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Roosevelt Hiqfi School Debating Team Leaves for Minnc<yj|lis to Contest 

With Montevideo for State Championship M 

HAVE DEFEATED ALL DISTRICT CHAMPIONS IN 0EBATES 

A Concise Statement of Facts Regarding the Contention of die Worth High 

of Minneapolis in Recent Contest f 

Superintendent Lafayette Bliss 
and the debating team of the Roose
velt High, comprising Lambert 
Gill, Axel Dahl and Kdward Berg, 
left this morning for Minneapolis 
where, under the rules governing 
the State Debating League, they 
will this evening meet the Monte
video debating team in the final 
contest for the state championship. 

In the contest the Virginia team 
has made an enviable record, hav
ing defeated both the St. Paul and 
Minneapolis teams among others 
with whom they have debated the 
question of discussion for the year. 

The debate with the latter team, 
however, while awarded Virginia 
by the judges, has been attacked 
by the superintendent of the North 
Side High, whose tactics to win the 
honors lost by his class have re
ceived previous mention, but which 
are more fully explained in the fol
lowing syllabus of the matter as 
cimpiled by Superintendent Bliss 
and mailed during the week to 
every school superintendent and 
many other prominent educators 
throughout the state: 

To THE DIRECTORS AND MEMBERS 
OF THE MINNESOTA HIGH SCHOOL 
DEBATING LEAGUE. 

GENTLEMEN; 
In accordance with League rules 

a debate was arranged between the 
North Side High School of Minne
apolis and Virginia High School. 
Hon. Pierce Butler, a very promi
nent attorney, Hon. G. B. Edgerton 
and Gen. W. B. Douglas, all of St. 
Paul, were chosen and acted as 
judges. Professor A. W. Rankin, of 
the College of Education, Univers
ity of Minnesota, was chosen and 
actedas chairman or presiding offi
cer of the debate, which was held 
March 20th, 1908, in the assembly 
room of the North High School. No 
dispute appears to have arisen be
tween the teams and no claim of 
such has been made by anybody. 
However, action has been sought 
for as if a dispute had arisen. 

Prior to the beginning of the de
bate, the charts in question were 
hung, with full knowledge of all 
concerned, and without protest be
ing made to the officials by any
body. Kach side knew where the 
charts were placed. If any objec
tion to such placing was to be made 
or any change desired, when should 
it be made known to the officials? 
Should it be overlooked and not 
mentioned until after the contest 
began or was finished, or should it 
be at once, before the debate began, 
and when a decision could be read
ily obtained, and change made, in 
the discretion of the officials, and 
without injuring the contestants or 
those thereafter to debate the win
ner? Would it not seem that if ob
jection iB not made at the proper 
time such objection would thereby 
be waived? It is said that "silence 
gives consent." Is it fair or proper 
to let any technical objection be 
waived when there is ample oppor
tunity to readily correct the trou
ble if the official believes there is 
error, and then, after waiving such 
objection, to raise it when too late to 
overcome the objection by change? 

After a spirited contest, the judg
es gave the decision to Virginia on 
the merits of the debate. The win
ning team at once returned home 
and began arrangements for the 
final contest with the Montevideo 
High School; chose sides, and be
gan work on the debate. Virginia 
debated the affirmative at Minneap
olis, the same side it had debated 
with St. Paul some time previous. 
Montevideo chose the affirmative, 
thereby compelling Virginia to take 
the negative, which it agreed to do 
and began preparation, and is ready 
to debate. The Montevideo team-
has debated the affirmative recent
ly, and therefore is ready to debate 
it again on the 17th. 

Some days later, the Minneapolis 
High School filed a protest with the 
University Debating Board against 
the decision, alleging several 
grounds, some of which were disre
garded by the Board as immaterial 
or unsupported. The Board set a 
hearing for the protest, at which 
the Minneapolis and Virginia teams 
were each represented. 

The Board is composed of five 
members of the University faculty, 
and one representative from each 
of the four student literary socie
ties. After the hearing it was learn 
ed that those.sitting as the Board 
were the following three professors, 
four students, and one alumnus 

Professor M. Sanford (Acting Pres
ident); Professor Schaper (Active 
Member); Professor S^rdeson (Ac
tive Member); K. B. Johnson (Alum
nus); Student H. C. Defiring (Active 
Member of Forum Literary Society); 
Student Sigmond (Active Member 
of Law Literary Society); Student 
Maland (Active Member of Castal-
ian Literary Society); S&udent R. C. 
Johnson (acting as substitute). 

There is question whether the 
alumnus could, under Any circum
stances, act, and whether the stu
dents present were the qualified 
members of tlie respecti V-e societies. 

"First Finding. Since.the Consti
tution of the League sanctions 'lie 
use of charts in a debate, it is fair 
to rule that such charts should be 
so placed, while on exhibition,a* to 
be readily seen by th^ opposing 
side. If a chart cannot be easily 
and conveniently inspected from 
the platform, it is the common prac
tice to permit a member : of the op
posing side to leave the platform 
for the purpose of making a more 
careful examination of such exhibit. 

It appears to us that substan
tial right was denied td-the'North 
Side High School debiiters when 
one of their team was deprived of 
the privilege of leaving^ the plat
form for the purpose ofluiaking a 
more careful examination of the 
charts while the debate was in pro
gress, and the exhibits were on dis
play." 

See, Contra, the following; 
ARTICLE G, SEC. 2. "The debaters 

shall be separated from the audi
ence and they shall receive no 
coaching while the delsm^. is in 
progress." ? 

BY-LAW 4. "When convenient, 
both teams shall be seated on the 
platform." 

"SECOND FINDING. The constitu
tion also distinctly permit* the neg
ative to interrupt the las* speaker 
on the a fii r ma t i ve dtrrinjrkvst-rebut-
tal speech for the purpose of pro
testing the introduction of new evi
dence when such evidence is not 
used to rebut a statement previous
ly made in the course of the debate 
in the opinion of the opposing 
speakers. If a speaker on the neg
ative side arises to raise that point 
of order, the presiding officer is 
bound to permit the objection to be 
stated. It is his duty then to rule 
on the objection, either sustaining 
it and ordering the new matter 
throwri out, or refusing to sustain 
it and permitting the speaker to 
continue for his full allotted time, 
not counting time lost through the 
interruption-" 

The findings then declare the de
bate invalid, and do riot state what 
shall be done. 

It will be noticed, from the fore-
going, that the attempted reversal 
of the decision of the judges,on the 
merits of the debate, is not based 
on any action of the winning team, 
but is based upon two rulings of 
the presiding officer, one of the 
foremost educators and besfknown 
men in the state of Minnesota, of 
extensive experience and unques
tioned impartiality, and selected 
by agreement of both contestants. 
There is no question raised as to 
the integrity, ability, fairness and 
disinterestedness of the officials at 
this debate. They were chosen to 
see that the debate was conducted 
in accordance with the rules; they 
were furnished with copies of the 
rules which concerned them, and 
no question is raised as to whether 
or not they were posted on the 
rules. They are able to testify as 
to this, and doubtless will do so if 
called upon. The Virginia-team is 
placed in a peculiar position; it is 
not asked to defend its actions, for 
its actions were not the cause of the 
trouble, or alleged difficulty; it 
merely is called indirectly to defend 
the actions of the; presiding officer, 
an officer who was a stranger to the 
winning team, and doubtless a 
stranger as well to the losing team. 
The Virginia team has been in 
many debates, and never has ques
tioned the decision of the officials. 
It has made no protest or objection 
in the present instance, and is not 
on the defensive. 

Shortly before the debate in ques
tion, the Virginia team had .a very 
spirited contest with the HunSboldt 
High School in St. Paul. The ut
most good feeling existed through
out, and all concerned 'were satis
fied, although the losing team is 
always disappointed. Every cour
tesy was extended by everyone and 
reciprocated. The Mtinneapiolif de
bate was arranged in the same 
manner, and the Virginia team ap
peared on the ground on the day of 
debate. This is cited* merely to 
show that the Virginia team is not 
new at debate, and was prepared to 
win or lose gracefully. Whille jjot 
on the defensive as to any of its 
own acts, it is obliged to appear and 

call attention to the rules govern
ing the Leagu^ merely in order that 
it, as well as the other successful 
team, may have, an opportunity to 
compete for the state championship 
in accordance .with agreed rules, 
and it respectfully refers to our 
League compact, believing that the 
attempted action of the Board is in 
error, due to -mistaken authority. 
SCOPE OF AUTHORITY OF DEBATING 

BOARD. 
Article 13 of the Constitution is 

as follows: 
ARTICLE 13—DISPUTES. "All dis

putes between members of the 
League, except in regard to the ap
pointment of judges, shall be set
tled by the Debating Board of the 
University. (In considering dis
putes, the Board will reject all oral 
agreements that are not witnessed 
by a disinterested party, and all 
written agreements that are not 
signed by the interested parties.) 
If two teams have a controversy 
concerning the selection of ^judges, 
each team shall appoint one person, 
these two Shalt appoint a third and 
these three shall settle the dispute. 
If either team refuses to accept the 
decision of the above committee it 
shall lose by default." 

The onty persons bound by or en
tering into the League are the mem
bers of the League; they made the 
rules; they are represented by the 
district directors. The Debating 
Board is not a party to the agree
ment and is not concerned, except 
as to disputes which properly are 
submitted and which that Board 
may, in its option, consent to act 
upon. 

The Board, mistaking its author
ity, has endeavored to upset the de
cision of the judges on the merits 
of a debate, upon technicalities, 
which in no way affected the result 
of the debate or the decision of the 
prominent and disinterested men 
who acted as officials. We believe 
that an j' attempt to do so is in error 
and of no effect, under the rules. If 
aity^dispute had arisen, such dis
pute could be properly settled, as 
the article mentioned provides. 
There could be no dispute unless it 
arose prior to the decision of the 
judges, and if one did, it should 
at once be acted upon by the 
officials. 

The Board can have no authority 
except that which is expressly giv
en,it- by the Constitution and .By.-.. 
Laws. Article 13 provides that all 
disputes, except as to judges, shall 
be settled by the Debating Board. 
A committee of three shall settle 
any dispute as to judges to be ap
pointed, and if the decision of such 
committee is not accepted, then the 
objecting team shall lose by de
fault. This is the only case in 
which, under the League rules, a 
default can be entered against a 
team. This cannot be entered by 
any committee or board, but be
comes operative of itself without 
any action. In the present case 
there is not claimed to be dispute 
between contestants. All arrange
ments were satisfactorily made, and 
the debate was held. It was never 
intended, and is not provided, that 
anyone could or should go behind 
the decision of judges. The presi 
dent of the League, Prof. K. E. Mc-
Dermott, recently deceased, always 
held that said Board had no power 
to go behind the returns of the 
judges, and in all the existence of 
the League no attempt has ever 
been made by the Board to alter a 
vote of the judges. 

There was no dispute between the 
teams, as is contemplated by Arti
cle 13 of the Constitution; nor was 
any agreement of the contestants 
called in question. The Virginia 
team has done nothing; has not dis 
puted. There can be no dispute un
less there are two disputants. If 
there is any dispute here it must be 
between the Minneapolis team and 
the presiding officer. It is a case 
similar to where a foot-ball team 
objects to a ruling of an umpire or 
referee. There is no dispute here 
between members of the League 
and under the constitution and rules 
no person can settle a dispute be
tween a debater and an officer. (The 
debater, by choosing and accepting 
the officer, agreed to be bound by 
the decision of that officer) When 
a debate is arranged and the argu
ments begin, how can there be a dis
pute between the contestants? They 
can bebate, but must confine them 
selves to the question—they have 
no opportunity to dispute. Certain 
questions can be presented to the 
presiding officer, and by him decid
ed, and the League rules provide no 
method of questioning the correct 
ness of such decision; the fairness 
and capability and high-minded-
ness df the official is and must of 
necessity be relied upon. The pnly 
question that can possibly be rais
ed, after a debate has begun, is some 
question as to parliamentary prac
tice; it cannot go to the merits of a 
debate. The parliamentary rules of 
the League are simple, and the pre
siding officer in question under
stood them (no question is raised as 
to this) and'he used his best discre
tion. The rales did not contemplate 
any dispute between an official and 
a contestant. .• 

I Articles 8 and 9 of the Constitu
tion relate to the conduct of the de
bate, and are regulation^ to be en 
fprced in the discretion and judg 
ment of the officials theretofore 
chosen for that purpose. No pro
vision is made for questioning s^h 
discretion at any other time pr 
place. The judges are required to 
decide on the merits of the debate, 
afid not on the merits of the ques
tion. In many courts and judicial 
bodies the members hold a consul
tation before announcing the decis
ion. Our rules prohibit such con
sultation, and none was had. The 
chairman is to act upon points of 
order; he is there for that purpose; 
is impartial to all; knows what is 
taking place and exercises his dis
cretion in accordance with the rules. 
He acts as umpire at an athletic 
contest. All contestants must ac
cept his ruling and go on with the 
debate, and if injured by a ruling 
made by an impartial and high-
iuinded official, they must be more 
careful in selecting officials next 
time. In almost every athletic con 
test that takes place there is some 
dissatisfaction with a ruling ot the 
umpire or referee, but would any
one think of overturning the result 
of the game on that account? Some 
years ago it would happen that a 
team would refuse to continue the 
gprne, or would have a fistic com-
bpt, but thosfe th;ngs have been pro-
vidad against and are not now com
mon. 

Suppose, for the sake of argu
ment, that the Board did have 
power to act in a case of this kind. 
We must then consider the merits 
of the objections. 

FINDING NO. 1. Did hot the los
ing team, the protestants here, 
waive any objection as to the loca
tion of charts, by not making objec
tion at the proper time? Such is 
the practice before most tribunals 
in this country. If the objection 
in this cfese was not waived, then 
we must consider the question of 
fact as to whether or not the charts 
could be read from the platform. 

At the hearing, it was stated^ by 
the representative of 'protestants, 
as well as by another, that the Min
neapolis debaters, or oVie of them, 
did copy from the opponents' charts 
while sitting on the plaf^rm. The 
winning team offered to ^ake thf^ 
whole Board to the Ifrjarthj High 
and let them see tor tt^emselves 
whether or not the charts could be 
read from the platform, and from 
the seats of the losing team, by 
merely turning their chairs a little. 
The Virginia team had a chart 
taken to the North High on the day 
of this hearing and hung in the 
positions which the four charts oc
cupied at the debate, and four 
witnesses assert that they could 
easily read the chart in the different 
positions, from the platform. These 
witnesses were in waiting outside 
the door at the time of the hearing, 
ready to be called and testify. The 
Board did not think wise to call 
them in. None of the Board at the 
hearing had been at the debate; 
some of them had not heard of the 
matter until that afternoon; others 
at the hearing said they had heard 
all about the matter. Evidently 
they had been interviewed by the 
protestants and their friends, who 
are many, some members of the 
board itself being recent graduates 
of the protesting school. Virginia 
had not said anything to the Board 
and had not filed any written ans 
wer. The Board, probably without 
thinking, had heard ex parte state
ments, unsupported, made by North 
High sympathizers, and allowed its 
decision to be made thereon. At 
the hearing, the evidence submitted 
by protestants as to the inability to 
read the pharts from the platform, 
was the oral statement of their rep 
resentatiye. The judges, the pre-
siding officer, the officials who 
were on .the ground and were im
partial and knew the actual condi
tion of the debate, were not called 
to the hearing to give any state
ment. The presiding officer lives 
not one block from the University 
campus. He has given a written 
statement that, in his opinion, the 
North Side High team could see 
the charts from the platform, that 
the rules forbade debaters going 
down among the audience. The 
judges could have been interviewed 
by telephone if they could not have 
personally been preseut. 

This being so, the objection as to 
the location of charts falls again; 
Brat, it was waived; second, if not 
waived, it falls on its merits from 
the evidence, the charts could be 
and were s«en from the platform; 
third, there is no dispute between 
members of the league, and there
fore there is nothing to be decided 
by any Board, under the rules; 
fourth, the decision of the judges 
was, and under the rules must 
have been, based upon the merits 
of the debate. Charts relate to 
the merits of the question, not to 
the skill in debate, and therefore 
charts are really immaterial to the 
decision. t 

FINDING NO. 2. It is alleged that 
one of the negative team arose to a 
point of order, on t^e ground that 

new evidence was being introduced, 
in the last rebuttal speech, which; 
evidence was not properly admi*-| 
sible. The finding of the Board Is, 
apparently, that the point oil order 
was not permitted to be stated, waa^ 
not passed upon, and that this waflrf 
such a material irregularity as to 
upset the decision of the judge*. 
The only evidence before the Board 
in support of such finding was tbe 
oral statement of the North High 
principal. -

Section 7, Article 8, constitution, 
is as follows: "New matter, except 
when strictly in rebnttal, shall not 
be introduced in the last rebuttal 
speech of the affirmative." 

Section 8, Article 8, reads ithus: 
"Speakers shall not be interrupted 
by their opponents except when 
the negative is attempting to pro
tect its rights in accordance with 
the preceding section." 

Under these rules, which the pre
siding officer knew, and his know
ledge is not questioned, no point 
of order could be raised except this 
one. If a speaker rose to state a. 
point of order it could be but the 
one point, that new evidence, not 
strictly in rebuttal, was being in
troduced. The mere act of arising 
to object would raise in the mind 
of the presiding officer the question . 
"is new evidence, not strictly in re
buttal, being introduced?" The 
chairman could at once rule upon 
the objection. The chairman was 
not asked by the Board as to what 
he actually did, at least such evi
dence was not presented at the hear
ing. The chairman has made writ
ten statement that he did listen to 
the objection of the debater rising 
to a point of order, and thereupon 
ruled that this was left to the judges 
to decide, which was the exact pro
cedure he had been instructed, by 
the principal of the North Side 
High, to follow, and which agreed 
with his own judgment under the 
rules. Thus, this objection of the 
protestants falls. 

Further: At a previous debate, 
this same North Side High speaker 
raised this same objection at tllia 
same particular point in the debate; :• 
irrespective of what evidence was 
being used ik rebuttal—the evident 
purpose df the objection being to 
disconcert aua break down the ona-
in the midst of his rebuttal)speech; 
ari^; also for the purpose of rsising 
some technical ground upon which 
to appeal if possible. In law an at
torney wins on the merits if he can, 
and as he proceeds he is careful to 
raise some objections which may 
be used as a basis for appeal. The 
appeal will delay the enforcement 
of the decision for some time, will 
embarrass the winner, and may re
sult in overturning the decision, so 
that there is little or nothing to 
lose by appeal and everything to 
gain. The principal of the Korth 
Side High team was admitted to the 
bar of Minnesota after completing 
the law course at the State Univers
ity. Was not the point of order 
raised for the mere purpose of ap
peal? Even so, the point was heard 
and passed upon, according to the 
statement of the chairman, and the 
objection falls. It may be that the 
chairman heard the point of order 
without actually stopping the re
buttal speech. This would be possi
ble. It was not necessary that the 
point of order be stated*to the audi
ence. If the point was heard and 
passed upon, this should satisfy the 
objector; he would; have no cause 
for complaint. Objections might 
be raised half a dozen tiipes in rap
id succession, thereby breaking up 
the speaker entirely, and the objec
tions be without grounds. Surely 
the only purpose of allowing objec
tions to be stated at all is to allow 
them to be brought to the attention 
of the chairman and be passed up
on. The chairman says he listened 
to the point of order and ruled there
on, and that the objection was with-
out foundation. Is not that suffi
cient? 

It seems the Board has held a sub
sequent meeting, probably at the 
request of the protestants, (without 
notice to the Virginia team), and at 
this second meeting attempted, in 
the exercise of their mistaken au
thority, to postpone the final con
test; to direct that the semi-final be 
again debated, and that different 
judges be chosen, and that the two 
teams have the same sides as before. 

Further: Article 4 Section 2 pro
vides, in effect, that "inter-district 
or semi-hnal contestsi" shall be 
held! Section 5 says thst a date of 
an "inter-district" contest shall be 
changed only upon the consent of 
all contestants. This is the only 
way a change of date can be had. 

Section 3 provides that "the final 
contest shall be held on the third 
Friday of April," which this year is 
April 17th. No provision is made 
for a change of that day, and there-
-tore it cannot be changed by any
one, by consent or otherwise, and 
especially not without conaent. If 
the final is not held on that day it 
cannot, under the rules, which form 
the binding agreement of the 
League, be held at any time. There* 
fore, if not held, the teams entitled 

(Concluded on Page 10) , •-
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