El Camino College

SOURCE QUALIFICATIONS POSITION
STANDARDS

1. NFA RULES. From the NFA website, accessed 1/28/08


      The first time a source is presented, the debater must state the full source when

       introducing the evidence.  A “full source” is assumed to include the author’s name, 

       author’s qualifications (when apparent in the original), full date, and title of source.

2. EDUCATION.  Dr. Mark Crossman, professor of Speech Communication, Burden of Proof, 2005
VIOLATION

When my opponent cites only ________ (fill in with violation, such as “Smith in 06”) he/she violates the standard, and makes it impossible for me to evaluate the evidence.  It is not my responsibility to ask questions to establish the source’s credibility.

IMPACT

This is an apriori voting issue for the following reasons:

1. Education.  Education is diminished when debaters and audience members are prohibited from evaluating sources.

2. Fairness.  In the information age when anything can be published on blogs and personal web pages, fairness is upheld by requiring the qualifications of each source.
3. Destruction of LD.  The omission of source qualifications allows the debaters to read more evidence, thereby changing NFA LD from a communication event that is accessible to a general audience to debater-centered event, such as policy.

If you do not agree that this is an absolute voting issue, I would ask that you exclude the evidence that was not qualified by my opponent, and rely only on the sources for which full qualifications were provided.  

El Camino College

PUNISHMENT PARADIGM FOR EXCESSIVE SPEED

STANDARDS
NFA RULES. From the NFA website, accessed 1/28/08

Speeches should be pleasant, comprehensible, and persuasive in tone, especially since 


not all judges will have traditional debate experience.  Speech delivery and quantity of 


evidence should not be excessive.  
VIOLATION

My opponent did not speak at a pleasant or conversational pace and therefore violates the rules of the event.  
IMPACT

While the rules allow for a verbal warning before losing due to delivery, I would argue that this should be an apriori voting issue because of the following:

1. Punishment Paradigm.  I have spent my speech time on this issue.  A warning will not send a sufficient message.  Only a loss will do this.

2. Destruction of LD.  NFA LD was passed by PRP on the understanding that it delivered like an individual event.  If it becomes otherwise, it will be taken away.
3. Fairness.  The event was designed for broader participation.  We already have policy LD for pure debaters, allowing speed puts IE competitors at a disadvantage when participating in it.
