THE NATIONAL 'SNAPSHOT" OF
LINCOLN-DOUGLASDEBATE

In 1980, theNatiord Forensic League
sanctioned Lincoln-Douglas Debate as an
event a the Huntsville, Alabama Nation-
ds. Sincethen, it has grown in popul arity
nearly every year. It's safe to say that LD
Debate is out of its' infancy and has be-
comeapermanent part of thedebateworld.
As we approach the twentieth year of LD
Debate, | believethat it istimeto evaduate
the current state of the event.

Inits infant years, early LD debaters
had to 'fed" their way through. They were
unsure of how this new form of debate
should beperformed, especid ly when dedl -
ing withthevaried approachesinvolved in
debating nationa competition.

INn 1995, a the . Lauderdale Nation-
ds, the Lincoln-Douglas judge card was
deve oped to remedy this situation. Judges
atending thenationa tournament wereable
to relay ther views on how LD Debate
should be done to the students they were
judging. By examining the data, a student
could get a profile of a judges individud
Lincoln-Dougl as perspective.

It was in Ft. Lauderdae that | sug-
gested to James Copdand the possibility
of compiling thedatafrom these LD judge
cardsto discover a nationd perspective on
Lincoln-Douglas Debate. With somuchin-
formation being collected, it seemed a
shame tha we didn't use it to see where
Lincoln-Douglas Debate was, in terms of
its rules and accepted debating practices.
In his true diplomatic way, Mr. Copdand
suggested that thiswas an excdlent project
for some interested young coach, and he
flashed aknowing smilel With thechalenge
lad beforeme, | began counting numbers.

Methodological Considerations:

Each judge atending the national
tournament is required to fill out a judge
paradigm card. Data from the judge cards
are reported in aparadigm bookl et givento
eaech LD coach atending the nationa tour-
nament. Therefore, thedata counted repre-
sents only those judges who filled out and
turned in the judge card.

After counting the numbers for the
individua judgeresponses, | transl ated that
raw number into apercentageof thetotd. |
then rounded it to the nearest whole num-
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ber. Thisdid result in aslight shifting of the
raw number's truevaue. (For example, 21.3%
became 21%.) But, it allowed this busy
coach, withlimited timeand 3kidstoraise,
to havean easier timeplotting and drawing
thegraphs. | am confident that thenationa
‘sngpshot’ of LD Debateisstill intact.

Findly, | haveutilized datafrom 3 df-
ferent naiond tournament years. | found
that trying tofit too many lines ononegrgph
caused it to lose some of its' descriptive
ability intheresulting blur. | began with the
1995F. Lauderdal e Nationa's data. Because
it is the oldest available, it seemed that it
would offer the best hope of showing any
change when compared with more recent
graphs. Next, | cd cul ateddatafrom the 1998
St. Louis Nationd's to see what had hap-
pened in 3 years. At the last minute, | de-
cided to add the 1999 Phoenix Nationd's
data Being the most recent, it givesusthe
most up-to-date view of LD Debae For
purposes of essier graph interpretation, the
lines gt darker and more solid as the data
gets more recent.

Examining theGraphed D ata:

Thereare many different condusions
that can be drawn from examining the
grephed daa, and it is hoped that thisin-
formationwill spark debaeas to their mean-
ing. Utilizing the data from our naiond's
judge survey can only improve the quaity
of LD Debate discussion. With thenationa
‘sngpshot’inplace, wecan begin to seewhat
coaches and judges believe about the dif-
ferent key issuesinLD Debete. | encourage
reaction and discussion among you and
your per's, as I'm sure there will be many
different interpretations of wha'sgoing an'.

What Doesa '3' Mean?:

One of thefirst differences of opin-
ion that appeared for meand my colleagues
was the interpretation of the '3' response
All of thequestionsasked on thejudgecard
are based on a graduated scale; with'1' be-
ing theoneextreme and '5' being theother.
So, isthe'3" an undecided votebecauseit's
inthemiddleand supports neither position
orisit acall for moderation between the
two perspectives? Without knowing the
mind s& of the person filling out the card,

wecan't besure why they chosethe'3'. For
example, graph 3A, deding with therateof
ddivery, could beinterpreted in one of 2
ways:. acdl for moderate speed in theround
or awillingnesstoaccept avariety of differ-
ent debating speads. Continued didogue
between coaches and judges may hep to
reved the true nature of the '3' response.

Rulevs. Paradigm:

When interpreting the graphed infor-
mation, we find tha it supports different
leve s of acceptancefor certankey LD De-
bate principles. The difference between a
ruleand aparadigm isfound intheleve's of
acceptance for each given idea If most
peopleaccept a certain argument or belief,
then it approaches the status of a rule.
Graphs with rules potentid, such as 3B-
persuasive communication and 3D- vdue
premise, gppear to be skewed to one side,
asmost peoplebdieveaparticul ar perspec-
tiveistruein each case

Paradigm graphs gppear to be fl ater,
as more perspectives get arespectablenum-
ber of votes. Graphs, such as 3C- LD theory
arguments or 3L- rebuttas, demonstrate a
more paradigm tendency. Many perspec-
tives have a decent chance of being in the
back of theroom. Sincethere are avariety
of acceptable ways to gpproach these is-
sues, students need to adapt to the particu-
lar judge panel intheround.

While it's true that no graph shows
pure rule formation (all people voting for
one perspective) or pure paradigm forma
tion (aperfectly flat linewith equa accep-
tance of dl ideas), we can divinea general
principlefrom this. Theflatter thecurve, the
moreit represents a paradigm mentdity in
thenation. Themore skewed thecurveisto
oneside, the coser we seem to beto rules
mentality.

TheStrength of theCurve

| believethat thestrengthof thecurve
can help us to better discover the differ-
ence between ruleand paradigm. If any one
or two responses should get a strong per-
centageof thetotd vote, onecould say that
such a percentage indicaes a rule. Graph
3K- burden of clash, for example, has 79%
of therespondents sdecting'4' and'5'. This



makes the burden of clash closer to dedi-
sivefor most LD judges. As acoach, this
makes agood ruleof thumb' to follow when
advising your team on debate straegy.
Accepting theburden of dashintheround
gopearsto be theway theLD D ebate game
ismost often played.

Grgph 3A- rateof ddivery, 3G- useof
evidence, and 3H- gpproach to the resolu-
tiondl havestrong curves aswell. Each of
them had over 50% sd ecting oneresponse,
resulting in a strongly pronounced curve
Troubleisthey dl sdected theuncertain '3
response. This leaves interpretation diffi-
cult, and discussion open.

Uses of theNational
LD Debate' Snapshot":

Cetainly, aprofessiond examination
of our sport through our own responses
has great vd ue. Knowing wherewe are can
help usto better direct wherewearegoing.
We should continue the nationa didogue
on LD Debate, using thisgreat resource of
LD infarmation.

Lookingat theshift of the curves over
time can dlow us to see how the sport is

changing. Although we shouldn't put too
much stock in any one curve changing cur-
rent practice, over timenew curveswill re-
ved new attitudes towards the sport. Peri-
odic revisiting to the judge cards would
certainly behdpful.

Onamareimmediaelevd, thegrgphs
can be used to compare your state vs. the
nationda sngpshot. By metching thenationa
datato the South Dakotadata(See Nationd
/ South DakotaComparison 3H- Approach
to Resolution), it confirmed wha many of
us here dready suspected. South Dakota
LD Debate is more pragmatic than the na-
tionasawhole.

Thisdefinitey aff ects our case writ-
ing strategies when preparing for nation-
as. Knowing that wewill befacing amore
philosophicd judge pool than we are used
to dlowsustoadd philosophicd arguments
that areintegrated into our cases; not sim-
ply added on beforethe round. It hd psthe
eff ectiveness of our work when we can see
a snapshot of the nationa judge pool dur-
ing the early stages of nationd's prepara
tion.

Ovedl, I'velearned agreat ded from

thisproject. I'veshared theresultswith the
students in my dass and with my fdlow
coaches a the South Dakota Speech Con-
vention. Each time | presented it, the data
opened up new avenues of discussion on
what LD Debate isand should be; just asl
hoped it would. We can learn much from
this annud nationa judge survey.

Nearly twenty years ago, the Nationd
Forensic L eague sanctioned LD D ebate as
an officid event. Over 4 years ago, James
Copdandissued to meachdlenge to put to
use the nationd's Lincoln-Douglas judge
data Today, both the event and | are a bit
ol der..but hopefully abit wiser!"

(Refer to Graphed Datafound onthe
following pages)

(Mitch Gaffer hasbeen the Head Coach at
Huron HS, (SD) for 14 years. Hisdebaters
have won the Lincol n-Douglas Debate
Sate Championship 6 times. He has quali-
fied 9 students to Nationals in Lincoln-
Douglas debate. Mitch has twice been rec-
ognizd as a Distinguished Teacher in the
U. S Department of Education's Presiden-
tial Scholars Program.)



