Overall, a strong debate, with both teans offering nuch
substance, and a genuine sense of a clash between the two
teans. The speeches were on the whole markedly better than
in past debates. Most inpressive to me was the ability of
each speaker to offer detailed and particular argunents
w thout getting lost in those details. While there could
still have been nor e architecture and rhetorical
del i berateness in the speeches, they were thoughtfully
organi zed, and nost had at Jleast an introduction and
conclusion to orient the audience s perspective. Pace was
excel l ent throughout and each speaker invested her words
with a sense of candor and inport; that 1is, speakers
(usual ly) appeared to be thinking while speaking, not just
sayi ng the words but neaning themat the sane tine.

As wusual, | am hard pressed to choose a victor in the
debate. This is not just diplomacy on ny part. Rather, each
side had strengths and weaknesses in their argunents, and |
was not convinced that one or the other side had ultinmately
gotten the upper hand. The affirmative team presented the
only viable definition in the round, and wused it
(inplicitly) to good effect, including things such as stem
cell research and “cross breeding” under the definition of
genetic engineering. The negative team chall enged a nunber
of these particular exanples, but |acking a consistent
alternate definition, could not nmke it clear just what
cases should fall wunder genetic engineering in general.
Wiile the affirmative team did not convince ne that all of
these things ought to count as genetic engineering, their
definitional dom nance was nevertheless a point in their
favor.

However, the affirmative strategy overall was not as
aggressive or conpelling as it mght have been. Their
primary argunent, as far as | could tell, was to trot out

long lists of things that genetic engineering has done or
m ght do and say that these are good things. There were a
few nods toward noral questions (“If we can help people, we
are obliged to do so,”) but the bulk of the argunent was to
show that |ots of good may conme of GE. The affirmative team
does provide sonme specific responses to negative argunents,
and sone of these responses were good ones, but even the
responses too often fell back on an extension of the Ilist
of good things that GE m ght provide.

The affirmative team did seem prepared to take on the
question of risk, and the analysis of risk mght have



become a key elenent in this debate had one side or the
ot her been prepared to offer a nore detailed argunent. So
while risk was sonething of a wash, the issue that
affirmative nost tellingly failed to address adequately was

that of societal inbalance. Perhaps Samantha’s extended
di scussion of cloning was intended to address this negative
challenge, but | nust admt that | wasn't entirely sure

what this cloning thing was about. The affirmative team did
poi nt out that sone aspects of GE technologies are likely

to help the underprivileged nost of all, and this was a
good point, but still didn't quite take the bull by the
horns. The argunent, as presented by the negative team is
t hat i f CGE lets peopl e choose their children's
characteristics, this will wden the gap between wealthy
and poor, since the wealthy will have nore access to better
chi | d-choosi ng technol ogies, so that their children wll be

smarter, better |ooking, and better able to dom nate poor
peopl e. Though possibly too science-fictional for wus to
appreciate its full inpact, this to nme is a deep concern
and a likely outconme of the vigorous pursuit of CGE Gattaca
feels all too real.

The negative certainly pushed this econom c argunment, but

also nmuddled it by surrounding it with inflated worries
about a world full of superhumans and the bizarre question
of fetal consent. (This issue of consent is not irrelevant,

but it’s a tough argunment to get off the ground. As the
affirmative pointed out, fetuses never get to consent to
anyt hi ng about thenmselves. O course, we do have standards
of consent for human research subjects, but they probably
don't apply in this case. Legal precedents allow for
interventions in utero, without the fetus's consent, up to
and including abortion!) The negative's strength in this
debate was its willingness to push hard on the subtleties
of the term “vigorously.” By choosing to go after this one
word, the negative shifted the nature of the debate and
possi bly caught the affirmative team off guard. For the
negati ve team arguing against the “vigorous pursuit” of GE
| eaves room to approve, at |east sonmewhat, of GE in general

and still take a negative stance on the resolution. To
claim that there are too many other problens that denmand
our resources, such that we should not vigorously pursue
something as risky and wuncertain as CGE, was a good
strategy, and went alnbst conpletely ignored by the
affirmative team Though | believe that the negative team
won this issue in the debate (alnost by default), | am not

personal ly convinced that it is sound reasoning. That is, |



am not convinced that vigorous pursuit of genetic
engineering really conpetes very much for resources wth
the other projects we should pursue. Even if we conmt
ourselves to solving the various other problenms that the
negati ve team pointed out, there may still be plenty of
room (and resources) to pursue genetic engineering, even
vi gorously.

The negative team offered a nunber of other conpelling
points, and overall had a much broader range of argunents
than the affirmative’ s single-mnded strategy, but many of
t hese points would have been nore effective had they been
better defended. The issue of risk for instance was not
anal yzed enough to becone much nore than a shouting natch
between the two sides. But the negative team could have
pointed to nmuch nore specific exanples of the ways in which
CE is a risky proposition. Alex’s rebuttal speech did offer
some of these argunents, and they were good ones, but these
argunents shoul d have been introduced earlier in the round.
The heartiness and disease resistance of genetically
engi neered plants cuts both ways; though they require |ess
pesticides they also tend to produce stronger pests.
Mor eover, genetically engineered crops are hard to test for
safety; they tend to escape the fields in which they are
grown and take over other fields, w ping out other strains
of the crop and disrupting ecosystens. There is enpirical
evidence of this happening already, as farners who grow
non- GE crops have discovered that their fields are hosting
hybrids and GE crops from nei ghboring “experinents.” These
sorts of argunents and evidence could have swing the
guestion of risk in favor of the negative.

O herwise, | want to reenphasize that | am inpressed and
pl eased at the progress we have seen in the debates this
senester. Every speaker was articulate. Each speech was
better organized. And the argunents were neaningful and
real. Great job, and a nost enjoyable debate to w tness.



Car ol yn,

Your debate speech denonstrated an unheral ded mastery over
your nerves. Your pace was excellent and your words
articulate w thout ever seemng forced or unconscious. You
treated the subject matter with an appropriate gravity but
were still able to wunderstand it personally. | quite
enj oyed your comment about seedless waternelon: “which |
personally happen to like very nuch.” You cane across as
human and individual while still expert and engaged in your
topic. There were no unms or awkward pauses. You nade sure
to include a clear introduction and conclusion. Excellent
j ob.

My only criticism of the speech is the sanme one | |eveled
at the affirmative teamin general: it relied on a list of
exanples, as though in thenselves they constitute an
argunment. To sone extent, this was an appropriate strategy
for the first affirmative speech, showing what's great
about genetic engineering and then waiting for the negative
teamis challenge. But it probably would have been even
stronger to anticipate some of the potential sources of
controversy surrounding your topic and stake your claim
before the argunent even gets started. This would have
advanced the debate itself while also tilting things toward
the affirmative side.

Your cross-exam nations were also very well conducted.
Alex’s interrogation of you was a great question period,
with Al ex asking |eading questions and you offering honest
but powerful responses. You refused to fall into his trap,
thoughtfully admtting to the subtlety of the situation
wi t hout giving nmuch ground. Your cross-exam nation of Asiri
was a bit nore iffy, as you allowed Asiri to be the
aggressor, and though his questions kept you off balance in
the first half of the cross-x period, you reversed the
nonmentum in the second half, as Asiri seened to |ose track
of the argunent. It’s kind of a debater’s trick, but it is
often effective to stick to your role in a cross-
exam nation, refusing to answer questions if you are the
interrogator and waiting to be asked one if you are the
i nterrogat ed.

In general, the strength of your speaking was its candor,
as you addressed the issues wthout hype and with great
clarity and conviction.
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Li nda,

Your opening speech for the negative side of the resolution
had the great advantage of being filled with substantive
argunents. A nunber of these argunents were sinply not
addressed by affirmative responses and, as such, were
successful by default (though 1I'm not really keeping
score). Though some of these argunents seened to ne
sonewhat contrived or poorly ained, nobst were sound and
could have been further pursued to dig deeper into the
nature of the resolution

Overall, ny sense is that this speech would have been nore
effective had there been fewer argunents offered in at a
sl ower pace and with nore explanation surroundi ng each. For
i nstance, your opening claim about the pressing inportance
of many other problens that have nothing to do with genetic
engineering is a good point. But for this point to really
hit honme, you would need to offer a nore thoughtful
anal ysis of your various conparisons, showing in each case
that the problem in question really is nore pressing than
the ones that GE proposes to solve and that the problemin
guestion will not get solved by the vigorous pursuit of GE

If the lack of clean water really is our greatest concern

are you certain that genetic engineering offers no prom se
to solve this problen? And disease, which was second on
your list of problens, seens |ike an ideal candidate for
treatment by GE. My point is not that you were wong to
raise this issue. Rather, by rattling off this list wthout
really thinking about each case, you are asking your
audience to take it on faith that your argunent makes
sense, and this serves neither your audience nor the truth.

Even sonething Ilike “civil wars in Africa” m ght
potentially be allayed through genetic engineering, if,
that is, CE lives up to its promse of nmking food

plentiful and cheap around the world. (lIt's a big IF, and I
have no faith that GE is the right solution to our social
probl enms, but sinply to assert that GE is unrelated to such
probl ens is inadequate.)

As | said in ny general comments, your claim about the gap
between rich and poor was to nme the strongest and nost
interesting issue in the debate. However, as | also said
the introduction of this issue in ternms of *“choice-based
i beralisni was at best distracting and at worst confusing.
There are undoubtedly <ethical issues that arise when
messing directly with human DNA, but to |locate these



ethical issues in the question of fetal choice (as a
political question) is rather too indirect. That is, the
et hi cal guestions about genetic engineering are not
primarily questions about consensual testing, even if such
questions of consent are sonmewhere at the periphery of the
ethics of GE. And fetal consent is only renotely tied to
choi ce-based liberalism which would need to be defended as
a valuable basis for organizing society if it is supposed
to serve as a platform for clainms made during the debate.
As such, ny sense is that this issue was just the wong
focus, but perhaps it could have been salvaged had you
sl owed down and exam ned it nore carefully.

Your cross-exam nations were very entertaining. Sanmantha’s
guestions for you led to sonme excellent clash, and where
you were wunwilling to clash you «cleverly answered a
different question from the one you were asked. A weaker
debater would have given ground during this cross-
exam nation, but you nmanaged to hold yours quite well. Your
exam nation of Jiji was less gratifying, as the clash was
nore enotional than conceptual; she conpletely failed to
answer nost of your questions, and you cane across as nore
expert, but you could probably have nade her |ook even
worse by remaining calm and showing her to be the one who
is flustered and confused. On bal ance, your cross-
exam nations are exenplars for the class, and | hope
everyone el se was paying attention.
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Jiji,

Your second affirmative speech was a bit of a
contradiction. You included |ots of excellent phrasings and
many  superb exanples  of the benefits  of genetic
engi neering. But, as nost of your speech was prewitten,
your verbatim reading kept you from naking good contact
with your audience, and you did not do enough to address
the concerns raised in the first negative speech. My sense
is that this position in the debate, second speaker on
either team calls for a maximum of flexibility, as you
have to respond to the other side while continuing to raise
original arguments for your own position. Witing out parts
of your speech Dbeforehand allows vyou to be extra
articulate, but limts your flexibility.

Though your pace was fantastic and words utterly clear and
wel | chosen, your affect seened somewhat flat, as though
you were not investing your words with nmeaning in the
moment. This is one of the risks of reading, as it is
difficult to nake words cone alive when read al oud. Perhaps
it was also an artifact of the conparison between your
speech and the others around you, as you cane across as
very know edgeabl e but slightly disinterested. You did do a
good job of organizing your ideas, and your conclusion,
t hough possibly too brief, was a smart way of |eaving your
audi ence with a clear summary of your perspective.

Your argunments did not engage quite enough wth the
negati ve points. Though you went over a couple of them you
then fell back on your teams strategy of listing the good
things that GE can do. These are conpelling reasons you
offer to pursue GE, but if they don't reckon wth the
objections, the audience is left with no clear way to
deci de which policy to favor.

Your cross-exam nation by Linda was very entertaining, as
your aplonb seened to get her a bit flustered. My sense was
that you weren’'t quite answering the questions, but vyou
offered your responses wth confidence and directness,
maki ng them seem believable even if slightly off target.
Linda didn't manage to really pin you down, but you m ght
have avoided giving the inpression of being slightly cagey
had you offered nore confrontational answers. On the
question of fetal choice, for instance, it would have been
nore direct just to point out that fetuses never get a
choi ce about their lives.



Overall, you have great poise and delivery and could be a
very inposing debater. But it would require staying nore in
the noment, keeping your ideas in play in your head, and
offering them to your audience with that sane crystal
clarity.
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Asiri,

Your second negative speech was the strongest | have seen
you deliver yet this senester. The facts and argunent you
made, especially at the beginning of the speech, not only
advanced the negative position but gave you an air of
authority and expertise that made subsequent clains all the
nore believable. Your delivery was clear, and | didn't
notice any “fading out” at the ends of your sentences. Your
style was casual and direct, but thoughtful at the sane
time, and you seened to take your own argunents seriously.
Good j ob

This speech also had sonme weaknesses. A couple of the
points were not adequately explained or analyzed (your
single sentence about biodiversity, for instance). And you
seened to lose strength as the speech went on; the
arguments near the end were nmuch Iless developed and
articulate. Ending abruptly with no conclusion was also
probably a m stake, as you should at least put in a short
sentence rem ndi ng your audience who to “vote” for. But the
first part of your speech denonstrates your increasing
ability at this task.

Your cross-exam nation session with Carolyn was also very
well done. You did a great job taking the upper hand in
this interrogation period, as you al nost inmediately becane
the questioner, putting her on the defensive. You seened
nost confident regarding this issue of risk, so it worked
in your favor that this issue dom nated nost of the cross-x
session. Like in the speech, you seenmed to falter a bit
near the end of the question period, as Carolyn got back on
track as the questioner, and you weren't sure how to fend
off her continued challenges to your exanples. Still,
neither side gained ground here, and you explained your
i deas well. Overall nice job and nost entertaining.

1.4 out of 2



Al ex,

Your negative rebuttal speech offered a great deal of
substantive commentary, taking the various conplexities of
the debate and describing them in ternms both subtle and
concrete. That 1is, your strength in this speech was to
respect the conplexity of the ideas you were discussing
while still making genuine interventions. There was a sense
in your speech that the ideas had been up until that point
sonehow uncertain, that the clash had been enotionally
apparent but conceptually hazy. Your speech resolved that
haziness, not only by taking a clear side, but also by
explaining in clear terns what the debate was about to that
poi nt. Excellent job.

In sonme ways, the primary flaw in your speech is that it
didn't cone earlier in the debate round. This is partly
because you were advancing sonme argunents whose novelty was
guestionable; that is, debating rules require that rebutta
speeches refrain from introducing new argunents, though
they may certainly rebut old argunents and rephrase or
further explain already existing argunments. Mybe | was
fooled by the clarity of your explanations into thinking
that you were naking up a new argunent rather than just
reiterating an older one. In any case, this kind of clarity
earlier in the debate would have taken the debate to
anot her |evel.

Your clainms were thenselves conpelling, and | nust admt
that this was the only point in the debate when the
negati ve side seened appealing to ne. (I don’t nean to say
that the affirmative team had nme convinced; for the npst
part, | found neither side terribly convincing, but your
argunments were the ones | felt | nost needed to reckon
with, given ny prior leanings toward the affirmative on
this resolution.) This strong content was packaged in a
direct and confident manner that did not beconme cocky or
aggressive. This was a good tone to take. Your introduction
and concl usion hel ped to keep the audi ence on track.

Your cross-exam nation performance was al so strong, though
not conpelling in the sane way. You were trying to open up
a gap around the word “vigorously,” a gap that the negative
team planned to exploit with a wedge later. Wile your
strategy was a good one, Carolyn gave great answers to your
gueries, offering direct responses instead of evasive ones,
and even allowing for significant subtlety in her



eval uation of the situation. The result was that “vigorous”
was still up for grabs at the end of the interrogation,
your strong questions having been net by equally strong
answers.
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Samant ha,

Your closing speech packaged strong content, responding
directly to the chief attacks by the negative team You
augnented your responses with good control over your tone
of voice, as you seened both inpassioned and serious. Your
use of intonation and pace was the strongest in the debate,
and your commtment to the issue really helps to make your
speech engaging and believable. You even cane across as
i ncredul ous regarding sone of the negative clainms, and
while this technique could get overused, you pulled it off
quite well.

The organi zation of your speech was not as strong, however.
Too often you seened to be providing a list of argunents,
and you didn't do enough to contextualize these argunents.
Starting an objection with “You say that ...but actually ..~
does denonstrate your own involvenent in the issue, but it
doesn’t give the audience tinme to get their heads around
these things. Instead, you should briefly explain the
negative's position, speaking to the audience, then offer
your response to it. Try to find ways to segue from one
argument to the next, and give your listeners a sense of
what is nost inportant. This is my old conplaint about
architecture in a speech: organize it around sonething nore
than a list of ideas.

And architecture mght have helped you to make stronger
argurments as well. My sense (and | could be wong) is that
you got distracted by certain aspects of the debate that
may not really have been central. As the rebuttal speaker
your job is to choose only those issues that have risen to
the very top of the debate, to highlight the affirmative
perspective on the “voting issues.” Instead, your need to
di scuss cloning seenmed sonmewhat renegade, as the negative
team had not been tal king about cloning (even if they had
di scussed sone related issues). This fixation on a “pet”
topic is particularly ineffective when you don't explain to
the audience the overall relevance of this topic to your
argunment. Had you explained in slow, <clear ternms that
cloning can serve as a representative issue for all of the
different issues surroundi ng human genetic engi neering, and
had you nmde this <claim believable, then perhaps your
argunent woul d have hel d nore weight.

Your cross-exanm nation of Linda was a good nmonment in the
debate, and helped to heat up the exchange between the two



teans. You were asking relevant, aggressive questions, and
Linda managed to neet your questions wth believable,
consi stent responses. Neither of you gained the upper hand

during this interrogation, but only because you both did
very good | obs.
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