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Michéal Seán Halligan's EFL classroom guide on 

Teaching Debating

in eleven easy lessons, starting from scratch
A simple step-by-step Fools Guide to parliamentary or Westminster-style debating in the EFL classroom; for teachers who are aware of its possibilities but haven't felt up to tackling it. All important aspects have been dealt with separately so as to move logically into debating one step at a time The "lessons" can be put together or skipped, mixed or extended, protracted or contracted. Even just introducing the first two lessons should give students confidence in standing up and making a case. Speaking, not reading! Delivery above all else!
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lesson one

a discussion
1.1. A discussion, e.g. "co-education / single-sex schools", "cats versus dogs" or "the death penalty."

1.2. Preferably sitting in a ring without desks, first collect on one half of the blackboard all the ideas 

or arguments that speak for it, then, on the other half, all the arguments against it. Encourage 

"serious" and "non-serious" arguments. Nothing is "wrong" or "irrelevant". Anything goes.

1.3. Formulate a MOTION ("This House Believes...") e.g."THB in co-education" or "TH prefers cats to dogs." Each student must come down on one side or the other.

1.4. Still in a ring of chairs in front of the tables. Each stands up and gives his/her opinion in at least one sentence, no matter how short, and each finishes by saying: 

"I SUPPORT the motion" or "I OPPOSE the motion"  OR:: "This motion MUST STAND or FALL" 

1.5. Vote by acclamation; read the motion again, then say, 

"All those in favour say 'AYE!''' (...). All those against say 'NO!'" (...)  

If desired, the vote can be repeated "by show of hands":

     "All in favour raise your hands" (...) "Those against the motion raise your hands"  (...) 

1.6. The result is declared: "The Ayes / Noes have it."
lesson two

a discussion turns into a debate
2.1. Same procedure as last time. A subject is chosen, a motion is formulated, arguments are suggested by the class as a whole, sitting in a ring, then gathered and structured on the board. Each declares a tentative opinion for or against.

2.2. Still sitting in a circle, two chairs are placed in the middle facing each other. One is FOR, the other AGAINST. Two students sit down and begin speaking for / against, not interrupting each other. Anyone sitting around can get up at any time, tap one speaker on the shoulder, sit down, taking his/her place, and continue the debate. It's even possible (and desirable) for a student to move from chair to chair, thus arguing both sides. Continue until virtually all the students have participated in the middle.

New information: 
A seating plan of the House of Commons, with two sharply delineated sides, government 

and opposition. Since the advent of televised debates, this might be familiar from TV. 

2.3. The class divides into two groups (or into 4 groups). each preparing one side for or against. One person writes down the arguments they wish to give. Each group chooses three speakers. The speakers make notes (but no full sentences) on a palm-card (Karteikarte), which they may consult; but they will not be allowed to read their speech. They can look down at the card, but then look up again, establish eye-contact with the audience, and speak freely. (No compromise possible on this point whatsoever!)

2.4. A debate. Each side sends their 3 speakers to the front of the class to speak for one to three minutes each. 

A Chairman sits in the middle and announces the motion and the names of the  speakers, 

encouraging the floor (the audience, the rest) to welcome each speaker by clapping.

He/she also immediately excludes from the debate anyone caught speaking German!

2.5. Each side speaks in turn, but alternately: first government, first opposition, second government, 

second opposition, third government, third opposition. 

(Instead of government we can say proposition) 
2.6. Each speaker ends his/her speech with the words  "This moton must stand / must fall.". Chairman and audience politely clap after each speech.
2.7. The vote (ideally based on the persuasiveness of the speakers, not on the opinions of the members of the floor!) 

It reminds us that we are not seeking the truth, but are determined to win a contest.

2.8. Each side stands up, crosses the floorand shakes hands with the opponents. The game is over.

lesson three

some parliamentary procedure

New information:

3.1 Introducing POINTS of INFORMATION (POIs): Anyone can stand up, say "Point of information!" and ask a short question, or make a short statement; (short = 15 seconds). This is fun! 
It's usually a member of the opposing team, but sometimes someone on the floor.

(We might, later, be more formal: "On that very point, sir!", or "On a point of information!")

3.2. The speaker can accept the interruption, saying "Yes, please", and letting the questioner speak, before returning to his/her speech. There is NO further dialogue. The questioner must sit down again immediately. 

3.3. The speaker can refuse to accept the point of information, saying "No thank you" or "Declined.", and the questioner must sit down (immediately, and without any protest.)

3.4. If several students stand up to make POIs simultaneously, the speaker decides which of them (if any) can speak.

3.5. The speaker will probably answer the POI in a few words or sentences, and should not look at the questioner, but at the audience, and should not indulge in a private discussion (even now speaking to an audience, or to judges, not to the opposing side). 

It helps to start the reply by saying "Ladies and gentlemen..." or "Madam Chair..."

3.6. Why ask POIs? 

      It is NOT to add information to the debate; 

      It is NOT to elicit any genuine information from the speaker; but...

      The intention is to knock the speakers off balance, to make them forget their train of thought,    

      or to subject the speaker to ridicule for having said something inane.

3.7. What is asked in a point of information?

It can be a clarification. It can question the facts and ask for a source. 

It can be a witty comment, a pun, a reference to something topical, classical or literary. 

It can be a short statement giving a source or a fact at variance with the speaker's. 

It can be, and often is, a red herring.

It can be sarcastic or ironical, but not personal (ad hominem) and not vituperative or rude.

3.8. So as to be fair, no POI is allowed in the first or (in any longer speech) in the last minute.

3.9. The same performance as last time: a debate, with as many POIs as possible, but this time with each group collecting their own arguments, i.e. no common board work.

lesson four

working with points of information.
Fresh information:

4.1. Students must learn to have the presence of mind to refuse a POI, even to their peer group! 

Should the speaker accept or decline? It shows confidence to accept two to three during 

the speech. It makes sense (again showing strength) not to accept any more than two to three!

4.2. Even when accepting a POI, the speaker decides when to let the questioner speak. He/she should  say, "Just a moment" and go on to finish his/her sentence or paragraph or train of thought, before saying "Yes please?" (That's fun!) 

      It's especially weak to accept a POI in the middle of your own sentence!

4.3. Even when accepting the POI, the speaker can decide how long the point can go on for. He/she can interrupt the POI at any time, saying something like,"Yes, I got that" or "Yes, I understand" or "Please sit down!" and then go on with his/her speech. This needs practice but it's another sign of confidence (and it's fun, too!).
4.4. The worm turns: To be exceptionally effective, the speaker can accept a POI by finishing some train of thought and go on to ask the questioner: "Don't you think so?" That may knock the questioner himself off his feet, as the onus is now on him/her to fit in his/her POI!

4.5. In their reply to a POI, speakers can say something like, "Our next speaker will deal with that question" - but this is dangerous. What if the next speaker doesn't or can't deal with it? That'll mean a score for the other side!

4.6. In their reply to a POI, speakers will address the chair ("Madam Chair"), & look at the audience or the judges, NOT at the questioner or his team. They're not starting a dialogue, but continuing their speech.

4.7. Same procedure as last time, using POIs more sparingly.

lesson five

Interlude - a balloon debate
5.1. The situation: the class are all together up in a hot-air balloon, which has sprung a leak, is losing air, and threatening to crash. All but one must jump out to lighten the burden. Only one can survive. Each has to justify staying in the balloon in preference to the others. Each chooses for him/herself a historical (or contemporary / mythical...) character to identify with. (In 1999 students opted for Bill / Hillary / Monica, as well as God / Jesus / the Virgin Mary, or McDonald / Alexander Fleming. Students will prove knowledgeable, cynical, and fearlessly irreverent.) Five to ten minutes time to prepare the statement.

5.2. All sit on chairs in a large circle. Each in turn has time to stand up and speak in their own favour. At least one longish sentence must be made, a time limit could be set, but otherwise speakers can speak as long as they can manage. Points of information are permitted and encouraged. Speaking is free, without notes. Play-acting is demanded!

5.3. The vote: each candidate has TWO votes, one of which may go to themselves (alternatively: each has ONE vote but may not vote for themselves.). All but the winner will now jump...
5.4. Alternately, each traveller can represent a colour, or an animal, a nationality, or a virtue...
lesson six

strategy: the team-line
New information on structure:

6.1. In their group preparation, students decide who is to say what. In their speeches, speakers should not duplicate each other, or repeat old arguments. There should be a difference of emphasis, or different aspects.

However, speakers within a team should complement and not contradict each other, nor should 

they have totally different approaches. 

They are working as a team, so they first work out a TEAM-LINE. 

There must be a red thread running through the debate and this should be explained and be seen.

6.2. Same procedure as the time-before-last. But the first speaker gives his/her own arguments, then GIVES the TEAM-LINE: he/she mentions what the other two will be saying. 

       Later the other two will give their arguments, making sure that they do actually say what the first  

       speaker has announced they will! They will also each refer to the team-line, and to each other.

       In this way, the case is structured, & the structure of the speeches is obvious to judges and floor.

       Later the reply speaker will be able to make use of this team-line on which to base his/her speech.

lesson seven

debating: a blood sport
7.1. Same procedure as last lesson, but a new element is introduced:

7.2. So far, debaters have been giving their speeches, and have been attacking the other side via points of information. Now they'll start to use their own speeches to attack what has been said in the other side's speeches. The further they get into the debate, the fewer new arguments will be introduced, and the more attacks will be made on the facts, arguments and logic of the other side. Basically, the winning team will be the one that has most successfully rebutted the other side.

7.3. To make rebuttals, debaters have to LISTEN to the other side's arguments, hold back on points of information (!), and spend up to half their speech attacking. The 2nd speaker will certainly do this and the 3rd might even do this exclusively (as long as, in the team-line, the first speaker has announced nothing else for him/her to do.) The first speaker for the opposition will also do some of this (but obviously the 1st speaker of the government has had no speech before him/her to attack.)

So now most speeches consist of:

(a) a non-prepared, spontaneous part rebutting the other side; plus team-work:

(b) a prepared part, giving arguments, in consultation with the other two speakers. 

7.4. It helps speakers, floor and judges if the structure of each speech and the whole case for one side is made transparent. It is a good maxim to: 

(a) tell us what you are going to say; then

(b) say it; and then

(c) tell us what you have just said.

Speakers can remind us what their previous speaker has just told us, and again what the following 

speaker is going to tell us.
lesson eight

In for the kill: fair is foul and foul is fair
8.1.  Same procedure. In today's debate, the emphasis is on formulating and practising as many difficult and insidious POIs as possible, and on learning to deal with them!

8.2. POIs often contain tricks or foul play: They cannot be ignored, but must be recognised and faced squarely. Here are a few simple strategies for practising responding to recurring situations. POIs may contain...
................................................................................................................................................................... 

8.2.1. ...disruption or disturbance

Speakers will not accept this interruption, but will continue, full of confidence:

POI: "Are you sure?" 


          
A: "Yes, of course I am!"
POI: "Where do you...How can you...?"    -          
A: "We have evidence.. There's a lot of information"
................................................................................................................................................ 
8.2.2. ...personal opinion disguised as facts

Speakers ask for facts & figures, emphasising that they have the better arguments / material:

POI: "Isn't it true that...?" 

 
      
A: "No, the fact is..."

POI: "But everyone knows that..."  
      
A: "Aren't you confusing facts and figures?




                               
      People who are well-informed know that..."
.................................................................................................................................................................................... 
8.2.3. ...clichés / prejudice / exaggeration / empty formulas:

These are refuted by throwing back the question, and asking for practical suggestions:

POI: "...doesn't make any sense."  
    

A: "No, it's quite clear that... What do you propose?"

................................................................................................................................................

8.2.4. ...generalisations of individual examples:
Opponents cannot be permitted to doubt the speaker's competence, and so their competence in turn is called into question:    The worm turns
POI: As I know from my own experience..."    

A: "I'm sorry to say your personal experience 

                                                                    
      

doesn't mean we're wrong.    In most cases..."

....................................................................................................................................................................................
8.2.5. ...trivial details or irrelevant single items emphasised
The debate is led back to the main argument and the central issue:                                                   







A: "That' not the point!"

....................................................................................................................................................
8.2.6. ...arrogant or condescending insinuations. 

Such attacks must be detected and exposed! They are not allowed to pass!:

POI: "Apart from your really weak argument..."  
A: "Where do you find it weak?"

POI: "I don't want to analyse.., but..."  
        
A: "Please do!. Don't hesitate to tell us!"

................................................................................................................................................
8.2.7. ...reference to unknown experts. The Heidegger-syndrome

No evidence or quotations, facts or figures are accepted without scrutiny:

POI: "Didn't Plato say that...?" 
        
A: "And do you agree? I'm not sure you're aware   

                                                                 
    

that he also said...      Can you prove that?"

................................................................................................................................................

8.2.8. ...personal attacks. Do you bite your thumb at us, sir?
A counter-attack is launched: .Hoist with their own petard
POI: "But you're too young to see..."  
         
A: "That's exactly why I can see better..."
POI: "As a sensitive person, you should..."         
A: "My feelings have nothing to do with it."

lesson nine

More parliamentary procedure: Reply Speeches
Announcing a further step:

9.1. In public debates there are actually FOUR speeches on either side. 

After the three substantive speakers of each side have spoken, there is now a short REPLY speech by each side. This time the first reply is made by the opposition and the second made by the government (who thus makes the last speech of the debate!)

The reply speech is made either by the first or by the second speaker but it is never made by the third speaker, who has just sat down. (In informal classroom debates, for the sake of including more students it could even be a fourth speaker. 
The reply is approximately half as long as the other speeches (i.e. four minutes instead of eight; or three instead of six; or two instead of four, accordingly.)

The reply speech contains no new facts, no new arguments, no unfair surprises. It sums up the main arguments of our side, and repeats the main attacks on the other side. It creates a last impression. 

It's a help for the fourth speaker to be able to consult the initial team-line!
No points of information are allowed during a reply speech.

9.2. Same procedure as before.

lesson ten

the floor
10.1. Today the audience will play an active role. During the debate anyone in the audience ("on the 

floor" as in the House of Commons) may stand up and ask "Point of information!", which is dealt with exactly in the same way as usual. Points are still restricted to 15 seconds and may be genuine questions or short statements. They may be accepted or declined.

10.2. After the first three speakers of either side have spoken, the Chair may "throw the debate open to the floor." The Chair now asks in turn for a speaker for / against the motion:

"Is there a speaker for the motion?" - "Is there a speaker against the motion?"
Anyone getting up to speak tries to catch the attention of the Chair, who decides who is to  

speak This is the equivalent of "catching the Speaker's eye" in the House of Commons. 

But this time statements can be up to one minute each. There is no dialogue with the debaters or between members of the floor, although others may and will contradict or express their approbation or disapprobation. (It isn't a talk show!)

10.3. Now the Chair returns to the debate, calling for the reply speeches.

10.4. Same procedure as usual, with emphasis on floor participation.

This form is normal in a lively public debate on real issues. It is inappropriate in a competition with adjudicators judging the debate. One advantage is that it gives debaters added time to consider their reply speeches.
lesson eleven

Rhetoric: debating style
11.1. Same as last time.

11.2. But first a CHECK-LIST: have they been speaking or reading? EYES: looking at the audience (eye-contact!), or mistakenly at the other side, at their feet, at the ceiling?

HANDS: flapping and gesticulating, or standing calmly with a pencil held between the fingers of both hands? 

FEET: are they steady, or moving backwards and forwards nervously?

When replying to a point of information, say "Mr Chair / Madam Chair", or "Ladies and Gentlemen"; or combine the two and say "Madam Chair, ladies and gentlemen.") The same can be said at the end of each paragraph, or after every few sentences. 

It is reassuring, it bridges gaps, it reminds us to talk to the audience and not to the other side.

11.3. None of this has anything to do with being serious. Good debaters are serious, so that they can be taken seriously, but good debaters are also witty and can approach the topic lightly. Arguments have to be sold, not just told. The more serious the topic, the more relaxed the approach. Fun is not just confined to funny topics.

11.4 There's also work for a time-keeper, sitting near the chair. A ring of a bell, or a knock of a gavel (hammer) or a gong , or a tap on a glass to announce...

11.4.1. the end of the first minute of a speech (the beginning of  POIs);

11.4.2. the start of the last minute of a speech (the end of any POIs);

11.4.3. that time is up (a double ring or knock); and finally
11.4.4. that the speech must stop NOW! (a continuous ringing or knocking).

annex 1: rules for debate

Two teams take part in the debate - one country as the Proposition (Government) and another as the Opposition. Each team has three speakers, each of whom delivers an 8-minute speech in the order: 1st Proposition, 1st Opposition, 2nd Proposition and so on. After the main speeches are concluded, one of the first two speakers on each team may offer a summary speech or four minutes, with the Opposition summator speaking first.

Points of information are interruptions any may only be made during main speeches by members of the opposing team. A speaker wishing to interrupt should stand up and say, "On a point of information". The speaker who is being interrupted then has the choice to accept or refuse the point. Points should be no longer than 15 seconds, and may not be made in the first or last minute of a main speech or at all during summary speeches.

At the end of the debate, the judges will hand their completed ballots to the Chair and leave the room to discuss the debate. They may not change their minds, and one of the judges will return to announce the verdict and whether it was agreed unanimously or by majority.

A timekeeper will signify time elapsed through the use of a gavel or bell. One knock or ring should be given after 1 minute and 7 minutes of main speeches, and a double signal at 8 minutes. There will be a single round after 3 minutes of a summary speech and a double sound after 4 minutes.
annex 2

summary of each speaker's tasks
The FIRST GOVERNMENT speaker:

defines the motion,

gives the teamline,

gives one or two arguments.

The FIRST OPPOSITION speaker:

accepts the definition of the motion, or redefines it,

rebuts the proposition speaker's arguments,

gives his side's teamline,

gives one or two arguments.

The SECOND speaker of either side:




      

rebuts the previous speaker's arguments,




      

gives one or two new arguments (from the teamline)

The THIRD speaker of either side:




rebuts the previous speaker's arguments,




       

may, but needn't, give one new argument (& only from the teamline)

The REPLY speaker of either side sums up the debate by:

reviewing and demolishing the other side's case,

reviewing his/her own case and teamline,

but NOT introducing any new arguments.
...................................................................................................................................................................

annex 3

related activities as interludes

Most students of all levels need lots of time and experience to gain confidence in addressing the assembled class or an unknown public. It helps having regular related activities, which needn't take up the whole lesson. Points of information are always encouraged. Here, out of many, are just a few suggestions:

1. A simple and short balloon-type debate (as in lesson 5), all sitting round in a circle (chairs, no tables!), each having to stand up and make a simple statement that can gradually get more complex. .(e.g. students could each identify with and present a colour.) Points of information are encouraged.

2. A more advanced balloon debate. As above, but the ballast to be jettisoned is10 things we hold dearest: water & bread / love & friendship / freedom of speech / democracy / freedom of religion / shelter / ...

3. Each draws a word or phrase from a hat and has to speak on it for a minute. Again, a warm-up, .sitting in a circle, no tables, standing up to speak. 

4. A talk show with talk-master, panel of six to eight students (each with a general profile allocated at the outset). The rest are the audience and are invited and expected to ask questions. (Students are conversant and at ease with this form of TV entertainment.)

5. Discussion involving all the class, split up into two large groups facing each other, but not too far apart;. It's important to have some controversial topic, for and against, and to have time for preparation (perhaps homework plus10 minutes of class A time; and to be effective in a large class maybe have more than just two groups.) One student acts as leader of the discussion to prompt questions.

6. Hot chair . One (presumably self-confident) student seated in the centre of a ring of students, chairs but no tables, who bombard him/her with questions. Alternatively, he/she bombards the class with questions. He/she is supposedly an expert on some topic.  
7. Trial scene using Anglo-American court procedure, i.e. examination and cross-examination of witnesses in court. This takes time (two to three double lessons, possibly more!), e.g. a trial for 9th to 12th year, based on Roald Dahl's The Way Up to Heaven, Klett Easy Reader: (a guaranteed success, even if lengthy.)

8. Jugend debattiert. A different format,with a different rhythm, now the commonest  debating format in German, but equally suitable in English. Three speakers on each side for or against a motion, but speaking individually not as teams. One-minute statements from each, then a longer round-table discussion, arguing up to 12 minutes. Finally, further one-minute statements by each. Speakers may change their slant, may even move towards the other side. There's only one individual winner.

...................................................................................................................................................................

annex 4: WSDC

Worlds School Debating Championships

1. The aims of the WSDC are:

              *     To achieve excellence in debating

*     To encourage debating throughout the world

*     To promote international understanding
*     To promote free speech
2. In order to further these aims, all participating countries agree that:

*     The team of any participating country may be required to debate any issue.

*     The team of any participating country may be required to debate against the team of any other   

       participating country.

·               The team of any participating country is entitled to take part in the Championships on the same 
·                basis as any  other participating country's team.

Year
host

winner

runner-up

1988
Australia

Canada

Australia

1990
Canada

Scotland

Australia

1991
Scotland

New Zealand
Australia

1992
England

New Zealand
Scotland

1993
Canada

England

Scotland

1994
New Zealand
USA

Pakistan

1995
Wales

New Zealand
Scotland

1996
Australia

England

Pakistan

1997
Bermuda
Australia

England

1998
Israel

Australia

Scotland

1999
England

Scotland

England

2000
USA

Australia

England

2001
South Africa
Australia

Scotland

2002
Singapore
Ireland

Australia

2003
Lima

Scotland

Singapore

2004
Stuttgart

2005 
Calgary

28 countries competed in WSDC 2002 in Singapore:

Argentina, Australia, Bangladesh, Bermuda, Brunei Darussalam, Canada, Czech Republic, England, 

Estonia, Germany, Greece, Hong Kong, Indonesia, Ireland, Israel, Lithuania, Namibia, Netherlands, 

 New Zealand, Pakistan, Peru, Scotland, Singapore, Slovakia, Slovenia, South Africa, USA, Wales.

...................................................................................................................................................................
annex 5: school english debating club

extracurricular

Debating is not everyone's cup of tea, and not everyone considers debating "cool", but even 9th year are very quick at learning to employ procedures. Students usually want fun debates, e.g "This House believes that the only good dog is a cooked dog",  rather than  "...that the Kyoto Summit went too far."

As the fun element dominates in the middle school, debaters might like to do a role play, taking over a personality with whom to identify (e.g. when debating "...cooked dog", one speaker might be a cook, another an elderly lady with a pet lap-dog.); even better, they'll want to dress up for their parts. Only a minority of students will want to join in, but with enthusiasm and dedication.

As it's a blood sport, it's good to try inter-school debates and, failing that, inter-class, or inter-year. There's still only a tiny handful of schools in Germany doing it outside the classroom, mostly in North-Württemberg, and yet we've competed in the WSDC - in Cardiff 1995, Australia, Bermuda, Israel, London, Pittsburgh, Johannesburg, Singapore, and Lima in 2003. We'll be there at Stuttgart in 2004, and Calgary in 2005.

...................................................................................................................................................................
annex 6

a brief history of English schools debating in Nordwürttemberg

1994: 
Our twin city Cardiff invites a makeshift Stuttgart team of three Wiggy students to participate in informal speech-making during their Millenium week. 

1995: 
7th WSDC in Cardiff: 150 debaters from 20 nations, for the first time with Team Germany (= Wiggy.)

1st Stuttgart European Debating Weekend (ESDC: teams from Czech Republic, Italy, Spain.)

Debating Club Stuttgart / Germany e.V. founded.

1996:
 8th WDSC in Melbourne (14 nations; final debate in the Canberra Parliament.)

 2nd Stuttgart European Debating Week (Israel, Lithuania)

1997: 
9th WSDC in Bermuda (17 nations, & the prime minister in the chair; Team Germany wins some points.)

1998:
10th WSDC in Israel (final debate in the Knesseth; Team Germany's first two team wins.) 

3rd Stuttgart ESDC (Czech Republic, Estonia, Slovenia.)

1999 11th WSDC in London (31 nations, debates in Commons, & Oxbridge Unions;Team Germany comes 24th.)

4th Stuttgart ESDC (Czech Republic, Lithuania, Slovenia.)

Debating camps in Duskininkai, Lithuania & Losinj, Slovenia (summer), & in Lutomer, Slovenia (autumn.) 
2000 12th WSDC in Pittsburgh (Team Germany from 3 schools: Wiggy, KOSt, & WH-Göppingen.)

5th Stuttgart ESDC (Czech Republic, Lithuania, Slovenia, USA.)

A Comenius Lingua E programme for 20 Spanish guests & Wiggy to debate in Stuttgart & Zaragossa. 

KOSt invited to run a workshop in Velence / Hungary as guests of the Deutsche Schule Budapest.

First in-service training day ("Fortbildung") in debating in Stuttgart for teachers of Nordwürttemberg.

2001 13th WSDC in Johannesburg (32 nations; German team draws with Wales & Israel for 15th-17th place.)

6th Stuttgart ESDC (Czech Republic, Estonia, Israel, Lithuania, Slovenia - Final in the Landtag.)

First in-service training day in Ettlingen for teachers of Nordbaden.

1st German Schools Debating Day in Stuttgart; with one team from HH, & Final Debate in Wilhelmspalais.

Summer camp in St Petersburg, Russia.

2002 February:14th WSDC in Singapore (28 nations - Team Germany from 4 schools only makes 25th  place.)

March: 2nd in-service training day in Heidelberg for Nordbaden teachers, and Göppingen for Nord-Wttbg. Berufsschulen.

May: German Schools Debating Week.(GSDC). Schools workshops in Geneva and Nyon, CH. 

November: Stuttgart ESDC. Teachers  workshop at SALF, Meissen.

2003 Workshops in Hamburg & Geneva; in-service training at Winnenden for Nordwürttemberg.

May: GSDC, iincluding Nyon & Geneva..

August: WSDC in Lima / Peru (25 teams, Team Germany came 22nd.)

October: In-service workshop in Mainz, Rheinland-Pfalz, and in Tübingen for Südwürttemberg.

November: 14 students attend the"Heart of Europe" contest in Olomouc, Czech Republic.

2004
February: WSDC in Stuttgart (semi-final in the European Parliament in Strasbourg.)

.........................................................................................................................................................................................................

annex 7: bibliography

We heartily recommend the following:
Trevor Sather, Pros & Cons: A Debater's Handbook,  Routledge 1999, 18th edition, first published 1896  (12 pounds). "Material for debates on a wide number of topics"  via amazon.co.uk

- Andrew Stockley, The New Zealnd Schools Debating Handbook, Victoria University of Wellington 2002.

There aren't many useful reference books on the market; we tentatively mention the following:
- Council of Europe, Initiative for Training for Democratic Citizenship: Teaching Documents.

- Hill / Leeman, The Art & Practice of Argumentation & Debate, Mayfield California / London / Toronto, 1997       

(paperback, 360 pp.) ISBN: 1.800-433-1279 

- Brent C,. Olberg, Forensics, Merryweather, Colorado Springs 1995, (paperback 182 pp) ISBN 1-56608-015-0    

- Paige, Debate Skills, Mark Twain Media, Carson-Delosa 2000 (paperback 60 pp.) ISBN: 1-58037-145-0 
- Anthony Weston, A Rulebook for Arguments, Hacket, Indianapolis / Cambridge, 1992. (paperback, 98 pp.)

ISBN 0-87220-157-2; 

- Marion Witz, Stand Up and Talk to 1000 People (and Enjoy it!) McLeod Publishing Toronto / Buffalo 1997

(paperback 197 pp, 15 US dollars) ISBN 0-919292-02-X

and a couple of titles available in German on related topics:

- Grundkurs Rhetorik, Klett, Stuttgart 350273, 1996

- Heinz Kleppert, Kommunikationstraining, Beltz/Praxis 1995, 3-407-62379-8 

annex 8: glossary

(including terms not used here but cropping up in debates)

ADJUDICATORS: 
The judges, an odd number, usually three, but up to nine at a WSDC Final. Play no part in the actual debate, except to admonish unruly debaters or audience.

CHAIR:


The Chairman or Chair ("chairperson"?) is neutral and leads through the debate. He/she announces the motion and introduces the speakers by name. He/she calls on each speaker in turn to start speaking and asks the auience to applaud (but is not normally responsible for timing or for points of information.) 

At the end the Chair repeats the motion, puts it to the vote, announces the decision, and closes the debate. The Chair is addressed as "Madam Chair" or "Mr Chair." 

The Chair must also decide on (rare) "points of order" unless the chief adjudicator does so.
CLASH:

A debate is ipso facto a series of clashes between two sides. With its emphasis on  formalisation, American debating tends to insist on clashes being worked out and clearly stated at each stage of the debate.

CROSS-EXAMINATION:
In the "Karl Popper" format, after their speech each first and second speaker is cross-examined by the third and first speakers respectively of the opposing side. (Third speakers are not cross-examined, and second speakers do not cross-examine.) This consists of question & answer as in a court of law; the examination is intended to expose flaws and inconsistencies in the speech. Answers can be very short. Teams are allocated a number of minutes during which they can put their heads together to prepare the cross-examination. (-> annex 8)

DEBATOR:

American for debater  and now, thanks to American sponsorship, the current spelling in Eastern Europe (-> annex 8)

FLOOR DEBATE: 
One with an audience (floor) but usually without judges. The  floor has a triple function: to make points of information; to make short speeches between the third and the reply speeches; and to vote on the motion.

FORENSICS:

in BrE the science of law -court examination, but in AmE another term for "debating."

KARL POPPER:
(Actually Sir Karl Popper, the German philosopher working in England.) One format of American debating, now the usual format for countries with debating sponsored by the George Soros Foundationand IDEA. 
MOTION: 

The topic or subject of a debate. As it's not a discussion, it's invariably in the form of a yes/no vote. Generally framed as: "This House believes that..." (-> step one)
POINT OF INFORMATION:
In parliamentary-style debating, any speaker except reply speakers can be interrupted by anyone on the opposing team (and sometimes from the audience) standing up and asking a question in the form of "On a point of information!", or making a short statement. "Short" means up to 15 seconds. The speaker may accept this point ("Yes, please?"or."Just a moent , lease." or: "I'll take that in a moment.") or refuse to allow it ("Declined!"or "No, thank you!"). He/she may allow the complete question, or interrupt ("Yes, I got that!") and wave the questioner down. The actual speaker is in complete charge; there is no dialogue, and the questioner must sit down when asked to. There are no points during the first or last minute of each speech (as announced by the timekeeper), nor during the reply speech. (-> step 3 and annex 8)

REBUTTAL:

Debaters rebut their opponents' arguments by subjecting the previous speech to a critical analysis point by point, demolishing arguments and questioning facts. Essentiaö for speakers 2 and especally 3.  (-> step 4)
REPLY:

At the end of the debate the first or second speaker (but never the third, who has just spoken) may make one final uninterrupted speech. This is half the length of the other speeches, e.g. four instead of eight minutes. Contrary to preceding speeches, the opposition speaks first, followed by the proposition (who has thus had the first and the last word in the debate.) The reply should contain no new information and should confine itself to summing up what each side has said, so as to leave a last favourable impression. (step 5)

SUMMATION: 

Another term for the reply speech. The reply speaker is the summator.

TEAM-LINE:

.All three speakers of a team have agreed in advance on what aspects each is going to deal with, so at some time during his/her speech the first speaker will mention the arguments the other two in the team are going to make; i.e. he/she will suggest a structure for his/her side. It's then interesting to see whether they do actually deal with them! It's not enough for each speaker to show clearly what just he/she is talking about individually; they are a team.The team-line will later be useful for the repy speech summing  up! It shows the adjudicators that the team has a structured case. (-> step 5)

TIMEKEEPER:

Sits beside the judge and announces (usually by ringing a bell, knocking with a gavel or a gong, or banging a glass) that one minute of any speech is up, or that there is one minute to go to the end of the speech (during which times there may be no points of information.) At the designated end of the speech the bell is rung once, and half a minute later is rung continually or continuously until the speaker stops.

VOTE:


At the end of the debate, if there are no judges, the audience (floor) votes on the motion. This is done by acclamation; the Chair asking those in favour of the motion to cry "AYE!", & then those against  to cry "NO!"; & then announcing the winning team. In the event of protest, the Chair will repeat the vote "by show of hands." If there are now equal votes, the Chair casts the deciding vote; there can be no draw!

...................................................................................................................................................................

annex 9: contact addresses
26 schools actively debating in Nordwürttemberg & beyond

November 2003
Max-Born-Gymnasium Backnang

Birgit Trefz: wbl.trefz@t-online.de  

Gymnasium in der Taus Backnang

Vera Reinert: vera.reinert@t.-online.de 

Gymnasium Donzdorf

Dr Michael Schumacher: 

 HYPERLINK mailto:michael.schummacher@z.zgs.de 
michael.schumacher@z.zgs.de
St Benno-Gymnasium Dresden

Raka Gutzeit: rakagutzeit@gmx.de  

Mörike-Gymnasium Esslingen

Hans-Georg Hellebrandt: hellebrandthans@gmx.de
Eichendorf-Gymnasium Ettlingen

Ginette Mayer ettenig@gmx.de  

Friedrich-Schiller-Gymnasium Fellbach

Nicole Kappler: nicole.kappler@gmx.de 

Sophie-Barat-Schule Hamburg

Astrid Berkefeld: astrid.berkefeld@freenet.de 

Elly-Heuß-Knapp-Gymnasium Heilbronn

Maria-Anna Bickel-Jafar: FAX: 07131 - 469 30

Scheffel-Gymnasium Lahr 

Annette Hardock

Moll-Gymnasium Mannheim

Birgit Lang: blang7_99@yahoo.com 

Nikolaus-Kistner-Gymnasium Mosbach-Neckarelz

Barbara Joos: bajoo@t-online.de  

Max-Planck-Gymnasium Nürtingen

Rainer Saalfeld: saalfeld@z.zgs.de
Ernst-Abbe-Gymnasium Oberkochen

Angela Borkhart: FAX: 07364 - 91 93 05

Heinrich-Heine-Gymnasium Ostfildern

Dorothee Frick: dorothee.frick@hhg-ostfildern.de
Gymnasium Phillipsburg

Irene Kremer: ImKremer@gmx.de 

Parler-Gymnasium Schwäbisch Gmünd

Ralf Büttner: buettner@aol.com 

Klaus-Peter Heil: kpheil54@aol.com
Christopher Sloan: chrsloan@yahoo.com  

Max-Eyth-Schule Stuttgart

Karin Weiblen: karin.weiblen@t-online.de 

Gymnasium Königin-Olga-Stift Stuttgart

Kirsten Heckelmann: heckiki@aol.com
Manfred Pfeiffer: manfred.h.pfeiffer@t-online.de 
Gottlieb-Daimler-Gymnasium S-Bad Cannstatt

Dagmar Lalla dagmarlalla@t-online.de 

Geschwister-Scholl-Gymnasium S-Sillenbuch

Silke Stephan: silke.stephan@z.zgs.de 

Wirtemberg-Gymnasium S-Untertürkheim: 

Nina Schwarz:  ninanero@gmx.net 
Solitude-Gymnasium S-Weilimdorf

Dr Astrid Diener: astrid_diener@freenet.de 
Ferdinand-Porsche-Gymnasium S-Zuffenhausen

Jan Lübke: j.luebke@freenet.de
Salier-Gymnasium Waiblingen

Roswitha Lindour: FAX: 07151 - 20 08 40

Lessing-Gymnasium Winnenden
Angelika Höness: hoeness@t-online.de
...................................................................................................................................................................
Annex 10: motions

Selected suggested motions 

1. JUNIOR LEVEL motions that can be & have been debated:

This House Believes that cats make better pets than dogs. / that school uniforms should be abolished / that Santa Claus needs a new image / TH welcomes the spirit of Christmas. / THB that Xmas sucks. / that there are too many rules / that power corrupts. / that Christopher Columbus went too far. / that television does more harm than good. / that the pen is mightier than the sword. /  that censorship is needed in a democracy. / that single-sex schools should be abolished. / that the community is more important than the individual. / that debating spoils your character.

2.  SENIOR LEVEL (partly. from New Zealand tournaments)

This House Believes that God is dead. /.that marriage is outmoded. / that the media serves us well. / that money makes the world go round. / that Hollywood has a lot to answer for. / that the education sytem has failed us. / that we must prepare for war to prevent war. / that civilisation has failed. / that Disney beats Shakespeare. / that our world is in good hands. / that we should look back in anger. / TH welcomes the passing of communism. / that our health system is making us sick. / that romance is dead. / that euthanasia should be legalised. / that the world needs Uncle Sam. / that our teachers are failing us. / that technology has outstripped morality. / that we should cut the tax cuts. / that the nation state has had its day. / that birth control is the answer. / that humankind is the next dinosaur. / that the best goverment is a small government. / that what we really, really want is Shakespeare, not the Spice Girls. / that greed is good. / .that high fences make good neighbours. / that tradition is a millstone. / that tourists are a global menace. / that national boundaries are out of date. / that right justifies might. / that smoking should be banned. / that American culture is to be regretted. / that there should be a right to die. / that we should keep out of other people's wars./ that in democracies we should break unjust laws. / that we need a world government. / that the death penalty is justified under some circumstances. / TH would turn its swords into ploughshares. / THB that only the rich can afford the environment. / that fat cats should be put on a diet./ that the Pope should marry.

3. WSDC  GRAND FINALS:

2001: This House Believes that. compensation should be paid for injustices committed by previous generations. / 2000: THB that national security concerns justify the restriction of civil liberties. / 1999: THB that the state has a duty to protect individuals from themselves. / 1998: TH would continue to prosecute WW2 criminals. / 1997: THB that free speech should be limited. / 1996: THB that the government should regulate the media. / 1995: THB that the United Nations has failed. / 1994: THB that the United Nations is the best hope for our future. / 1993:  THB that there is a new world order. / 1992: TH deplores the media's distortion of political issues. / 1991: THB that the United Nations has proved itself to be impotent. / 1990: Be it resolved that we regret nationalism. / 1989: THB that the planet is in good hands.

.....................................................................................................................................................................................
Annex 11: events 2003-2004
2003:

September:

workshop in Mainz

October-November: 
workshops in the Esslingen, Rottweil, Stuttgart & Tübingen Studienseminare.

Saturday October 25th: 
selection debates for German WSDC Team 2004 at Lessing-Gymnasium Winnenden.

November 2003: 

(NO ESDC championships because of WSDC 2004)

Instead: "Heart of Europe" Championships in Olomouc, Czech Republic.

2004:

February 11th to 21st 2004: WSDC in Stuttgart.

.....................................................................................................................................................................................

This exposé also exists in the form of  12 logical steps to debating, with almost 

identical material presented in a slightly different way,and regularly updated,

available from:  : marinella@t-online.de
copyright 2002 Michael Pates
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