

Resolutional Overview
Privacy and the Right to Know | Philosophies of the Resolution
By Zachary Beddingfield
Resolved: In democratic elections, the public's right to know ought to be valued above a candidate's right to privacy.
Hello, and welcome to a new year of Lincoln Douglas debate! This article is an overview of the philosophies surrounding the scope of the resolution, the public's right to know, and the candidate's right to privacy. The concept of rights is deeply rooted in philosophies that you'll need to understand thoroughly to be successful in NCFCA this season. We'll consider what situations count as democratic elections, some characteristics of general rights, and both the rights listed in the resolution. 
PART I: Democratic Elections
Most of this article will focus on the rights themselves, but let's first unpack what NCFCA has made the scope of our resolution: democratic elections. Dictionaries Merriam Webster and Cambridge define democracy as:
Merriam Webster[footnoteRef:2] [2:  “Democracy.” Merriam-Webster, https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/democracy. Accessed 1 July 2020.] 

a) Government by the people, especially: rule of the majority
b) A government in which the supreme power is vested in the people and exercised by them directly or indirectly through a system of representation usually involving periodically held free elections.
Cambridge[footnoteRef:3] [3:  “Democracy.” Cambridge Dictionary, Cambridge University Press, https://dictionary.cambridge.org/us/dictionary/english/democracy Accessed 1 July 2020.] 

a) The belief in freedom and equality between people, or a system of government based on this belief, in which power is either held by elected representatives or directly by the people themselves.
b) A country in which power is held by elected representatives
The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy gives a similar definition of democracy:
To fix ideas, the term “democracy,” as I will use it in this article, refers very generally to a method of group decision making characterized by a kind of equality among the participants at an essential stage of the collective decision making.[footnoteRef:4] [4:  Christiano, Tom. “Democracy.” Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Stanford University, 27 July 2006, https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/democracy/#DemDef. Accessed 1 July 2020.] 

What these sources have in common is that democracies are systems that make decisions by giving each member equal power at a point in the process, whether in electing a representative, voting directly on a law, or at some other step. Both of the dictionary definitions define democracy strictly as a form of government, cutting groups like corporations, college boards, and HOAs out of the resolution. The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, however, does not require that a democracy be a government, instead defining the act of democracy – much closer to our term "democratic elections" - as a method of group decision making.
	But democracy and democratic elections aren't the same concepts, and "democratic elections" isn't a term defined in any major dictionary. Broadly, these elections are an understood byproduct implied by any democracy that employs middlemen, the voters' representatives. Thus, using definitions of democracy and elections would give us a clear enough picture of our scope to start debating the clash of rights in the resolution. Still, some academic sources have defined democratic elections. An article published in the peer-reviewed Fall 1984 Journal World Affairs, "Democratic Elections and Democratic Government," said this on democratic elections:
Of course, there are elections and elections. In some elections there is only one candidate or slate, and no choice; some elections feature several candidates or slates, and no choice; some offer several candidates all of whom are chosen by the incumbents. These are not democratic elections.
Democratic elections are not merely symbolic legitimations or collective affirmations. They are competitive, periodic, inclusive, definitive elections in which the chief decision-makers in a government are selected by citizens who enjoy broad freedom to criticize government, to public their criticisms, and to present alternatives.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  Kirkpatrick, Jeane J. “Democratic Elections and Democratic Government.” World Affairs, vol. 147, no. 2, 1984, pp. 61–69. JSTOR, https://www.jstor.org/stable/20672013. Accessed 1 July 2020.] 

This piece defines democratic elections as elections that fulfill specific criteria, notably of being elections for government officials in which the citizenry has the freedoms needed to maintain proper, legitimate democracy.

Therefore, the framework of our resolution according to most sources is exclusively elections of government officials by the citizens in which the citizens have equal say on the chosen representative. According to a smaller group of sources, the framework is broader and refers to any group that votes on candidates that would then make decisions for the whole body. Knowing this, we can now look at the sides of our resolution, the right to privacy and the right to know.
PART II: What is a Right
Rights are the topic of one of the most philosophical discussions, with their significance and even existence heavily debated. Philosophers don't agree on where rights come from, what they are, or when they can be restricted or revoked. That means you can argue a stance on these issues. It also means you need to be prepared to respond to an array of claims about the nature of rights. This section will give you background and materials to help understand and speak confidently on what a right is and which rights apply to the resolution.
Types of Rights
There are different types of rights that we'll split between those that rely on national documents like the Constitution and those that do not. Legally defined rights are called legal rights, defined by Stanford Encyclopedia: 
Legal rights are, clearly, rights which exist under the rules of legal systems or by virtue of decisions of suitably authoritative bodies within them.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  “Legal Rights.” Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Stanford University, 4 Nov. 2017, https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/legal-rights/. Accessed 26 June 2020.] 

Some special legal rights are called civil liberties and civil rights. Civil liberties are basic freedoms provided by the constitution, including freedom of speech and religion, and civil rights are the set of anti-discrimination laws, such as those that bar workplace discrimination based on gender. [footnoteRef:7][footnoteRef:8] However, these are legal rights. They exist because a government created them, not because people deserve to claim them by being human. In philosophy, we call rights that people deserve by nature of being human, disregarding any existing societies, as derived or conferred from natural law. Natural law is defined by Encyclopedia Britannica:  [7:  “Civil Rights vs. Civil Liberties.” Findlaw, 11 Oct. 2019, https://civilrights.findlaw.com/civil-rights-overview/civil-rights-vs-civil-liberties.html. Accessed 26 June 2020.]  [8:  “What's The Difference Between Civil Rights and Civil Liberties?” Swartz, swartz-legal.com/employment-law-resources/whats-the-difference-between-civil-rights-civil-liberties/. Accessed 26 June 2020.] 

Natural law, in philosophy, a system of right or justice held to be common to all humans and derived from nature rather than from the rules of society, or positive law.[footnoteRef:9] [9:  Zeidan, Adam. “Natural Law.” Encyclopædia Britannica, https://www.britannica.com/topic/natural-law. Accessed 26 June 2020.
] 

When a right is claimed to be derived from natural law, it is claimed to exist by nature regardless of whether a government chooses to recognize it. These rights are called natural rights, defined as rights derived from natural law. Human rights are very similar and defined as basic rights or freedoms that belong to all people. Some philosophers interpret human rights as a broader set than natural rights, perhaps gained based on societal growth, while many others use the terms interchangeably.[footnoteRef:10] The debate on whether natural and human rights are the same depends on whether a right can belong to all humans that doesn't come directly from natural law, maybe existing as a byproduct of society. A special case of rights exist that are both human rights and acknowledged by government to merit especially significant protection. These are called fundamental rights, which change from nation to nation based on national documents and legal rules. In the United States, for example, the right to liberty is a fundamental right. [10:  Tierney, Brian. “The Idea of Natural Rights-Origins and Persistence.” Northwestern Journal of International Human Rights, vol. 2, no. 1, 2004, https://scholarlycommons.law.northwestern.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1005&context=njihr. Accessed 26 June 2020. (See footnote 2)
] 


Because Lincoln-Douglas debate is philosophical debate, these rights need to be applied in terms of ethics and philosophy rather than legality. Furthermore, because the resolution is not nation-specific one nation's legal rights do not carry much weight in the round. However, legal rights can still be used in the round if, for example, many nations have the same legal right, demonstrating a consensus which could be used to argue that it should be a human right as well. Then the right would expand beyond borders and fit within the confines of the round. 
Can Rights be Restricted?
Often, fundamental rights are referred to as "inalienable." The second paragraph of the Declaration of Independence begins:
 “We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness.”[footnoteRef:11] [11:  “Inalienable Rights.” Legal Dictionary, 6 Dec. 2015, https://legaldictionary.net/inalienable-rights/. Accessed 27 June 2020.] 

Merriam Webster Dictionary defines inalienable as "Incapable of being alienated, surrendered, or transferred.[footnoteRef:12] Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy defines an inalienable right as one which "its holder cannot lose temporarily or permanently by bad conduct or by voluntarily giving it up."[footnoteRef:13] If we accept Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy's interpretation of an inalienable right, then most or all human rights are not treated as inalienable in America or anywhere. The article came to this conclusion as well: "It is doubtful that all human rights are inalienable in this sense … Perhaps it is sufficient to say that human rights are very hard to lose." Those that defend the rights listed in the Declaration of Independence, especially liberty, as truly inalienable argue that an inalienable right can still be limited in response to bad conduct, resulting in a debate of semantics.  [12:  “Inalienable Rights.” Merriam-Webster, www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/inalienable. Accessed 27 June 2020.]  [13:  Nickel, James. “Human Rights.” Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Stanford University, 11 Apr. 2019, https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/rights-human/. Accessed 27 June 2020.] 

We can also see that civil liberties in America are not inalienable and can be limited constitutionally. For example, freedom of speech does not allow one to call for violence, a universal limiting of the First Amendment right. Similarly, libel is also not protected by the First Amendment.

Often, different rights can come into conflict, as is the case in our resolution once both the rights to privacy and knowledge of candidates are recognized. There is no simple answer for which right should be ranked above another, but there are some clear points of hierarchy between them. The most accepted natural rights are life, liberty, and property. These are acknowledged by all decent governments (accepting these human rights could be a test of legitimate governments) as fundamental rights. Like how freedom of speech does not include calls to violence, these rights take precedent over civil liberties and civil rights. Freedom of religion does not include the right to kill or enslave in the name of religion, thus why the terrorist organization Isis is not protected by the First Amendment. But how would one weigh between two rights that are equal on the hierarchy, like life and liberty? Well, she could argue that natural rights by definition cannot come into conflict. Or, perhaps life is a more important right than liberty for the simple reason that people need this right preserved first, and other human rights fall somewhere further on this vague spectrum. 

Another possibility is a utilitarian approach, that the most ethical action (in our case the right we choose to rank as highest) is the one which leads to the greatest good for the greatest number of people, to ranking human rights. This will be very common for comparing the rights to privacy and to know, marked by any debater agreeing that both sides of the resolution are human rights before comparing each to a value of democracy or another quality of life metric. Keep in mind that in these cases, we are claiming that a human right can be removed solely for the common good, or at least than when two rights come into conflict we select the one that best contributes to the common good. Obviously, one could argue that this process creates a slippery slope in which rights are only important when they bring results, and the debate continues.

Ultimately, weighing different rights against each other isn't a settled practice, especially if we can’t specify a nation and legal system. That's why this year's debate will be so interesting! It's up to us as debaters to present a metric for deciding which right is more important, and our responsibility is to make the process of comparing rights logically consistent such that we don't accidentally advocate an authoritarian state where the right to life only belongs to 'good' people and liberty is just a synonym for inefficiency. 

PART III: The Right to Privacy
What Does a Right to Privacy Imply?
In his dissent in Olmstead v. United Sates (1928), Chief Justice Brandeis called the right to privacy the "right to be let alone."[footnoteRef:14] Nolo's Plain English Law Dictionary gives two definitions: [14:  Skousen, Mark. “The Right to Be Left Alone: Mark Skousen.” Foundation for Economic Education, 1 May 2002, fee.org/articles/the-right-to-be-left-alone/#:~:text=The%20Fourth%20Amendment%20forms%20the,a%20free%20and%20civil%20society. Accessed 27 June 2020.] 

1) The right not to have one's personal matters disclosed or publicized; the right to be left alone.
2) The right against undue government intrusion into fundamental personal issues and decisions. Although the U.S. Constitution does not explicitly state that there is a right to privacy, Supreme Court decisions have found an implicit constitutional right to privacy in striking down laws that criminalize sodomy, the use of contraceptives, and abortion.[footnoteRef:15] [15:  “Right to Privacy.” Legal Information Institute, Cornell Law School, https://www.law.cornell.edu/wex/right_to_privacy#:~:text=Definition%20from%20Nolo's%20Plain%2DEnglish,fundamental%20personal%20issues%20and%20decisions. Accessed 27 June 2020.] 

While these definitions rely on U.S. case precedent, their message, that the right to privacy is the right to keep personal information private, is pretty universal. Because we aren't dealing with one specific nation, exactly what is personal information can be argued in round, but judges are likely predisposed to include the obvious choices – financial information, medical records, religious affiliation perhaps, and, as in case law, matters of sexuality and contraception – which will help keep debates grounded. 

Another interesting type of information is voting records, which in different elected spheres in America could be kept private until recently. For example, until 1970 members of the House of Representatives could perform a special vote where each member told a teller their position on the bill in question. Once the process was completed, the teller would announce the total votes for and against and report as such in the Congressional Record, but names were not recorded. This meant that members could vote anonymously, up until the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970 requiring the names of politicians be recorded in the Congressional Record and reported along with a count of votes. Today, knowing the voting history of your Representative seems like information all voters have always had access to, something voters have taken for granted in deciding their vote, but at one point this information was considered private and protected from public scrutiny.[footnoteRef:16] [16:  “Record Voting in the House of Representatives: Issues and Options.” EveryCRSReport.com, Congressional Research Service, 3 July 2008, https://www.everycrsreport.com/reports/RL34570.html. Accessed 28 June 2020.] 

Is There a Right to Privacy?
Now let's decide what type of right privacy is based on Part I. In America, a general right to privacy is not granted by the Constitution or subsequent Amendments, though the Fourth Amendment is a right to privacy against unreasonable searches and seizures by government.[footnoteRef:17] However, some court cases, such as Gilbert v. Minnesota (1920) and Griswold v. Connecticut (1965) have argued that collectively, several sections of the Bill of Rights reasonably imply a right to privacy. In this way, the right to privacy could be called an implicit civil liberty. It's also a legal right in broader terms, since you are protected by law from illegal surveillance or abuse of your data by corporations and under statutes like HIPPA.  [17:  Haydel, Judith. Privacy, www.mtsu.edu/first-amendment/article/1141/privacy. Accessed 27 June 2020.] 


Being a legal right and civil liberty in the United States does not make privacy a human right that extends beyond borders. Privacy as a natural right, derived from natural law, is an even more difficult burden to prove. John Locke was a major philosopher whose work on natural law is typically used to determine natural rights. He emphasized three natural rights, life, liberty, and property, stemming from his belief that the most basic natural law is the preservation of mankind, and that natural law means that individuals should be free to make choices about how to conduct their own lives as long as they do not interfere with the liberty of others.[footnoteRef:18] Locke did not claim privacy as a natural right directly, but you could attempt to argue privacy as derived from natural law using his premises. Another approach is debating that privacy is a human right but not a natural right by claiming that it exists as a result of modern-day society rather than natural law.  [18:  “Natural Rights.” Constitutional Rights Foundation, https://www.crf-usa.org/foundations-of-our-constitution/natural-rights.html#:~:text=Locke%20wrote%20that%20all%20individuals,%2C%20liberty%2C%20and%20property.%22. Accessed 27 June 2020.] 


To prove that privacy is a right without specifying a government, it's required to prove it exists universally. Until now we've interpreted that as meaning that privacy exists universally as a human right whether governments acknowledge it or not. What if we instead argue that all democracies recognize the right to privacy? This can be done using the International Declaration of Human Rights, a United Nations bill passed in the third General Assembly, December 1948.[footnoteRef:19] This Declaration passed unanimously, with 48 of the then 58 members voting in favor, none against, and the rest formally abstaining or not voting altogether. None of the 10 nations who did not vote in favor could reasonably be called respectable democracies in 1948.[footnoteRef:20] This means that all democracies in the UN in 1948 recognize privacy as a human right. Even if we disagree with the ruling (and many rights in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights certainly don't look like traditional human rights), it still stands that every democracy with a voice in the UN at that time believed that privacy is a right. Whether or not it exists whether governments recognize it becomes less important, since every government did recognize it.  [19:  “Universal Declaration of Human Rights.” United Nations, 10 Dec. 1948, https://www.ohchr.org/EN/UDHR/Documents/UDHR_Translations/eng.pdf. Accessed 8 June 2020.]  [20:  Glass, Andrew. “United Nations Adopts Universal Declaration of Human Rights, Dec. 10, 1948.” POLITICO, 10 Dec. 2015, www.politico.com/story/2015/12/united-nations-adopts-universal-declaration-of-human-rights-dec-10-1948-216489. Accessed 8 June 2020.] 

Does There Need to be a Right to Privacy?
Could negative win the round without successfully proving a right to privacy exists across borders or by explicitly claiming such is not a right? It would be easy enough for the negative to argue, backed by various philosophers and peer-reviewed publications, that human rights are nothing more than natural rights, which in turn are nothing more than life, liberty, and property. If, in this example, neither right exists, who wins? If the judge leaves the round convicted that neither privacy nor "to know" are rights, and that we shouldn’t think of the right to know as a more interpretive concept of limiting a right due to necessity, then negative should win. Here the resolution can't be true, because saying nonexistent concept X ought to be valued above nonexistent concept Y isn't logical. So negative doesn't need privacy as a right to exist, but only so long as the right to know is also only an illusion.
And affirmative? The obvious answer is no, of course not, since affirmative is arguing that the right to know is more valuable than the right to privacy. How then could affirmative seek to prove privacy isn't a right? There's the traditionalism argument, that we should limit the set of rights to those derived from natural law (natural rights), but the right to know isn't a right either under this definition of rights. Most philosophers begin to consider privacy as a right the moment we expand our definition of rights beyond natural rights, and affirmative would struggle finding any interpretation of rights that does not include privacy yet still includes the right to know. Also, what does a right to know about political candidates even mean if there is no claim to privacy to overcome? Would we really call the right to know about democratic candidates a right if the average person can't keep information private in the first place? So, interestingly, affirmative may have an easier burden if they concede the right to privacy upfront than if they claim that the only right listed in the resolution is the right to know.
PART IV: The Right to Know
What Does a Right to Know Imply?
Definitions for "right to know" pertaining to democratic elections may become a challenge in this year's debate. Various dictionaries define right to know as a legal term referring to the public's right to know about corporate or government data and records. The most applicable definition comes from Dictionary.com:
Of or relating to laws or policies that make certain government or company data and records available to any individual who has a right or need to know their contents.[footnoteRef:21] [21:  “Right to Know.” Dictionary.com, https://www.dictionary.com/browse/right-to-know. Accessed 28 June 2020. ] 

This definition is helpful and should work within the round, but still does not actually define the right to know in terms of the right to know about democratic candidates, just government and corporate bodies. You could argue that this definition applies in spirit if not vocabulary, but the definition could become a drag against a negative whose goal is to drain time by attacking the definition. Unfortunately, I haven't found any more applicable or scholarly definitions yet, but the meaning of "right to know" is clear and absolute enough that you should be able to reach an agreement on definitions and not have trouble in most rounds. What I mean by clear and absolute is that the obvious interpretation of the public's right to know about democratic candidates is their right to receive all the information they might need to be sufficiently informed when voting. What all information that may be is probably less important, since the conflict of the round revolves around what extent the right to know can be used to justify extracting private information and thus the conflict itself asks to what extent the right to know should be able to reach.
Is There a Right to Know?
Is there a right to know? To answer that, let's think what kind of right the right to know would be. The right to know is not a natural right because it can't be derived from natural law; if a human right, it is a product of living in democracy, not being human. The right to know also does not seem to fit as a human right under the traditional definition, even if human rights are a broader set than natural rights, because human rights are rights that belong to all people by merit of birth, and there doesn't seem to be a right to know in dictatorships, anarchies, or in non-representative democracies (no elections). But recently the idea of a human right has been applied less strictly. Right to healthcare. Right to education. The UN Universal Declaration of Human Rights includes the right to limitations on working hours and paid holidays. Those are called positive rights, in which the government has an obligation to give you something, rather than to protect a right (like life) that you already innately have. Most older philosophers rejected positive rights, but their universal acceptance by the nations of the UN and in modern culture marks a loosening of the requirements of a human right. 

The right to know is in some ways a positive right, because it requires government give you information about another. Claiming a right to know about democratic candidates, even so far as information that would normally be private, also implies the right to limit or revoke that candidate’s right to privacy. That second aspect of a right to know, overturning an already existing right to privacy, is what makes the concept more extreme than most rights, but under the correct circumstances it can be argued as a right. Whether the right to know is a human right under the more interpretive definition can be argued to hinge on the same test as rights to healthcare and education, which generally sums to "within the ideal version of current society should all people have access to this concept?"

The right to know about government in general is also a legal right in some countries. In the United States, we have the Freedom of Information Act of 1966 which "has provided the right to the public to request access to records from any federal agency."[footnoteRef:22] Federal agencies have to provide any document requested by the public unless it falls under one of nine exemptions which protect personal privacy, national security, and law enforcement. Significantly, exemption six reads: [22:  Freedom of Information Act, United States Department of Justice, https://www.foia.gov/about.html. Accessed 28 June 2020.] 

“Protects information about individuals in personnel and medical files and similar files when the disclosure of that information would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy.”

Thus, while the Freedom of Information Act represents the United States recognizing a right to know, it arguably does not value the right to know above the right to privacy. Of course, the FOIA also isn't directed at democratic candidates but government agencies.

However, being a legal right – a right granted by legislature of a specific government – does not make the right to know as universal as the resolution, applying to all "democratic elections." The debate on whether the right to know exists will probably hinge on the definition of a right or on whether individual societies acknowledging it is enough to prove a truly universal right to know. 
Before moving on, let's look at two other approaches to interpreting the "right to know" without engaging in rights theory and trying to identify what type of rights category it would fall into. First, what if calling the right to know a right is just a rhetorical approach which we should translate to an important action democracies need to take to remain functional? There's plenty of precedence for limiting rights of people even when they've done nothing wrong. For example, home sellers are required to disclose an array of information which varies by state. They may be legally obligated to inform potential buyers of past repairs, loud neighbors, or even a history of deaths in the house.[footnoteRef:23] In turn, when one buys a home the price they paid is stored as public record in some states, as is the amount on one's mortgage and other financial data.[footnoteRef:24] These numbers feel private, the result of personal transactions between the buyer and seller. That they are made public records in many places is a mark of government limiting the public's right to privacy en masse. And why would government do this? Here, government limits privacy to protect home buyers and maintain stable and honest records of home values. In limiting the right to privacy of candidates, government may be able to provide the public tools to defend the integrity of elections, the national security of  the nation, and the ethics of the office. In this case, the right to know isn't a right in the technical sense; maybe NCFCA chose this phrasing rhetorically, such as to give symmetry to the resolution. Here, you could argue the right to know as a phrase referring to the entirely common act of government limiting a groups right to privacy for the common good.  [23:  “Buying a Home: 8 Disclosures Sellers Must Make.” Investopedia, 3 Dec. 2019, https://www.investopedia.com/articles/personal-finance/061214/real-estate-flipping-8-disclosures-you-must-make.asp. Accessed 1 July 2020.]  [24:  Kass, Benny L. “Like It or Not, Real Estate Transactions Are Public Record.” Chicago Tribune, 2 Sept. 2015, https://www.chicagotribune.com/real-estate/sc-cons-0903-housing-counsel-20150902-column.html. Accessed 1 July 2020.] 

A more technical approach to arguing a right to know is to point to the resolution itself. Because the resolution provided by NCFCA states "the right to know" as established, perhaps we should assume within the round that it exists by default. This strategy is less satisfying than being able to prove matter-of-factly that the right to know is a tangible, existing right, but it's a valid argument grounded in how we should interpret resolutions. Furthermore, it would allow a more substantial clash to take place between the right to privacy and right to know that could bring more depth to debates.
Does There Need to be a Right to Know?
Again, let's consider how proving or disproving a right to know would affect the round. In the section on whether each side needs the right to privacy, we found that affirmative generally needs privacy to exist for a right to know to make sense. Negative, however, absolutely does not need the right to know to exist, as the right to privacy's existence does not hinge on a right to know. Furthermore, without a right to know, the resolution cannot be true (even if the right to privacy doesn't exist either), so negative has no incentive to allow the right to know its footing and can choose in developing their approach if they'll award affirmative this basic ground in the debate.

Affirmative does need the judge to accept a right to know. For this reason, its vital that affirmative always be prepared to argue that this right exists, whether the argument is built into their constructive or as a separate brief to pull out in defense of an attack by negative. The section above this one gives ground ideas you can use to jumpstart that process, building on them with your own ideas and evidence.
PART V: Conclusion
I hope that, after reading this admittedly long take on the philosophies NCFCA has given us to wrestle with for the rest of the 2021 school year, you feel slightly better-equipped to take on the challenge. I tried to include the citations, philosophy, and LD-oriented discussion to fast-pace the early steps of the research phase. Now it's your turn to build upon what's covered here by developing reliable, creative, and honest strategies to winning both sides of the resolution so you can out-perform the competition. Best of luck throughout the rest of this season, and I look forward to watching the discussion on privacy's limitations grow and change throughout the year!
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