. school: prayi = -or other: significant tooics.  As a result there was

- nothing he could do 2°°Nt thg most important isgues confronting them today:

The Christian scienc? (onjtor on April 8. 1936 stated: -"That in the North
Carolina senatorial rac® ‘Ne candidates are Paf3ly.;ad because the Voters are not
focusing on the i5§,@%,9§;d[’%§iéé&,iﬁéy are bick€ring ¢ ar who is the nore rac.cal
right conservative can rel?te. This is one eXaMR|g, 55 jn many Others where we
see paralysis from TV 'gion and its influence.

However, - that s ;ﬁ}?,tﬂgthﬁé, oniy problem that pag Geciirred in: the process,
because. at the same tif, TV religion is undeMinjsg |egitimate religias.  Arthor
Goldterg, -former- Sup’ 3¢ -Coyrt Justice notéC.in the Christian SCignce Monitor
of April 7th of this Y " that in many cases thy high wall separatisg - religion
and state was being t9c down by TV evangellsty  with the net bag effects not
only on political fref‘, ™, byt also-on relig'Sug frzedom. l;—{g Notad: in .many
cases -that -the only ,Wa'a' that the-diverse r®ligions. in-- America Satisfy-every

interest have bagn tf,‘,é;‘,sh a carefol mainteN3ne, of separation of -hyrch and
state, and that the adiYa of the TV fundament.lists s directly eontrary to
that need for. separa g",,- TV religion s€e€MS 44 Lo the tearing down of: this
high wall, as Goldberd, /Nugested. It also hamPerg social activities by iegitimate
religion. The Chl‘fsl,fﬁ,s'iScieﬁce Monitor -sU998¢¢ed on December 7t last year
that in many cases Cal ‘it and protestant or93nizations as well 3s many syna-

gogues don't want 172 Sbonsor:the same tYP& of social action 3;d -political
engagement becayse th2) fear being caught UP in & great moral debate that will
somehow magically tary On “significance - and e plasted over the paths of *he
airwaves as people are . 'd to yote with their Negits and not with their brains.

The issues that are P\ underlined by the Madical right and the TV funda-
mentalists are allowind "tligion not to be USEd ‘for meaningful sogjal action.

However, this is reallY ‘he shameful aspe't ©1 the situation because it is here
that theChristian Sciel'c) Monitor suggests thet wainstream religion can have 3
real impact. it cited 'p example the role of the Catholic Church in  bringing
about the depositict O{ié Stdinand Marcos and DPFinging in CoraZon Aqyino. — As
other examples; the r? . Of tha Catholic- chUrch in the Haitian Crisis, and possi-
ble . religious assigtana?ioﬁ resolving the issUS tuat divide South Kgrea: The
Christian Science Mol! ;" on pecember 7. 1935 1oted that many of the creche
controversies that Pla% 'S Amegrican cities MY peen resolved- NOt —yith eager
dispute between fund” Shtalisys and —secularisty, put instesd With legitimate
compromise and gne-of', ‘e discourse betweeN Tejigion in a2 MalNStream format
without the benefit 2, ‘elevision. --So from his point of View jt seems to
featore mass moyement or> well as one-on-oN€ cqufrontations 3nd  egnferences;

reflecting the dlvéFS[tVIth various religions. - c s -
Now we've geen % polarization that COMeg from extremiSM.  we've: also

seen a legitimate majo’ Mbact that religioh SN have if not MisTePrazented by

TV preachers: o o L L .

" “The answer o ov Susstion is definitely "yos v Religion becoies a force

of polarization, not of,e'*r ty. when it is cheaP®Ney. we can see why the Atlan-
ta computer- bféétéﬁi?"m; who dialed up the 8045 npumber so Many times had
something legitimate in_ ' Nd.  He was outrag®d. " s was outraged pecayse he
doesn't want to see th? " 'Sh wall between chuh ang state come dowy.
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Impromptu Speaking Final Round Winner

Debra Williams, Gonzaga University

“When | was’ thirteen my parents were really ignorant. .- | mean, they knew
nothing aboiit school.. They knew nothing about sex. They didn't even know
hcw to dress; But as I've grown older, !'ve noticed that -my parents have
gotten-a-lot smarter.. Maybe | succeeded in educating them through my "vast
experience,” or maybe my experience taught me that, "everyone is ignoiant,
only on different subjects.” This quote: by Will Rogers that everyone is igno-

rant -only: on. different subjects points to some very -significant things.  On a

reveals ‘a lot about what it means to be a human being: To be humuh is to be
ighorant.  You may-have-figured that-out by- now. _ -Finally;- we cam tie these
first «wo levels together by applying the philosophical idea of what it means to
be ignorant to-our practical-associations. Perhaps in this way we. can discover

an approach to life that takes advantage of rather than seeks to escape our

ighorance. -

First, -consider how everyone is ignorant only on different subjects when
we are dealing with one another.  Certainly you are made better through your

experience with others--particuiarly if you go to a school that has a liberal arts
education and a specialized education, (though when ycu come out with s

philosophy - degree you still. don't know a lot about electrical engineering).
Some people such as my debate partner, an - electrical engineer, think | am

hopelessly ignorant because | cannot discuss filters on a 400-level.  Cf course,
| can turn around and tell him that since-he can 't-discuss phenomenology, exis-

tentialism; or metaphysics, he is ignorant ‘as well--of course, he “filters" all
that out: The poiiit is, we're ignorant on different subjects, but when we can

discuss those subjects with one 2nother; 1 find that |- have an awful lot to learn
about_filters--(though why the hell | want to learn about filters | haven't quite

figured out)--and, in return; Harold can learn a lot from me about philosophy:
Qur interests in different subjects have helped--us-to-enrich-one another rather

than_ alienate one another; bec.use we have discovered that ws are diverse
people. with diverse interests and we can learn by communicating together on
the subjects about which-we -are ignarant. oo . ]

On a more philosophical level, beirg ighorant in - specific areas- is -what it

ﬁiéé§i§; to- be a- human being. No one can know everything: - Certainly we've
all :lexperienced the frustration of having to limit our learning-in order to cope

with overlvads of information. Even with a liberal arts education when: we are
decused with myriad subjects, we orly come up with a huge confision of luose-
ly-connected knowledge. For: sanity’'s sake; we must choose areas of specialty
and focos on them, so we will know some things better -than others. That is
what it means to be a human being. - The -thesis that a human being is essen-
tially_an ignorant creature forms the basis of existential philosophy. The ques-

tion for existentialism is not what we become, but how we beccme: - This view
was posited by Jean-Paul Sartre when he said that a human being is the proc-
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ess of becoming and the existence :of :a. human being or that process is more
important that the external facilities that make up-the-human being. - 1 am not
just. this: cellular mass you see in front of you; | am:the things | do: To
explain this notion Sartre upsets a lot of people when he says -that there are

essentialy two kinds of beings--people and chairs:. - Now, automatically; "yog
ask what is the difference between a person and a chair. -In fact, since |- don't

know most of you and | see you sitting in basically the same. posture as this

all- chairs; -because at ‘this moment; I, for my own person; am the only one
making judgments and decisions and | am projecting those onto you. - - am

exercising your ignorance in defining who | am. Sartre's point; ther; ties in
with Will Roger's quote thet everyone is ignorant only on different subjects.-- It

tells us what is different about individual human beings. -~ When we make choic-
es, we define who we are through such choices; and the thirigs we are- ignorant

about are the things that we have the possibility to tecome. - Sartre has a
specific term for what that possibility to become is: he calls it the Fundamen

hat possibl lity to become is: he calls it the Fundamental
Project.- - The fundamental project is essentially capsulized in the statement
"you are what you are not and you are not what you are."  Sartre is a bril-

liant -philosopher,- isn't he? What he -is getting at is that you are not just
what makes.you. op; bot you are: the certain things you are trying to achieve.

You are-the ignorance-that you-have right now and the process of accumulating

more -things, you-are-becoming and developing 2= a unique individua!. In light
of -Will Roger's statement that everyons is igno:-int only on different subjects,
this. means. that everyone's - fundamental project is different. we all have

specific -goals that we are striving to achieve and we are all ignorant about
different things: And that's what provides our uniqueness.  This-leads us

into :the third area--how our interrealtion with one another and the fact that we
are ignorant as human beings are-tied together-- - --

Certainly, if we ‘all have different fundamental projects and we are all

combine our -unique: ignorance and our- expertise: to enrich_ one another:

Through our interaction we can meet the fundamental projects-of other- human

beings: who are becoming:-different things; and we: can broaden our horizons:
It would seem kind of fruitless for a human being- to know -everything--to -end

his or her life of expanding horizons, What then would be the difference

and. even more depressing, there is really not need for us to do anything.

Because if | know everything and | have the:same sort of knowledge that ysu
have,. | may as well converse with myself. Alone and complete, we -end up

sitting-in a -corner aimlessly gnawing on our feet. It doesn’'t seem like a very
froitfol existence: . S

- So, the idea of Wiil Regers that everyone -is ignorant only on -difieren
sobjects reveals not only practical guidance for human interaction, but also the
very essence of what it means to be a human “"becoming,’ and in that sense, as
my parents grow smarter, | get smarter too.

First judgé Criﬁaue
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Trevor Giles University of New Mexico

Judgmg the final. round. of lmpromptu Speakmg at. the 1986 AFA NIET

cmved to be both enllghtemng and dlfflcult N Gwen the quahty of the speak-

task, but what-set Debra Williams ;.part from her competitors; and what-earned
her my flrst place rankmg, was ner depth of analys|s and her energetﬂc style
of delivery.:

Ms. Wulllams tackled the rather stralghtforward quotatlon by WI” Rogers

"Everyone -ignorant, but only on different subjects,” with a very unique
approach. She effectively extended the quotation beyond its most apparent

meanings, and communicated an important message concerning the meaning of

hiumanity and one's |nd|y|dual respons|b|I|t|es as a human oeung Her _compet-

that illustrated what they belleved the. topics meant; and while this can be an
approprlate method of analyzlng an |mpromptu toplc, ri becomes rather formu-

aijdience with a lesson derived from the topic, ,w:lllams elevated her analysus

above the: mondane and gave her speech the content nseded for a national

championship. -
Her cogent communication - of the topic's meaning, how6ver, would have

been lost had-her-delivery of -the speech been -flat, or- -overly professorial in
nature: As_ it was; Williams. atilized .a style that was confident; ‘energetic; and
smooth-. -She avorded a--style that -was contident, -energetic,, and smooth..- She

avoided condescending to her audience; and.injected tasteful and: enjoyable bits

of -humor- to- highlight -her points.-- -In- all,. the energy she communicated through

her style enhanced her presentatnon greatly, and Ieft her audience with the

especually since | found three ,of the speakers to be nearly equal in ablhty,

{williams, Bucky Fay of the University: of Wisconsin-Eau: Claire; and Shawnthea
Monroe of the University of Minnesota) Williams emeryed as the winner because

of her abjhty to give: meamng to the toplc she chose beyond the obvious; and

orcanlzatlon of the s;ieech to si.ipport this analysis; and an exceilent oeilvm'y
replete with_information in_support of the. speaker's analysis. Debra Williams'

speech was superb in the delivery and organization, bul did not sufficiently
analyze. the topic. Her use of Sartre's ideas on what makes a human being was

appropriate, but her analysls seemed to ignore the second half of the quote.
Miss Williamis seewed to ignore the portion of the sentence where Wili Rogers
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said that men are indeed |gnorant "only on different subjects.” If she  had

included an analysis of this plirase in. her speech, and supported her analysns

with informatiorn from the works of Sartre, and others, her speech would hLave

been as close to perfect as an . impromptu can be.
- One of the finer points of this speech was the use of humor to both keep
the speech.enjoyable and to establish her analysis. Ms. Wiiliams did this very

Wéii throughout her speech and she was particularly adept in her use of audi-

) Debra Williams' speech is an excellent example of a well organized, well
supported, and humorous impromptu that could have benefited from an analysis

of the -complete quote. Reliance on an analysis of only part of a quote can
work, but it is risky.

Informative Speaklng Final Ronnd W/nner

Mark Nelson, Unwérslty of A.abama, Birmingham *

-- Lets start W|th -a sunple qulz -Now,, - dont caII out the answers; just think

of them in_your mind: Ready” (1) What color was yoar first blke” (2) How
many -rooms- were there in-the- house in -which you-grew- up? -- (3)- How many
letters in the word anthrop:)loqy", and fmally, describe how tee Harvey Oswald

was shot. - - - oo ITiiT - T CIToTUnoinoiiToIiTocC
Now;, whether or not- you could answer these -questions -is .irrelevant; but

the way in which you- tried to-achieve the answers is very relevant. The ques-

tions_ | asked you were the same ones asked to volunteers in astudy at Yale
University, conducted by Bonnie Meskin and Jerome Singer. In the study -they

noticed that depending:on the type of .information demanded, that is; whether
the request was for-  verbal concepts, visual memories, or auditory meniories, the

eyes naturally and subtlely softened in -particular dlrectlons, as though this -eye
movement aided in the accessibility of the data. - According to old folk psychol-

ogy, the eye :is the gateway: to the mind and- now it ‘seems modern science is
confirming this age old belief. Through studies, like the. one conducted at

Yale, scientists are learning more and more about the connection between eye
shifts and information; a field known as. neuro linguisiics. It is a fascinating
field, -one worth more_than just a passing glance. So for the next few minutes,
Iets focus on neuro Iihguistlcs Let's flrst takP a look at some basic informa-

,,,,,

been done concerning eye shifts, and fmally we will take a Iook at the |nd|wd—
ual eye shifts and how they work. At that point I'm sure you will agree that
the eyes have it.

-Eighty years ago, the novelist, Jésébﬁ Conrad wrote, f'thé mird of man is
capable of doihg anything, because everything is in it; all. the past as well as

all the future”, and he may not have been wrong. Neurophysiologist, Charles

*The tape rec0rd|ng made of the Informative Speaking final round wis
unintelligible. Mark Nelson was kind enough to provide his written manuscript
which here substitutes for a transcript of the speech actoally given:
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Herrick. estimates that there 2 age aﬁtﬁ jea,sﬁtﬁl()} iégOUO poﬁssiltglfei connect'ons in- the

brain for receiving; storing and correiating data. That's the number 1 followed
by 3 million zeros, at a rate ot one digit per second,- Jjust writing -that number

down would take an entire month: The brain therefore is -much more - complex
than any computer ever developed. -So-its not surprising that the brain neads

help in deating with all of this information. = And that's where _the eye comes
in--in early human -embryonic development, ‘the brain -and eye are -actually one.

Eventually, the -eye grows away. from the brain but:remains _linked to it by the
optic nerve. - However, -the real focus of- interest -by - researchers -is a small

burrdle of - densely packed nerve: cells rough]y the size of a I|tt'e finger: Known

this area of tlghtiy packed nerve cells runs from the top of the splnal cord into
the center of the brain. - The neticular formation- contams nearly - seventy

EéFEéﬁi 6? iﬁé EFSiB; é;iiaa’iéa 200 bllllon _nerve ceIIs L It is: thls part of the

out everythrng but_the relevant information: at any partlcular moment
Accerding to Steven DeVoe, an educational psychologist and althor- of The

Neuropsychology of Success, the ‘nerves that control eye movement; known as
the ocular motor nerves, originate and derive in the -neticular formation area.

Therefore, with tha:proper:eye movement we_can open up specific: channels: to
access information .stored within the brain. So as weII as bemg the organ for
vision; the eye has non-visual function as well.

Now, everyone is familiar with the - story about the student who, -whei

asked a question by his teacher, looks upward. Whereupon the teacher:advises
him, you are not going to find the answer on the ceiling. Well, undoubtedly he

won't, but we are now aware *hat his instinctive eye movementss were allowing
him to access the particular infcrmation hHe needed from the memmory stored with-

in his brain. And | always thought | was just stalling because | didn't know

the answer.
--Well, in-addition to the study conducted at Yale, a similar study conducted
at: the tLangly Porter Neurophyciatric Institute at the University of California

asked volunteers:-similar types of questions. --And once again, - depending-on the
type - of information demanded; specific patterns of predictable eyeshifts were
noted. Numerous other studsos by University -researchers such as: Dr. - Kari
Prilman; surgeon and neuroscientist at Stanford University nave confirmed the
relatlonshlp betWeeh eye movement and sensory memory recall. -

OK, we' Ve assmllated some . complicated new |nformatlon-—W|th the help cf

§éh§ory i‘riéi‘rior',‘ recall. Next let's taRe a look at the actual process of eye-

shifts.:
-----The book Neuroﬂngulstlc Programmlng by Rlchard Baﬁdlér outlines nine

specific eyeshift movements and the senses with which they are associated:

The first-pattern of eye shifts is-the eye movement that activates visual- memo-
ry. When you:draw from visoal memory--say the face of an old frlend--your
eyes- will naturally move -to an- upper left- position. -The harder the memory is

to recall; the hvgher to the left your eyes will on: By the way, it is important

to note- that -if you-re lefl handed or ambidextrous your eyeshifts may differ.

The second ey«shift is for the construction of visual images. When you imagine
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and - for__the construction of sounds the fourth eye shift movement is Iateral

right. The eye movenieiit, used a good deal by -writers and composers, coies

into-play -when you are blending: or creating words or sounds. The fifth eye
shift position is -for the -recall of emotional sensation and feelungs When you

draw emotions and feelings from the past, your eyes may first movc to-a lower
left position to sighal the brain for a memory search. Then you may activate a

visual memory, upper: left, {o see the person or event-involved. Followed by a

move to the lower left, to focus into the motion for the recall of body sensa-

tions and motion, the sixth eyeshift: position is: _lower right and to recall the
sense of taste from memory you- would activate the eighth eye: shift position
which is an apprommate ten degrees lower central position. And the ninth and
last eye shnft p6§|t|on is known as the senséry synthesvs ‘position:  Now, the

memory is in sharp focus, or when yéu can recall it wuthout any conscious

effort. - -
while . all of - these éyeshlfts are dlstmct movements in he dlrectlon mdl-

cated, they are fleeting, almost imperceptible movements, -and -in- most people
they can be seen only by close observation: :Bat:do:the eye-hifts really work?

Well, the best way to--demonstrate -the- prlnCtple behind-- memory- - activation

through movements in: the eye, is. to show you how  difficalt it is to -recall

sensory information-with-your eyes in conflicting patterns.- For-example,-if -you

will close your eyes: please: Now, move your eyes to the lower left position--
this opens up the-chanel for the memory -of emotion.--- Now try to  solve the

following math problem-while yoar eyes are in this posutlon what is the solution
to 198 divided by 6?- Do you feel any-internal -resistance? Do your eyes want

to move upward? Now; with your eyes still closed move them to an upper right
position if -you're- ﬂght handed- or -to the - upper left if you're a pure left

hander: |s it easier to concentrate on finding the solution to 198 divided by 6,
while-your-eyes-are in-this position. OK, you can open yoir eyes now. Well,

this example E!\puld -clearly - demonstrate the relationship between eye movement

and clear access to mformatlon stored WIthln the braln Oh, by the way, the

answer to the problem ic 33.
In--today’s - hurried world, -it is vmperatlve that we Iearn to recall precnse

mformatlon rapidly. By learning about nzurolinguistic movements, we can make

this task a little easiar and more efficent. Refierber, the human brain is the

model for computers--not the other way around. - And who knows, perhaps we
really can study for that calculus test or memorize a poem, in the blink of an
eye.

_First Judge Critique

Because ¢t EéFtéin delivery, style and_  organizational concerns, - Mr.
Nelson's speech was not my choice for national champion. First, | valuoe the

interaction and spontancity possible from a well rehearsed extemporaneous mode
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of dellvery Mr. Nelson s dellvery was - quutegood but, at times, more approxu-

mated a polished narrator than public speaker .. He.seemed. a tad . "canned”
which is an unfortunate 'hature of the beast' characteristic -of- most competitive

speaking. - Still, interaction :with the audience, the appearance. of spontaneity
and naturalness are to be valued when they appear in greater of lesser amounts

among the competitors.-
Second, style. The speech is well written. , flndeed, it reads ‘more- llke -an

essay than a: speech. For example, paragraph two; : though very readable; goes
by too quickly to be assimilated when spoken-.----This is- not-a concerrr with

verbal pace. - Rather, it -is a fundamental -concern with. keeping distinct the
differences between -oral and written style; differences- made a'ppropruate -by -our

llmlted lnformatlon processmg capabllttles Another example |s found ln para:

second period The explanahorr, accompamed by nine visual aides; is techm-
cal, difficult to grasp for lack of elaboration and imagery and, once again,

makes the speaker sound more a narrator than-is appropriate.- A test of this
concern .is to ask that the speech be read with the caveat that -any -desire - to

reread or to-sit and process the ideas: before moving on is support:for the
thesis that the speech is better read than presented. A member of the audi-

ence-should not be impressed with the communicative quality of something he or

she cannct understand. . ...
---Finally, organizational pFoBIeiﬁs Initially slgnposted as a ‘three part

speech,  only one real transition and the indistinguishability-of points- two and

three, leave: the listener with even less upon -which to hang his or her under-
standing. There is no: summary provided. Space does not allow a listing of
the obvious virtues of the speech.

Second judge Crl'tfque

Joyce Carey, University of Wisconsin, Eau Claire

tet me. begln by corigratulatlng ali contestants for advancmg to the fmal
round -of Informative-Speaking at-the 1986 AFA-NIET.. A wide: range of new

and interesting topics were. covered including: Halley's Gomet, epinephrine;
high techceramics, - neurolinguistics, -artificiai skin and age progression. - The

overall ‘quality: of the round was. apparent when four of .the six competitors

received a first -place ranking- from judges. My rankings-were consistent with

the final placings except: for a reversal of first and second place: Mark Nelson

(neurolinguistics) won -the - tournament- while -Brian- Welch- {age progression)

placed second: I will Justlfy my. ranking: by evaluatlng the stiengths of these
two speeches over others in the round and then comparing -them to each other. -

-In my opinion; Brian and Mark _had the most conversational speakmg styles
in the round. - They were poised without being stylized -or-unnatural -in - their

delivery. -The structure of each speech was excellent zithough | think this was
true of aII speeches in_the round.--|-felt the use of supporting material was

much more creative in these two speeches than it was in other spesches: Mark

included the audience in a "close your eyes and try this” illustration of eye
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shifts. - B3 utilized very professional and fascinating visual aids to explain
how 5 comP ler Can "age"” a photograph.. - . . ...
Y ?I&;:MQ?B;WGE the tournament even though | had placed him second:
| feit Bria” “ad given a perfect speech and deserved a perfect score (1/25). -1

ranked_hin!_Vigher than Mark because | felt his treatment of_ the topic -presented
rmore imPlic? ,!gsﬁs: for “us. Relating the- ways computers and -artists sketch age

progressiol' & the missing children program gave credence and context to. his
ihf’o’ﬁﬁaticn:' - An _ aPplication or ramification step was missing from -Mark's
speech. | ?'\o felt Mark's speech represented an extremely narrow perspective
of the toc@iﬁ' : ) : : o
-~ - overal” it was a thoroughly enjoyable round! | am sure we will see many
of these sP°Sches printed in public speaking textbooks as model informative
speeches.

Persuasive “Regking Final Round Winner

. pontiuS. Bilate. - You remember him. -He was the guy who knew Jesus was

innogents P9t instead of getting involved in the situation, ol' Pontius just

washed hi% Nands and turned his back on the whole deal. You see, Pilate

thought th?° clean hands would mean a clean conscience and a good night's
sleep- - - E)g; like another famous literary hypocrite--Lady MacBeth--Pontius
found *hat "'y hands would never be clean. And his sleep would never be
régtfl[',, . __ - . T IO - z z - = . . N oL

Today Yhere is a new crisis. sitoation and :a modern-day Pontius Pilate.
The crisis 1* in, South Africa, and we the people of the United States of Ameri-
ca are:;thé,",ilates; -_Not:a very comforting thought, is it? . Yoo. see; many
people fitm!Y believe that divestiture and-economic sanctions against South Afri-

ca will _end srtheid. - that -country's practice of racial segregation: And yet
South Afric? has remained firm on the policy of apartheid. It is a completely

self-spffici™t nation that has no intentions of changing a policy which has been
in exjstenc? 3nd which has worked quite beneficially for some, since 1948.. - -

- - what ,!,,Pbeéent @,you::faday is a solotion which is diametrically opposed to
what has be°h toyted by the news media and by protesting college students all

over the cdYMNtry. Divestiture and economic sanctions "against South Africa will
not destroY. that nation's economy and it will not end apartheid.  Apartheid

will end_op!Y. When increased financial strength is gained ‘there by other:coun-

tries, aNd Y 'nn econOmic-pressure-from within South Africa can be applied to

that governTnt to make change: happen. - o g -
Jo ha¥Y, you better understand why the present solutions to the problems

in South A'lica are merely- Pontius: Pilate: reactions; I -will first explain why
divestiture 3Ny economic sanctions will not significantly affect the -South African

econgmy - - Will thed go into other metheds which have failed to promote large-
scale chang?u And finally. | will look into the feasibility of implementing

alternatiVe P"Sposals, like investiture and increased corporate strength in South
Africa. - s i S S
Séutﬁ,{“ﬁba is -the richest and most highly deveioped nation in the conti-

nent of Af('Y. It provides two-fifths of Africa's manufactured goods, one-half
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of its minerals, and one-fifth of its farm products. - It 9%Nergias palf of ,,t,bﬁ
continent's electricity and owns half °' the continent's ¢3S and phones sout
Africa -is-a modern;-industrial society- - - - - - - - . .. TS
South Africa also produces more 99ld and gems than afﬁ)‘ other e'o'un'try;'z
the world..  And local farmers ProdYS® most of the fo0°-"" the people, :‘??,',tié
locai factories and mines filling any @ the other wants O Neeqs of the peoP
qUité,w,é"‘ I, - ool Ll g — . _ ::Z:;,,i:: PO :i,i
As one of the strongest and fas'est growing countri®s | t
Africa can be entirely-se'f-sufficient. - i =

Now; it is troe that the United States is South Affica's largest tradind
partner -and - second largest foreign  'Mvestor, -with mor® than ¢oqrteen billio"
dollars invested there.. But total US- investments in SOU" Africs only rep(t,
sent one percent of that nation's eco®My. - A percentag® ‘"3t financial exper >

from both South Africa and_the Unit®S States agree woul® Makg yi¢tle discern?”
ble difference in the economy, should ‘Nat percentage be *MOvg,, S of
- -And yet many people nongtheles?:Believe that by taK!"S oy wisney out O
South Africa,  we will bring that count’y to its knees. - - & poge a questio”
to you: -When arn individual or an °"Sanization wants_ ° Sain 3 controﬂ'ﬂgt
interest in a -corporation, what- do -they do? - They invest theiy poiey in th?

corporation and purchase as much st°°k as possible. :;N,°‘f,ael Mme ask you th't",’f
How are we going to_initiate change ' the economically '"“@Pendent nation

South Africa, by pulling our money 0" £ - ST LT N
,,,,, Common Cause - magazine,- in thei” May/June. 1985 issYC Statey iﬁét;,@titi?c,’r"i
including the Reagan administration, 53y that -sanctions WOUld- o5, |ittie b
moral superiority for the United Stat€S: And they might-*Ven bacifive--resul™

ing in a significant foss of jobs for 2%Yth African black3- Acegrding to T/7°
magazine, at present, approximately ®'Shty percent of th® Workers iy’ Americ?”
firms :in South -Africa are-black: :- - . .- - - oo =
South African president Pieter BOtha has given quite 2 Tadics) response: O
the idea of sanctions against his cOUNtry. “The Los AN9eles £y o report??
recently that Botha. has threatened ' Jeny weaker, 59Munging  countri®s
access to his country's transport an® SOmmunications SY5 oS, - tg gt off trac:
with them and to expel ihe 1.5 millio" immigrant black Workers = o " potha S
threats may sound unfair; extreme of Unlikely to us, but MOSt qpcqryers in the
southern African region think these thFeats are entirely POSsiblg. gspeciallY
since Botha  has enforced similar act'®Ns in the past, 2% 2 Simple reminder
the surrounding countires of their vu''€rability.. = = -~ _° S
- If Botha were to make good-his t""eats, it would iﬁ‘?,",%%the virtaal é@@?‘f‘,’g
collapse of countries like. Lesothor -Mozambique;. ZaM°>'3,- gwsziland, . 3"
Zimbabwe. Ninety-nine percent of L®Sthg's imports com® From™ gouth  Africe”
riinety-one. j:ercent of Swaziland's and ®ighty-eight percen® °' Boiswana's: of
Director
the Confederation of Zimbabwe Indust™es states; "I really €on'y ¢hink any of
the countries of the world- understan® What the effects WoU'Y bg, how cripplind
it would be to us in this region:. - It ¢°Hd be a disaster.: S - -
If we really want to help fight raSism, oppression, a"% 3Partheig in south”

ern: Africa; then we cannot make a 9%Cision which will 0™Y SUcceey in allowind
leaders like Botha to flex their politic?! and economic musc'®s-

Anthony Read, a member of th? Zimbabwe parliament 2nd the p;
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ls"‘ogresswns toward change have been made, but their methods have

S"""'"i littie. lmprovement in 1977. Reverend:Leon Sullwan of Phuladelphla initi-
ate€_a code called "Siillivan's -Principles,” which, -in his words, "Was intended

to: br'“g the actions and influence of American firms in South  Africa to _bear

agaiNst™ the racist practices, -customs, and apartheid laws of that couritry.'

sullivap-g- Principles require fair, equal, and desegregated employment prac-
ticeS-  _Byt, they are voluntary And at present too many Amer:can firms

P"°f' -from apartheld
© Nelen Suzman, a membnr of the South. Afrlcan parllament and the Progres-

'S'We l:laderal Party, an anti-apartheid organization, calls economic sanctions a
clean hands doctrine”--one that relieves the conscience, but also dilutes any
inflVence gyer future events. Suzman says;, "The truth is that the capacity of

the - Unlted States to influence change in  South Africa is limited. Economic

présSUra from - within South Africa will give biacks the muscle with which to
mal‘e dfmfa,pfdsffor shifts in power and privilege."”

- ¢ also cannot wait around and hope that anothe- country will take the
initidtivg ¢5 end the racist turmoil in South Africa. We cannot call for an inef-
fectual oolicy of protest like economic: sanctions, and then claim that such
actions: wlll work, if enough other countries alsc zpply them: This is too big
of 3N if. As South -African- ambassador Bernardus Fourie stated, "Why -did
Americg firms go to South Africa in the first place? It is profit. And that

is the {centive “he world over. - Now if the Amerlcan firms were to Iéai)é.
Ther® would be many who would like to: take over."

tance, West Germany, Great Britain, - Italy--all- wnth treubled -economies.
All MOre thin willing to step into what the Dnited States “has abandoned

ur recent -situatien-with Libya-is a strong parallel.

trlestr _oyr long- standing allies; refused to comply with US requests for economic
sanClong against-this- terrorist nation. - World experts- agree that |f we go out

on 2 I'll'ib by imposing -economic sanctions, we go out alone.
hat we can do_is to help strengthen the forces within South- Afrlca 7that

are puShmg for change:: . We:can sopport peaceful organizations that are trying

to '"‘Drove the black Ilfestyle -Our government can implement stronger, more

be"‘e ":lal codes--llke Sullwan s: Prlnutpl°s~~at1d we can make them mandatory,

‘e can also urge- our- senators and representatlves to Ir‘lltlate bxlls into

Congress which will impiement chnage.  For example;  Senator Nancy Kassebaum

from_Kansas has created a special human- rights fund which allows small grants

of UP %o ten thousand dollars to those organizations within South Africa promot-

ing 3 Just- society and aiding victims ot apartheid.

hese solutions are not easy.. They would not only reqUIre a radical shift

he majority of Amerlcan peoples thlnkmg and values but they would also

taf‘e t"Tle .and money.
‘en again, we can |mp|ement a “clean hands doctrine.” . We can shout

about the: |n,ustli:es of apartheid; ,apply a ~simple, short-sighted band-aid
so|Ut'°n like economic sanctions, and then wish our hands and turn our backs

on the qpnressed in South Africa. - Let's not be Pontius Pilates.. Oh, we may
think_ that -sugh a noble gesture W|Il help us sleep at night, but will it? And
will it be of any use to blacks in South Africa; whose nights are filled with
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uestlons of freedom, justuce,rand equahty Ques.lons many Americans dont

understand because we've never lost sle.> cver them. (Applause)
First Judge Critique

Bill Henderson, University of Northern iowa

Hearlng a round of- thls calibre is always both a- pleasure and .a pain;

wonderful listering, difficult judging. - 1. voted first to the -speaker who

discussed athletics, but | find no dissatisfaction with the final result: 1 gave

both speakers twenty-five quality points, and wrote on the eventual winners’

ballot that after she spoke, | felt | had heard the national champion. Here; 1l
focus upon the key distinctions wh|ch dictated my . ranks.

- Both speeches addressed issues vital to college: students.- ShaﬁtV Viiiaées
and a Georgia law suit attest to.the freshness of the subject matter. Each

spzech called for actions by college-students as weli-as business or government.
The s.aecichés thus . attended both a’udiénc'és, the contast auduence (well

the anivurse of concerns in day to day life): And each defended unpopular
positions- with their peers. But this judge preferred hearing a college orator
focos upon college athletics: : Both orators chose wisely, but what could be
more -appropriate, -|- thought than to -talk-about ills of our campus? -
_Better support in Smith's speech: inflaenced my decision. Evidence from

various - athletic - conferences, -- statistics - about- the non-graduating athletes;

personal examples, and even the weil-known : Georgna/Kemﬁ case provided the
audience with relevant--data. - - Contrasted -with the relatively spare use of data

in the speech about South Afrlca, this made. my choice easier..
Probably as-important-in my decision was-the- potential for effect available

for the: two speeches.. Twenty, thurty, or_more years downline, some:impact for
internal economic effect might occur in -South- Africa. -~ But given the current

level, -provided by ‘the speaker as becng about one percent, the prospects don't

Iook too great - And the -athletes? - Gwen the recent actlons to modny regu—

Both of these speakers are to be commended - Both- deserved hvgh place-

ment in national competition. | feel honored to be asked to comment about their
performances, and extend my apologies for limiting my- remarks-to- choice-mak-

ing;: rather than high: praise both deserve. [f all our students could attain this
level of competence in oral advocacy, we could expect better judgments about

matters such as athlete abuse and divestiture.

Second JUdﬁé CFIti'&ué

- -1 would like to congratulate the six flnallsts in . Persuasive at the 1986
NIET--all of whose speeches were outstanding examples of the event. It was a

difficult round to judge in that the speeches with obvious flaws had already
been eliminated. My decision was based primarily on the actual persuasive abil-

ity of the speech itself as well as the style and delivery of the speaker. On
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the ;ﬁ'éﬁéfﬁ -of ‘these two factors; I placed the wirning speech by H'dkii Fa’ge—
roos first in-both- ranking-and rating on my ballot.

_ Some listeners are persuaded more by fzcts and floures while others are
more-influenced by emotional appeai.- In order -to influerce- the most: pecple in a

random aadience;  a persoasive speech must sesk to persuade on both the intel-
lectual and -emotional -levels; an over-reliance on either creates an unbalanced

speech- and runs the risk of estranging a significant portion of its audience.

Out of -the-six- speeches-in--this round, | felt-that Hoku's -most successfully

meshed the two ‘types of persoasion: She presents facts; statistics and quota-
tions to support her -arguments- that-divestment would be at best seif-defeating

at worst counter productive and that investment would: iricrease leverage and
therefore the ability to- pressure -South -Africa into abandoning its apartheid

policies. —-The speech socceeds on an emoctional level as well: The analogy of

Pontius Pilate is an unhcomfortabie- one.-- -The anajoegy is used to make the audi-

ence -feel guilty and doubtfal &f the: wisdom of: taking - the easy buot. possibly
harmful way- out of an -unpleasant sutuatlon Thus Hoku uses both facts and

emotions: to persuade her audience.:
- Although all the speakers in- the- round had excellent, dellverles -nervous-

ness .came: across as uneven or rapid: delivery in an:least three of the speeches:
Hoku's .delivery, However, was absolutely cali- and- consistenily- -fluent. She

-was - formal without belng stiff-and conversational without being *co casuval:. But

what separated her in my mind . from the other finalists and. coll:ige speakers- in

general was -her ability to make me forget that this was:indeed a prepared
speech; = felt as though she were really talklng to her audience and not just

mouthing & memorized script.. Once again, although all the speeches in this
final round were excellent, | think that Hoku Fageroos' presentation was truly
the most cutstanding.

Third Judge Critique
éhﬂs izayﬁo'las, University of Wisconsin, Eau Claire

-- Hoku Fageroos speech agalnst U.S. divestiture in and economic:_sanctions
on. South Africa represents an mterestmg challenge in competitive Persuasive

Speaking:- adapting what-is essentially- an advocacy speech to the parameters of
Persoasive: Speaking =zt the AFA-NIET: | think she was falrly effectlve in
defending -her -ideas - without -compromising this complex issue.

The speech opened with an analogy that gained sar attention; mtroduced

the.- subject- matter-and forecasted the interesting and -insightful approach Ms.

Fageroos would - take -in this speech: | was especially impressed with two

particulars, -- First,- Fageroes presented- -a -clearly persuasive thesis statement

and_division of thesis: - Her preview: served as a contextoalizer; forecasting the
speech body as -a- ;ustlflcatforr -for-the thesis. - Second, -Fageroos developed her

arguments with a nicely balanced mix of supportmg materlal She did an excel-
fent job of -analyzing -arguments- oppdsed to- her position -and then illustrating

the ‘weaknesses of those argoments. . A more frequent use of source citation for
quotations and statistics- would further -belster the-strength of the speech as a

whole. The documentation was scattered and incomplete throught the speech:
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: My dlssatlsfactlon wuth thls speech - grows: from |ts underdeveloped thard
point,. "'the feasibility of implementing -alternative proposals.” - 1t listens as- an

appeal to problem solutlon judges; tacked-on solution step: Thls one minate of

material was not riecessary -complimentary - part of what- was--an- mterestmg

advocacy.. speech: The "alternative proposals" and "their feasibility” are not

clearly- detailed or- explalned Thus, tihe sol|d|ty of the speech wanes durmg

its last two minutes::
- dvzluated - this speech as one of the two best in - the round desplte its

weaknesses, | applaud:Fageroos' topic choice, specific persuasive purpose and
the primarily argumentative organization of the speech.

l:"ciurl‘l'i Judge Critigue
Bill Wallace, Concordm College

outstandlng All six: speakers had prepared carefully, made strong cases, and
presented their positions with great skill. Therefore it should also be -no

surprlse that differentiating between speakers was quite difficult. Ms. Fage-

roos' description of divestiture as a major policy error does, however, manage
to distinguish -itself from the others in that she su;aéss?uiiy advocates  an
unpopular position wuthout allenatmg her audience and in the way she employs
her supporting material.

-To. argue that the US should mfluence the polacles of South Afruca by
applying economic pressure from within - rath:r than by -app!ying sanctions from

without is; as she concedes, dJametrlcally oppored to what has been touted by

the news media and protesting- college student: all over the country."” Her
position is, in fact, so severe that she risks alienating her audience: Yet,
from the very beginning she is-able to make the -listener aware of the weak-
nesses in the concepts of divestitare in a fairly painless fashion: . She uses

several- strategies to achieve this end: the Pontius- Pilate -analogy, the-argu-

ment that South Africa is essentlally self- sufflclent _that US |nvestments

notlon that |f the U:S:. pulls oot octher countnes will move in: Gollectlvely
these _arguments are very convincing. --- - - - - - -

- - The speech also gains distinction far her use of supportmg materlal Whlle
it-is true-that every speech -in -the round was well- supported, this one stands

out: = Nearly every sentence is related in some way to evidence in support of
her position.-- - She-seems to be -constantly introducing it, citing:it, EDSLQC&W‘
ing :conclusions from it: - The effect, of course, is that her position is

bolstered to the -pciat -that jbeflnﬁstepeﬁr questions not whether to beiieve her,

bot rather how it hid ever tesn possible to favor divestiture:
Could we ask any persuasive speaker to do more?
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1986 NATIONAL CHAMPIONSHIP - TOURNAMENT IN -INDIVIDUAL SPEAKING

EVENTS: WINNING SPEECHES IN ORIGINAL EVENTS
Edlted by John K: Boaz

= The Slxteenth Natlonal Champvonshp Tournament in Individoal - Speaking
Events,  sponsored-by -the National Forensic- Association, was--held -at Bloomsburg
University in Bloomshurg, Pennsylvama; on April 24-April: 28; 1986. .The tour-
nament director- was- Professor -Michaei Leiboff of Mansfield University,- and the

Tournament  host was Professor Harry Strine of Bloomsburg University. The
tournament was- attended by 123 -colleges-and- universities with -over- 1800 entries

in nine  individoal events--Prose .interpretation; Poetry_ interpretation;_ After
Dinner Speaking, Persuasion, Expository, Dramatic Duo, Extemporaneous- Speak-

ing; Imprompta Speaking; and Rhetorical Criticism. -There were four prelimi-

nagyfggunds, -quarterfinals, semi‘inals, -and finals in all nine NFA events. The
winners:- in each event were:: Prose Interpretation--Greg -Dolph; - Bradley
University; Poetry Interpretation--Kathy Kasdorf, Illinois State Unlverslty,

After-Dinner Speaking--Kim Roe; Eastern:Michigan University; Persuasion--Kay
Hrien-Saitong, Bradley University; Expository Speaking--Brian Welch, Bradley

University; = Extemporaneous- Speaking--David Bickford, Brown UmverS|ty,
Impromptu Speaking--Mitch Fay, University of Wisconsin at Eau Claire; and

Rhetorical Criticism--Jim McCafferty, George Mason University.

- The _ iaa EﬁeéiieF in_Pentathlon was CFéé Dolph. from Bradley University.
Eastern Michigan UnlverSIty woiti the Open Sweepstakes, and the Presidentail
Sweepstakes were won by St. Olaf College and the University of Minnesota.

Kim Roe, Easterii M/ch/gan Umvers;ty

 Ahhh, there | was. Here | am, sitting at my favorite restaurant, facing
a taco with extra soor creme, burrito sapreme, nachos with: hot peppers and a

Diet -Coke.. -Oh, you bet. Trembling -with - anhcnpatlen |- begin - contemplating

the feast before me when my best freind says: "Yon gonna._ eat all: that?”
There are three possible-responses:  {A) No, |- ii.i%t like the way -it-looks; (B)
No; I'm really not all that hangry; here why don't you have it ali; or (C)

lThe speeches were- edited from tape reeordmgs Except, for the corjrectlon

of obviously onintended errors; these are as close to verbatim transcripts as
was possible to-cbtain frem-the-recordings. - -

Critiques were requested  of each. of the ;udges in these final rounds.
However, not all judges complied. Critiques received follow €ach speech trarn-

script:
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Yeah, | feel like being a pig. | mean; it was my decision to come here; it's my
money;: it's my food, and dammit I'm going to eat every bite -if -it's the last

thing -t do. If you're like me; you never have. Why, because | have this
overwhelming compassion for mankind. | was .overcome -by -guilt manipulation,

Now - in- -the -1980's we're not only coffee achievers, but more than ever guilt
manipulators. and guilt manipulatees. More thanh ever, we have come-to scek out

guilt and to use it and abuse it. So: how -does: -guilt manipulation occur?
Well; let's go on a guilt trip and define guilt manipulation, look -at cerlain stra-

Ready? . You ready? . Ohhhhh. . Wait a minute, before we take off, -let's keep

tegies we use, -and recognize its effect. - OK. - You guys ready to take off?
in-mind what - kind of flight we're going on.-  Today's flight will specificz'ly
deal with manipulation through the use of guiit. Now that we know what flight
we're going on, let's see where we're going. We could wind up in Pennsylva-
nia. . Worse off; Bloomsbura: - Guilt is defined by Noah Webster-as the state of

one who has the emotion and the feeling that--you look like a toad; and manip-
ulation according to the Wall Street Journal is to control or to manipulate some-
one by their feelings--you feel like a toad, so by combining the two terms; we
can see that guilt manipulation according to the 1985 Wall Street. Journal Janu-

ary issue was the control or manipulation of a person's feelings--you are a

toad! - Guilt manipalation is simply making someone else feel incredibly guilty in

order to get something froem-them.- - Whether it be money, an -undeserving

compliment; or something else. - It's OK. ' Go ahead, that's all right, this is

my favorite event.  Don't- laugh at me, please.- Just -make me feel real - silly
and- stare at me; | love jt. -~ Did you see that? Me trying to use pity to
manipulate you guys into laughing at me.  The nerve of me.  As soon as |

define guilt manipulation; 1 start to use it on all of you.  Before you get too
manipulated, let's see what's on board-for the different strategies we -use -to
manipulate -group guilt.. -Now, aside from -pity, there are approximately 5,444
different strategies. So for my speech, | have narrowed them down to 2,224.
Just kidding. How about four? So to-analyze the first two strategies, | would
like to use my own personal two-step -Brady-bunch methodologly.  -Incredible;
you ask. Seven-years on. a major_network, could you do:that? Think about
it. The "l don't even believe you" strategy -is -often -used when someone does
something out of character. Now -according to the logos,; pathos; and ethos of
Carol and Mike Brady, guilt should be applied at once. For example, Jan wore

a-black wig to a party. She wore-a black wig covering her long blonde hair:
Now everyone at the party miade her-  feel so giilty. - -Statements such as:

"Hey, Brady, thought your hair was gold like your mothers:" ‘[cheers]). Jdan
was simply trying to show some individuality. Sure the wig looked -real goofy,
and she looked well -(ha, ha;, ha).  But that is no excuse for what happened
at Lucy Winter's birthday party. Even, "But Jan we all love your-hair," did

not-erase the emotional stain.. - ‘A more damaging:strategy is mind game manipa-
lation.. "Once again Carol and Mike were the masters of this one. - Peter broke
Carol's favorite vase- two days before his-big campout with the Ditmires: Now
instead of asking Peter for . a confession, Carol and Mike used cruel guilt-tactics

such-as: - "Why Peter,- you're the only child out-of six who didn't confess, of
course ‘you're not guilty." After terrorizing nightmares of the repeated vision
of -the basketball smashing the vase and mom always said: "Don't play ball in

the house;" Peter confessed his guilt. Oh, jeez, | tell ya. Those Bradys--
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what a rhetorical bunch, huh? The - §Ej|i? méﬁiﬁﬁiéiiéﬁ §iF5ié§'y goes far
beyond - the tri-level- surburban home of -the - Bradys Martyr -manipulation. is

best used by our parcnts: . They often rely on: "I've sacrificed so inuch for
you' - to produce guilt. - Well, sometimes moth.rs go so far as to refer to the

actual ‘childbirth: “Piow Ijsten here, Prlssy, I_s»ent two weeks on that delivery

table trying to brirg you into-this world.” "Gee, mom, if I'd known you were
waiting,. I'd_of held out a little longer.” But it- was worth it. - The strategy
that -reaches most pf us is- mass media manipulation. - According to Marshall

Mctuhan the media:is not:only _the message; but can serve as: a catalyst:in
changing-our attention, attitudes, and just really messing up things. A prrlr'n'é

example of mass media manipulation can be seen through Ed McMahon's: ﬁéy,

ish't that a Publisher Clearing House Sweepstakes envelope your burning?"”

Yes, Ed, along with your picture. - Still -others are manipulative: "Oh, those

contests. are rigged; those people on. those commercials are lying Iosers

"Yeah; that; what | used to think. Go on, send it in, what's stopping you,
sucker." The only thing | feel guilty about is that Ed McMahon has three

shows; hls picture on an envelope, and looks like OPUs. Now, where does
thus madness end?

Although we- are not our mothers, good polnt), thank goodness for Ed
McMahon, we've all used some type of gunlt manipulation strategy. .How.do you

feel about- that, guilty? Feeling-guilty? You a_ toad yet?-- Well, if you're not,
you probably don't fully understand the effects of guilt manipulation: Buot
guess what ('m going to do. - Yes, it's mid-flight-and time to talk about-the

effects of guilt manipulation. . Excuse me; sir; | will get your gin and tonic in
just a moment. |I--have one point-to go,, OK? - Sometimes-guilt forces us -inte
decisions that we thought were right at the time, like school. Why do you go
to college? To learn, to find yourself, —or to party? Whv do -you major in
commanication--easy classes, 'cause _vou're a good talker,-or:is it because_Aunt
Lorina is-fascinated with Festinger's--cognitive dissonance?-- Ummmmmm.  Some-
times. we make the wrong decisions ont of the wrong reasons. Imagine if a:job

or decision were made simply out of guilt.- - Well, when -things are done out of

guilt; they are usually done half-assed- Ipoorly) ‘A lot of decisions are made
because -the -person -thought - everyorie else -is stupld WeII the[e is a IacRr of

the. baS|c want to do something: .-Instead of the feellng of ~have: to.’ Wéii

major - life decusnons turn out to be dlsastrous < dont know how many after-
school- specials | -have seen-where some pimply-faced boy is trying to mampulate

his-girifriend: "Hell, -look Heather; if you love me, you'll-prove |t ‘And this

glckle-headed girl will. - And then all of her frlends wull say, "Heather, how

could:-you?" - Feeling once -again guilty; she'll reply: "I was in love with him.
Was it love? - Not -for this silly sister. . -Guilt was dumped on her big time:

And: nine_months later::she had an eight pound consequence. lt's Jeff's

fault." - Come -on, Heather. Feel guilty?  Unfortunately, we can't pronounce

gu||t as easy as after school specnals, but we can try As mdivnduais, we

Shoot, | kivow I've had my guilt quota for the day. Probabily tne rest of iﬁy

entire life. The effects of guilt manipulation can be very damaging. It can

cause wrong motivation, lack of effort, and possible disastrous decisions. But,
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we -my friends are the iucky ones, because we not oniy know what guiit manip-

ulation is, but we can recognize certain strategies and how to avoid them. -

Well, 1-can see it is time for us to come in for a landing, and hopefully we

will land with a hew understandmg about guilt. 1 thmk we can all remember a
time-when -we- found ourselves -saying:

“"All: right; I'll do .it." But were we msplred motlvateqf,ﬁqr slmply manlpu-
lated? - Guilt manipulation is- tradltlonally an alternate: strategy we use:to get
somethlng ‘with statements such as: "Oin, 'm fine, don't worry about me."
"Hey, -look, | don't need a ride, lts nice out, | enjoy ‘hail." But instead of

using these strategies, why not manipulate others by bemg _honest and direct.
So the next time someone comes up to you and says: "You gonna. eat all that?"

Say, "Yeah, sare in the hsll am: It's my plane and it's landing."

First Judge Critigue
Mark Bldisiola, Oakland University

The fmal roumd competltlon at the 16th arinual Natlonal ForenSIcs Assocn-
ation-_Individual -Events -National Championships, in After-Dinner Speaking was

an entertaining as well as enjoyable roand to critique: As a judge, | am often

searching for After-Dinners--that do not tend fo string together a line of jokes,

but offer a serious theme built around. and supported by humor:
There were two speeches which could have very well won this round, Greg

Dolph-and Kim Roe. Both speeches dared the judges to give them anythlng but

a first place. However, Kim delivered several lines while the audience was

laughi -3, which - made them impossible -to. hear: That was the only decisive
factor between which contestant received -the higher ranking:. There were two

other  speeches which were merely a step behind DPolph _and Roe:

Mike Connell and Tom Doyle both gave entertaining presentations. HBWEVZ

er they both seemed to Jack the energy that::Dciph and Roe:delivered: Doyle's
presentation lacked a  little more spontanerty over - Cornell's and -the decision

between the- middle ranks was made..: The last presentations. were by Lisa
Buscani and.- Teresa Cummings. Whlle Cummings - lacked energy-and, in- some

parts; humor; -Buscani used material. that was -used in- an_After- Dlnne— two
years previously. This seemed to be a gross violation of the rules. --However,

| do not know if Buscani heard that specific speech; and therefore did_not let
that affect my ranking. | must add that at this stage rating points were not as

important as in preliminary rounds or in quarterfinals or semifinals. Therefore,
I moust admit that those scores were randomily selected to corréspond with the
rankings.

Brian Welch, Bradley University
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_ Hiimans have long been fascif®teo With an ability to foretell tre future. W
can rely on fortune cookies, fguiﬂ,f,’r 'ds; Jean Dixon:; "% list gogg on: But
whether you actually believe in VU NSroscope or not, W can” agree on oNe
thing:  all of these techniques ' ne imited to predicti”® future occurrences:
Yet for the past few years, a rfy 4 has surfaced 1080 beyongd predicting
future occurrences, and try -;0'- '; ®dict future appea’2Nces. ~ congider that

last year alone over 700,000 child™®: Were believed abdUSted, 3,q a5 a result
we're seeing an inflax of missind cﬂﬁﬁhen bulletins aPPE2"ing eyerywhere from
shopping bags to milk cartons; - "OWSver, ag laudable 5 thege efforts- MY
secm, many times they simply p2°°" ®Xercises ih futility' And fgp this simple
reason;' o . . T oarar o - T o ~ id
_ This photograph of Luke G,r,?"ifﬁ—,,w:; taken while N8 Was g i vears: 0'd.
(See figure one.) - This past D% tpeF Luke turned el€¥in.  Tpe inevitabillly
of time can't lielp but catch up W' €se bulletins and "®Nder them inaccurdte
to varying degrees.- o { - r
Yet now with the developme” . i
of predicting future appearances, " . ge-old problem of lime may one day be
less of a liability. - Undoubted!”” U8 te all going to eC%me fymiliar with the
updated-missing -children bulletin 0|1 Being: released and U's onjy- through our
awarensss that these efforts cyp ;gewitgi their fullest pote"Yal. while a variety
of approaches are now: being tegt? ;?*uihih' this area of 392 Progression, I thi"
it would be to our advantage t2. '9‘;;;“ the two meth9®S which have undél
gone the furthest development. 100" Being the illustratPh aPhrcach and the
computer enhanced technique. A if,‘hfr.lsi'n'g on those ™™ points  we will be
able to look into the future of 2% P °Sression; a technidUe which’ attempts '
do just that, look into. the futyr®. . - - - RS -
-~ -The -illustration-approach 10;79¢ Progression was de¥eloped by two-medical
illustrators: . Scott Barrows, gaf é"E'i '\ Sadler: For '7® pasi geveral yed's
they- have -been studying facial growth patterns and U%%_that jgormation  1©
reconstruct an entire face fi~gjr‘,',,,,,,ééy a skuyll, by u®'"g Clyy. Once -theY
perfected their technique, they """ up with plastic ,sug-s,‘?b,"%:,té reconstru’t
the faces of children who had pﬁftl' "f?!‘n :with,cohgénita!; Irth-defects: It was
hoped-that-their -knowledge of fs@;% ;gh' OWth patterns- wWOU = _€nable the ii!i'fs?",".i

to_ reconstruct _the face of a chi's o quch a way that ., Ure growth would? !

distort. - - So by predicting, throt3' SKetches. the child® pos
once the reconstructive surgérhl fd,u,b'ien c’bi‘ri'p'lewd, th?ﬁﬁ'““!{trétﬁrs enabled
the surgeons to adapt much morg 20" dte procedures. - '® Jung 1985 Univer”
sity of 1llinols Chicagoan, dig'caises,ih‘)w, these tren the" Sot stzrted applyi”S
their- technique to missing childre; "\, Vear ago this past jlonth, the producers
for NBC-TV in Chicago contacted "¢.'lustrators and askeS them (o create some
sketches for a-documentary on qi’s.-¢ Children, -Deborah. *nd Kythieen Caruso:

of - - o et o an
% New age progressio” techniqyes, methods

, Possible appearance

missing for: seven and a half Y5? a. Since the ages O Ve and saven were
chosen as their subjects.  Thi% y° T, exact copy of oM Of the photos theY
worked. from.: - (See figure two:,.. . Vis is Debbie CarU®S-at gge five, take!
about one week before her disapP®*™"%s. By starting With an eyact tracifS
(See figure three): : . i S o S
of the photograph, the illust s'°r%_Mde forty-five P ENise meagurements of

facial landmarks: For instance’ they calculated the distNce potween points
- ]§§ =
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such as the innermost corners of the eye to the width of the hose. They would
then compare those figures against average growth rates and_predict how each

even and one-half years, enabling

measurement -would change within the next s

them to render -this sketch. -- {See figure four.) - Last April 29th; millions of

viewers watching a  documentary on missing children saw- this sketch of Debo-
rah, and one of her sister- Kathleen, and within- minutes reports of possible

sightings came flooding in and miraculsusly by thie following day the girls were
reunited with their-mother.----As it turned cut; -they were led to believe that
their mother was:dead by. their no-i-custodial father who had abducted them

To give you some idea. of how accurate fﬁh;eji';s’kgrtj:h;fv}a’fs, i‘.ﬁi} is & recent

photograph of Debbie (see figure five) taken about one month after shc was
recovered. Now as you can see; it is almost impossible to predict some features
such as hair style.- but-in-terms of facial structure; Barrows and Sadler esti-

mated that they were seventy to ssventy-five percent accurate. - But they
weren't happy being only -seventy-five percent accurate, so they refined their

technique. They have been conducting blind studies by working with subjects

who they can actually compare their findings against. Through these blind

studies; -and the :seven additional children. who. Have _Since--been located as a

result of their sketches, Barrows -and Sadler are now confident that they can

consistently:-hit within a. ninety to ninety-five percent range of accuracy.
Because of the enormous sSuccess that these illustrators have achieved with their
work, we are now considered to be on the cutting edge of a-major breakthrough
in_age progression. - However, as Barry Serafin reported daring . the July 22,

1985 airing of ABC'sWorld News Tonight, there is now a second approach to age
progression also gaining some momentum. It is a computer enhanced technique
developed by i:onééptual artist;;Nancy Burson. e oo

: According to the October 1985 New Age Journal this conceptual artist was

inspired by H. G. Welles" The: Time Machine and became interested in predicting
how famous people might look in-the future. She contacted a computer graph-
ics -expert: to see if a:software program could be written based on her tech-
nique.  Then Burson along with several computer- science collaborators made

their grand . debut by aging Dy ten years Brooke Shields (see-figure six) and
John Travolta (see figure seven)  for People magazine. [Laughter] | know,
John didn't age too well, did ‘he? As explained. in the May -1985-Omnil -a TV

camera will scan a photograph-of the subject, along with photos: of those family
members who most ciosely resemble the subject. - The information -will then be

fed into a:digitizer which -transiztes it into a language that the computer .can

understand.. - The cemputer now has the capability, by using probability to
blend the photo, and in essence, age the subject. S S

—--- Within the past year, Burson has beenﬁcqﬁfa]:@y::jjy seygrgijﬁééiii:g' chil-
dren agencies, and has worked on three separate cases. One child she has

worked with is Etan Patz; (see figure eight) who has been miissing since May of

1979; This photo of Etan was-computer blended with his father as 3 young
man_and of an older sister to:create this.possible likeness. - (See -figure nine.}
- -As you can see, the photographic- quality of Burson's book is “extremely

higk, just -the opposite of the sketches we've seen earlier. - But -this photo-
graphic quality has raised some-concern over the _possibility of :numerous false

leads *nrning up if the photograph is inaccurate. And while all leads are
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vaiuéd there may be some vaiidlty to thls argument knd iiiustrators point

racy. Unfortunately, Burson has yet to conduct any blind studies; and since
her photos have resulted in only possible sightings and no findings, her accu-
racy range can only be considered conjecture. _

But no longer comecture is the fact that age progression has now taken

hold as a-viable -tool in facilitating the search for missing children. -And as we
begin to look into the future of these methods, it becomes apparent that their

applications may one day have far reaching effects. - -
For-illustrators, Barrows and Sadler,  their next step is in computeruznng

their approach. This will enable them to input a child's facial- measurements
along with average growth rates, enabling the computer to recreate a sketch in
a ‘HuCthﬂ of the tlme - I spoke last wnth Mr Barrows severaI weeks,,ago, and

nal, insert a software program and observe instant aglng

Burson on the other hand is moving in a much less mtlmidatlng fashlon
She's currently negotiating with the FBI-who would like to purchase her tech-
nique and use it as an |nvest|gat|ve tool. However; last month'r issue of
People Finders Magazne points ocut: "It may be sometime before thcse negoti-
ations are f|naI|zed ~ because Burson. has yet to _conduct any blmd ‘stadies..
program, whlch anng wnth Barrows and Sadler will enabIe her to predlct the
results of plastic and reconstructive surgery and she has-also announced that
she has. recently been recontacted by the entertainment lndustry who have some
more highly secretive. projects that they would-like her to work on. -

Age progression, it's a constant probablllty, probably a concept’ undreaméd
of ten years ago, and | guess for most of us unheard of untll rei:ently Whlle

dren. With the works. of people such as Scott Barrows; Lewis Sadler, and
Nahcy Burson, the ability to predict future appearances has now gone through

the realm of fantasy into reality.  And as a result we are finding that the
future may be closer than we think.
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Figure 1.

cﬁ?omm:uaniblthér of these miseirg I
Idren, or have _any Information that mg

lead to the recovery of any miasing child, ’

pleagecall: _ __ ___ = _

1-800-U HELP ME
_ —Outslide lifinols (217) 782-7762

_ CRIME PREVENTION TIP

Children should never approach a stranger.
in a parked vehicie no matter what the per-
son's request.
Engorsed By 0 UL U IITIlI Tl
INTERNATIONAL SOCIETY OF CRIME PREVENTION _
PRACTITIONERS.
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Mar, Ann Renz. University of Northern lowa

- Brian Welch. |mpressed me as havmg the Clearly saperior lnformatlve speech

in the -NFA fmal round; -even though he went overtime by -a few -seconds.
Although each speaker 'jag an inherently interesting topic, Brian's edge came

from his abl ity to link the topic to the current effort to find missing children.

Moreover, Brian maintained & narrow focus on his topic, while some of the other

competitors - shifted - between -discussion -of quite - separate, - though-- related,
subjects. Perh be

__ Perh use of his careful focus, Brian covered his topic thor-
oughly, so questions which occurred to me as he s.oke had been answered by

the - time -he was done, which -was not the case wiith several other speakers.

That suggested that Brian had pald more careful attentlon to initial audlence

analysis and pre-national ba

Some of the other flnallsts explamed complex ideas wuthout reducmg them

to fupdamental concepts, creating an illusion of understanding. - In contrast; |
found Brian's explanations to be very- clear.- Certainly,- they benefitted from
his = effective handling of professional-qualit: visual aids. :His clarity -was

need more internal structaring of his ideas or clearer. "signposting” with transi-

tions. Furthermore, Brian's explanations banefitted from skillful evidence use:

assisted by careful organization. Unlike some of -the other speakers, he did not

His personal involvement (in e .0 discovery and his effort to update:the
evidence both -added to hi. - -tn rontrasc, several of the other
speakers were Iéss than compl' “tation of evidence.

In delivery; -too, | fo.: “+iily competent. while pollshed his

ation malntamedr nosen (.owes. - Other speakers had minor

: T OWe - 3 too .‘.ard o, fo- which the timing
was off, or made delivery . . cieatec a sense of discomfort and low
volume. Brian's delivery na- sted Ao su~h negative reactions: @ There-

fore, saccessful ‘delivery, coupi < .ah the so ¢ content of his spe:ch, made
Brizn my clear choice as first piace sceakar i, the round.

Second Judqp Crlthue

George Thomson, The OFio State Uni /ersny

Tournament,was excellent I assi

sllent. | ed the score of 1- 98 to Brlan Welch who, in
fact, did win the event-when all of-the scores -were totalled. initially, -1 would
note -that | likely would have given him a 1-100 but for two minor flaws in his
presentatlon {1) some delivery stumbles, and (2) almost twenty seconds over-

time.

superior one -i:- the round for st least two major reasons: (1} topic: signif-

_But regardless of these minor concerns, Brlan s speech was clerrly the

icance, ‘develorment; and - application, and (2) accompanying -visual - aids.
Brian's topic, age progression, was both new and important: The other new
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- .- Two .other
topics, plastics and scent, were old and worn out for me, -and -| found myself

not_hearing -as. much new information. The topics which received my two and

ast, while interesting and informative to me, lacked

tionally clear and interesting, and inore -impor-
tantly, the topic was not-considered in an analytical vacuum.  After virtoally

every explanation of a theory or technique, Brian would be quick to- apply the
knowledge -to -an- actual or hypothetical factual situation.. No one eise in the

round was as adept as Brian in bringing together those three elements of what

to me- is--an important -and -useful informative speech: (1) significance; - (2)
development, and (3) application: Though | learned many interesting facts

during the course of the rc nd, | was left with the best unified picture by

Brian-Welch.:-- - - S - e
The unified picture - was -aided- by - the-outstanding visual aids.- Now | am

usually a fan  of elaborate visuals, but in this case, most of them were

not
fascinating anc to
Brian- handled them well, and they were neatly constructed: Overill, they
eibellishied the presentation nicely.- - -- - - : :

iting- and added -to- the-speech without detracting from- the spoken word.

__ All of the speeches in the final round were well-written and com tly
delivered but under my criteria- for -effective informative speaking, Brian

Welch's speech about age progression was the clear first in the round.

Third Judge Critique
Larry Weiss, University of Wisconsin, Madison

Shaye Dillon managed to rise a bit above an otherwise excellent NFA final
aitive speakers. - From the start; | was impressed by her unique
ability to. relate to everyone in the room. -Siiperior organization of content, and

a delivery style which: held interest:throughout, :set her apart:
. | was exceptionally pleased with Shaye's

est,-introduce: the topic, and:preview the body of :the speech: Her introduoction
related superbly to the audience and created high - speaker-credibility, too.
Other introductions were also exc

In._ addition, main and supporti 3 _clear -and fully supported.- - -Th
was not the case in some other speeches. : The: topical organizational ::pattern
worked well and impressive attention was given to connectives, -espeially tran-

ith Shaye's ability to-gain-attention and-inter-

t, but were a little less engaging for me:
were clear and fully supported. - This

sitions -which were delightfully inventive. Similarly, 1 found her co.iclusion to
be  perfectly crafted ‘as it prepared the  audience for the ending, and more

effectively than:the others,: reinforced the central idea of the speech. Further-
more;_she completed:the speech within the time limit. - = - - .
---- Some speakers -have uncanny delivery ability. Shaye;, | believe, is one o
them: - Hers is a style which exuc [ ce adaptation, and-authori-

ty. - She maintained eye contact longer, and added greater her

ty. - She. greater impact by her ose: of
pauses and vocal variety: On the whole, clearest content and dazzling -deliv-

ery made Shaye Dillon my choice as the national champion in informative speak-
ing.
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Extemporanecus Speaklng Final Round Winner
Dav:d Blckford Brown Unlversity

- In- the chaos that fsllowed World War |, the guintessential American ideal-

ist; - Woodrow: Wilson; tried to put into place a body of principles that would
guide the United States and other n s into the future without any conflict.

That body of principles was the League of Nations. And-as noble as that idea

was-on paper, it became a political failure as soon as certain nations began to

pursue their: own political interests -at the expense of the leng-term need for
al law. Unfortunately, in 1986 it doesn't appear necessarily that:the
United--States has learned all that much. - Because right-now -the US conflict
with Nicaragua is being used to justify abandonment of absolute Jurlsdlctlon by
the world court over international law. This problem - has bqurpe S0 serious
that w e legitimately led to ask the following. quoestion:_. "Does:the Nicara-
guan ir ion_ justify the US position on international -law?” - Well, when we
look closely at the invasion |tself and the principles of international -law, the
answer appears-to be a clear "no.” -It-appears that the invasion itself is not

enough to justify much of anything, bandonment of inter

and:abandonment of international law would
ve severe adverse- consequences for-all- of- us. - -To see iore- precisely why

this is so, we.can look first at:the nature of the invasion itself and learn why

there |s nothing at all-to wrlte home abeut Then second we can_ Iook at . how

And finally,- we can look- at-how-.it--would erode our

ronge
larger spectrum. of world-wide affairs.. Now; | am looking at the e
events in-Nicaragua and Honduras itself. It appears that the so- -galled Nicara-

guan invasion - of ‘Honduras in the pursuit of contra- rebels was really nothing
much at all. - As-the Christion- Science Mo

year, certaln hostilities _along the Honduran-Nicaraguan border are - really,;w
fact,- quite common -and have been going on for two or three years with various

minor raids taklng pIace WIth alarmvng frequency Both: nations- recognizing
[ aged in some sort of negotiations to

bring about a resolutlon to that -problem. . It is only United -States pressure
that elevates it to the level of mternatlonal pubI-clty Becanse as the New

York Times . suggested on ‘March 30th it seems that -the key-instrument  in

londuras a big dea! ~was not the: legiti=
mate |nd|gnatnon -of the Honduran people, but- ' . the US

government, - which said very simply to the Hor Juran government, that if you

want any aid-in the future, you had better cry- wolf right now: Well that is

precisely what happened. And the problem was blown way out- of shape. The

net -result as-the Christian-Science Monitor foresaw on-March 28th was another

justification . of the Reagan. doctrine: The _ability to. ase foice whenever neces-

sary to topple adverse reglmes, in- this -case, the one in Nicaragua. However,

the Reagan administration's claim that Nlcaragua had violated international law

doesn't seem to hold up any more when -we look at the real circumstances of

that invasion. The one thing that does seem to hold up; howevar, is the need

for international law on the ~art of the US in pursuing a i.solution to the
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Nicaraguan conflict. = And in abandoning international law, the United Sta‘es

dooms its interests-there.. - The Christian Science Monitor noted on ‘April 4th of

this year that the key element of US policy right now is to apply international
law and the rulings of the world court only when it's politically convenient. A
sort of selective jurisdiction where Ronald Reagan instead of the world court

defines the parameters of that jurisdiction. The problem has been- an erosion of
our moral legitimacy in Central America. = And although we might ‘sgitimately

say ‘hat_moral legitimacy has nothing to do with politics, in the cau: it really
does. - Because as the Washington Post national weekly edition noted oh April

28th, in many cases-the-key -issue-in-Nicaragua is- not US -policy itself, but:the

support of moderate nations: in that region. The so called contadora nations
like Columbia, Venezuela, and Mexico.- Because these are the buffer states that

surround Nicaragua and these are the nations that have a key role in shaping
regional policy -and -the -way in-which-it affects the United States. - - ‘As the
Washington Post went on to note The US position on this issue could be seen
as an act of war. By not exceeding to international calls for restraint such as
the call that was heard a few months ago about mining harbors, the US is

actually-seen as a.lawlevs nation,- as-an aggressor. And, plus, even if it feels

it is right in its pursuit of socme sort of conflict with Nicaragua, other nations
won't share that conviction,-- and -our -position - will -be - eroded through a loss -of

moral legitimacy. - Indicating clearly that oor interests in Nicaragua will be
undoné if we abandon international law. Now the problem wouldn't be quite so

bad_if all we hzd at stake were Nicaragua. - Bat in fact, -there is a larger stake
in the issue. ~ And that is the idea that the US, in a larger spectrum; needs

internationai law to foster all sorts of programs that will help the US in all of
its endeavors. As the Christian Science Monitor- noted.-further on.- April 4th,

international law is not merely aggressions between nations; it is also interna-
tional cooperation. And the Monitor bemoaned what -it saw-as increasing unila-

teralism within the Reagan: administration; -ignoring for example the sc-called law
of the sea treaty, which is sipposed to be a peacefil means of exploiting the

resources of the ocean. Also;, revising the:anti-ballistic missle treaty to its
own liking. In these various cases, along-with Nicaragua,-the Reagan -adminis-
tration had:jeopardized US cooperation with other countries by _insisting on.a
puore'y anilateral stance. As the Washington Post National -Weekly noted

further-on April 28th, the US doesn't have to go to this extreme: - It noted
thai - many international forums such as the Organization - of- American -States

could-actually be the best place to bring out facts about the repressive actions
of the Sandinista Government. And this would allow us to use-international law

for us -instead-of against us. - The final analysis of this -was added by the
Times -of London on November 8th quoted in World Press Review of February:
According to- the-- Times of London, US abandonment -of international law, - like

so many other policies today, creates a self-contained United States, that is in

2-disadvantaged scientific and trade position because - it doesn't know -how to
cooperate:. so moch with other nations. And clearly abandonment of - World

Court's -absolute- jurisdiction -would only worsen the problem. -So we see that
the invasion in Nicaragua, despite being a tempting publicity- target was really

not-very-serious. Certainly not enough_to justifiy jeopardizing our interests in
Nicaragua. as well as in the entire world. We need international law and we

can afford to stand some embarrassment in the World Court if it is in our long-
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term interests. - On that basis, the clear answer to. our question is: "No."
We need to keep alive today the spirit of the Leagie of Nations, ro matter how
naive it might have seemed.

Fr’rst Jvdge Crm’qve
Tracy Anderson, Eastern Mn:higan Umversity

: :.lames Benson, currently at the Unlverslty of Wisconsin- Oshkosh wrote in
the- Journal of the American Fore:nsic Association in 1978 "One of the most diffi-

colt tasks in judging a round of extempc:aneous speaking is discerning a prop-

er mixture-of-content and -delivery factorz to be reflected in the final ranklng

.of contestants.", ~This final round certalnly bore ount that challengé - As In

shlned in either: content analysus or delivery techmque The "one" be.ng

assigned to--David--Bickford-is--a -reflection of my background in -debate- and

inherent -inclination: to weigh content more heavi'y: :However;. even thore like
Mr. Bickford who find their strength- in analysis could --easily- -satisfy the -deliv-

ery element (and their jodges) by taking a more persuasive approach to organ-

izational structures, content labels and the actual delivery style. - .-

- In examiqing the orgamzatlonal strusture of the final round contestants the
pattern which emerges is oné where speeches are organized according -to what a

question might initially mean rather than focusing :on what:elements ;usttfy the
speaker's answer to the question. Mr. Bickford's question asks  "Does the

Nlcaraguan Jncurslon justifv the :-:US position on International taw"? - His
response is "no’ and he supgorts this with three areas of: the nature of the

law, eroding position: in. Central America- and eroding worldwide position.
Because these are not phrased or presented in a manner which indicates

Bickford's. emphatic "- to the question | am left wondering whether he has

justified the answer. Taking the question and the answer to -the end -result

would yleld more persuasive appeals. For instance,-a more persuasive heading
would be "The current actioe eliminates our negotiatiosn position in Central
Ai’nerica " And in response to an-eroding worldwide position he might have sa|d
"The current position threatens US successes in other worldwide negotiation .’

Although the content of the subsequent areas wonuld have been virtually the

same; . the headmgs should ;ustlfy the speakers dnswer Ly mdlcatlng the most

thein as- such can be furthered by an overall persuasive- pacsentatao‘ Speaknrs
need to approach: extemp. speeches: moch as they would & persuasion. Extem-

pers -are asking their- judges to take -a position on -an issue or to consider an
opposing . position: It is nct enoughﬁto simply inform us of your ideas, you

need- to-persuade -us -to -accept or- at least consider these ideas,- - Even though
1he event does not always attract the Iarge audiences we should not forget that

Funally, | like to congratulate -all of -the flnal round contestants and thelr

coaches -- L was honored to judge six of the nation's best and glad tc encounter
the ch:illenge
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Second jbdge ériéique
J: 6: Harrington New York University

When evaluatmg a round of extemp: | have four concerns, which, in order
of -importance, - are: -- analysis, structure, sourcing, and style.. Mr, Bickford's

speech was best in the round on the first two, and no worse than third on the
others

: Analy:sis‘ Thls is the area where: Bawd shines: Hns understandlng of the
ijqphggtvonfs”qf the -US position, -coupled with his ability -to explain them -through
metaphor and example;. demonstrated the superiority of his analysis. No topic

in this- round -was -badly-analyzed, but David's analysis was clearly best.

Structure: The strocture of the speech was clearly functional (no "back-

ground, -current - situation, - answer" outline here). - Equaily important were

David's use of an: extended preview (nobody has better prewews) and his
reference to the intro-in--his--conclusion.- -----

Sourcing: The. breadth: of David's sourcing left somethlng tc be destred
while the Menlh)r it an excellent source, it shouldn t -aecount for two-thirds  of

the citations: - The frequeiicy of citation was fine: - It should be noted that Jim
McCafferty {who tinished secn"-d‘ and David Fowler both had extraordlnary

breadth in their sou-ces:

_Style:  fhis §z:b'umesﬁfdelwegﬁﬁvggrd choics ancjfirejated 7@9;ernsf
David's wrid choice i excellent,: if perhaps a touch academic at times {not
necess: -jnly a criticismj. - -His dellverxfwfafsi”goygh flat, however, and he chose

to s‘ard in show - (perhaps a ‘resuit of competing_in-a TV studio, though all of

the other it stants stood in the Ilght) Mr McCafferty s conversatlonal style

imprassed me more,. -
The net result o~ applyung "hese crlterla is. that David was_ best in the two

2.zas that count for perhaps 75% of- my ranking; and second or third in the
other twe. It was a fairly clear first place ranking.

- Fina'ly; -a note on:Mr. Bickford as an extemper and: on am.f'ng as a critic-
judge seeims.in order. -His analvsis is generally so good that it is easy to judge

him -by- = different standard than other extempers While: this is perhaps -a
good idea for the purposes of critiquing--itis performance, -it is important not to

let this split standard apply when ranking a round; whether David or any other
generally superior competitor is involved. Once during |.E. Nationals | caught
myself almost making: this mlstake, and was glad | -identified it before | made it.
Perhaps a sports metaphor is appropriate: if a basketball team we expect to
win. by 20 points wins only by 5; it still wins; .even if the performance is lack-

luster. Forensics lack< that kind of objective standard of relative performance,
so we have to be especially on guard zgainst the double standard.

Third Judge Critigue

Dale Herbeck, Boston Cc '~ge
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The decnsnon in- thls round was- surprlsmgly easy _ Orie of the speeches

was distinctly: better than those offered :by: the other._ competltqrs fn explain-
ing why | theught this speech--was-distinctly- better | will first consnder |ts
strengths and then briefly consider a possible weakness:

The -strength-of this-speech -undouktedly lies -in -the qdallty of its anaIyS|s

The speaker offers a complete and cogent answer. to the question.: He describes
the -nature-of current American-actions in -Nicaragua, -argues that these actions

erode our position-in Central America by weakening the credibility of our claims
upon - -international - law, -and -then concludes that these bellicose actions will in

fact: actualiy function to erode international law. He implies that this erosion is

detrlmental to-broader American-interests .in the world. - At-each level this anal-

ysis is substantiated: by: supporting evidence and comprehensive explanations.
The result is a speech whlch develops an elegant answer to the spec|f|c ques-

tion:
- - Al too often- contestants speat around the|r extemp tOpIC They seem

afraid to:try to definitely answer the question. - The result is frequently a
speechﬁwhichWafgofldfsfsygstafntlygfargumen\; in this case, even if one disagreed
‘th the speaker's argument, one “ad t- :dmire the specificity of the speaker's
~-wer -to the question and the < of the answer which was constructed.
i he- speech developed a complete a:. + to the question which Biiilt an argu-
ment

‘My 0nly cr|t|c|sm -is that the speech is based on an- |mpioc|t assumptlon
which the speaker falls to substantlate - The assumption lmpht:It throughout the

Vihile we might all agree with that assumptlon, the speaker needs to do more to
explain why this is necessarily the case. Although he ailudes to-the lmportance
of international law, he never makes an explmt case for the concept: ... The

result is that the force of his -argument is weakened----{f- he-would- substantiate

the importarice of international law, then each of his claims would become all the
more compelling. - The more important international Iaw, the more COUntef‘pf‘O"

ductive our current pclicy tcwards Nlcaragua.

speech The speaker- speaks to the -question; offers a complete and. detalied
answer, substantiates- that answer.  with -evidence,- and incorporates historical

context into the speech: The resulting speech is clearly worthy of the national
championship.

Fourth 1udge Critique

- Assummg that my fellow judges wiltl address other aspects of David
Blckfords fine--extemp- speech, -| have chosen to focus on the .organization:

The flaw most common in _extemp: is inefficient organization. David's speech did
what can,- and-should, be done in_all extemp speeches

Since the central goal of an extemper:.is to answer -the question, the

organization must focus the analysis toward the answar. Sirice the speaker
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must -ahswer -complicated questions in a- mere seven minutes, it is essential that
every moment be devoted to justifying the. speaker's answer.
-- -David's speech- dld both of these things, using an organizational set known

as "unified analysis:” To the question of whether the Nicaraguan incursion
justified -the US;;ﬁoéitidh on international law, David said, no. Each of his
three areas explainec part of his reasoning for that answer. First, the inci'r-

sion-was_actually--a-minor_ event blown -out -of- proportion: by the US, and thus
could: le°tlfy virtoally nothmg Second and third; the US po§lt|on could not he

justified -because it eroded our -position vis-a-vis N1caragua and our global posi-

tion: - Each area was an mdependent reason for Davud s "no" an§wer, and was

put into a- first sect+on on the current situation. -Where background ‘was

relevant, David worked:it in, rather than wasting two minutes on -general infor-
mation, only some of -~vhich would have been -useful and all- of which he would

simply have to reiterate anyway when it was actoally relevant; Iater in the
speech. - - - - - cee o - e

It mlght have been useful to comblne the second and thlrd areas, whlch
were related, and devote a- new third-area to- whether the US-stand could--be

justified -as _a-matter of international law; regardless of its effect on US inter-
ests. Nevertheless, David's organization allowed for clarity, - persuasiveness,
and -efficient use of his seven minutes, all in furtherance of answering the
question.

Impromptu Speaking Final Round Winner

Mitch Fay, Unlverslty of Wisconsin, &au Claire ?

-~ - One of my favor:te movies and -one- that {'ve -seen - just recently staus
Robert. Redford in the "Candidate”. Now Redford's character in this movie iz

running for governor, and with the name Jim McKay; they decided ni :"e
campaigh slogan of "Jim McKay for a Better Way."” - Man, -that's poetry. Dy
Mario cuomo was not a fictional candidate at all. - He once stated that "yo. o
campaign in poetry - and govern in prose." | belleve that Cuomo's messag2
applies not only to:-politics.- | think-that what he is trying to tell us is that we
inspire ourselves through the use. of poetry, of visions, but t'.at we work in
the: everyday world--the world of prose - Now we can both rHt.strate the truth

comblne the use of both our dreams and of reallty to. try to accomplish
anythmg Now Ernst Cassirer was a philosopher ot language w -~ believed that

2The tape made of this final round was uriihtelllglble Mitch s was kind
enough to reproduce his speech and provide this approximation to the editor.
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people are motivated by symbols. - That people use their visions of poetry to
try to metivate -them- to-be- taking any kinds of actions.. -Now Cassirer was

arguing: this at the beginning of the: century, and .was somebody: who really
believed that motivation comes -by- not simply appeal to the facts but by appeals

to something higher: - This means:in rhetoric: that we -often look to myths.
That we are trying- to examine -the kinds of things that really motivate us
beyond everyday ideas.: ‘But Cassirer was not alone in arguing that people

have -to- ke -using -symbols, -and yet at the same time he was contrasted with

such thinkers as Rudolf Carnap. Carnap was the leader of a school known as
the -Vienna -schoo! of philosophy, or- the school of logical positivists. Now they

were strongly opposed specifically ‘to the type of thinking that Cassirer - was
advocating that they said we shoiild not be using symbols, that we should not

be using poetry. Instead they wanted to be rooted in cold hard fact. Now the
logical positivists said -they wanted to try to achisve a state where we have a

word meaning one thing and one:thing only and that it_should only mean some-
thing that we. could put our hands on. They bei:eved firmly in governing

themselves in prose. They did not believe -that we -had to be going. on some
flights . of fancy of campaigning in poetry, but simply ruling ourseives &4 the
strict dictates: of logic-and of hard fact..  This type of -thinking -also -led - to

such fields of psychology as behavioralism,. such as B:F: Skinner proposing

read-anything into people's motivatioris.. . Thus there is a very: strong contrast

being-set up between thinkers such as Cassirer and-Carnap; between the poetic

and the prosatic elements. of life. - And yet there need: not be such strong
diversity. - For as Cuomo puts it, there-is-a need-for-both -elements, for both

poetry and prose. .| And it is to that that we need to devote ourselves now,

combine these two. :

We can first help .ourselves by -lookiiig  at: Franklin- Delano Roosevelt.
Roosevelt, -of course, was- the only - President elected to four terms and was

known by:many as one of:the greatest Presidents we have -ever had.. Arthur
Miller- ir.-his play, - "American -Clock” -explored the poetry of Roc<evelt's tenure.
He said that during: the time of the depression that many Americans were very
confused..  He reflects this not only in looking at his own family, but at farm-

ers in  the Midwest, at poor black children in the South and other areas, and
How- they would -Kear the "Fireside Chats" of Roosevelt and feel that there was

somebody: who really still had a vision for what America could become. - That
he-was giving them-an example and that by providing. himself as a father figure

there was “this image, the myth of Rooseveit as being--able -to -actually: handie
things. This was the poetic. eleient and the type of thing that really kept the

common man going during the depression. And yet at the- same -time, Reoss-
veit -understood that he needed to govern in pross. As Gary Hart expiained
in Esquire last year, Roosevelt had a very strong sense of the facts, surround-
ing himself with some-of the best advisors, and having plans that not only were
grandiose,. hi't were also very detailed. . When:he proposed his- New -Deal; -it
was not simply a poetic image -but one that worked in actoal fact.. One that he
was trying to explore by having the guidelines set up, being made- very clear-
And so Roosevelt was not simply giving. an inspiration to the people; buat he

was taking actual positive action. Working in the very nitty, -gritty- details- of

his administration and trying to help the country forward through his four
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terms. - So Rooievelt then in the palitical sense is a very strong example of
somebody who «2mpaigned in -poetry- and -governed in prose, combining both

elements. - And: yet this is not limited to politics: - If we look foi 3 moment to

very good poker player or someone who -has -no emntions at -all. But that iz not

really doing them justice. What the stoics believed wis that we can control our
own emotions, that we can try to gain some-tontroi over our-lives to handle the

intricate :details of: everyday living,: that we don't need to be worrying .about
every little thing that goes wrong because we have some control. And yet at
the: same time they believed:that by having: control over ogr innermiost lives
that we can lead ourselves to a -higher level.---They believed: for example that

as vie obtain practical logic of the world that this can -lead to better:theorstical
knowledge. As we learn how situations are often handled-ethically,--we can

come to-a better understanding as to how they should be handled sthically:
Thus, they would lead us-from governing -our- lives in prose to- eventually
obtaining the idea of car:ssigning for our lives in poetry:: They combine  an
example, then, in a@ philosophical sense of how we -can-combine the two--working

from-one level to the other; of having ‘them interact with each other; so that we
tan lead a more effective use of our ethics, control of our-emotions, -and, - thus;

control over our lives. = As we look; -then; at the implications of campaigning
in poetry and governing in prose, we have to understand that with examples of

people like - Franklin. Delano Roosevelt; that great leaders must be able to
combine both elements not simply in the sense of the formal campaighifig season

and-the time when they are actually in office: but through every aspect: of: their
political tenuare: And we can understand by examining the stoics that th's

applies not only to a political sphere; but to each of us. that we can take
contral of our behavior, that we can lead ourselves not ohly throigh the reali-

ties-of-prose,- but-the dreams of poetry. And, thus; we can be candidates for
success in our lives:

First Judge Critique
Jimi Cantrill, Emerson College

- Mr. Fay was-clearly the superior -speaker among this panel of outstanding

impromptu finalists.  In many ways, he epitomized what we all admire in the

than focusing on -writing notes.-- - Not oniy dues this impruve his cthos as a

speaker but it also certainly lends - itself to ‘the dynamic quality of the entire
speech. He employed a-truly applicable and -humorous introduction which; to-a

greater exteni than evidenced by the other finalic. , alloved him to directly
analyze the thrust of the topic he was given. \!.le he clearly demonstrated

his command of a variety of rather hezdy areas, there were a coup'e of trouble-
sofie aspects to the speech. - First, -bevond the cor usion between Carnap and

Cassirer; Mr. Fay seemed totally oblivious to the ordinary language school in
proclaiming the dominance of American analytic philcsophy. Second, though
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his use of FDR 3s an iliustrative device was approp “iate, | question the_transi-
tion back to-the earlier -philosophical school of the Greco- tradition: -- Even- if
this. was intended to show the blend between prose and.poetry it coold have
been forcasted sooner. Nonetheless, this was a well organized and soundly
delivered speech deserving of the ranking it received:

Clark Oison, Arizona State University

round, the first place rank was distinguished by demonstrating extensive expe-
rience in Impromptu competition. - Initialiy, Mr. Fay took less preparation time,

Congratulations to all final round - participants- for -a fine job. In this

a full thirty seconds less than all other competitors. - His analysis was clear
throughout, bolstered by his use of fresh-and novel examples. ~ The explana-

tion of his main points was concise, with: no unnecessary repetitions, which are
so common in Impromptu. - Yet, he delivered a complete summary of his ideas

i the conclusion: The stracture of his speech was sound,  incorporating all

the major ingredients of a prepared speech. = The organizational preview was

adequate, although he couold ‘have completely-previewed all main points in the
introduction -to -give -a - greater- perception of readiness. He took the common
genre of examplzs, philosophical--and - political; and -provided- new insight to
these -examples, -detailing information the audience didn't already know. While
he did occasionally mix up the -names of the -philosophers Cassirer and Carnap,
he-did ot merely--rehash old ideas. Stylistically, Mr. Fay was soperior, asing
some humor to balance the substance of his speech.:: Finally, he demonstrated
good- audience- analysis skills by not reiterating the quote more 'than once.
Since he was the last speaker in the round; the audience had heard-the quote
often, -so it didn't bear repeating. For these reasons, Mr. Fay received my

first rank with 98 points in this fine final round.

Third Judge Critique

Willis Watt, Fort Hays State University

77777 Congratulations to the NFA 1986 national champion: . My ranking (4) and
rating: (93) reflect that this was a highly competitive round. The reasoning
behind this assessment rests primarilv .pon ‘Mr. Fay's use of preparation time,
organization, focus in the quotation,. and delivery.- - Turning o the issue of

prep time, it seemed to me that it:was an ill_conceived, unprepared speech {hai
flowed out of thirty-three seconds of preparation. - -Granted the event has a

casted the speech development for this-listener.  Also, | was concerned with a

lack of focus regarding the point of the quotation. . Mr. Fay used the majority
of time developing philosophy and restating historical background dealing with
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German and Stoic philosophies instead of providing examples in the area of poli-

tics and government.  Examples like Roosevelt's "Fireside Chats" were excep-
tional. | expected more. - - Finally, the rate of speech seemed rushed as

though the object was to cram as much information as could be into the six

minutes and twenty seconds. -As already noted-a more clear focus on the point

of the quatation could have reduced the need to rush. _Despite the ranking it
should be noted that a ninety-three reflects "A" work. Again, congratulations!

Persuasive Speaking Final Round Winner

Kay Hrien-Saitong, Bradley University

Her name was Ruby Schuler Harper. She was a known alcoholic and a

secretary at Systems Control, Incorporated.. Owver. a period of years; this alco-
bolic secretary managed to steal hundreds of-pounds-nf- highly -secret documents

from the US Army. Ruby's case is not unusual: It highlights the weakness in
our natiohal security which allows people like Ruby to -infiltrate -the -system -and

jeopardize our national defense.:: Ironically, as. spying has become more preva-

lent  we have become numb to the growing weakness in our - national  security

system. So, to reawaken us to this problem, let's take -a look at how America's
sinking security system is sndzngering Us. What exactly is causing the -leaks?

And finally,- how we can piug the holes in our leaky ship of state. Most of us
take our national security for granted. We assume that. the  government - will

protect us.- But what if the military becomes so flabby that it cannot protect
us:  Already, the military has suffered a number of losses- die to spies. -- And

the- August 1985 issue of Washington Monthiy warns that increasing numbers of

compromising- our: security. - In the: June 17,--1985 issue of T/me magazine,: it
was ‘estimated that since the:late 1970's over 30,000 pieces of high-tech equip-

ment and 400,000 technical documents have-been stolen. - - Some of the losses,
Time reports.that engineer Jjames Durwood Harper withheld from his wife Ruby
betrayed- how -we protect our- strategic missiles. -~ Thomas Cavenaugh relayed
details: of the ultra secret stealth bomber. And William Holden Bell sold secrets
of scphisticated new -radar-systems and missiles.- - Now, wkile other countries

are collecting, we are paying the price. - Richard Pearl, Ascistant Secretary of

Deferise, estimates- that spies have-cut-the US -technological lead from ten years

to as little as zhree: This valuable loss of time, equipment and information

also has an impact for each of us. -Every year billions of dolars are poured

into deiense, and whether we know .it or not, it is our tax dollars and our
educational -cuts that  are being wasted to create secrets that don't remain

secret. - Not only is it a waste of money, but by pin-pointing our weaknesses,

News warns that the information lost could "result in a considerable loss of
Arerican lives in any kind of conflict. - - And ‘with- the international situation so

precariously balanced; conflict is always a possibility: Obviocusly, our personal
as well as national - security is -at stake. - But before we can protect ours: ;v es,

we have to understand the problem: Senator William Rock of Delawate, ualls

=
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the current sttuatlon a problem of "too much too many, and too I.ttle " First,
there- is too much classified: |nformat|on The government just can't keep track

of the 19.6 million secret documents. ~When CIA clerk, William Kamphiles, sold-a
weapons -manial to the soviets, the CIA finally checked and couldn't find 13

other authorized copies: of this same document. Not only is there too much
information, there are also too many security clearances. According  to the

June 4, 1985 edition of The Washington Times more than 4.3 million people now

hold -restricted security clearances. Almost 25% of them have access all the way

up to the top secrets.- Of the 200,000 requested clearances -last year, only 160

were denied. TE‘EEEE 99.94% acceptancw: rate.  Says Senator Roth, "It's
harder to get an American Express card.”- That covers: the too m'ijch',a’nd the
too many- Finally, there's ttie too little. Too little re-investigation into

clearances The June 5, 1985 edltlon of The Chr:stlan Sc:ence Monltor reports

every ]7 years. As if that weren't bad enough, the blase attltude of the
government results in similar differences on the part of the-- American- public.
Skilled recruiters have learned to take advantage of US apathy and ignorance.
In the June 7, 1985 edition of The Confidence Journal -Arcadia- Czhencko, former

advisor to Andrev Gromyko and:the highest level soviet diplomat ever to defect,
said that soviet nets all-over- the country -@re crammed -with -skilled - recruiters

waiting to prey on. our [Unintelllguble] Robert Gast, head of San Francisco's
FBI -office says: - "It -is amazing how people get involved- in-these-things, and

don't ‘realize what is happening:" Sometimsos maybe people -do realize; and they
just-don't care. Why should they when-many- spies are given- little more than

a slap on the wrist: Millie: McKee; a convicted spy, served only a .six-month

work: release sentence.-  Now Millie -describes- her crime as "all - technical

violations:" . You know, like drwung 60 miles per -hour in a 55 mph zone.
Good evening: -- Perhaps-more -amazing is- that the most common motivation, for

betraying the. country isn’'t- ideology;_ it's. pure greed. - US Attorney Air
Commissioner-said: - "These days people- are- looking for a fast buck.” And

other governments offer lt S As a mattrr of fact the KGB manuaI preaches,

nage assaults: . The government is- growing -alarmed; -as well they should,
because -there are a- number of things they need to do. To start, the Reagan

Administration could halve the number of people now holding security cleat-
ances. -- With fewer people to control, the government would more fairly inves-

tigate each one. ‘As a preventiver measure; Robert Bird, -Senate Minority

Leader -has - rntroduced an_amendment which .if enacted will mandate life imprison-

ment :without: parole for anyone: convicted of espionage for a communist country.
Sometimes, all that is needed is a little common sense, and that's what Secre-

tary ot the Navy, John:Leman, Jr., is suggesting. Just some common- sense
steps. - - For instance, to have two peopIe rather than just one dispose of clas-
sified documents. - Or to actually reduce the number of classified documents.

Finally, Vice President of TRW, Paul Schweigler, proposes that government-re-
lated companies electronically -label their classified documents so that alarms will
sound if employees attempt to photocopy or remove documents from the prem-
ises. Afthough the government is beginning to take action, we mustn't be

lulled into a sense of false security. Director of the CIA, William Wester,

|
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wri .ir kit danger is complaisanse.  The system must be checked

L7 C. - KeS,  ahd i'eféi)a'iija’i‘.ed _ As is. otten: the .case with -such a large scale
prot! - itere doesn't seem te be a neat. well- p'a'c’k'a'ged solution for us as. indi-
viduais. - - raver, that doesii't mean we dor’'t have a voice. We do have a

very importan voice as.voters,.and as such we need to influence the govern-

ment to -imr emart the sclutions previously mentioned.- Many times the govern-

ment will pat 21 issue on the back burner, if they don t think it is of.concern

to us the -v-*s 3. We can stop that by voicing our concern. Through petl-
tioning:~ lobbyir:g, »r just commumcatmg with our representatives. If you don't
know who to contact, -then I've got copies available: of several -addresses and

phoné nombers to write or call:” As | was writing this speech, | called Senator
Sam Nuan's-office and within the week he had mailed me the entire Senate
subcommittee's - hearings on espionage: He continues to keep me updated. He

is now aware-that | am concerned and he is working to show me that something

is being done. : So who says you don't get anything for writing your Congress-

man.- Ruby Schuler Harper,- an--alcoholic secretary, showed us that- anyone -can

evade the system More _recently the Walker spy ring nailed home the fact that
no--US agency is- safe - But-through -government--and -personal--awareness and

action. we are beginning to fight back. = Now | am not advpcatmg a return to

the days-of paranoia, | am just suggesting-that--we open our eyes tc- a -problem.

If as’ old government posters warned loose Ilps sank ships in the last World

First Judge Crlthue

Robin Goldstein; Cornell University

‘Like all of the other speeches in this- round, thls speech was technically
excellent.. There was a well-chosen anecdotal introduction, clear organization,

and the speech appeared to be well-evidenced with well-chosen statistics: - The
delivery was aiso excellent; the voice and gestures appeared very natural, and

the speaker made excellent use of vocal changes for emphasis:
All of the speeches were so- well executed that my ultlmate rankmg and

ratlng were -based on inspection not of individual "trees.":but of the whole

"forest.' Desplte her evidence,. this speaker failed to convince me that our
national security was really being threatened-in any way that would have any
impact on. the audience. Similarly, | -was not convinced that any more of our

tax -dollars are being- spent or wasted on security now than would be under
ideal conditions.  Finally, although this speaker does. make the solutions sound
more compelling than the typical speaker who urges :us to write to ;our
congressmen, because | do not see ahy impact of the stated problem, there is
no motivation to act.
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- security" and "plug hole in the leaky ship of state.

Second Judge C ritiiyue

Bill Henderson Unfversrty of Nortl err lowa

I wrote to Kay H:rlen Saltong on _her bo: ot for “the fmal round Hello
again. | enjoyed- judging -you at -the-final round- of AFA, and again today.”

And were. | not able to focus gpon her speech here;: | would have made many
references to her performance when commentifig on the other national final in

persuasion: - Here, ] can: honestly say that her performance was much; much

richer than -in the other- final.-- -And accents the value of havung two events

like NFA and: NIET at the:end of a year. - :
The- topic -is mterestmg . ‘We do need to be concerned about national secu-

rity. And given the increasing instances we hear about of security leaks; the
subject- has - added significance. = But beyond the appropriatenees fr'o”m;thgt

level, there's another dimension | would mention. - The speaker chose some-

thing - which -none- other would be expected to discuss. We hear so many

speeches which -are well developed; but which are merely variations on a theme.
--.--4 am -also -impressed with the opportunities the speaker took to .develop

effectlve Ianguage The topic didn't just call out for phrases such as "sinking
" These choices, echomg

phrases from our past, were carefully made:
- Ms. Hrien-Saitong's delivery was crisp, very well sulted for the cIaSSroom

where the event was held, and provided the right sort of contrast with the
other ~ontestants. This. evaluator was caught op in tha presentation far more

than usual. Her blend of voice and action was most pleasing - throughout the
speech, but especially powerful during the last portion of the speech:

while oieased with-the overall content, -one solution bothered me--- ertmg

Congressmen is so banal, in my opinion, that even the nice turn of describing
results of the letter writing failed to lift this step out-of -the mundane: -But

there were so many other excellent examples of appropriate: support, good

solutio~s; and superior arrangement, fault-finding -here-was--minimal.

~_In retrospect, language choice made . this speech superior. From :the
introductory allite,>tions to the closing phrase- again -echoing our past, this
speech shows great polish: | nevar expected to hear "lonse lips can sink a
ship” 6ut§iae of a film.  But when it turned to "lc-s. 'ips can faunch a
missile, " -the pollsh worked: : . . o

- - Congratulations to all fmalusts The round was steriing. Best wishes in
the future.

Third Judge CritiGue
David Rodanovich, The Ohio State University

Thos was the most dlfflCU't flnal round that have had the pleasure to
judge. Four of the speeches-were- con:idered for the "1" when | was marking

my ballot: The speech which won the championship was one of the four
- 165 -
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speeches -which 1-had 3 difficult time ranking. To be honest, there finally came
a time when | felt | coald no !onger debate my decision and ranked the speech-
es according to how 1-felt about them at that moment.-

The speech by Ms: Kay Hrien- -Szitong received the 4" from me because |

Jid not- feel -that her speech gave me, as an individual, as much that | could

reallstlcally do to solve:the problem as some of the other speeches. Minor
factors -in the decision included the fact that the introduction was -the story -of
Ruby and that the eye contact was rather scanny: Personally, | do not really
like- stgfles -as an- introduction, although Kay's story of Ruby was not of the

trite "Mary Jane™ genre: Although the eye contact was good, it was not as
direct (one-thought -to- one person)-as | prefer,

On the positive side; | felt that.Kay had the best: "smcernty Ievel" in thé
round. - She convinced me-that she really -cared about this problem. - Kay- also

had a cleverly worded, as opp'osed tc :a generic, preview--| psrtlculérly liked
the phrase, 'plug the holes in our- sinking- -national -security- ship.”" |-also felt

that Kay: used walking and. movemant extremely effectively in involving the

whole audrence - - Although -part of the-solution -involved writing our Congress-

men; -feit that -the personal involvement throu;n Sam Nunn's office helped
bolster this- often-trite solution. -  Overall, it -was a tough decision. Kay did

an excellent job in an extremely difficult round:

iih’etbrk’di Criticism - Jim McCofferty

George Mason Unlversity

age, tmpotence, -or-if the fortunes of - hls cian were falllng, ‘the Druid-priests
would lead Him to the stone circle of judgment. Here,- the King would deliver

a final -message to his people and then calmly stand by as -the chief pri- t
stﬁbbéd him to death augerm'g ‘the clan s- future as_well as its future -leader.

ties. - It was felt that by kllllng the semi-devine klng before- he had decayed
the strength of his. soul could. then be transferred intact to that of his .succes-

. -On: August 8th; 1974 Presndent Richard _Milhouse: Nixon, - having bee’n’
réﬁdirégt, politically-- impotent by repeated allegations - [laughter]-- of flagrant
dishonesty during the Watercai. 3sgandal, made his thirty-seventh and final
address to thé; nation- as--Presi<ent. —In that address, Nixon not only declared
his role as rltual sacrlfice by énnouticmg hls resngnatlon, but he also took

|nitia|ly approprlate, the exigences of leon 5 pbhtlcal demise cléarly pomted to

the worthlessness- of any -attempt - at defense or apology. --flLaughter.] Nixon
required a rhetorical strategy that addressed his political "death" and attempted
to-transcend it--that strategy was the -eulogy. In order -to- examine this - eulo-

gistic effort by Nixon for his owri Presidency; | will first discuss an appropri-
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ate method for crltlcally analyzing eulognstac rhetorlc, next apply J:hat method to
Nixon's speech of resugnatlon,, and firally, evaluate-the impact of the euloglstlc
genre both for Nixon's resignation and for rhetoric in general

- The eulogy has been- an established rhetorical genre since the ,tlme of

ancnent Greece, when the honored dead were praised with what was called:the
"epitaphios logos." An appropriate method for-<critically- analyzgng eulogistic

rhetoric can be found ifi Kathleen Jamieson's .article entitled "Critical Anthology
of Public Spzeches" published in the- 1978 MODCOM: -Modules in- Speech Commu-

mication. Section four of that article delineates four primary rhetorical charac-

teristics of the successful eulogy -
THe first characteristic is the afflrmation of the reallty of death Here,

the rhetor confronts the bereaved's natural denial response by publicly stating

the fact of death.. According to Jamieson;  this characteristic makes denial
impossible, forcing the bereaved-to -accept the death. and -move onwards. A

necessary parallel to this confrontation. with denial is the second characteristic-
-the- easing of-- the- survivor's - confrontation- with their -own mortallty The

speaker eccompllshes this goal by assertmg that the deceased will "live on" in
some manner: - - As-Jamieson -notes, - "the-assertion_of the fundamental immsrtslity

of the deceased makes mortality: less: bitter -at :the same -time :it-consoles the
bereaved.’ The third - characteristic is - the transformation of the bereaved's

relatlonshlp with the deceased from the present to the.past tense.. The speaker
accomplishes- this by rehearsing the virtues of the deceased in the past tense;

this_repetition solidly fixes the deceased in that tense as well: Finally, the
eulogy - -must- attempt - to- reweave the community's patterns of relatlonshtps to
contmue desplte ‘the absence of the departed Generally thus is accomphshed

as a guide for the: future
-In -essence, the eulogy is a vehlcle by whlch the rhetor not only praises

the dead, but begins a process of transcendence so that the survivors can get
on with Iwi'rig In vnewung the eulogy as the initial tool of transcendence,. the

eulogistic nature of Nixon's resignation address becomes aaparent and worthy of
examination. :

-~ In analyzing Nixon's res«gnatlon speech the ﬁrst charactertsilgL7the,7aff|g;
mation of the -reality- of death, is quickly dlscernable - In paragraph nine of

the -thirty-two paragraph text, Nixon:-uttered the simple phrase, - "therefore, |

shall resign the Presidency. effective at noon tomorrow:" Coming so:soon in the

speech with a minimum of preamble, this simple- statement quickly- dismissed any

false notions of a continued fight against the impeachment process. - Whether

triend -or foe,- this unequivocal statement made denial by- the- American public

. )osslble The reality of a future withoat Nixon had to be accepted. [Laugh-
TR

The next characxerlstic that he attempted to put was the confrontatnon with

the survivors' confrontation with their own mortality. Having done his original

'Ths idea for such an ahalysus was ougmally concevied by Kevin W. Dean,

Margaret C. -Langford, and Mark S. Hickman_ as a result_of discussion in

coursework with Kathleen Jamieson of the University of Maryland.
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move, Nixon attempted tc push torward here. = Now, what Nixon attempted was
to shift this - entire. structure by allowing -us to see the miortality was not

constant- by allowing ‘us to-view the resiliance of the Presidency itself. - His
first statemients quickly dismissed any remaining hopes for continuance of his

Presudency Immediately after his statement of resignation; Nixon told America,
"Vice President. Ford will be sworn in as President at that hour...." . He thus

reassured Americans- that the Présndency itself would continue wuth ‘no lapse of

leadershlp _Nixon thén spoke ln praisé of hus owh Presndency, pountlng to such

the Sovlet Union, .and signing the Strateguc Arms leltatlon Treaty Nixon told

America; "These years have -been a momentous -time in -the history of our nation

and the worid. ... They have been a time of achievement in which we can all be
proud."” Through these words, Nixon- eased concerns over Presidential mortal-

ity; -assured Americans that the Presidential succession would continue as

mandated by -the Constitution;, -and asser‘ed that his own foreign policy achieve-
ments. would be of lasting benefit: In muoch.the sani> way as the beréaved are
consoled and - their_ fears of death assuaged by what Jamieson called the

"assertion of the fundamental immortality of the deceased," Americans _were
assured -that the-Presidency would-centinue. - -

The third characteristic is the transformation of the bereaved s relatlonshlp

with - the deceased-from the present-to-the past. In -reviewing the -achievements
of his own Presidency, Nixon consnstentiy referred to hls own efforts -in . the

past - ten;eh -"We -have ended America's longest war. ".-We have unlocked the
doors .. between the United States and the Peoples Repablic of China::::"
And, l have-done ni; best.” - Whether -or not this last statement was accepted

by hss _audience; (laughter) the eulogistic subtext. is clear--the Nixon Presiden-
cy was,- from that moment subject to the judgment of hlstory rather than

current evenis. -
Having - placed hls Presu:lency in the past, leon then attempted to reweive

the: community's; -or in this case the nation's; _patterns of relationships to

contlnue des;ilfteithe absence of the Nixon presidency. _ He called on -all Ameri-
cans to support the new President in his task; saying; "As he assumes that
responsiblity, he -will deserve the help- and -support of all of-us.”  Nixon

attempted to achieve a new unity of purpose under the Ieadershlp of President
Ford when he saic: o
And to thosa of you h...ve not- felt able to glve me your suppor let
me say that | leave office with no bitterness. toward those who have

opposed me, for all-of us have in the final analysis been concerned
with the 966d of the country...so let us all now join togetlier. . .in

helping our new President succeed to the benefit of all Americans.
Niibﬁ EBﬁCiSEIy éria e??&tiveiy i-eweéi)ea tﬁe i:éiriiiiiiﬁitii s. ,’55&&&1% 6f

dent in his task. -
: In evaluating the lmpa«-t of thn euloglstlc genre for Nuxon s restgnat:on,
the - cont:nual apphcat:on of thv fous rrxterla outlined- by Jamleson |n her a'ucle,

the Watergate affair was the real prime reason for his resignation.
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fucus tgwggdﬁsﬁi new pgllt!calijiut){r:ei wh|ch was after all his goal. As he stat-
ed; "I hope that 1 will have hastened that process of healing thz: is so desper-
:&ly,nee@ed in Americz." Well, that rrccess of transcendence would eventuoally

take:years; a full Presidential pardon, and a complete shift in national politics,
but its-roots were grounded in Nixon's own eulogy for Nixon:

. The eulcgy _is: essentially -a: process of transcendence for: the survivors,
and-as-such it need not be restricted merely to speeches for the dead: It's

appropriate: whenever-the exigences of a rhetorical- act :include -the ending of a
given--situation or individual and the need to redefine that endlng into a: new

beginning. . In a:similar, though less bloody fashion, Nixon was sacrificed like

the trish Kings of old--when he was no longer consi ered worthy :to_w -id

power. - However, Nixon also chose t> deliver his own eulogy, and begin-a
process of national transcendence for the American psople into a new political

era--an -era in. which President Richard Nix=:n wouid not, and perhaps could
not, be included. (Applause )

First .Iudge Criticue
Thomas Endres, University of M/nnesota

Mr. McCafferty- certainly used an- attentlon—gettlng introductis: though it
seemed too extended and inappropriate given the topic. The lin!" oetween the

introduction and the topic was - quite -inferential and shaky. Additionally,

McCafferty points oat that: apologia would be an inappropriate methodology. i
agree; - but glve Were and Llnkugels deflnltlons and emphaS|s not for the

Otherwise, prevlew and jHStlflCatlQn of speech are handled nucely Once

one gets over the orlgmal discrepancy between: topic and methodolgy; the

combination works: very- well - -Very- clear delineation of methodology, and nice

Gse of (internal summaries and signposts to: malntam continuity in analysis.

The- overall -analysis -is- quite- cléar, though- | have some trouble seeing a

large. differenice between the point of confronting mortality -(th- »residency goes

on) and- the- transceqéept;z -and- Ilfefgoes on element. While = Aifferentiation
would ‘be clear in a_ legit eulogy;: theissues become more clo. - - h -

McCafferty -has an excellent deli~ery style, witii @ nice - i< { pace ‘and
timing: His use of physical movement for transitions was and helped
provide -visual -support for transitions. Excellent use of liu- - throughout,
though it occasionally. reaches a- point where it detracts from, rather than
stupports,- the analysis. When the speech was concluded, the speaker main-

talned both h]s sense of organization and speech style during the questic and-

1 ,.anked “this speech first -in _the round based upon its uniquene, énd

creativity; -its fluid style; the 'lanty of the analysis; and the smooth ard
" and

competent delivery.: The crit
uvtherwise excellent text and p’i‘esentatton

- 169 -

179



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Second Judge Critigue

Samue! Nelson, Cornell University

1 thought Jim McCafferty's speech analyzing Nixon's resignation address
was flawless -in- terms of delivery, -yet | still rated it below Tom Kane's speech

on the rehetoric of Harvey Milk and Collen Rubin's speech on Reagan's Bittberg

Cemetery -address.. Even thcugh Mr. McCafferty's presentation devices (ie: eye

contact, hand gestures, fluency of speech, -rate cf delivery, etc.) were the
best in the round, the content of his speech was inferior to Mr. Kane's 3nd

Ms. Rubin's: : . . . ] S
| was -rating- the speakers in this: round frem the premise that in this

event the content of t . speech should be given supreme importance and that
less emphasis should be -placed on other factors that would ordinarily be of

principle importance in other prepared speuking events. - In my mind this makes
a lot of sense L -cause rhetorical criticism -is unique in that it has specific
guidelines w5 norrowly defitie the focus of the speech; -the-nature of the event
often insurii .t crities- with es.ceptional knowledge and interest in the suhject
area will e ' . .~ the speakers; and the structure of -the event allows for the

judzes to a.. ydestions to test or clarify the speakers knowledge of his or her
material. - - : . e :

_ In _this paiticular round, | found another Nixon rhet crit-a Iot less compel-
ling than a very well written speech on the controversial -Mil)'s -rhetoric or an
incredibly dynamic and - timely- speech on a relatively recen::Reagan address:

kine's .10 Rubin's speeches exhibited niore creativity and originality. | simply
thougni *' ey Were more interesting.- S S

- I believe the best speaker won this event, but not necessarily the best
speech;




