Hunny

The following trip isfictional. Only
the names are real to embarrass the guilty.
Though the subject may appear to be policy
debate, LD'rs, Extempers, Oratorsand Con-
gresscompetitorsmight also profit fromthis
article. If anybody can.

First Constructive

It is5:30 am. and three people have
yet to show for the departure of the busten
minutes ago. If wedon't makeit to Fort Scott
on time they will gladly save their judges,
make usforfeit thefirst round and the nov-
iceswill be crushed. They'reall here, look-
ing distinctly green at the prospect of their
first tournament. | smile- by Monday the
miracle will have happened and they will
mystically be debaters.

It's the advanced debaters that are
late. Thisisn't too surprising, either. Two of
the three are vastly under-prepared for the
first tournament, and thethirdisafour time
lifer who is probably going to live down to
everyone's expectations. This does not
makemesmile.

It's going to be along day.

Now, Dearest Reader, if your state
doesn't do itstournament season much like
ours, | still think you will see a close com-
parison to the opening weekend in your
state. You probably have I.E. folks on the
bus, and like most of that speciesthey are
bouncing off the wall like the wonderfully
strange people they are. Instead we have
only policy debaters, and the advanced
debaters are right now terrorizing the nov-
ice debaters with how hard debate will be.
Stories are gleefully told of youngsters
fainting; of losing control of vital functions
and puddling the floor. This is the type if
institutionalized child abuse that is hazing,
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competitive speech style.

We have had all of one month of
school to preparefor thistournament. Natu-
rally, some of the advanced debaters have
gone to debate camps of various "power"
and some of the otherswaited till last night
to begin their affirmative cases. Thisisall
part of growing up; off wewill go, the pre-
pared and the unprepared, the clean and
the unwashed, and the young and not so
beautiful and hopefully all of uswill return.

There are a pair of headlights enter-
ing the parking lot- another sheep or two
are entering thefold.

It isthe beginning of my twenty-third
year of debate coaching. Thereisabsolutely
nothing new here that | haven't seen be-
fore, but the tumult of adolescent angst
around me could make arock tremble. So |
am nearly as out of control as my students.

But thisday will give me an opportu-
nity to do some reflecting upon the Great
Schism that has grown larger and deeper
during my long career. The split, already
formed by the time of my rookie year of
teaching, is between the Young Lions and
the Old Bears; the College Crazies and the
Old Fogies; the New Wave and the Guys
With Their FingersintheDike. It hasgrown
from aminor nuisanceto areal obstaclein
the way of doing my job; the education of
the drastically unprepared to play the most
difficult gamethat our schoolsoffer- policy
debate.

All threene'er dewells stumble out of
the newly arrived car. They enter the bus,
each with adifferent excuse of why they are
late. Each of them lay the blame on some-
body €else. Ignoring the fact that thisisim-
possible, | givethem The Glare. They shut
up and sit. | tell Justin, our Debate Soccer

Burni ng Bri dges
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Dad, to close the doors and floor it for Fort
Scott, well, at least as much as a twenty-
year- old bus loaded with twenty students
and acoupl e of tons of tubs can be floored.

You see, I'm not looking forward to
thisday. | know that the results of the tour-
nament will be disappointing for some of
my students, but that's the point of the
game. It'swhy I'm being paid about adollar
an hour to preside over this activity with
one hundred and fifty debaters. But | am
not looking forward to explaining to my de-
baterswhy their judges acted in the manner
that they did.

Thisisnot to say that judges used to
be straight arrow members of the First
Church of Conformity. In every state there
arelegends of freaksand geeksand theter-
minally confused that suddenly appeared
at tournaments on amission to do theinex-
plicable. Among many, my favorite is the
judge who smiled and nodded all the way
through a hard fought round conducted at
the pace of araging river, only to stand up
at the conclusion and state "'l speak no En-
glish. And dude, if thisEnglish, | never do."

Or the judge whose cell phone rang
in the first speech of a semi-fina round.
"Yes?' What'she doing out there? All right,
put him on. Honey, get off the bridge. You
know we can't afford for you to die right
now." Waving the speaker on, she eventu-
aly reached a satisfactory conclusion by
the end of the speech, which the debaters
believed was giving her hubby her bless-
ing to take the plunge. She voted negative
because the affirmative was confusing.

| readly have nothing against these
judges; twenty-three years proves we do
survivethem. But thetruly disturbing trend
involved the comments on the ballots; the



four letter words, the personal insults, the
"nice tie- you lose" comments, and most
infuriating-"Oral".

Sarah, who everyone saysisanal com-
pulsive, but whom | prefer to call aworry
wart, appearsby my shoulder asking to read
meher 1AC again. "Isit any different from
yesterday?' | ask.

"No," shewhispers, "but I'm afraidif
| ssumblel'll go overtime."

"Sarah, yesterday it wasfive minutes
long. If you stumblethat much today you'll
need apodiatrist." Sheretreats. Sometimes
agood word like podiatrist shuts up afresh-
man.

And like | noted before, therelation-
ship between the two camps are not getting
any better. In the natural scheme of things,
the Old Fogies either die out or take up ca-
reers of selling insurance, and the New
Wavewinsuntil the becometheold Fogies.
But not so, the Old Members of the New
Wave (I guess the ones that crashed on the
beach afew years ago) quickly pick up the
flow sheetsof thefallen and refill thecrotch-
ety ranks of the Good Old Boys. This hap-
pens about the time they start paying Seri-
ous Taxes. And war begins anew.

And this puzzles me. It seems so
childish, so unprofessional to blame every
bad decision on the perceived bullheaded-
ness of the other camp. It is disgustingly
common to witness coaches going bonkers
over ballots; behaviors which the debaters
watch, make note of and imitate.

I'd have to say that of any career, de-
bate coaches get less respect from their
peers than any other | have encountered.
Therearen't that many of us, and youwould
think we would find ourselves on the plus
side of the activity. And call me insecure,
but it bothers me that somehow | missed
being the Old Sage on the Mountain and
went straight to Fool on the Hill.

"Yo," quoth Justin, his eyebrows
arched at meinthemirror. | turn and anov-
icelady is bent over a seat, her skirt some-
where around Tennessee, quickly crossing
the Mason Dixon Line. "Ashley, sitin your
seat like a safe baby." She pops back with
her mouth full of cereal. | don't want to know
why.

| guess | can live with professional
jealousies. But mostly all thistumult both-
ers me because | feel like I'm failing as a
teacher. It is not my nature to write off ei-
ther camp of coaches and judges asbeyond
understanding, and | refuseto deny the bal-
lottothe"lay" judge, which from the size of
debate programs in Kansas must judge a

majority of rounds. I'll admit that | have a
good scratch for the itch of the lay judge,
and we have more than our share of suc-
cesswith them (perhaps explaining the Fool
status). But the others, thevery peoplewho
alsolovetheactivity upon whichmy liveli-
hood depends, still remain amystery to me.
And hostile. Very unpleasant indeed.

So, onthistrip to Fort Scott, thethird
weekend of September Two Thousand and
One, | want you to climb on thebuswithme
and seeif we can try to find common ground
in the judging of policy debate. If we can,
then those of us who believe that judge
adaptation should be part of our expertise
might find some ground to begin to do our
jobs again.

PrepTime

Of course, some of you have caught
the echo of my essay. In the mid 1970's, a
very brilliant man published a book titled
Zen and the Art of Motorcycle Mainte-
nance. Thebook remainsasolid seller, afor
the best of reasons; it is well written, as-
toundingly wise, and packs a punch in its
final pages that denied me a night's sleep
eventhethirdtimel read it. This summer |
was blessed to teach asummer school class
with ZMM asthetext. Thiswas ateacher's
dream; six excellent studentsfor four hours
a day, four days a week for fourteen ses-
sions. | feltlike | was stealing money.

Towards the end of the book, Robert
Pirsig statesthat the reader is now prepared
towriteabook dealing not with motorcycle
maintenance but with some issue of the
reader's concern. I'll take him at his word,
and write an essay that will shamelessly
steal his ideas and in tribute title it "Zen
andthe Art of Judge Adaptation." If he sues
me, hislawyerswill starve.

Second Constructive

It really shouldn't surprise us that
debate is divided into two warring camps.
In fact, even the briefest study of the his-
tory of interscholastic debate reveals a bit-
ter conflict between advocates of "rheto-
ric* and proponents of "substance." | once
listened to a college coach complain how
Larry Tribe (now Laurence Tribe to you
buddy- media source and guru of constitu-
tional law) ruined debate by his excessive
speed in the final round of the college Na-
tional Debate Tournament. That wasin the
early sixties.

But our clash only mirrorsawider split
within our society. This is between two
"learning platforms" called classical and

romantic. A learning platformisthe starting
place for us in our approach to our think-
ing. It isthe launching pad of our rational-
ity.

This platform is largely constructed
for us by our parents, our families, friends,
and culture. We interviewed a young
mother during our class, while her
enchantingly beautiful one-year-old daugh-
ter charmed theroom. | asked her if she saw
any resemblances between her daughter
and any other member of her family. "Oh,
yes," she said, "Everyday she is more and
moreher GrandmaKatie." Katiewasafemi-
nist when feminismwasn't cool; who started
her ownfunerd parlor, and who learned from
ayoung age if you wanted something and
you'reawoman, you haveto go out and get
it." Looking fondly at her daughter she said,
"And Lydiaisgoing to be exactly the same
way." When she left, one of my students
said, "Lydia is doomed to be Grandma
Katie"

So, here in the land of the free and
John Rocker used to be a Brave, much of
our choicesin life are among those that we
have been conditioned to see as choices.

The squad nerd is adeep, which isa
blessing. But his mouth is open and he is
drooling on the lace covered shoulder of
his unsuspecting debate partner. | toss a
mental coin asto what to do andit landson
edge. | do nothing.

Now thisplatformiscritical because
it dictates where we start to reason. Let's
takethe scientific method. We are told that
after observation, the next step is the pro-
posa of the hypothesis to be tested. What
the method doesn't tell usis where the hy-
pothesis comes from. Let's say | am stand-
ing with my team outside a room, and the
stereotypical "little old lady" toddles in.
"Easy," | say, "Slow down." | just doomed
my team, because | told them to treat the
judge like a mental defective. My hypoth-
esis, which getsonly onetest, isbhased on a
learning platform of snap judgments and
surface appearances. This is the romantic
platform; surface appearanceisall- impor-
tant, gut emotioniskey to decisions, andto
delve too deeply into anything is to invite
inthearch demon BOREDOM.

The droolee has noticed the puddie
on her shoulder. She slowly reaches down
and places a plastic sheet cover between
the shoulder and the flood. Graceis found
in the most unusual of places.

But thisis not to say that the roman-
tic platformiswrong. It worksvery well for
most of the population, because it encour-



agesart and awe. There are debaters on my
squad who are romanticsthat do very well,
because they appeal to the vast mgjority of
the judges. In a state where the judge is
more like to be a "civvie" than not, the
chances that your judge will understand
your classical "analysis' issmall.

Because analysis is what constructs
the classical platform. Classical reasoning
looks beneath the surface; in fact the sur-
faceinterestsit not at all. Classical reason-
ing wantsto know how thingswork. Classi-
cal reasoning loves kritiks, disadvantages,
and quotations the length of War and
Peace. Romanticsthink funding arguments
arereadly cool. And deep.

Is it any wonder that we can't get
along?

You see this division in the judge's
lounge of every tournament. The group of
judgesover snarfing the Oreos are not talk-
ing style, they're talking arguments. Natu-
rally they think that their decisions are the
proper ones, or they wouldn't be discuss-
ing them. Now toddling into their midst is
the little old lady after doing her duty and
casting aballot- ablank ballot. Shewatched
the debate asif it was in another language,
and at the end she voted, and can't really
say why because the experience was so
baffling.

And much to therage of the debaters
and the disgust of the New Wave, she was
right. From her learning platform, from the
way she approaches the very act of think-
ing, the debate wasin adifferent language.
For this she pays the price of disrespect.

We are thirty minutes down the road
to Fort Scott and the top of the sun has
struck Justin'sface, making him squint with
one eyelike Long John Silver. Soccer Dad
is a science teacher, and when he judges
debates he is most enraged when some de-
bater triesto tell him about species extinc-
tion and global warming. "You want me to
votefor ignorance?' he growls. The debater
tells him he shouldn't intervene. "I'm not a
fool. I'm ascienceteacher."

The problem now shifts to the fact
that rational argument can never prove
which platformisbetter. Thefact that most
of the best debatersin college are classical
thinking does not deny the validity of the
romantic platform. Coaches who teach
judges clinics often try to turn romantic
thinkersinto classical thinkersin one easy
lesson. Theresult isacompletely confused
judge, who is as random as any judge can
be.

Why is it irrational? Because the

learning platform is the fina stage of our
thinking beforerationality kicksin. Our plat-
form tells not only how we think, but also
what isworth thinking about.

Please forgive me for my non-schol-
arly approach, but | read thefollowingina
textbook on group discussion by Diana
Prentice and Jim Payne. It wascalled "The
Hierarchy of Processes' and it said that the
first processis:

1. The Senses- these are constantly
on the prowl, looking for sensations. When
a sensation happens there is

2. Per ception- hey, there's something
that may be going on! Still at the subcon-
scious level, this perception battlesitsway
through our raging brains mulling sex, di-
nosaurs and Nutter-Butters to perhaps
reach

3. Awareness- Thisissomething | had
better do something about. It is only then
BUT AT THE SAME MOMENT that we
begin

4, Cogitation- we think about what
weare becoming aware. Itisthisinitial ap-
proach that begins with our learning plat-
form. If I'm aromantic, | will observe the
surface, the presentation and the style. If |
amclassical, | will beginimmediately todis-
sect what | am aware of. This is the split
that frustrates us; the source of all our con-
flictsin which we condemn the other camp
for being dolts or nitpickers. It is truly a
division that is beyond debate, because it
occurs before the split occurs.

5. Evaluation and Action- at theend
of the process, we do what rationality tells
us to do. It's pretty rare to find a judge so
perverse that she makes a decision against
what shethinksrationality tellsherisright.

| turn to look behind at the bus, now
suffused with an amber glow that makesmy
students younger, like escapees from fifth
gradeon afield trip. The exceptionisMatt,
asenior who has high expectations for this
year. The light catches him frowning; gri-
macing- helookslikeasoldier about to en-
ter battle. | hurt for him, because | know
that he is thinking this day restsin hisfile
boxes and his classical mind, and many of
hisjudgeswill not agree.

Third Congructive

So far | have painted a grim picture
that seems to prove that we are doomed
forever to condemn each other for our fool-
ishness, when foolishness has nothing to
do with it. But what we have aready ob-
served, if you agree with it as areasonable
description of what occurs when we watch

around of debate, or watch amovie, or de-
cide whom we shall marry, contains the
seeds for a solution. And to plant those
seeds, we have to understand some of the
truths of Zen.

In ZMM, Pirsig early writes that the
book has very little to do with Zen. Most
readerstake him at face value, aswetend to
do whenwe are romanticsand anovel isin
thefirst person. But the book isloaded with
Zen, because Zen is the only way we can
enter the emptiness of Awarenessand leave
rationality behind. Reason, even though it
occurs as the same time as awareness, is
not awareness, and without awareness rea-
son does not even begin.

Thisisgoing to bedifficult. It'stough
for an Old Fogy to explain anew concept,
especially when he has accepted spiritually
(anirrationd act) that rationality issupreme.
But here goes.

The definition of Zen, according to
Bodhidharma, the Twenty-eighth Patriarch
is

A special transmission outside of scriptures.
No dependence on words or letters.
Direct pointing to the soul of the human.

Seeing into one's nature and becoming Bud-
dha.

As Bill Cosby would say
"RINGGHHT!" What doesit mean?

Westart with thefirstline. Zenredlly
isatool tofind spiritua enlightenment. We
may bewandering around in any part of our
existence, wondering how the heck we got
there and begin wondering- why am | here?
It doesn't have to be the meaning of life, or
death. It may be on any troubling idea or
action. Thereisenlightenment to any prob-
lem, and this enlightenment is so hard to
grasp because it cannot be written down.
You can claim any book (including ZMM)
has all the answers, but everyone else is
going to look in vain except for some en-
lightenment.

Theexampleisthebook itself. | read
ZMM just after collegeand | was pretty im-
pressed withit. But | put it away and didn't
pick it up again for 25 years. | traveled a
much longer road, and the next time| picked
upthebook it wasif it wasrewritten for me.
| underlined passages, scribbledin the mar-
gins, determined that | had gleaned itswis-
dom and then put it away again. Then this
summer | was asked to teach the book. | got
out my dog-eared copy and was appalled
by all theimportant stuff | missed.

Now, | could give this copy to you,
and you could admire all the highlighting,
brackets and the mustard smears from
Burger King (I'm the type that thinks best



with food in my mouth). But until you can
reach past the words as words, you will
understand nothing. The enlightenment lies
not in the scriptures (thewriting), but inthe
contemplation of them.

Aslong asyou think you understand
that, let metell you astory.

Therewasajudgeinthe Topekaarea
many years ago named Horace Ewbanks.
Horace was about as old as the Buddha
when | started coaching, and he absolutely
infuriated me. Hewas completely unpredict-
able, and my teams seemed to provoke him
to scrawl inashaky hand, " Affirmativeteam
should read Aristotelian rhetoric," and then
dropusona3-4."Right," | would snarl, "I'll
dedicate a couple of monthsto it in class."

Finally, about a year ago, | realized
that Horacewastalking Zen. Hereadlly didn't
think wewould read Aristotle now- wewere
far too cocky and sure of ourselvesto lower
ourselves to read rhetoric. He knew we
would see absolutely nothing init- yet. IT
WOULD BE WHEN, DRIVEN BY DES
PERATION, WE WOULD PICK UP
ARISTOTLELOOKING FORANSWERS;
the very moment we became AWARE
enough to understand the point of the game.
Itisthejudgesthat you aretrying to under-
stand and impress. If we had ever picked
that up, we would have picked up Horace.
Blesshim!

That takes us to the third line of the
poem. We can whine about all we want
about our "unreasonable" judges, like
Horace, but the fact remains that the con-
trol over the debate does not rest in the
mouth of the speaker, it is clutched in the
perception of the speaker inthe mind of the
judge! Now slow down and consider that
again. The power of the decision of the de-
bateisnotinmy files, or my 1AC, orinmy
super-fast tongue, or evenin my manly fleck
of spit on my bottom lip. The decision is
outside of myself, in the soul of my judge.
And what the soul of thejudgeis perceives
isnot just my arguments, the judge is per-
ceives me. That is what is being judged,
regardless of any paradigm you wish the
judgeto claim. JudgesMUST judge on what
they perceive, and therefore | must learn
what they perceive. | must learn myself.

ThisisNOT what we are doing now.
We are missing the point by spending hours
on our tubs, practicing speeding with pen-
cils between our bleeding lips, and cursing
the judge when we lose. This is the false
path. The Enlightened Path is to discover
what judges perceive in us and to follow
two regimes - Strengthen Our Strengthsand

Lessen Our Weaknesses.
Let meget corny and rewritethepoem
of Zen and Judge Adaptation

A mystical exchange that is more than just ar-
gument.

No amount of evidence or analyticals may
change it.

It is a direct opening of the self to the critic.
Letting the Other into yourself and being Bet-
ter.

Yeah, | know it'snot very mystical to
writethis, but Yee-Haw! Contemplateit, and
find Enlightenment. Until you do, the rest
of thiswill be Non-Sense.

Thesun shinesin my eyesaswe pass
by atown where debate died. A fine coach
presided over a successful program that
challenged much bigger schools for years.
But acouple of years ago she gave up, say-
ing shewastired of her kids being heckled
by judges who said her kids were stupid
because they didn't give standards when
they ran topicality, and for other such hei-
nous sins. There was no one redly to re-
place her, and certainly no one who wanted
to give up their weekends. So the program
died.

PrepTime

I'm pretty dense. Everyone who
knows mewill cheerfully tell you that. But
when | get agood ideait generaly really is
agood idea. This has been my one salva-
tion from getting fired for denseness. And
as a survival tactic, not getting fired is a
great idea. So I'm about as serious about
this Zen stuff as| can be.

Now you may say that everything I've
told you is Painfully Obvious, but my an-
swer isthat you do not understand it. | can
amost guarantee that you don't, and we
have never met.
| can makethisclaim because

1. Debaters have egos (one of

the more classic understate-

ments)

2. Ego always interferes with

communicationandis

3. More basic than your ratio-

nality. You can tell me you

KNOW that you must adapt to

judges, but you still don't DO

it, so you do NOT know it.

Example- one of my graduated
debaters is on the college cir-
cuit, and this summer she re-
turned to tell me about a cur-
rent college debater (Andy
Ryan of the University of lowa)

who is widely feared and
greatly impressive. "Hedoesn't
like, talk fast! He talks, like
about as fast as | am talking,
like, toyounow!" (Um, yea, she
does like, speak pretty fast).

Wouldn't the obvious lesson be that
speedisirrelevant to brilliancein some de-
baters? Yet why did all my debaters report
that at college debate camp they were
coached in how to speed? Hmmm.

Fourth Congtructive

So now we step back a step in the
Hierarchy of Processes, from Rationality to
Awareness. Remember that cognition (think-
ing) starts at the same moment as aware-
ness, so if wewant judgesto appreciate our
brilliancewe must increasetheir awareness
of us.

No, not by shouting, or interrupting
our opponent, or tag team cross, or any of
those other dirty trickswhich debatershave
invented that irritatejudgesjust far enough
from losing the ballot that debaters think
they work. Zen sayswe must open our soul
to the judge, and that means another en-
lightenment. | hopewe surviveit.

Thebusiswaking up. Thereisagrow-
ing muttering and chuckling. Thisisone of
my favorite moments of a debate trip. The
warriors are getting ready for battle.

ZMM spends about half of the book
talking about the concept that | will try to
explain now. I'll pop it on you quickly, and
then I'll discussit at some length so that in
someexplanation | might surpriseyouwith
what is meant. The concept is Quality. In
the great paradox of Zen, | cannot defineit
foryou. All | candoistalk around it so that
you may catch its essence.

Explanation one: Return to the Hier-
archy of Processes, wherethe romantic and
theclassical thinkerstaketheir leavesfrom
each other, the simultaneous stages of
Awareness and Cognition. Remember that
theromantic thinker and the classical think-
ers both reach the stage of Awareness and
begin Cogitation at the same moment, but
they go different directions. The key to un-
derstanding Awarenessisto recognize that
Awareness is from recognition of Quality.
In this sense, Quality demands our atten-
tion. Of all the events and sensations bom-
barding usat any particular moment. THIS
ONE needsto be dealt with.

Mundane example - | walk into the
teacher workroom at lunch. Someoneiseat-
ing spicy left over Indian cuisine. Of all the



possible smélls, thisone demands attention.
It has Quality. | might begin to analyzethe
smell (is that curry?) or remember fond
memories of spicy meals past. But it isthe
Quality (not just the perception - there are
many smells) that attracts my Awareness.

Specific Example- | amlisteningtoa
debater spew her 1AC. | am lost, and even
though | drop my pen and all but shout my
confusion, shetumbleson, out of control. |
become fascinated with her right hand, cut-
ting up and down like aprecise meat cleaver.
Why do | focus on that? Because it is the
only Quality | understand.

Explanation two: All judgesjudgeon
Quality. It is absolutely inevitable. A de-
bate speech is an explosion of sensations,
or worse, very few sensations that register
at al. Thiscan be becausethereistoolittle
Quality, or possible (not very often) too
much. | have been overwhelmed with fabu-
lous debaters, so much so that they almost
losetheround because | cannot grasp them.
You've had the same experience with teach-
ers, right?

Explanation three: All right, teachers.
You've had good ones and bad ones, and
hopefully at least one great one. How do
you judge teachers? You may give me ad-
jectives, obscenities or stories, but you can-
not tell me precisely why ateacher isgreat,
good or bad. The essence of a teacher is
Quiality, and Quality isinexpressible.

Over thereisRob. | absolutely adore
him. He is completely cool. He is also on
probation and | am the only teacher in the
school who would allow him to escape un-
scathed fromadark aley. Heisstill asleep,
aleer upon hislips. You may say that | see
a Quality in him that other teachers (and
prosecutors) do not. | completely disagree.
Heletsme see Quality in him and refusesto
let other authority figures seeiit.

Onthefirst day of class, teachersand
students do the dance of Quality. Is this
going to be agood class? |s the hard work
worth the benefits? Counsel or appointment,
please! The counselor asks why you want
to change, and you make some lame-0 ex-
cuse like "it doesn't seem like fun" or "it's
boring." I'm not saying you are right or
wrong - I'm saying you know why the class
isgood or bad but are unable to expressit.
That isQuality.

Explanation four: Of course, Quality
can begood or bad. If | makeyou angry the
first day of class, you drop it becauseit has
Bad Quality. If on the other hand you are
intrigued withtheideathat hereisateacher
who not only wants to argue with you but

insistsonit, you have perceived Good Qual-
ity. Obviously, as debaters, wewant judges
to see Good Quality, so they want to vote
for us. We agree on that, right? Nothing
revolutionary so far. Even though we can-
not define Good Quality, westill want it.

Explanation five: Now comesthehard
part- almost all of us agree on Quality -
whether it isgood or bad, whether it isthe
sameaswhat other peoplecall Quality. This
is because Quality is something we seein-
directly, out of the corner of our eye.

Thisisn't mystical. Look at my hand.
Right now it hasanasty scar on the back of
it from an unfortunate encounter with apair
of scissors (my mommy told me, but did |
listen?). You also note the chewed finger-
nails, and theblack nail | smasheditinacar
door). Someklutz huh? You may say, 'ugly
hand you got there.' But how do you know
that? Only by comparison with other hands
you have seen. In the great spectacle of
hands that have marched past your eyes,
you have created aview of Quality of hands,
and mine is definitely below par. When
something istaken completely by itself, in
comparison with nothing, it can have no
Quality.

Explanation six: Ah, you say, Quality
comes from experience, and therefore it is
different in each individual. You are only
partially right. Actually our experiencesare
really quitesimilar - it ishow we USE them
that makesthe difference between us. Thus,
every judge hasarelatively similar view of
what logicis, ardlatively similar view of how
important clarity isto making adecisionin
debate (VERY important - youwill never reed
ajudge declaring that the best debating was
done by theteam that she least understood,
unless the debate was otherwise very, very
bad. Caught out of the corner of our eyes,
we vote for the team that gives us Good
Quiality. It isin the explanation of our deci-
sion that we judges suddenly differ in all
the ways that infuriate debaters.

For all of our differences, judgesstill
often agree on some team that, for all our
differences, pick up our ballots. There are
inour areaacouple of fabulousteamsfrom
Shawnee Mission East that can make the
dumb talk and the blind see. Grandmas, col-
legefrat boys, real estate agents- everyone
votes for them. Judges are lined up for
blocks with the ballots already filled out (1
may be exaggerating a wee hit). Your best
hope to beat them is that they will forget
the purpose of a debate is show Quality to
thejudge and thereby hide the Quality that
they normally display.

Explanation seven: if you're still un-
certain what Quality is, answer these ques-
tions for me. What do you want from your
life?

What would make your life better right now?
What would make your life worse?

What drives you crazy about your debate
colleague?

Voilal A list of Qualities, some Good
and some Bad, and none of them actually
precisely summing up what you really
meant to say! Yet you understand exactly
what these qualities are, and to much the
sameextent, sodo |. Therefore, if youwere
trying to convince me to vote for you, or
giveyou aloan, or hireyou for ajob, or to
refrain from convicting you for acrime, you
would greatly desire that | see the Quality
inyouthat will fulfill my expectations.

Fort Scott insight! Thereisgreat stir-
ring as file boxes are collected, esteemed
colleagues are awakened by the application
of wedgies, and nervouslaughter eruptsup
and down the aisle. Even Justin is smiling.
Itistimefor industrial strength coaching.

Prep Time

Therearemany peoplewhowould cut
through everything | have told you by say-
ing that judge adaptation is merely doing
what a judge wants you to do, and better
than the other guy. My friend Kapfer says
he someday wantsto judgetwo of my teams
50 he can makeridiculous demandsonthem
just to see them try to do them.

But that is not what | have proved to
you. | have shown you that ALL judges
haveardatively similar view of Quality, and
that this will make their decisions predict-
ableif you project that Quality. I've shown
that Quality isthe reason why judges react
asthey do even before they begin to ratio-
nalizewhy they like or don't like the debate.
Thus, we conclude at the end of
constructives that the process of becom-
ing a great debater is the development of
Quiality in such a manner that it is clearly
displayed for all judges. Not only do | be-
lievethat thisis possible, | think | can pro-
pose a system for you to do it.

First Rebuttal

Back on the bus, heading for lunch.
Three rounds down and one to go. Every-
oneinthebusthinksthey are 3-0. Of course,
they aren't, but they don't know that and
neither do 1. Eventhoughtabisopen| have
stayed out, much preferring to enjoy my day.
"You know how wedid?"' they ask. "Nope,"
| say, and weall feel better. I'll go look dur-




ing the next round, so | can let some folks
down easy and not make them suffer
through the assembly. The people who
might win, though, | tell nothing so they
can be surprised.

The process of learning Quality has
three steps. Thefirst is to decide what are
the qualities that make up the overall im-
pact of a speaker - the arete in the Greek -
that adebater displaysto ajudge. Thisstep
requires some thought and argument. I'll
give you my ideas in the last three rebut-
tal's, but you can probably make abetter list
because you will understand it better.

The second step is to create a rubric
that describes each quality so that others
will have a good idea of what the debater
wants to project. If you just write "clarity"
you'll get an answer that is yes or no, and
you are gambling that your critic knows
what you mean by clarity. But we already
established that |language operates on a
level above awareness, so you must de-
scribe "clarity” so the critic can evaluate
how well you did it.

Still within the second step, make
sure your descriptions are meaningful to
both learning platforms, to the romantic and
theclassical. OK, you say, show me.

CLARITY

0 The speaker isunintelligible. | hear, but
don't understand. (Wouldn't that just make
your day to get this comment?)

1 The speaker presentsideas but they can-
not be noted or remembered. Impossibleto
flow. Poor signposting. Bad tags. No im-
pacts.

2 Thespeaker'sideasare understood most
of the time, with occasional breakdowns.
Hard to flow, with occasional breakdowns.
Signposts are insufficient most of thetime.
Tags too long or do not identify the argu-
ment. Impacts inconsistent.

3 The speaker'sideas are understandable
amost every time. Most are remembered.
Consistently easy to flow. Sign postsclearly
to lead to arguments. Tags easy to flow.
Arguments are impacted consistently.

4 The speaker's ideas are concise and
memorable. Eachideaisclearly identified.
Flows perfectly. Signposts are quick and
concise. Tagsarememorable and concisely
describe the argument. Impacts are offen-
sive (in the debate sense, jerk!) and match
the argument.

Now step three; after copying off a
bunch o' these rubrics, give practice
speechesto asmany criticsasyou can. Tell

them to circle the parts of the rubric that
apply - it may be that your arguments are
tagged well (3) but that you never impact
(2). Average it out for your score, and by
reading the rubric you will also clearly see
the learning platform of your critic. If your
critics are being truthful and you are scor-
ing threes, | think you'll win most high
school debates on clarity alone. If you can
approach a perfect four, then clarity isone
of your strengths, and that should greatly
influence your strategy you choose in de-
bates.

Of course, to make this work, you
must accept this critical idea; you do not
know if you haveclarity until several critics
all agreethat you haveclarity. Theclarity is
inthe minds of the critics, not in your own.

Or not. Just do what Matt is doing
right now, telling me how heran agreat ar-
gument and the judge laughed. Matt thinks
laughter equals "points scored". If you put
together alist of what makes up Quality and
therubricsfor each, | think humor will bein
there. But isit critical? Maybe if you are a
really funny person, and thenit'sastrength.
But humor by accident? | wouldn't bet the
round on it.

Back for thelast round. The debaters
are running to their rooms and | am sum-
moning up my strength to go to thetab. I'm
serious- | hatetheresults. Right now | can
peacefully delude myself into thinking we
aredoing great. But when | seeredlity | will
at the same time experience the disappoint-
ment that my studentswill feel, and it hurts.
Ain'tl childish?1 wish | could not careand
yet care.

Thegood newsisthat Quality isfairly
easy to observe and describe (but not de-
fine) in speaking. In fact, I'll turnto a Very
Dead White Guy, Aristotle, to provide a
framework for Quality. He observed speak-
ersand decided that their impactsupon their
audiences, what he called arete, could be
divided into three components.

Prep Time

| spent alot of time wondering if |
should quit right here and let you do the
rest of thejob. | mean, if you'restill with me,
then it should be clear that you have agreat
deal of meditation to do about what Quality
you want to project as a debater, and my
ideasmight actually confuseyou rather than
help you. So, if you agree, good-bye and
may the arete be with you.

But maybe you want to seehow it all
turns out. Will Matt overcome his personal
demons? Will Sarah have a nervous col-

lapse? Will Rob's probation officer send a
warrant for hisarrest for leaving the county?
If so, then stop. Until Matt learns Quality,
hisdemonswill hound him (he's 1-2). Until
Sarahreadlizesthat ultimately thedecisionis
out of her sweaty palms, she will collapse
(she's 3-0, and meeting the top seeded team
in the power match). And Rob's on proba-
tion because he is so confused about Qual-
ity that it makes me weep. But maybe we
will agreeon afew ideas.

Second Rebuttal

The areathat we flatter ourselveswe
know themost about iscalled logos. Logic,
rigghht! Thebdlief isthat if we could some-
how judge debates purely on the arguments,
that debate would no longer be subjective -
we could have scoreboards! The overal
trend within debate in my 34 years of par-
ticipation hasbeen faster delivery, but only
because judges have permitted it and voted
for it. Therefore, judging has been chang-
ing, and debaters havefollowed. Thejudges
have been trying to standardize their judg-
ing, and of coursethat isarational process.
Voilal Paradigms, hypothesis testing, nar-
ratives, ad nauseum.

But what is great logos? | turned to
my collegeguru, Eric Morris of Kansasand
asked him what qualities he looks for in a
debater.

1. clarity

2. dtrategicanticipation - the debater
isplanning ahead andisableto seeand
use the simplest path to victory

3. effective use of language - | think
every judge enjoys this. | think word
economy (but still using complete sen-
tences for most judges) is one of the
most ignored qualities for high school
debaters. It's easy to learn to talk fast.
It's harder but much more effective to
learn how to say more with lesswords.
4. synthesis- everything iscoming to-
gether into a story

5. awidebaseof knowledge- Thesmart-
est debater usually wins. | know you
think you are the exception, but if you
aretruly displaying akeenintelligence,
it isvery difficult to vote against you.

Mr. Morrishad more, but thisisafine
gtart. Remember my claim that adebater who
averaged athreein clarity would probably
win?1 think if you averaged athreein any
two of the above you would be a highly
successful high school debater.

The debaters are coming out of their



final round, and | take Matt aside and tell
him his record. He goes through all the
stagesof grief except acceptanceinarecord
fifteen seconds. I'm going to worry about
thisuntil | see him Monday.

I'vegot acouplemoretoadd
6. Surprise! | love it when a debater
gives me an argument that flows logi-
cally from another argument that | and
the other team never anticipated.
7. Clash! | want the negative to plow
into aff'scase and not resort to the same
tired off case crud. | think every judge
likesthis.

PrepTime

| would expect that you could draw
up rubrics on each of the above qualities
with very littlemeditation. After al, itswhat
we claim to do well, right? If you don't un-
derstand what these qualities mean, then
it's pretty hard to blame ajudge for not see-
ing themin your arete.

| would also observe closely how you
feel about some of these qualities. If you
think, well, this quality is not asimportant
as the others then you have sent yourself
the clear signal that thisis a weakness for
you.

For example, let's say you snort at #7.
You've got agreat kritik and a counterplan
that you run every round and now you don't
evenflow the LAC anymore. Maybein your
state or region, but judges around here re-
ally recent killing abunch of treesfor 1AC
and never using those pages again. A wise
2AC dtarts on case and pulls through the
strategic points that have been dropped -
and that is strategic anticipation.

Third Rebuttal

The second principle of speaking as
identified by Aristotleis pathos. Theword
is the source of our term pathetic, which
many debaters arewhen they go off thedeep
end and start bawling over the dying chil-
dren al over theflow. But pathosismaking
a comeback, largely thanks to LD and the
value debate that is the source of kritiks.

For example, takejustice. Now there
isaZen word - you can meditate on that
onefor years. Livealifeof justice. Justiceis
the root value of most kritiks - the debater
claimssomethingisnot fair. Well, sowhat?
Thereisalimit to which reason (logos) can
take usin this area; | either respond emo-
tionally to justice or | don't.

Thequalitieshere need more explora-
tionthan | will give you

8. Appeal to humanity - many debaters
aremaking thecritical mistake of treat-
ing victims of weapons of mass destruc-
tion asmere numbers. Thisisnotamis-
take because of the nuclearism kritik;
it's a mistake because you look like a
monster to the judge. It is also impor-
tant that your arguments be grounded
in humanity, though if you want to run
"spark" its your funeral.

9. Justice- | think any argument which
treats people unfairly gets a cold hear-
ing. Conversely, any plan which suc-
cessfully rightsawrong isappealing to
the judge.

Once again, if you think that thisis
not important, you now know aweakness. |
claimthat debaterswho average athreewill
win more debates, but more importantly
debaters who are twos and ones will lose
many more debates.

Fourth Rebuttal
The last principle is ethos. Aristotle
defined this as "a good man saying good
things." Yes, that was sexist. If you reacted
strongly to that, you now know why ethos
isso incredibly important. If you want ethos
defined in a way you will remember it;
"judges like to vote for debaters they like,
but they never vote for debaters they don't
like."
Qualities
10. Passion - judges cannot vote
against adebater who isan advocatein
the ethical sense of the word
11. Credibility - perceived truthfulness.
Ethical behavior or lack of same fals
here
12. Organized - judgeswatch you pre-
pare. How many tubs you fumbling
around in?
13. Confidence- no, thisdoesnot mean
arrogant. Pay carefully attentionto how
you write this rubric. You might learn
something.
14. Grace- how isthisfor aZenterm?
A smile for the opponent; the look to
the judge and "are you ready?'; the
helpful response to c/x; respect for the
opponent; and joy in just debating.
Adgain, thereismuch more here, but |
think I'm stealing your work. You should
talk to people while you are gathering up
your rubric on these items. It may hurt a
bunch to find out you are perceived by oth-
ersastheread end of ahorse headed south,
but learning the truth in high school isalot
less damaging to your career.
Or not.

It's easiest to just go on blaming the
judges, isn't it?

TheBallot, please?

Werehomeby 9 p.m. Someof thekids
have cars, and others have parentswaiting.
Still others haveworked me over by not tell-
ing their parents that they will need to be
picked up, and | get to wait another hour for
thelast oneto get away. We won morethan
we lost. Sarah won her first novice tourna-
ment, and now she will be a basket case
every time she doesn't. Matt roars off in a
cloud of despair. Rob gives me alook that
makes me glad | don't have to throw his
bail. The squad nerd went 2-2, which the
first even record of hiscareer. And Ashley
got scolded by two judges for her short
skirt, but collected three phone numbers;
so she thinks she's ahead for the day.

I'm aware of my hypocrisy. | should
be sitting down and composing rubrics for
my teaching, and one of them would say
"respect for the dignity of students", right?
But the Zen master never said the way of
Zen is easy. The master just said it is the
right way.

(Bill Davis coaches at Blue Valley North
(KS) HSandisdistrict chair of NFL's new-
est district: Three Trails)
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