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INTRODUCTION I

Asstudents advancein debate and their need for more specialized and sophisticated guidance increases,
teachers of debate can sometimes find themselves overwhelmed by all that is expected of them. This
manual isintended to help teachers meet those expectations more easily. We attempt to do thisin two
ways. First, we offer abrief essay on therole of the teacher in light of the changing needs of advancing
debaters. Second, we providelesson plansfor each chapter in thetextbook. The cognitive and behavioral
objectives to be achieved are identified. Additiona classroom activities, beyond those offered at the
end of each chapter in the textbook, are presented, and suggested quiz questions with answers are also
provided. Tofacilitate further research into each of thetopic areas, abibliography of additional reference
sourcesisincluded.

The context in which advanced debate istaught is different from one institution to another, so it
isdifficult to give detailed suggestionstofit every situation. Nevertheless, we hopethat our suggestions
will be useful in avariety of contexts. Where advanced debate classes exist, many of the suggestions
giveninthisguide can be applied directly. Where advanced students and beginning students are taught
together in asingle debate class, some adjustments and adaptationswill berequired. Eveninacombined
class, the stated objectives can be achieved, and the suggested quiz questions will still be appropriate.
Many of the skill training exercises (briefing, cross-examination, refutation, and communication) can
be easily adapted to include both advanced and beginning debaters. While beginning debaters need to
be introduced to some of the more advanced theoretical concepts (topicality, disadvantages,
counterplans), it isour experience that too detailed discussions of these topics before they are ready for
them can confuse and frustrate beginning debaters. For thisreason, we suggest that the class be divided
when considering these topics. The critique and judging paradigms are not necessary concerns of
beginning debaters but will beimportant to advanced students. Whereinstruction of advanced debaters
must occur exclusively outside the regular classroom, students can be assigned a single chapter of the
textbook to read as the need arises. If al of the advanced debaters read the same chapter at the same
time, lively discussions regarding the ideas presented can be initiated on the way to a tournament or
after a practice debate. Group discussions and the conscious application of concepts during practice
sessions and critiques are important no matter what the setting.

In any context, the most important factor for a successful learning experienceis, of course, an
informed teacher. Hopefully, thisguidewill provide some useful suggestions on how to present advanced
techniques and conceptsto studentsininteresting and revealing ways, but the better your understanding
of the materials presented in the textbook, the more informed your students are likely to be. This
suggests that the most important first step is a careful reading of the textbook itself.

TEACHING ADVANCED DEBATE I

The needs of beginning and advanced debaters are somewhat different, and the role of the teacher must
change accordingly. While beginning debaterstend to ook upon their teachers as all-knowing, advanced
debaters may be more skeptical about their coach’ s absol ute wisdom. Beginning debatersare comfortable
with the “rules’ of debate, but more advanced debaters need to be taught how to function in a world
where guidelines are less fixed. The mastery of fundamental skillsisimportant to both beginning and
advanced debaters, but experienced students require more specific guidance and morerigorousdiscipline.
In order to describe the specia responsihilities of teachers of advanced debate in greater detail, it is
helpful to examine the three major areas of debate instruction: theory, skills development, and the
construction of arguments.
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THEORY I ——

One of the biggest differences between novice and varsity debate is the greater knowledge of theory
required of advanced debaters. Because beginning debaters seldom confront counterplans, a basic
knowledge of what a counterplanisand what it doesisusually sufficient. However, advanced debaters
arerequired to have amuch deeper understanding of counterplan theory. They must understand mutual
exclusivity, net benefits, and permutations. 1n addition, they must be prepared to argue for and against
international counterplans, topical counterplans, agent counterplans, and so on. A depth of knowledge
regarding other areas of theory such astopicality, paradigm, and critiquesisalso required. Itisdifficult
for studentsto succeed in varsity debate without areasonabl e understanding of these concepts, anditis
difficult for students to gain this understanding without guidance from a teacher.

In order to help studentslearn about theory, you must anticipate what theoretical constructs are
necessary for them to know, and you must be able to direct them to appropriate sources. You need to
learn enough about the major theoretical constructs so that you can answer basic questions and direct
student discussions about them. Because discussions involve students in active participation, they are
generally abetter way of teaching about theory than arelectures. Discussionsforce studentsto attempt
to explain concepts and to defend their interpretations. They also provide checks on misinterpretations,
and they create situations which force deeper analysis and understanding. The textbook identifies
major aspects of each of the primary theoretical constructs and can serve as an organizing basis for
class discussions.

As advanced students become better informed about debate theory, they will quickly realize
that debate authors and teachers don’t all share the same perspectives regarding theory. It isimportant
that students accept the fact that theoretical issuesin debate are no different from substantive i ssues and
that both sets of issues are subject to debate and disagreement. As teachers, we al have preferences
and biases regarding certain theoretical issues. As knowledgeable peoplein thefield, it is appropriate
for usto hold such beliefs, but we must also guard against closing our students’ minds to contradictory
points of view. Just as a student’s understanding of a particular debate topic is enhanced by debating
both sides of the topic, so astudent’sinsight into debate theory can be deepened by being encouraged
to consider a variety of theoretical perspectives.

While advanced students shoul d be encouraged to explore different viewpoints, thisexploration
should be motivated by something other than pure gamesmanship. Students should be helped to
understand that debate theory serves much the same purpose as procedural law. The aim of both debate
theory and procedura law is to establish standards of fairness and openness so that the truth of a
controversy can ultimately emerge. Thus students should be taught to evaluate theory not ssmply from
a strategic perspective but also from the point of view of fairness and truth seeking.

SKILLS DEVELOPMENT I

Advanced students' intellectual curiosity and the demands of the competitive situation assure that at
least modest attention will be directed toward |earning more about the theoretical constructs of debate.
An enhanced mastery of fundamental skillsisnot so readily encouraged, however. Infact, theincreased
research demands of advanced debate and the greater focus on theory sometimes push skills training
into the background. Students often fail to appreciate how important the technical skills of briefing,
communication, cross-examination, and refutation are. To them, good cards and fast delivery are the
only things that matter.
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While many teachers complain about the poor technical skills of today’s debaters, not enough
teachers devote sufficient time or effort to helping studentsimprove their skills. Students may be able
to learn much about the debate topic or about debate theory on their own, but it is much more difficult
for them to improve their technical skills without the guidance, evaluation, and discipline provided by
acoach. A teacher’sability to guide the development of superior debate skillsrequiresthreethings:. (1)
A strong belief in the importance of basic skills; (2) A clear knowledge of what desirable practices are;
and (3) A willingness to work with students in repeated practice and drill sessions.

Skillstraining isnot old-fashioned or unimportant. All good athletic coaches stressfundamental
skillstraining. Although athletes may need to understand the rules and strategies of their sports, they
will never become star players until they develop the technical skills to execute the planned strategies.
Good strategies and sloppy play may be enough to win at certain levels of competition, but at the
highest levels of all sports, sound execution of fundamental skillsis absolutely necessary. In academic
debate, technical ability without substance will never be sufficient, and in some instances, substance
and modest skills are enough to assure victory. The more equal the debaters’ knowledge of the subject
matter and the theories of debate, however, the more important such skills as cross-examination and
refutation become. As a teacher of debate, you need to be confident of the importance of skills
development so your students will be motivated to give the technical skills of debating the attention
they require.

Simply telling students that they are poor communicators or lousy cross examiners does not
give them direction in how to improve their skills. It is not enough for debate teachers to know what
good communication is when they hear it. They must also be able to analyze what specific practices
were utilized. The chaptersin the textbook which are concerned with skills devel opment are intended
to provide specific methods and standards to use in developing students skills. Your own critical
analysis of students’ efforts may provide additional insights and suggestions.

Perhaps the most critical aspect of skillstraining is repeated practice under the critical eyes of
acoach. Practice sessions provide studentsthe opportunity to try different techniques and to concentrate
on specific skills. In tournament competition, students are concerned with the substance of the
controversy and have little time to focus on specific methods of refutation or communication skills. In
practice sessions, however, students can be interrupted, and specific problems can be immediately
identified and corrected. Even when students understand what good practices are, they are often unaware
that what they are doing is not correct. At a very minimum, practice sessions call attention to poor
practices and help students develop a greater awareness of what they are doing. Practice sessions also
reinforce desirable practices. Complimenting students on good skills hel psto encourage the repetition
of therewarded behavior. When practice debates are combined with rebuttal redos and cross-examination
redos, skillsimprove rather rapidly.

THE CONSTRUCTION OF ARGUMENTS I

One aspect of teaching advanced debaters which is not specifically addressed in the textbook istherole
of the teacher in case development and argument construction. Some teachers direct their primary
instructional efforts to this aspect of coaching while others largely ignore it. In our judgment, both
extremesare equally misguided. While case construction and argument devel opment are unquestionably
critical to successin debate, they are not the only important el ements. It can be argued that understanding
theory and skills devel opment have as much—or perhaps greater—Ilong term value to students than do
the time-bound arguments of any specific debatetopic. On the other hand, to leave students completely
on their own with regards to argument development is to deny them the advantage of an experienced,
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critical perspective and may limit their opportunities for successin the activity. It seems reasonableto
assume that teachers have as much responsibility for what their students' say asthey have for how they
say it.

The reluctance of teachers to become involved in their students' development of argumentsis
sometimes due to feelings of inadequacy regarding the subject matter being debated. Such feelingsare
usually unfounded and where justified, can be overcome fairly easily. If debate teachers fulfill their
judging obligations at tournaments, they are bound to hear a variety of different cases and arguments.
Each round of debate becomes, in a sense, an opportunity for judges to learn more about the topic. If
ajudge makes a conscious effort to learn from these debates, knowledge of the debate topic can’'t help
but be enhanced. In addition, every debate teacher should do minimal reading about the topic. Itis
difficult to teach students how to apply concepts such as refutation, cross-examination, briefing, and
counterplans without some understanding of the topic being debated. Personal subscriptions to some
of the better news magazines and such national newspapers as the New York Times and the Christian
Science Monitor make it easier to be informed on the debate topic.

A debateteacher doesn’t have to become an expert on the topic to contribute to students’ argument
building. With a modest knowledge of the topic, a good teacher can direct student discussions on
possible affirmative cases or negative arguments. A teacher’s presence can assure a more systematic
and orderly exchange of ideas. In addition, a teacher can often provide needed perspective on the
arguments. A good teacher can also make case discussions fun and help motivate increased work.
During practice debates, teachers can frequently suggest responses to arguments that the debaters may
not have previously considered. Itishelpful to go over flowsheets of past debates with the debaters. In
this way, the debater can learn about arguments from other debaters.

The question of how deeply involved a teacher should become in case development is an
appropriate one. If ateacher becomestoo involved in the research and writing of cases and arguments,
those efforts may make studentsfeel that their own work isnot asimportant. 1n most instances, however,
the many competing personal and professional demands that are placed on teachers serve as a natural
check on such overzeal ous behavior.



Chapter 1: Debate Paradigms

COGNITIVE OBJECTIVES I

Q) To understand the historical roots of debate theory.
2 To know the various paradigms which influence debate theory.
3 To understand that debate theory is not bound by static rules and is constantly evolving.

BEHAVIORAL OBJECTIVES I

Q) To be able to identify the anal ogies from which paradigms are derived.

(2 To be able to articulate the strengths and weaknesses of various models of debate.
3 To be able to identify the influences of paradigms on debate practice.

4 To be able to articulate and eval uate values promoted by debate.

SUGGESTED ACcTIVITIES I

D Have studentsidentify themsel veswith a particular judging paradigm (policy maker, hypothesis
tester, argument critic, tabula rasa) and defend why debates should be judged from that
perspective.

2 Have students judge a debate from the perspective with which they have identified themselves.
Have the students discuss how the different perspectives influence the way arguments are
resolved.

3 Identify various theoretical problemswhich arise in debates and have the students discuss how
they would resolve them. It may be easier to identify problems after the students have read all
of the book.

4) Divide the students into small groups, assigning each group a paradigm to defend. Have each
group construct alist of ruleswhich their paradigm suggests for resolving different theoretical
issues. Have the groups argue over which set of rules would make for better debates.

) Have each group create alist of rules which they think should guide debate without relying on
aparadigm for guidance. Have the groups argue over which set of rules would make for better
debates.
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Appendix

POLICY DEBATE TRANSCRIPT
1992 NFL NATIONALS
FINAL ROUND

(The debate was between David Reymann and Jonathan Reymann from Vestavia Hill High School in Alabama on the
affirmative, and Joel Klein and Colby Evans from St. Mark’s School in Texas on the negative.)

1st Affirmative Constructive: We are keenly aware of the fact that homelessnessis a national disgrace which represents
the inability of our nation to reach even minimally decent living standards for all of its citizens. The government’s major
attempt to ameliorate the perpetual suffering that compromisesthe homelesslifestyle has been astrategy plagued by incon-
sistency and uncertainty. Millions of dollars are dealt out annually to federally funded homeless shelters; however, this
money is given without regard to the conditions of these shelters. Theresult isahorribly variant system that rangesfrom a
few good sheltersto an abundance of sheltersthat only further homeless suffering. In order to raise the homeless' standard
of living to one of uniform decency, David and | present the following plan.

Resolved, the federal government should significantly increase social servicesto homelessindividualsin the United States.
All federally funded homeless sheltersin the U.S. will maintain a minimum standard of decency by offering the following
social services.

a. Procedures for assisting residents in making applications for and providing for the convenient delivery of income
entitlements for public benefits such as public assistance, food assistance, SSI, Title 20, or child welfare or unemploy-
ment benefits. Help will also be available for job applications or searches.

b. Procedures for maintaining sanitary and safe conditions in shelters including the cleaning of sheets, bathrooms and
dining facilities, and the placement of beds 50 sq. ft. apart to maintain privacy and decrowding.

c. Proceduresfor daily symptomatic screening of residents for detectable communicable disease and subsequent referral
transfer to appropriate medical facilitiesfor treatment to the point of non-communicability. Medical regimen compli-
ance shall be acondition for shelter admittance. Shelter accessto all shall entail either alternate placement or capacity
expansion. Funding enforcement is guaranteed and intent will be clarified in later affirmative speeches.

Pleasefollow usto Contention |: “Thefederal shelter system failsthe homelessinthe statusquo.” Current federal fundsare
given blindly to shelters. There is no minimum standard of decency. Greg Evans of the Notre Dame Law School on the
National Coalition for the Homeless explains this debacle in Volume 4 of the 1989 Notre Dame Journal of Law Ethic and
Public Policy on page 326." Presently, there is no federal minimum standard of decency requiring recipients of federal
assistance to establish and maintain emergency shelters for the homeless which provide good, healthy and safe care. In-
stead, recipients of federal assistance need only complete grant requests and comply with minimal accounting verification.
Thelack of any federal standard has resulted in sheltersthat perpetuate sadistic suffering of the homeless.” Evans continues
on page 327, “In the absence of any federal standard of decency, the assistance provided to the homeless varies from the
good, safe and clean to the brutal, filthy, vicious, and even sadistic. While the conditions may vary where federal fundsare
received, they should not. Federal shelters currently destroy the privacy, health and dignity of theresidents” Evans contin-
ueson page 325, “ Privacy in sheltersisnot usually protected. Belongingsarenot usually guarded. Bedsare often left soiled
and neither sheetsnor pillowsare provided. Theair can be poor and the ventilation bad. Children of homelessfamilieswere
not usually provided separate, less dangerous quarters. In some cities shelters are so violent or offer such deplorable
conditions the homeless would rather sleep out on the street.”

Fortunately, our plan would solve for these horrible problems. A federal standard of decency would insure safe shelters and
relief of homeless suffering. Evans continues on page 329, “The goal of decent housing for all Americans has yet to be
realized. In order to relieve the suffering of multitudes of homelessindividuals and familieswe must swiftly ensure suitable
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temporary assistance to the homeless. Homelessness has not become a conspicuous symbol of our country’sfailure to meet
even minimal standards of equity in the distribution of its resources. Emergency shelters and services must be continued,
expanded and approved in order to preserve thelives of America’'s homel ess poor while more permanent solutions are being
debated. Most immediately, we most promulgate and enforce a standard requiring decent treatment of the homelessbothiin
name and in substance.”

A federal standard of decency is not only enforceable, but it isafact of being constitutional. Evans continues on page 329,
“Just as Congress has successfully employed the power of the purse in other important situations, so too can it be used to
bring about more merciful and safe sheltersfor the homeless. A clearly promulgated standard of decency is constitutionally
permissible, and given the economicsinvolved, it islikely to bring about substantial improvements.”

Finally, we must have a federal standard of decency to end arbitrary suffering of the homeless. Evans concludes our first
contention on page 327, “Without any guidance and oversight it isimpossible to compel better treatment of the homelessin
temporary shelters. Some shelters are so bad that the conditions actually further homeless suffering rather than relieveit. If
thefederal government undertakesto assist the homeless, it must do so effectively. It isnot an effective help to the homeless
to assist inthe creation of homeless shelterswhich, if left undirected, cause additional harm or perpetrate distress among the
homeless”

Unfortunately, there are more devastating harms to the status quo as we see in Contention I1: Tuberculosis. After decades
of decline, tuberculosis is poised for another deadly epidemic. The cause of this resurgence is the horrible condition of
shelter and homeless living. Newsweek notes on March 16, 1992, on page 53, “ Thereturn of TB isnot afluke or amystery
but the predictable outcome of aglaring social failure. Over the past decade, homelessness, drug abuse and AIDS have | eft
a huge population defenseless against the germ that causes the disease. By ignoring these people’'s medical needs and
cramming thousands of them into prisons, shelters and holding pens, America has essentially cultivated the contagion. We
knew how to cureit, we had it in our hands, but we dropped the ball.” The crowded conditions in shelters guarantees the
spread of tuberculosis to shelter residents. The San Francisco Examiner notes on March 31, 1991, on page D-13, “The
shelter setting, people sleeping right next to each other virtually guarantees others will be exposed whenever someone with
active tuberculous stays in ashelter.” Thistuberculous easily spreads from the homeless to society at large. Dixie Snyder
notes in the Subcommittee on Health and Environment, April 5, 1989, on page 193, “ Tuberculous continues to cost the
United States hundreds of millions of dollars each year. These costs will continue and tuberculosis cases may continue to
increase among persons infected with HIV, the homeless, the foreign born, the elderly, and in prisoners. Thereis aready
evidence that tuberculosis can spread from these defined population groups to the rest of the community. If we do not act
now, tuberculosis will attack the middle classaswell. Thiswould be a huge costly social disaster.” Newsweek continues on
page 53, “ So far, few middle classAmericansare directly threatened by the disease, but that isno argument for complacency.
A TB epidemic will cost the nation dearly, even if it never reaches the middle class, and there is no reason to assume that it
won't. The public doesn’t have a sense yet of just how serious the TB issue really is. When we look back at the 1980s, |
think the two social failures will stand out from al the others—the savings and loan crisis and the return of TB.”

Fortunately, our plan solves for tuberculosis, A federal standard decreasing crowding in shelters would contain the spread
of thedisease. Phillip Brickner notesin Under the Safety Net on page 236 in 1990, “ The Boston Department of Health and
Hospital s established a shelter-based TB control program. The TB case rate within the shelter fell steadily. In 1980 theinn
was relocated to a larger site and between 1980 and 1983 the case rate continued to decline at this shelter, presumably
because of improved space and ventilation. In addition, federal standards would initiate prompt and effective treatment of
diseases such as tuberculosis.” Gary (?) notesin Public Health Reports, Vol. 101, No. 5in 1986 on page 483, “ Successful
management of the homeless or itinerant TB patient begins with notification of the health department as soon as diagnosis
isdetermined or highly suspected.” The homeless must be our nation’stop priority. They are ahorrific problem which must
be addressed as soon as possible. Mary Hoags (sp?) notesin Opposing Viewpoints, 1990, on page 20, “We are very patient
with evilslike hunger and homel essness because they have not yet touched us or affected us; at |east not whereit counts, not
inthe context of our relationships and certainly not in our own flesh. We must beginto act asthough it isour sister or brother
or mother or father or son or daughter, or we ourselves who huddle silently, shivering intherain or the cold. The challenge
facing us today is to bring quickly into reality politically, philosophically and programmatically the right of every man,
woman and child in America to adequate and accessible shelter offered in an atmosphere of reasonable dignity.”
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Finally, we can’t offer ridiculous scenarios and probable list of disadvantages to absolve us from addressing our pressing
social ills. We have real people with real problems, let’s debate in reality. Robert Shaw concludes the case in April 1989,
Commentary on page 52, “ It goeswithout saying that clean air and water, the retention of farmland and forest, a satisfactory
ozone layer, and the avoidance of nuclear war are all desirable things. But the pursuit of these goals through the rhetoric of
hellfire renders more immediate political concerns, mundaneis secondary. Many other societies that have mistracted from
the actual dangersthey face arethe allure of disastersfully imaginary. That consideration aside, our obsession with distant
and unprovabl e catastrophesis so stultifying but for the moral and the intellectual point of view asthey constitute acultural
disaster initsown right.” Please vote affirmative.

Negative Cross-examination: So, John, right now shelters crowd people in and don’t provide certain services because
thereis no federal standard?

Affirmative: That's correct.

Negative: Now, I'm alittle confused. What if ashelter run by achurch or something like that can't afford to do the things
in the plan, can’t afford to hire the people, what do they do?

Affirmative: Well, this shelter that you are talking about would be receiving federal funding in the status quo anyway. The
reason they applied for federal funding in thefirst place wasfor operating expensesfor the shelter. So, | would contend that
they already have money. The problem is that money is being wasted in the status quo because there is no standard of
decency.

Negative: What are they wasting it on?

Affirmative: Well, they are certainly not providing servicesto the homelesswith it. That'swhat the Evans' on Contention
lindicates.

Negative: So, thereis enough money to build shelters with 50 sq. ft. for every . .

Affirmative: First of all, it hasn’t been stipulated that we would even need to build new shelters. Because part of the plan
isdirected toward raising the homeless out of poverty so that they don’t haveto stay in the sheltersfor their lives, so that they
can get a house and escape the cycle of poverty. So, the plan only specifies that we won't throw people out because of the
crowded . .

Negative: So, let's say there is a shelter that hypothetically cannot afford to deal with the regulations you've given them.
What do they then do? Apply for more money?

Affirmative: You know aswell as| do that the plan says that shelter access denial shall entail either alternative placement
or capacity expansion. Which meansthat we don’t kick anyone out. If we need to expand a shelter to fill all the homeless
people, then we will.

Negative: What exactly doestheplan provideto do thethingsyou weretalking about earlier, i.e., get them out of homel essness?
Affirmative: Well, if youlook at A Subpoint of the plan then it specifically indicates that we are going to network them to
public entitlements that they are €eligible for in the status quo but are not enrolled in, such as food assistance, SSI, child
welfare, unemployment benefits, etc. Also, we are going to give them help in networking them for jobs, doing job applica-
tions and searches, so that they can get a stable existence.

Negative: What evidence in the case indicates that if you do those kinds of things they will get jobs and get out of
homel essness?

Affirmative: Thereisno evidenceinthe 1AC. We can debate it if you like?

Negative: The sheltersare paid for by the federal government. Who usually runs them? Operates them?

Affirmative: Most of them are run by private organizations.

Negative: And you only affect shelters that are funded by the federal government?

Affirmative: We only affect sheltersthat are explicitly funded by the federal government.

Negative: So, if ashelter isfunded by more than one organization, do you affect it, like the state?

Affirmative: If it receives federal funding, then the Evans evidence indicates that the federal government has the right to
dictate certain standards of decency in that shelter.

Negative: If it receives any federal funding at all, then these will be imposed in order to get funding.

Affirmative: Exactly.

1st Negative Constructive: We have two observations that we wish to make about the affirmative plan and then we have
some arguments that we would like to make against the plan itself.

Thefirst observation istopicality. TheA subpoint isthe definition, Tangible things are social services. Thisisfrom Wrens
(sp?) inthe book Social Workersin 1982, p. 152, “Activitiestake the form of soft or relationship services such associal case
work and counseling, and hard or tangible services such as day care, domestic assistance, meal-on-whedls, and residential



