Overall, this was a very strong debate. Each side offered
potent argunents in favor of their perspective, and there
was a genui ne cl ash between the opposing teans. The
speeches were generally conpelling, with considerable
substance offered in well-organi zed and under st andabl e
packagi ng. Most inpressive to ne was the detail that each
team nmustered in support of its clains, with plenty of

hi storical and current case studies to present as well as
sophi sti cat ed phil osophi cal background. | was surprised and
delighted to find that you are so expert in history and
politics. You ve earned nmuch respect from ne.

| can offer only one general critique of content in this
debate, and | offer it with sonme hesitation, as it may
reflect my own biases rather than a legitinmate conpl ai nt
about the content of the debate. Wien | wote this
resolution, | imagined it as, anong other things, an

exam nation of the value of heterogeneity. Wile the
affirmati ve team touched on this issue occasionally, it did
not serve as the central focus of their argunent, and they
i nstead defended the idea of cultural and political
sovereignty as a general principle. My sense of the

resol ution was nost proximl in Al ex’s question during the
audi ence question period, when he chall enged the negative
teamregarding the notion of “local maxima.” The essence of
his question was to point out that a given point of
stability (in this case, the general but eventually

uni versal spread of denobcracy) is not necessarily an
overall optimum since it may represent only a “local”
optimum better than situations that differ fromit
slightly but possibly worse than situations that differ
dramatically. But with no significant diversity, we wl|l
never get a chance to explore dramatically different
political and social structures, and so will never know
whet her they mght in fact be preferable (since the |oca
maxi mum tends to restore its stability when it perturbed
only mldly). Sone concern such as this is one reason that
| intuitively appreciate the affirmative position in this
debate: | value diversity, even (especially?) radica
diversity, since it keeps open possibilities for radica

i mprovenent, even if it risks significant harmat the sane
time. As neither teamtook up this point centrally (the
negative team had no real response to Al ex’'s question), |
felt as though the debate was slightly off target, at | east
if the resolution is taken to be the target.



That is, while | quite |iked the grounded and concrete
sense given to the terns of the debate, | wondered whet her
argunent about these particular cases (lrag, Serbia,
Somalia, the Cold War, WWN'I, etc.) necessarily led to
concl usi ons about the resolution as a whole. It is
certainly possible, and maybe even likely, that we coul d
find a particular justification for invading Iraq for
instance, while still supporting the notion of radical
diversity as a general principle (and a general policy,
whi ch gets violated in certain circunstances). It is also
possi bl e, and maybe even likely, that we coul d agree that
soverei gn nations and diverse cultures should be tol erated
even at our peril, without believing that it is inportant
to do so in order to preserve or value heterogeneity. That
is, the negative team m ght have argued that the invasion
of Iraqg was a bad idea but that tolerating heterogeneity
has nothing to do with why it was a bad idea. | am
suggesting that there was a sort of missing link in the
debat e between the concrete exanpl es under discussion and
their relation to the overall resolution. The debaters
seened to get caught up in the exanples, and so mss to
sonme extent the question of their relationship to the
resol ution.

Lastly, in ternms of the organi zation and presentation of

t he speeches, these were strong showi ngs, with clear and
forceful ideas articulately offered. As al ways, though,

t here coul d have been still nore “architecture” in these
speeches. A couple of the speakers renmenbered to have an

i ntroduction and conclusion to their speeches, but sone did
not. Furthernore, nost of these speeches still cane across
as a list of ideas or argunents. Instead of just a list, it
is very helpful to relate each argunent back to the main
point, spelling out the details of this relationship to
your audi ence. Mreover, sonme sort of organizing principle
hel ps not only to clarify your points but to nmake them nore
nmenorable: a list of three categories for your argunents,

or a repeated refrain that nmarks the start of a new
argunment, or even a consistent and clearly stated nunbering
system Listeners need hel p keeping track of spoken
presentations; by telling us your plan and then executing
it and then rem nding us of what you did, you reinforce and
strengt hen your points.

Still, I was very inpressed with this debate overall, and I
| earned fromit. There was nuch subtlety and there was a



wi | lingness on both sides to take the ideas seriously.
Great job.



Joy,

Your opening presentation was wonderfully clear and wel |
paced, with a solid statenent of the affirnmative position
and truly substantive argunents packed into a short space.
You seemto have a gift for public speaking, as you
natural ly organi ze your words with a certain rhetorica
flourish. You don’t show any signs of being flustered or
nervous, using a conversational tone and a confortabl e pace
to get your points across. The only real criticismof this
speech that | can offer is the general one: a little nore
architecture would hel p. This opening speech was an
opportunity to prepare sonething flashier, and while this
was certainly coherent and articulate, it still felt too
often like a list of argunents. Was there an overriding
approach or thenme that could have intervened at key nonents
in your five mnutes? Could you have devel oped nore fully
the |links between the individual points and the primry
claimthat founded the affirmative platforn®

Linda’ s cross-exam nation followi ng this speech was a great
way to open the clash between the two teans. Her questions
were very aggressive, but she did not sacrifice any
substance for the sake of her inposing style. Your answers
were well constructed, as they maintained a sense of poise
and confidence that they nay not have earned. Wat | nean
is that your answers were sonetinmes evasive or shallow, but
your tone never gave away this weakness, and so any
observer woul d have thought that you were matching Linda' s
strong questions with equally strong answers. Good | ob.

Your “return” cross-exani nation was al so a strong clash and
a good nonment in the debate. My sense was that Linda' s
resolute attitude eventually felt sonewhat unassail abl e,
and you cane across as slightly defensive when your roles
woul d dictate that you should be on offense. Still, there
was real substance in this exam nation, and you advanced
the ternms of the debate.

Your closing, rebuttal speech was another highlight, as you
rose above the fray with rhetorical questions and a calm
confident presentation. To sonme extent, you backed off from
the nost intense clash with the negative teamin this
speech, instead restating the affirmative position and
summ ng up the key points you felt that the affirmative
team had won. To ne, this was a good strategy, as the
debate had gotten caught up in a lot of details and you



were offering some overview, putting it all in perspective
for your listeners. A couple of your points had not been
covered nmuch since the opening speech, and they felt
slightly off track. Nevertheless, you |eft your audience
with a strong sense of reasons to favor your affirmative
position. Well done.

3.5 out of 4



Li nda,

Your openi ng negative speech offered strong and

sophi sticated argunents at nany | evels, naking subtle

di stinctions that could prove decisive in a conplex topic
i ke this one. Your aggressive tone never becones

al together hostile, and listeners are forced to take you
and your ideas seriously even if we becone slightly
unconfortabl e being tal ked at so insistently. Your pace was
probably a bit too quick; I know that you had a | ot of
argunents to work in, but you are probably better off

sl owi ng down for maximumclarity and effect rather than
maki ng sure to make every possible argunent. In fact, sone
of your points were surely lost on pretty much everyone in
the room Have any of your peers read Raw s’ A Theory of
Justice? | know what the veil of ignorance is, but a

sophi sticated argunent |like this nust be carefully
explained if it is to have a broad appeal. You' d be | ucky
to make this point clear even if you spent fully five
mnutes on it, so it’s kind of hopeless in thirty seconds.
This is too bad, since it is a strong point and worth
consideration in a debate on this topic. (Note that Raw s
clainms that his argunments do not necessarily lead to
denocracy or capitalism rather they support a relatively
bal anced distribution of wealth. If we take his argunent
seriously, then your claimwould | ead to the concl usion
that the United States should give away nost of its assets
in an attenpt to bal ance wealth distribution around the
worl d. That would be a tough sell!)

As wth everyone else, | urge you to try to inject a bhit
nore structure into your speeches. Connecting your

i ndi vi dual points to your main point would make everything
nore clear and nore forceful. A few (not nost) of your
argunments felt |ike debating tricks rather than sincere and
t hought ful points. Though it was discussed at sone |ength,
it was never clear to ne how your “survival of the fittest”
argunment was different froma “m ght makes right” claim
and if it wasn't different, then this hardly seens |ike an
argurent you could offer in good conscience.

Your cross exam nations were great strengths in this
debate. Joy nmanaged to respond to your initial salvo of
aggressive questions well, even though her answers were not
as substantive as your questions. Wen she cross-exan ned
you, you actually put her on the defensive by refusing to
gi ve any ground. You conme across as straightforward and



sel f-confident, which is disarmng to your interlocutor.
Wl | done.

Your closing speech was quite effective, | thought. Your
subpoints were nore clearly related to your overall claim
and there was nore of a sense of organization of ideas,
provided in part by the prior context of the debate. | w sh
we had had time to discuss your policeman anal ogy, as | am
pretty suspicious about it, but it was a good argunent in
any case, capturing a conplex ethical issue in a famliar
context that everyone can inmedi ately understand.

3.4 out of 4



Jiji,

Your second affirmative speech laid out a subtle and
conpel ling reason to favor the affirmative team Your
presentati on was organi zed, although this organization was
not al ways cl ear enough to the audi ence. For instance, you
started off with four points, and while |I heard four of
them go by, it was not imredi ately cl ear where one point
ended and t he next began. Just saying a nunber out | oud
woul d have hel ped to di stinguish these points and nake them
menor abl e. They were also a bit quick. Perhaps giving each
one a short nane or title would provide a “hook” for
|isteners to hang your argunent on.

The bul k of your speech was a second set of three points.
These were nore clearly distinguished fromeach other by

t he repeated phrase, “If we define ‘desirable’ as...” and
this was a really interesting way of constructing an
argunent. By showi ng that no matter where you place your
val ue, you nust still conclude that heterogeneity is the
best way to get there, you offer a seemngly airtight case
in favor of the affirmative position. Furthernore, this
argurment has a built-in structure or architecture, which
hel ps to nake it nenorable. Probably, you could have used
this architecture nore effectively though. Had you spell ed
out your strategy, it all would have come nore clearly into
focus. By explaining you plan at the outset of the argunent
and then summarizing it again after the details, the
argurment woul d have stuck nmore and woul d have carried nore
force. As it was, it was hard to sort out the real force
fromthe details.

Lastly, much of this speech was read off the page, and this
l[imted your ability to make eye contact. The nost

conpel l'ing debate presentations are also the nost genuine,
so | think you woul d have been better served to | ook
directly at the audi ence and speak as if fromthe heart.

Your cross-exam nations were very enjoyable. Wen Asiri
guestioned you, he kept hamering away at his basic
guestion, and you had consistent responses to this |ine of
guestioning. It seened as though he had troubl e devel opi ng
further questions, which allowed you to stick to your
position and made you appear confident and know edgeabl e.
During your cross-exam nation of Asiri, the dynam c was
very engagi ng, as each side kept knocking the other onto
the defensive. Asiri turned the questioning around by



aski ng you about Tibet, but your response was a stroke of
geni us when you used the negative’s argunent agai nst them
Asiri couldn't really cone back fromthis attack, though he
di d successfully shift focus and regain his footing by
ignoring Tibet again. H's closing nonment in these questions
was a point for the negative, as he bluntly admtted that
his policy does not so nmuch favor the US as it does the
strongest systemno matter who that m ght be. Fun question
rounds!

3.2 out of 4



Asiri,

Your second negative speech hammered hone sone of the key
points in the negative debate. Your pace was excellent and
your tone was very clear, with only occasional fading out
around the edges of your sentences. It was very wise to
begin with a restatenent of the negative position overall
and it was too bad that you didn't end that way as well. In
general, this speech was subject to the sane criticisns
that | offered the others: it would have benefited froma
bit nmore structure. That is, you could have returned even
nore frequently to your central claim relating your

i ndi vi dual points back to that claimand organizing them
usi ng sonme sort of principle or repeated phrase. But the
argurment s thensel ves were well presented and conpel Iing.

Your rounds of cross-exam nation were very entertaining.
You started off asking Jiji about a central idea, and you
kept coming back to this idea. Wi le she never really gave
up nmuch territory, | liked the strategy of reasking the
sanme question, as it forced her to come up with new ways of
expressing herself, and m ght have led to sone interesting
openi ng that the negative team coul d have expl oited. Wen
Jiji cross-exam ned you, there was a great back-and-forth,
as each side kept gaining and then | osing the advant age.

Her response to your question about Tibet was brilliant,

but you mnimzed the damage by quickly shifting focus back
to China-US rel ations, noving away from Ti bet. You ended
this question period on a really strong note, answering a
blunt “Yes,” to Jiji’'s question about whether the US shoul d
be attacked by a stronger nation. This provocative answer
was part of the negative strategy of sticking to principle
rather than appealing to nationalistic sentinent, and it’s
a strategy that play well, at |east when |I'’mthe audi ence.
Ni ce job.

3 out of 4



