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ABSTRACT

Roifah, Amirotul, 2007Quality of the Discourse Developed by the Partioisa
of ‘Java Overland English Debate 2007".

Advisor : Sakban Rosidi, M. Si.

Key Word : Discourse, Participants, CatvesCoherence, intertextuality.

Language is a meaningful sound. It is used as #@ium of conversation.
Thus, studying conversation is not only interestimgt also meaningful. Because
of that, the researcher interested in studying ttatversation through the
discourse analysis. The problem statements thabeianswered by this research
are about the quality of discourse that are indudbe coherence, the
cohesiveness, and the intertextuality developedth®y participants in ‘Java
Overland English Debate 2007’

The discourse in this research is a text in ongesipeaking that consists
of sentences expressed by the participants in &inglebate. The elements that
must be required in this discourse are cohesivggremce, and intertextuality.

Then, the research design of this research istgtieé descriptive. The
data source of this research is taken from ‘Javarl@md English Debate 2007’
And then, this research uses cassette and tapedeecas the instruments. The
process of data gathering in this research is bgrdéng all of the debate. Then,
the data analysis is started by transcribing the dato paper and followed by
managing the data. The third process of the amaigdinding the data which one
is coherent, cohesive and how about the intertégtuAfter that this findings are
summarized and finished by making conclusion.

From the research process, is found that qualithetiscourse developed
by the participants of ‘Java Overland English Del2Q@07’ has fulfilled all of the
criteria of good discourse. Most of them can preduwentences in well
construction. The strength of that discourse ishie intertextuality. All of the
participants have a good knowledge about the tdpieir reasons or arguments
are relevant with other text and that is right basethe reality. Then in the
coherence, each of statements is interpretable fawl relation with other
statements. Then the weakness of that discoursm ithe cohesiveness. The
participant often make mistake in making senteneiBer in the grammaticality
or in using cohesive devices or coherence, thispgemake mistakes.



CHAPTERI
INTRODUCTION

1. 1. Background of the Study

Talks (conversation) are a central activity in sbdife'. That is why;
studying or investigating conversation is not anlgresting, but also meaningful.
As the phenomenon of language in use, conversaimtudied by one of the
branches of linguistics that is discourse analys&mguage is the medium of
conversation. As the definition of language, @iset of meaningful sound. People
use it for conversation. In the development of l@yge and conversation,
sometimes language is a very complicated thingeeith national or international
language. It can be spoken or written languageguage used by the human
being expresses the idea, feeling, whishes, opiraowl very common people
debate their friends by language, although theisoes are false.

One of the phenomena that show studying languameieesting are each
of people have common language and, the differeoickew the language is used
by the people in certain area. But we just obsdrggohenomenon physically. We
never discuss or study it on the component of tleiguage. We are never aware
about it. Because of that, the researcher intedeststudying about it, as Yule has

pointed out in his book entitled ‘An Introductiom tanguage’ as below.

! Jlan Hutchby and Robin Wooffitt. 1988Conversation Annalysis:Principle, Practice and
Aplication Cambridge:Black Well Publisher. Ltd. P.1.



In the study of language, some of the most intergsjuestions arise in
connection with the way language is used, rathem thhat its components
are. We have already introduced one of those questwhen we discussed
pragmatics. We were, in effect, asking how it istthanguage-users
interpret what other language-users intend to cpnwéhen we carry this
investigation further and ask how it is that we,lasguage-users, make
sense of what we read in texts. Understand whaakspemean despite
what they say, recognized connected as opposeadrtol¢d or incoherent
discourse, and successfully take part in that cempmlctivity called
conversation, we are undertaking what is knownissodrse analysis
The discourse analysis becomes very important Isedavelates with how
the language is applied. Our understanding aboirifliiences the way people
make a conversation, because we apply our langnabat conversation process.
In here, conversation is a kind of discourse, whsh spoken form. Because of
that, discourse analysis presents the criteria isfodirse. It is consisting of
seventh criteria; they are coherence, cohesiamtfinal, acceptable, informative,
intentional, and intertextual. But, not all of theme required in the discourse, but
it depends on the kind of discourse.
Between all of the criteria above which had to égquired on the debate
are cohesion, coherence, and intertextuality. & dbhesion, each of statement

should be in good structure. In coherence eachatérsent should be connected

2 George Yule. 1994The Study of Language:An introductioGreat Brittain:Cambridge
University Press. P:104.



each other, and in intertextuality each of theestent should be truth as the
reality.

The discourse analysis shows that analytic accassbe gained to the
situated achievement of intersubjective by focusinghe sequential organization
turn taking. In addition, the relation with the cisirse, conversation as a type of a
discourse, so, both of them are in relationship thanot be separated. It is very
important to pay attention to the conversation pss¢ further more for the
debaters or the participants, the quality of disselbecome a special point that
will be considered in the scoring.

Because of those, it is very important to discussuathe good quality in
discourse. We as the language-users often makekasstin conversation. It
causes our conversation is not successful, and diditien we often get
misunderstanding with our partner. Therefore, wey i@ao see it as a proof that
the understanding to the language in use is dagliand that people simply do
not know to speak by his or her own language. S®nwe want to speak, we
must think first with the language or our senteniteg we want to say. As the
explanation before, it determines the quality drelsuccess of speaking. Dealing
with English language, Bex and Watts stated thatStendard English,a
conversational text of this kind draws attentiontiie point of classifying it as
being either in standard or non-standard English

To study the quality of discourse, the researcisesuhe data from "Java

Overland English Debate" 2007. The researcher t#kissobject because in a

® Tony Bex and Richard J. Watts(Eds). 199&ndard EnglishiNew York and London:Routledge.
P: 24.



debate, the participants often ignore the critesfaa good discourse. The
important for the participants are speaking fast debate to the other arguments.
They ignore the grammaticality, intertextuality amido the coherent. From this
debate, the researcher whishes it will become dnsoorce of knowledge in
linguistics study and we will know how our qualiby the discourse in speaking

English can be proofed.

1.2. Problem Statement
The general problem of this study is about the iqualf the discourse.
Then, the problem derived into three points thatased as follows.
1. How is the cohesiveness of the discourse develbgetie participants of
Java Overland English Debate 2007?
2. How is the coherent of the discourse developedbyparticipants of Java
Overland English Debate 20077
3. How is the intertextuality of the discourse develdy the participants of

Java Overland English Debate 2007?

1.3. Research Objectives

Based on the problem statement above, the objectitke study of this
research is:
1. To identify the cohesiveness of the discourse dpes by the participants of

Java Overland English Debate 2007.



2. To identify the coherence of the discourse developg the participants of
Java Overland English Debate 2007.
3. To identify the intertextuality of the discoursevd®ped by the participants of

Java Overland English Debate 2007.

1.4. Significance of The study

This research has two significances; they are #imat and practical
significances. Theoretically, this research willrieh the knowledge on the
standard quality of discourse. It also informs dbany kinds of element that is
needed in discourse. Therefore, we can apply itiwelur interaction.

Practically, this research will have a good conititn for all of us. If our
speaking has good quality, our partner will notunberstand or confuse with our
perception. Usually, our misunderstanding is caumsethe uncompleted sentence

that we produce; it also causes the different pmetation for the listener.

1.5. Scope and Limitation

In this research, the researcher just studiestyualithe discourse that is
developed by participants of Java Overland EngiB#bate 2007. So, the
researcher does not study any kind of discoursel. tAis research just specified
on spoken discourse.

The reason why the researcher took this data ashjeet is because the
researcher is interested in studying the spokerodise, and this debate also as a

kind of spoken discourse. In this debate, the rebea gets any kinds of examples



about the criteria of discourse that is needecelvate. The criteria that are needed
in debate just three kind, they are cohesion, @it and intertextuality.

In this thesis, the researcher just takes one cotigpeand that in the
fourth session. It consists of two teams; positeem and negative team, each of
team consist of tree participants. As the positdam is the participants from The
State Islamic University (UIN) of Malang, and as tiegative team is The Widya
Mandala University (UWM) of Surabaya. So, in thigbdte, there are six

participants.

1.6. Déefinition of theKey Terms
The definition and the key term of this researchwaritten as below.

1. Discourse is text in on-going speaking that corssi$tsentences expressed
by the participants in English debate.

2. Quality of the discourse is the characteristicthefdiscourse that give the
strength and weakness identity.

3. Cohesiveness is the connection between sentendesads in sentence,
resulted by the element in the text, cohesion haskinds, and they are
grammatical and lexical. Grammatical cohesion cias0f four elements
namely substitutions, ellipsis, reference and aoctjon. While lexical
cohesion has two kinds they are reiteration anldcation.

4. Coherence is the connection that is brought abgusdmething outside

the text; the order of statements relates one anbthsense.



Intertextuality is one of the discourse criteriaiethshow the unity of the
text and must relevant with another referencexir te

. Debate is a competition to defend the argumentaifdhe participants in
‘Java Overland English Debate 2007’.

. Participants are the team or the member of teamfallmvs the English

debate.



CHAPTERII
REVIEW OF RELATED LITTERATURE

2. 1. Concept of The Discourse

Originally, the word“Discourse comes from Latin discursu$ which
denoted conversation, or speech. Discourse refexgdely an area of human life,
because of that only discourse from the vantaget pdilinguistics, and especially
related to applied linguistics. Another statemsnpainted out that discourse as a
speech. It refers to Crystal statement that thanidieh of discourse is a
continuous stretch of language larger than a seatefespecially spoken
language), often continuing a coherent unit such asrmon, argument, jokes or
narrative®. Because of that, the use of word discourse and #re
interchangeable. Actually, between discourse arndae different, although they
also do not have absolute opposition. We usually dscourse as textual
linguistics and text is a written language. Relattth this definition, Edmondson
said that “a text is a structure sequence of listizs expression forming a unitary
whole, and a discourse a structured events manifesihguistic (and other)
behavior.

On the study of language, Rosidy gives obvious angtion about

language. His statement is written below.

* David Crystal, 1991 A Dictionary of Linguistis and Phonetic€ambridge:Batic Blakwell.
P:106.
® Willis Edmondson. 1981Spoken Discourse Analysis:A model For Analysindon and New
York:Longman. Inc. P:4.



A group of words that is constructed (in patterdesrof words), phrase
and sentence are studied by syntax, because lamgsiaged to transfer
the message, to make a conversation, so, the ngeafhifanguage also
very important. Then, the language in conversatiotext form is studied

by the discourse analySis

When we study language, we assume that sentendeggest syntax unit
of the language. In fact, this assumption is fads® sentence just as part of the
biggest unit of language that called as discouvimy linguists make definition
about the discourse. However, all of them havestme stress. In here, Chaer
also pointed out that the discourse is the unidlfuage that complete, and in the
grammatical hierarchy, discourse as the higher gratieal unif. As the unit of
language that complete, discourse must be corgisfitoncept, idea, and topic
that is unity. So, that discourse is understandahbt interpretable. And base on
that quality, understandable or not, interpretatsl@ot, discourse can be divided
into two, bad discourse and good discourse. So,diBeourse is study the

language in use or for communication.

2. 2. Spoken and Written Discour se
We usually interpret, as what we called a text ustjsentences or
paragraph that writes down on a paper or just irtew form. For the next

explanation, we will understand the real text awogvlmany kinds of text are?

® sakban Rosidi, 200Renelitian Bahasa dan Kajian Sastra (Working Papbtalang: STIBA
Malang. P:3.
" Abdul Chaer, 2004.inguistik...P: 272.



Schiffrin stated that “Text” as the linguistic cent of utterance is the stable
semantic meaning of words, expressions, and sextdnd not which words,
expressions, and sentence are Yiséthe perception of text, as a familiar in our
perception, is related to the study of literatlirés just in written form. If we refer
to Brown and Yule statement, a text may be diffdyepresented in different
editions, with different type-face, on differentzes of paper, in one or two
columns, and we still assume, from one editionhe hext, that the different
presentation as all represent the same %ext’

Generally, Renkema defines that discourse studynvestigated the
relationship between form and function in verbameoaunicatiod’. And then,
verbal communication is consisting of spoken textl aritten text. Because of
that, depend on the form; linguists distinguishimas kinds of discourse by
characterizing the class into written and spoked. ten the written discourse,
Brown and Yule pointed out that the words shouldH#esame words, presented
in the same order, and where there are disputeatingsaof texts, editor usually
feels obliged to comment on the cttiXf we refer to this statement, it shows that
written discourse should be in good order sequenghile in the spoken
discourse, our perception about the definition eft tis a discourse, which is

applied in conversation spontaneously or direethd it is more complex.

8 Deborah Schiffrin. 2002 Approaches to Discoursé&reat Brittain:Black Well Publisher. Inc..
P:378.

° Gillian Brown and George Yule. 198Biscourse AnalysisNew York: Cambridge University
Press. P: 6.

10 Jan Renkema. 199Biscourse Studies:An Introductory Text Bosknsterdam:John Benjamin
Publisher. P:1.

" Gillian Brown and George Yule. 198Biscourse...P: 6.
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There are certain people who also distinguish thgcodrse into
interpersonal rhetoric and textual rhetoric. Byudt the different term of spoken
and written discourse. In interpersonal rhetorigally use maxim, and in textual
rhetoric it should be contains possibility, claritgconomy, expressivity, and
respectively. And then, Chaer pointed out that dase the facility, discourse
divided into two spoken discourse and written dissd?. In addition, based on
the using, discourse can be divided into two; taey prose, and poetry. For the
spoken discourse, the text is in conversation famd for the written text is in
written form as what familiar in our interpretation

Brown and Yule differentiate that spoken discouss@appened in time,
and must be produced and processed ori’litehappens spontaneously. When
we speak or we make a conversation, we cannotdodgain to fixing our word.
We do not know how our grammaticality was? In obsey to identify units of
spoken discourse, and in discussing conversatidnedlavior as a type of
interaction, the term of conversational goals dedide conversational process
(intentionality). In this spoken discourse there #re turn taking or interactional
move and also the interactional act, and the ssbdess decided by the
intentionality of that discourse.

Different with the written discourse, the authomcanticipate at each
relevant point the response of his intended reaaled, structures the written
discourse following the anticipatory process. Threreading process, Edmondson

stated that in interpreting the written discoutke,reader put himself into the role

2 Abdul Chaer. 2003.inguistik ...P: 272.
3 Gillian Brown and George Yule. 198Discourse...P: 123.

11



of the idealized or intended reader the writer weisng for, and in the same time
between the reader and the author react to th#tewmliscourse base on their own
believe and knowledge them selVeanritten discourse develops more elaborate
and fixed grammar than oral discourse, becausedweide meaning, it is more
dependent on the linguistic structure. And it widlp to determine the meaning in

oral discourse somewhat independently of grammar.

2. 3. Quality of the Discourse

Before we discuss more about quality of the disseurwe must
understand first ‘what is the meaning of the warddlity of the discourse’ itself
lexically’. From the word quality, it means a chetexistic that is belonging to
something; it can be good or bad. And then ‘thealisse’ means, a continues
stretch of language, larger than a sentence. Santgeming of ‘quality of the
discourse’ is the characteristic that is belongiagthat discourse, which give
strange or weakness identity. To understand ttsatodrse quality, good or bad,
we must understand the criteria of the discounse vee will discuss it in here.

Discourse analysis is the study of language, whishusses the language
in use to communicate and felt to be cohérerinvolve with the discourse
analysis, Renkema presents seven criteria as #melasd in discourse. So, to
understanding the quality of the discourse, we chserve and consider with

some points as are written bef§w

 willis Edmondson. 1981Spoken..P: 5-6.
5 Guy Cook. 1989Discourse..P: 6.
1% Jan Renkema. 199Biscourse... P: 34.

12



2. 3. 1. Cohesion

Cohesion is the connection which results the imetgtion of a textual
element depends on another element in the textoEdson pointed out that the
use of cohesion is to indicate those devices bynsmeawhich texture is evidence
in a suprasentential stretch of langudg&his texture is applied in those features
of a text, distinct from its structure. It is builte text not in random sequence of
sentence.

The cohesive devices are also used to distinguitdxt and non-text in
text linguistics. A text is more theoretical consted. It is deemed tounderly any
concurrent instance of language in use. It is geléto the text grammar, which is
used for analysis in spoken and written discoure#) across sentence and inside
sentence itself. As what Haliday and Hassan in Edfsond pointed out that
firstly we should note that the phenomenon of camegistifies a distinct level of
text if and only if it can be established that csibe across sentence boundaries is
different in kind from cohesion inside a sentéficén sentences, to stand in a
particular cohesive relation to each other is bstuei of the occurrence of a
sentence connector, which relates them semantically

Grimes states that a second relationship is fundgathg independent of
the cognitive set, these are cohesion relationstiyich relate what is being said
at the moment to what has already been &4idt’ has to do for introducing the

next information and keeping the last informatidhis the time for the hearer to

1 willis Edmondson. 1981Spoken..P:5.

8 Halliday and Hassan in Willis Edmondson. 198fioken..P: 14.
9 Joseph E. Grimes. 1980he Thread of discourse Analysiéew York:Mouton Publisher. P:113.

13



process the new information. In another words, as o do with the way

information mentioned in speech relates to inforamathat is already available.

One of the cohesive devices is lexical repetitibmarks discourse cohesion and

provides a conversational mechanism. Generallysaally we know, cohesion is

the grammatical relationship between parts of atesee essential for its
interpretation. This cohesion is used to get theamtic unity of text.
Halliday and Ruquaiya distinguish cohesion inte@ftypeé®. They are:

A. Substitution: the replacement of a word or sentesemgment by a ‘dummy’
word. The reader or the listener can fill in thereot element based on the
preceding. There are three types of substitutibey tare verb, noun, and
clause.

B. Ellipsis: the omission of a word or part of sentens closely related to
substitution. Ellipsis can be described as suligtiiuby zero. There are three
types, nominal, verbal and clausal.

C. Reference: the act of referring to a precedingotioing element, deals with
a semantic relationship. The meaning of a dummydvweain be determined by
what is imparted before or after the occurrencethef dummy word. In
general, the dummy word is in a pronoun.

D. Conjunction: a relationship, which indicates how $ubsequent sentence or
clause should be linked to the preceding or thHeviohg sentence.

E. Lexical cohesion: does not deal with the grammhtiaad semantic

connections but with connection based on the waeldu There two types,

20 3an Renkema. 199Biscourse..P; 37-62.

14



they are reiteration and collocation. Reiteratiociudes repetition, synonymy,
hyponymy, metonymy and antonymy. And collocatioreald with the

relationship between words because these ofterr ac¢he same article with
or without leads and are asked questions abouegtafter they had read it in

order to determine the degree of information agation.

2. 3. 2. Coherence

Coherence is the connection brought by somethirigidri the text. This
‘'something' is usually knowledge which a listenereader assumes to possess.
Coherence is the semantic relationship of the disen which is determined by
the interpretation between propositions. Edmondsys that coherence refers to
a well-formed text or discourse, and this will lmpiated with its interpretabilify.
This coherence is increased by the cohesive dev&®eshe cohesive device also
influences this coherence. But it is not alwaysrgwsentence wich cohesive is
coherence. The more influence this coherence isntieepretability of sentence
which involve the speaker knowledge. It is involwesito account for our intuition
of coherence and it will guide as to make a prodiateerence discourse.

To makes a stretches of language which is coher@ndeommunicative,
we will also examine the structure of discoursenbintterms of surface structure
and deep structure. We can find both of them inesyrBoth of them are required
by the cohesiveness. Certainly that coherence ocaninfluenced by the

cohesiveness. But not the entire sentence whidoherent also cohesive. This

2L Willis Edmondson. 1981Spoken..P: 5.
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coherence involves the connection between eacénstsit by the knowledge of
each speaker. | usually connected by the reasanyargument. It is relevant to
Cook statement that to connect the knowledge wighlanguage system people
use reasoning, and pragmatic theories go some wmgrds explaining how
people reason their way from the form to the fuwctiand thus construct
coherence discourse from the language they reeiVe success of discourse
will be determined by this coherence. And the cehee of the discourse is not
always influenced by the structure, but it is moreolve to the knowledge, the
interpretability, and how the text represent. Asmibddson states that this
interpretability and the text represent will gam the contextualization to the
discoursé’® Interpretability is a matter of possible contedization, and thus the
notion of coherence with regard to a text is teefaated with its possible use as a
discourse.

Schiffrin pointed out that texts are thus builtrfrdinguistic constituents
that have formal relation to one anoffeiThis relationship between utterances
will be interpreted as coherence discourse by eidfithe contexts when the text
happend. In another word, coherence is the ordstabéments relates one another
by sense. It is cleaving together between eaclhamite, the unity of each part the
statement, connection or dependence, proceedimg fihe subordination of the
parts of a thing to one principle or purpose, ath parts of a discourse. From

some review before, we can conclude that coherémdjpie main principle of

22 Guy Cook. 1989Discourse..P: 43.
23 Willis Edmondson. 1981Spoken .R:14.
24 Deborah Schiffrin. 2002pproaches to..P: 331.
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organization postulated to account for the undegyunctional connectedness, it
involves the language users’ knowledge, the interfee the speaker makes, and

the assumption they make and the connection in pagosition.

2. 3. 3. Intentionality

Intentionality means that writer and speakers mhbave conscious
intention of achieving specific goals with their ssage, for instance, conveying
information or arguing an opinion. In this intem&ity, the message has to be
conveyed deliberately and consciously. Ranbow dt#tat the intentionality or
communicative goals is needed in the computatiomatk on text structure
development and analy$is

Intentionality is very important to determine thesess of conversation. It
is usually used to perform something more than réadity. Cook states that
usually we can observe this intentionality markedthe hyperbole, a way of
making points more forcefully, rather than as®fieslow meaning becomes more
and more slippery as we move from one layer tortket is something, which
human beings exploit to their advantage. In pradactlearners need to choose
the words with most suitably realize their intentidAnd this does not always
entail the most closely related form.

Utterance has force 'by virtue of the expectatigogerning the activity'.

Grundy stated that the goal-directed natures ofedpeevents reflect the

% Owen Ranbow. 1993Intentionality and Structure in Discourse Relatiorresented in
Workshop: Intentionality and Structure in DiscouRsations. USA:June, 21.
%6 Guy Cook. 1989Discourse..P: 31.
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intentionality of language uSe The example of intentionality is the goal of
television chat-show interview orbroadcaster. Thian implication, but one that
enables us to consider the strategies that migkhhble this goal to be achieved.
On the conversation, if we do not understand witl participant's mean, we
usually ask eithewhat does it meahOrwhat do you meanin the first case, our
concern is with the sense of ‘what has been swidile in the second is with the
speaker's attitude. Finch says that establishitgrarice force is essential to
determining the full, contextualized, meaning of @@mmunicatioff. When we
listen to someone speaking to us, we assume they Hre wishing to
communicate; it's called the communicative intemticGimilarly, if we are
speaking, we assume that our audience whishesierstand us. In another word,

communications are based on cooperation betweekspand listener.

2. 3. 4. Acceptability

Acceptability is concerns to the receiver's atétuthat the set of
occurrences should constitute a cohesive and cohtet having some uses or
relevance for their receiver. It requires that gusmce of sentence in order to
qualify as a text. Before we discuss systematic stndctural organization in
discourse, there is therefore a logically prior sjig;, which must be decided:
does it make sense to talk of well-formed anddthied discourse? By this
reality, Stubbs stated “It is clear that the pretiteal notion of acceptability

applies to sequence of discourse, since speakersomaplain of utterance being

%" peter Grundy. 200@oing PragmaticsUSA:Oxford Univeresity Press. P171.
28 Geoffrey Finch. 1998How to Study Linguistic$dongkong:Machmilland Press. Ltd.. P:161.
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missing or deviant by saying thinks sucks as:" gi@unot answer my question”,
or "he did not say helld®. In this acceptability, the concept of grammattgais
not important. So, the acceptability of the disseuris not always in
grammaticality, but it depends on the context, romiell form. The judgments
about grammaticality or acceptability appear toestepon knowledge about what
is normal in the real world. The contextualizatioh language in these ways
allows its entry to support the constitutive redagship between action and
knowledge. Speakers produce utterances assumlectiiar can make sense out of
the hearer by the same reason and contextualizatape In here, both of them
have the same experience and purposes. The cootegifuationality cannot
separate from acceptability, because, one of aab#ipy criteria is based on
intentionality concept. And situationality meane ttondition around the speaking

process or the condition when the conversatiores pidce.

2. 3. 5. Informativeness

Informativeness is necessary in discourse. A texistntontain new
information. On widely accepted explanation is titet ordering of information is
determined by the sender's hypotheses about whatteiver does and does not
know. With this interpretation, Cook in his bookvidies information into two

types, they are that which the sender thinks theiver does already know which

29 Michael Stubbs. 198®isourse...P: 88.
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is called given information, and that which thedamnthinks the receiver does not
already know which is called as new informatfon

Prince explains that givennes or given informatan be defined in term
of three possible parameter: predictability, salje(or consciousness) and shared
knowledgé. In the concept of informativeness can be said Smne new
information has to be included in the discourseamother word, this means that
discourse analysis must be concerned with wayshieiwinformation is selected,
formulated and conveyed between speakers, or atteety assumed to be known
and shared knowledge, taken for granted and nettsel at all. Because of that, it
is not just with whether statements are true osefabut also with states of
information, and differential access to informatart of the speaker's task. It is
to make the hearer understand, what they know &jreahat they expect and
what hearers inform. In the conversation procdss,riew information must be
planes in the first. It will become the given-infaation for the hearer, and

referred to anaphorically.

2. 3. 6. Situationality

Situationality is essential to textuality. So, stimportant to consider the
situation in which the text has been produced asmltdvith. Schiffrin said that
Interactional sociolinguistics and the ethnograpfiycommunication also view

context as knowledge, and they, also, include kadgé of situatiof. It is a fact

30 Guy Cook. 1989Discourse..P: 64.
%1 |n Ronald Geluykens. 199%he Pragmatics..P: 24.
32 Deborah Schiffrin. 2002pproaches to..P: 365.
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that language is really reflections real speakeeal context to accomplish a real
goal. In this situation, people use natural languddthe variations treat both text
and situation as optional contextual constraintsvaniants. Schiffrin said that
context is a world filled by the people producintietance: people who have
social, cultural and personal identities, knowledugiefs, goals, wants, and who
interact with one another in various socially andtwrally defined situatiorfs,
The social circumstances help to define a particata are incorporated into the
description of 'what we know' when we speak.

Situationality is important in discourse, becauseg speaking must be
relevant to the context when we are speaking.rSanother word we can say that
context is the situation during which they conttédinformation that can be used
as available background knowledge. Situationaliytree circumstances in which
the remark is important. Situationality concerne factors which make a text
relevant to a situation of occurrence. In a writiemguage, dialectical variation is
usually much slighter than in the associated spd&eguage. Because of that,
Gleason said that sometimes speech differencedmag extreme that there is no
mutual intelligibility, whereas the written languagn the two areas is identical.

Because of that, this situation is very nearly arsaf”.

2. 3. 7. Intertextuality
Intertextuality means that a sequence is relatedoby or meaning to

other sequence of sentences. So, each of argumstatement must be related to

%3 Deborah Schiffrin. 2002\pproaches to.. P: 364.
% H. A. Gleason, Jr. 195%\n Introduction... P:318
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all of arguments that has conveyed before or niéxneans that between one
statement and others must be constructed in thg. uhideals with Stubbs who
states that in connected discourse, ‘anything @#owf anything®. But, Cook and
Seidlhofer said that the interpretation of disceursquires the involving of
contextual or schematic knowledge, to the exteat i necessary for the purpose
in hand®. To connect knowledge with the language systenpleease reasoning.
The meaning of discourse is determined by semanticgrammatical meaning. .

Eriyanto stated that Intertextuality is a term irhieh a text or
pronunciation built by the text before, perceiveleather and one of the part in
that text anticipate the othér All of statement both in spoken and written
differentiated by the change of the speaker andrsefo the speaker or writer
before (another opinion in different text). Evertatement is related by the
communication. All of statements based on anotteesient, either explicate or
implicate. In here, each of word are evaluatedjmakged, pronounced, and
expressed again in different form. Each of staténoensentence related each
other.

In this intertextuality, as we do, it makes impattahoices between
alternative versions of sentences; even though eaehs correct itself. Then, in
the success of sentence, the choices of statemeentence is influenced by the
sentence before; each one give structure of texthi® next. So, it would seem

that this ordering of information is a formal cootien between sentences in

% Michael Stubbs. 198®isourse...P: 87.

% Guy Cook and Barbara Seidlhofer(Eds). 19@6nciple, Practice and Applied in Linguistics
Oxford English:Oxford University Press. P.162.

37 Eriyanto. 2001Analisis WacanaY ogyakarta:LKIS Yogyakarta. P305.
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discourse. By this phenomenon, Cook explains thétis intertextuality will also
involve sensitivity to cohesion and the informat&iructure of the clause that will
refer to as recombinatidh This recombination is involving the speaker's
perception of the hearer's knowledge and intethst,function of the discourse
and its topic, or in another word, we can say ftiég intertextuality is also
influenced by the coherence of discourse.

Intertextuality is a collaborative process, a jaffort between speaker and
hearer. The speaker, who will refer to the topicspéaking, relies heavily on
hearer-feedback when the build the part of theodisse. This can be both explicit
(verbal and non-verbal) and implicit. In the coritekinterpreting, to the textual
standard of intertextuality, is responsible for #heluation of the text type. A
typology of text types (the different text) in irpeetation would helpful for the

interpreter.

2. 4. Previous Study

Grosz has developed ‘a theory of discourse strectrich specified on
how discourse interpretation depends on interastemmong speaker intentions,
intentional state, and linguistic form. Her curreegearch in discourse processing
has two foci. First, with colleagues at AT&T Belahoratories, she is using the
theory to study the information about discoursacttire conveyed by intonation,
i.e., how tones demark, in spoken language, sontieeo$tructure that paragraphs

and parentheses indicate in written language. Aaptins of this work should

38 Guy Cook. 1989Discourse..P: 110.
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lead to better computer speech-synthesis systeetan8, she is involved in an
interdisciplinary investigation of the connectiobstween centering of attention
and form of reference.

These two strands of research are being combinad effort that the aims
is to provide the scientific and technological bfwea new paradigm for human-
computer interaction, one that would enable thegipied design of multi-modal
dialogue-supporting interfaces. This research iyates ways in which a
theoretical understanding of collaborative actiign inform a principled manner
the design of concrete software interfaces. Assa $iep in this direction, Grosz's
research group has developed the DIAL system, labmohtive web interface for
distance learnint.

Stifelman in her research on the title “A Discoufsgalysis Approach to
Structured Speech’tudied and evaluated an emphasis detection appEddny
comparing the speech segments selected by theitafgowith a hierarchical
segmentation of a discourse sample. The resultw ¢hat a high percentage of
segments selected by the algorithm correspond $oodise boundaries, in
particular, segment beginnings in the discoursactire. Further analysis is
needed to identify cues that distinguish the h@aal structure. The ultimate
goal is to determine whether it is feasible to lioet speech recordings using

intonational and limited text-based anal)?‘ges

%Barbara Grozs. 1992Artificial Intelligence Collaborative Planning anéHuman-Computer
Communication(online), http://www.eecs.harvard.edu.html. (Vielxgeptember 22, 2007

0 isa J. Stifelman. 1995. A Discourse Analysis Aggmh to Structured Speech. (online).
http://lwww.lisa@media.edu.html. (Viewed Septemkr2007).
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CHAPTER 111
RESEARCH METHODS

3. 1. Research Design

The research design of this research is qualitatseriptive. It is relevant
to Cresweel who had pointed out that qualitatis=aech is descriptive in that the
researcher is interested in process, meaning, addrstanding gained through

words or picture, and beside that, it uses thetned approachés

3. 2. Data and Data Sour ce

The data of this research are the result of thatéeibanscription which is
taken from ‘Java Overland English Debate’ 2007. Alnel data source is “Java
Overland English Debate 2007". ‘Java Overland EBigDebate’ is the name of
debate organization that is established by the ewoation between all of
universities in Java and Bali. The purpose of triganization is to perform the
capability of speaking, especially in debate. Eaciversity ought to send the
delegation to follow this debate. This organizatiemnts to progress the speaking
quality of student. And in this period, the thenfettee debate is “A Decade of
Debate a Tradition of Fun” and the problem thatlébated is about “Supports
Baby Euthanasia”.

There are forty eight (48) teams follow this orgaion, and one of the
members is UIN Malang. Each of tem consists ofehrembers. There are two

hundred and sixty tree (263) contests, which aveded into five sessions. The

1 John W. Creswell, 199&Research DesigiUSA:Sage Publication Inc. P:145-146.
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first session is forty eight (48) teams debatertotlaer team in order to be taken
sixteen (16)best teams. Then in the second session, theseersiXid) teams

debate each other, which made into eight (8) ctstesbe taken eight (8) teams.
After that, in this third session, four best teaalse apart in the fourth contest.
The fourth session takes two of the best teams.iAtite last session, which is as
the last final contest, these two teams debate ethar to be taken the best one.
In this contest the affirmative team become th&t Bpeaker, and then followed by
the negative team. Each participant is given sevienites to speak and defend his

or her argument.

3. 3. Resear ch Instrument

If we refer to Mardalis, research instrument is diewice or equipment that
is used to measure or to collect the data in quiadé or quantitativ. The main
instrument of this research is the researcherftsgld then the supporting

instruments are cassette and tape recorder.

3. 4. Data Gathering
The process of data gathering in this researctome dy recording all of
the debates by using tape recorder and cassedt¢ham transcribes it onto paper.

Furthermore we can include this kind of data as\ary data.

42 Mardalis. 2003Metode PenelitianJakarta:Bumi Akasara. P:60.
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3.5. Dataanalysis
The process of data analysis in spoken discoursedban Miles and
Huberman are in the form of data transcription, agamy the data for the
accuracy, and making summétyThen, the practices of that theory are written
below.
1) The first step of this process is transcribingdh& onto paper, which had
collected by recording.
2) The second process is managing the data or edjitiogess for the
accuracy.
3) The third step of this process is categorizingimdihg the data which one
is intertextual, coherence, and cohesive by memairgjving comments.
4) The fourth step of the process is summarizing ésearch findings.

5) And the last step is concluding the result fromahalysis process.

3 Miles and Huberman. 1984. Qualitative Data Analysbndon:Black Well Publisher. P:50.
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CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

This chapter discusses about the result of theirfindhat include the
cohesiveness, coherency and intertextuality. I fimdings and discussion,
firstly, the researcher presents the analysis encttherency and cohesiveness,
and after that the intertextuality. This finding separated, because the way to
analyze the intertextuality is different. In tmesearch, the memoing is put after
the sentence by the sign “===". The first step #imel second step is the data
transcription and does not present in that chapigron the page appendix after
chapter fifth. And then the result of the analysifi be discussed further in the

section of discussion.

4. 1. Resear ch Findings

4. 1. 1. Finding in Detail

4.1.1. 1. Cohesiveness

1% Positive

1. The negativeteam have to decidé they want to support or not to baby
euthanasia itself.
=The grammaticality of this sentence still mistakése auxiliary have”
should use ‘has’. So this sentence also does wetleaical cohesion.

2. Then, the regulation that will not allow this kinfl baby euthanasia will make
a choice, one choice only that we will have talet baby lives or not.

= This sentence is cohesive.
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3.

4.

5.

But it is not too effective for childrewho take themladies & gentlemen
means that the prediction of a doctor is oftentriidies & gentlemen means
that the baby will not be, the baby will not exiill not live more than 30
months.

= The utterance ‘who take them’ is in random segqaeit is false substitution,
this utterance make the meaning also un-interpietdtbshould be ‘who they
take’. This sentence is not cohesive.

And becausef there is no regulation, we will propose to yout tthéas house
will support baby euthanasiand then what is the baby euthanasia itself

= The using of conjunction ‘And’ makes this sentrohesive but it should be

without “of”.

It is the preventiveaction of permittinghe life of baby with minimally painful
for the purpose ofhe limiting of sufferinghe baby’s life which is caused by
incurable disease and undignified dead.

=The word action of permittingis not appropriate; it should be ‘to permit the
baby’s life’. It makes the meaning of the senteao®iguous. And then the
utterance ‘the limiting suffering’ should be ‘sufifey limitation’ or ‘to limit
the suffering of baby...". This sentence is not GVve

And then, in this case, thariousof euthanasia is divided into 2 points.

= The word ‘various’ is inappropriate diction. lauld be ‘the varieties of'. It
is not cohesive.

The first is passive euthanasia a&egtonds aggressive euthanasia.
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=This sentence is not cohesive, it is lack of &tithe' before the word
second.

8. The passive euthanasia is the euthanasia whichome dith holding a
treatment such as antibiotic, drugs, or giving aicegion such as morphine to
release the pain of the children minimally.
='with’ should be replaced by the word ‘by’, becauswas passive. It is not
cohesive sentence.

9. And then, the active euthanasia is when we do thleaeasiayou thinkthe
legal substances or want to kill with drawing lafet of the children itself.
= This sentence is cohesive.

10.In this case we suppattie baby euthanasia because of why?
=After ‘case’ the speaker should stop a momenin agritten, which is given
by ‘comma’, it is to give squeeze to what the speakmean. It is not
cohesive sentence.

11.Because there is incurable disease.
= This sentence is cohesive.

12.We know that we support euthanasia, baby euthaf@sthe baby which has
incurable disease, intolerable suffering and unfi@ghdead.
= This sentence is cohesive.

13.And then, we knowthat bone developmentve know that abnormal bone
development will not make the baby exist or wilt ntake the baby live more

than 30 months, because the baby will move, witMgup bigger and bigger
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but the mechanism of the bone development and #telmlic body, they will
not let them so, they will be suffering.
= The conjunctiorthat should be changed by ‘the’, and also about thegusi
auxiliary ‘will’, it was in effective, because regteagains in the next utterance,
it should be elliptic, so just use once. It is oohesive sentence.

14.1f they want to touch themt will be very hurting to themThen, the second
point is we know that some of the incurable disdé&sethe lung cancer itself
cannot be developed well by this kind of solutiohiah is prepared by the
government now and by the medical treatment now.
= This utterance should be ‘it will be very hurtitigem’ or ‘it will make them
hurting. This sentence is not cohesive.

15.So we propose to you that we support the baby ea#ia
=This sentence is cohesive.

16.The T' speaker will talk about the urgency, mechanisnd, #we significance
toward the baby, the family and the society itself.
= This sentence is cohesive.

17.And then, the # point will talk about the requirements of the pass
euthanasia that will be allowed and then, talk about the consideration
about this kind of euthanasia.
= This sentence is cohesive.

18.As we have known, the baby euthanasia, it can e ty the permission of
the parents itself.

= This sentence is cohesive.
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19.Coming to my split] would explainabout the urgency, mechanism, and the
significance toward the baby and others.
= It is a permit utterance; it would be polite itea the word ‘would’ will
follow by ‘like’. This sentence is not cohesive.
20. The urgencyhing is many parents reluctantly let their baby pasayaw
= It should be without ‘thing’, it uses inapproggaliction. This sentence is not
cohesive.
21.Becauseof there is no regulation from the government to tlet baby
euthanasia itself, so, they are confusing.
= This sentence is not cohesive, because it jussists of one clause, in fact,
‘because of’ should be followed by sub-clause wtiiak subject and verb, and
it was incomplete sentence.
22.We sitill do.
= This sentence is cohesive.
23.We know that the baby suffering because of thig kifincurable disease.
= This sentence is cohesive.
24.No regulation to allow euthanasia because of thbeinkt about the
consideratiorabout the moralitybut wehave known alsthe fact.
= It is not cohesive, because the word ‘about’ wegeated, it should be
‘consideration in morality’. In addition, it is nat good order, the word ‘also’
should be put after the auxiliary ‘have’.
25.The fact is itis kind of incurable disease.

= The second ‘is’ should be changed by ‘was’, sis, mot cohesive.
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26.And the second point is the baby itself is alwayesed because of this kind
of incurable disease that they have.
= This sentence was cohesive and coherence
27.And the prediction of the doctors is often right.
= This sentence is cohesive.
28.We knowthat will make some technology of them ashetidingthis kind of
solutionwith most potential and most possifilem the result of the test.
= After the word ‘that’ should be followed by tlebject ‘it’ and ‘deciding’ is
written without ‘ing’, and then after ‘with’ alschsuld added by ‘the’ and the
using of ‘most’ just use one at the first, the mustential and possible... . This
sentence is not cohesive.
29.The kind ofthe test will be dialysis or other test such as theafelic anti
drug test and others test.
= The article ‘the’ after of should be deleted. Sbéntence is not cohesive.
30.If they predict that the baby cannot live more tB&months, we only have 2
choices, we let them until they die or we will lintheir suffering in this time.
= This sentence is cohesive.
31.And then, what about the mechanism, of course viler@gulate the law itself
that we will make this kind of babguthanasiawhich will be legalized and
will be allowed by the permission of the parents.
= This sentence is not cohesive, because it is Ity sentence. After
euthanasia should be given a comma, or in spegkuggstop a moment. It is to

stress what the speaker means, and after thagdstay ‘it' or make repetition.
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32.And then to predict this kind of baby euthandgkmust be euthanasoa not,
we have known that theris after detect with the x-ray for the lung cancer
itself.
= If this statement is to show possibility, the teece structure is not like that.
And also the word ‘there is’ was an inappropriatetidn, it should be ‘it
exists'. It is also caused meaningless in thisesad. So, this sentence also isn't
cohesive.
33.And the possibility of the children itself.
= It should be in one sentence with the sentenéard@nd this sentence also
incomplete. So, it is not cohesive.
34.And then, theprocess,of the baby euthanasia for passive euthanasig is b
holding the common treatment such as antibiotiogdgiving medication or
such as morphine to release the pain of the babl.it
= After the word ‘process’ should go on, withoubmting for a moment, it
makes the sentence does not has squeeze, itisimegive.
35.Means in this casechemotherapy or dialysise will holding the process of
dialysis to clean their blood which has incurabkedsedor their blood.
= Those italic word is interchange or false substt, it should be ‘in this case
mean’, And the subject ‘we’ should be delete antdimaing form, if use ‘we’
should be added by ‘that’ and the conjunctionm$ (become sub-clause). It is
not cohesive.
36. After that, we will let them, we will give them alibtics or morphinesome

medicationlet them to release the pain.
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=Before ‘some’ should be combined by ‘and’ and beflet is added by ‘to’,
this sentence is not cohesive.
37.And then,for the significance for the baby itself, it will relge the suffering.
= This sentence is not cohesive because the ptepolir is not appropriate, it
should be deleted.
38. For theparentsitself, they havenanychoices, between doing baby euthanasia
or to let them live.
='Parent’ is plural noun, so without —s, and ‘masiould be ‘two’ because it
caused misinterpretation and mistake in using wddny’ is used more than
two. This sentence is not cohesive.
39.Actually it’s hard to be debatable, but we knowt thya this kind of factwe do
something than nothing.
= It should be ‘do something is better than.lt is degrees comparison

sentence. It is not cohesive sentence.

1" Negative

40. 0k, good afternoon, I'm here as the first speakéh® negative team.
= This sentence is cohesive.

41.First, I'd like to rebut some of the argument fréme government.
= This sentence is cohesive.

42.Here, they stated that the doctor prediction isrofight.
= This sentence is cohesive.

43.But it is just prediction.
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=This sentence is cohesive.
44. How canusknow exactly when someone will die.
= That italic word should be changed with ‘we’idinot cohesive.
45.And, even they can make a kind of decision for smmeeespecially for baby
who haven't already start alive, and danlivefor the future, but, how can a
person will only have 30 days to live.
= The word ‘be live’ should be ‘alive’, it causedsimterpretation. Thus, this
sentence is not cohesive, because the word ‘asvaistake.
46.But then, it is just a prediction.
= This sentence is cohesive.
47.How can we rely ompredictionto kill someone, even if it's just a baby who
have no life yet, who have no social life, who haeeconnection to everyone
else, except their parents, how can we agree dingkisomeone who have
already alive and take their life just because haf tlisease that cannot be
cured.
= This sentence needs a sub clause; it should ®& dan we rely that the
doctor’s prediction will kill .... This sentence istncohesive.
48.But we know, every day the medical work is deveigpi
= This sentence is cohesive.
49.Everyday, they will find another new reason abaw ho cure the disease.

= This sentence is cohesive.
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50.They will find a newsolution against the incurable disease, there is a big
chance, possibility, for doctors, scientist, hows&we the baby from incurable
disease.
= The word ‘solution’ should be followed to infinie ‘to against’ It is not
cohesive sentence.
51.But yet, let's highlight here, we hear from theginningthat thebaby, the
euthanasia for baby who has incurable disease
= This sentence is cohesive.
52.But, what is incurable disease, the government tdain't give a real and
exact example of the case that the baby with tlcerable disease will be
killed, it's not because of moral reason only, baiso the medical
consideration that we know.
= This sentence is cohesive.
53.As | said before, that medical workdsveloping and improvinday by day.
= That italic word is not in -ing form, it shoula bthat medical work develops
and improves’ so, it is not cohesive.
54.Here, this house will not support baby euthanzaial before we go further,
I'd like to give you our team split.
= This sentence is cohesive.
55.And before we go further, I'd like to give you deam split.
= This sentence is cohesive.
56. 1% speaker will give you the reason why we disagrite this motion.

= This sentence is cohesive.
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57.2" will give you more evidences to strengthen theesase have.
= This sentence is cohesive.
58.3" speaker will summarize it.
= This sentence is cohesive.
59.As we know In Indonesia, there is a regulation eoning with euthanasia.
= This sentence is cohesive.
60.And is stated that Euthanasia is a crime, our own belés/éndonesian, that
we see euthanasia is a murder.
=The auxiliaryis should be deleted, it should directly sand stated that...lt
IS not cohesive sentence.
61.How can we support to this motion.
= This sentence is cohesive.
62.Moreover, there’s a case, a baby who has beenl kdige to euthanasia.
= This sentence is cohesive.
63.In a short period of time, the doctor find the ctwe the baby, but yet, the
baby has died first due to the death decision fthenparents and the doctor
that the baby cannot be saved anymore.
= This sentence is cohesive.
64.And also, how can they kill one life, just becausfethe prediction, just
because of the beliefs that euthanasia is thefdrestat baby.
= This sentence is cohesive.
65.Here, we know that, as a government team has baidhey agree on the

passive euthanasia.
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= This sentence is cohesive.
66.But yet, even if the passive euthanasistill a murder.
= This sentence is not cohesive, because it isd&aK, although it just lack of
‘it' but the meaning also different.
67.1t is stated that Passive euthanasia is giving balay using morphine, drugs,
and anti biotic.
= This sentence is cohesive.
68.But, morphine is dangerous drugs.
= This sentence is cohesive.
69.1t is dangerous drugs.
= This sentence is cohesive.
70.How can we let the baby consume it?
= This sentence is cohesive.
71.And also, it kills the baby slowly.
=This word is inappropriate diction to use, thiate@ace is cohesive.
72.So giving the baby morphine, even if for the reasbreuthanasia, save the
baby, doesn’'t make sense, how can we let the babguenes the dangerous
drugs?
= This sentence is cohesive.
73.That we know it is an addictive drug.
= This sentence is cohesive.
74.Another something missed by the government teahovs will they support

baby euthanasia?
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= This sentence is cohesive.
75.How will they make the baby euthanasia acceptableveryone?
= This sentence is cohesive.
76.Baby euthanasia is a decision made by the paremntsttee doctors by the
prediction and suggestion by the doctors.
= It isn’t in good sequence, because it shoulddrms ‘the doctors’ prediction
and suggestion. This sentence is not cohesiveel dot have lexical cohesion
and incoherence, the word ‘by’ in the first shobkl ‘which based on’ and the
second should be changed by the preposition ‘of’.
77.But who are they, parents and doctors, are jusinaeln.
= This sentence is cohesive.
78.They don’'t have the right to kill someone elseyttden’'t have the right to kill
a child.
=This sentence is cohesive.
79. Therefore, this house will not support baby eutlsana

= This sentence is cohesive.

2" positive

80. The naturalpurpose of baby euthanasia is not killing of teyb
=This sentence is not cohesive, because the watdral’ is inappropriate and
should be changed by ‘the main purpose... .

81.The naturepurpose of baby euthanasia is getting rithefpainful of the baby
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=The word nature in this sentence is also inappatgand should be changed
with ‘the main purpose..., and thetine painful of the babyalso ineffective, it
should be ‘the baby painful’. This sentence iscuitesive.
82.You should know about the purpose of this.
= This sentence is cohesive.
83.1t is getting rid of the baby suffer.
= This sentence is cohesive.
84.You know the condition of the baby, the conditiansttuation that occur in
the body of baby in the body is very incurable dsethat cannot be cured
anymore.
= This sentence is cohesive.
85.Even if they are not support the euthanastaat are the technologi¢lat they
want to use whether they want to choose or whekiesrwant to let them.
=This sentence is not cohesive, because that iaia is inappropriate and
should be changed with‘'what kind of technology that.
86. This side of the house never explain about what kintechnology, they never
mention the technology that is used the baby’sttifdecrease the pain itself.
= This sentence is cohesive.
87.So0, what are we going to do to the baby or we lptsthe baby with the very
painful disease? Of course not.
= This sentence is cohesive.

88.And the endtherefore we should do getting rid of the pain.
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=That italic word must be deleted, it makes thetes®e meaningless or
confusing. So, this sentence is not cohesive.
89.Then, about the prediction itself, yes they makeegliction but, the prediction
in here is made by a very special and particulatatovho know very much
and it has a requirement to decide how long the’bdife.
= This sentence is cohesive.
90.The decision is made by a doctors or physicians Wwhwve a very high
understanding about the baby or technology that Went to use to support
the baby.
= This sentence is cohesive.
91. After that, the doctors know that all of the teclogy cannot be used to
support the life anymore of the baby itself.
= This sentence is cohesive.
92.That is why we just want to release the pain ofttaley not killing the baby.
= This sentence is cohesive.
93.Then, this side of the house also never told ati@isolution.
=This sentence is cohesive.
94.How do we support the baby’s life, In terms of wajtthem?
= This sentence is cohesive.
95.Do we need some experiment, but unfortunately, ekgeriment is not so
accurate.

= This sentence is cohesive.
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96.What | mean as “inaccurate” in here, it is not seeswhether it needs a long
time or not. It means we never know how long thieybaill still alive.
= This sentence is cohesive.
97.But, at this time, from the technology we havendfrthe incurable disease that
the baby has, from the agreement of decision ofadscand the parents itself,
have decided that the baby have to be gotten fnensuffer.
= This sentence is cohesive.
98.That is why we just want to release the pain oftihley.
= This sentence is cohesive.
99.We do not want to kill them.
= This sentence is cohesive.
100.And also, about this side of the house also sw@edt the morphine, how the
morphine could affect the baby to doing euthanasia.
= This sentence is cohesive.
101.0k, let's now, the morphine itself affects the hrtiey are very slowly pain.
= This sentence is cohesive.
102.And it is unpainable effect to be used to the baby.
= This sentence is cohesive.
103.1t means that the balwill not havethe using the babybecause the doctors
now how much dozens that they want to use.
=This sentence is not cohesive, because the distimappropriate, that italic

word should be ‘the doctor does not have the pigsan for baby,’ .
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104.And after the baby is injecteloy the babythey will have no more suffer
anymore because the doctors know how much morphiaiethey want to
use.
=That italic word should be deleted, because it esalthe sentence
meaningless, so this sentence is not cohesive bedhe passive form is
mistake.

105.And they have affected their brain; it is very slpwuch kind of sleeping
effect.
= This sentence is cohesive.

106.What | mean in here is the baby will not sufferibgt it will very slowly and
decrease second by second and they just feel aokisideping.
= This sentence is cohesive.

107.And after that, we will have gotten rid of theiripa
= This sentence is cohesive.

108.Then, | wouldike talk about my split.
= This sentence is cohesive.

109.What kind of requirements of legal passive euthandswant to explain
more how the decision of doctors or what kind afeagnent or requirement
to support baby euthanasia painlessly.
= This sentence is cohesive.

110.First, the baby has to have an incurable disease.

= This sentence is cohesive.
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111.What | mean as “incurable disease” is by usinglatest technology; we will
never be able to live anymore.
= This sentence is cohesive.

112.They don’t have any chance to live again.
= This sentence is cohesive.

113.Second, there must be an agreement between th&gparal doctors.
= This sentence is cohesive.

114.The doctors have told very much, explain to thepts, explain what?

= This sentence is cohesive.

115.Explain the future implication and all of everytgiabout the implication that
they want to face.
= This sentence is cohesive.

116.They will explainit all to the parents and explain of what kind of techgyl
and all of the details of technology they will exipl them to the parents.
=That italic word should be changed with ‘all oath it causes this sentence
not cohesive because the diction is inappropriate.

117.The third one, the condition is irreversible givafrmedical committee.
= This sentence is cohesive.

118.What | mean in here is by using orgcenf most recent technology; we
would not be able to cure the disease.
=This sentence is cohesive.

119.1t means that, however, we shogleltingrid of the suffering of the baby.
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=That italic word is wrong and must be changed Wbt and also the
preposition of should be change by ‘to’. So thisteace is not cohesive.

120.The last one is about the decision.
= This sentence is cohesive.

121.The doctors have tieasa requirement a special or particular requirentieait
will be need to conduct the baby euthanasia.
=The verb ‘has’ should be changed with ‘ have’ luseathe subject the third
person speaker. So it is not cohesive.

122.What are the requirements?
=This sentence is in question form. This sentes@®hesive.

123.First, the doctors have to have advancement inntdoQy about the
euthanasia and the morphine.
= This sentence is cohesive.

124.And they have to fully able to cure the morphingwhmuch they have to use
to the baby.
= This sentence is cohesive.

125. After that, they will be able to getting rid of tiseffering of the baby itself.
Thank you very much.

= This sentence is cohesive.

2" negative
126.Thank you, Good morning; before | give my own arguin | want to give

some rebuttal to the government team.
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=This sentence is cohesive. This sentence is ind goaer, and the
participant or the speaker make good relation Whighstatement before.

127.Well, they asked us what kind of technology thatoae us to save the baby.
=This sentence is cohesive.

128.Now, we want to give a question to them, what lohdisease and what kind
of illnesses?
=This sentence is cohesive.

129.1t depends on disease and illnesses, we can detidetechnology that we
have to use and doctors can decide it by saying wihd of illnesses and
also disease.
=Actually this statement is very good and cohesive.

130.And, theyalso said about incurable disease.
=The use otheyin this sentence make the rebuttal is given tgfeeout side
the debate, it makes not cohesive.

131.Well, there is incurable disease at this moment, don’t you know that
scientist, doctors and everyone keep searchinglandsearch to looking for
the medical test and also something that can usedre all of the disease ,
everyone keep working hard to do that.
= This sentence is cohesive.

132.And we cannot say incurable disease.
=This sentence is an incomplete sentence, so é¢misce is not cohesive.
This sentence does not have object, it just cansisiS+P+Ad]. and this is

make the meaning is unclear; it will raise a questigain.
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133.Yes, for this moment, that everyday, even though,never know, let's say
tomorrow, tomorrow we’ll find anything, let's sayda HIV, we never know
that, tomorrow, may be some scientists or dootarsfind a right medicine
to cure those kind of disease.
=This sentence is ineffective, because the woris ‘fitoment, that everyday,
even though” we must choose one of them, this seatds in random
sequence, and also the modal ‘can’ should be delethange by ‘will’, so
this sentence is not cohesive.

134.And then, the second speaker of opposition, goventiieam also said about
getting rid of suffering.
=This sentence is not cohesive because the spesésithe word ‘opposition
and government’ together, it is caused the sentesemm in random
sequence.

135.But, | want to ask you, what is the suffering thinghe world ifthere is you
take someone life, even though, he/she cannot sayher | want to life or
not, you take the opportunity of someone and somdioat we are talking in
here is baby.
=This sentence is not cohesive because the woede'tls you’ should be
followed by ‘who’ as the subject pronoun.

136.We cannot decide whether he want to life or not.
= This sentence i cohesive.

137.Now, they also said thatoctors’ prediction doctors help do prediction and

they know the best for patients.
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=The word doctors’ prediction’should be followed by predicate and object
to explain the doctors’ prediction, but in this e followed by new
information. And then the next statement, also us&spropriate diction, it is
needed to infinitive. So the utterance will be ‘thwchelp to predict’. So this
sentence is not cohesive.

138.But, In fact, nobody knows the best for someone.
=This sentence is cohesive.

139.1t’s unpredictable, so everything can happen, aafijgdor baby who already
started their life.
= This sentence is cohesive.

140.Then, how can we know, that doctors’ predictiothes best?
= This sentence is cohesive.

141.Even the best doctors in the world cannot guarahteeven he, or the best
doctors are able to cure most of illnesses in thddrcannot guarantee that,
nobody can.
=The diction in this sentence is in appropriateaduse the word ‘that’ (italic
word) is should be ‘it’, because guarantee is nau it was preceded. And
then the using ofnodal ‘can’ also be irrelevant, because in the statement
before explained that the people are incapableit sthould use can’t. This
sentence is not cohesive.

142.So, our teantelievethat to save one’s life is more important thattaimg in

this world, and also | want to give you some facts.
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=The verbbelieveshould be added with ‘s’, because it is in simplesent
tense. This sentence is not cohesive.

143.Well, Like in Oprah Winfrey show, the show in wasteountry, in one of
the show, there is a boy come to Oprah Winfrey sbhavthe wheel with his
fathers, there’s a story behind those boy.
= This sentence is cohesive.

144.The father told about how the boy born d@hd doctorspredict that the boy
cannotbe able lifeover 5 years.
=This sentence is not cohesive. Because the doctbris plural although it
uses ‘the’, so just say ‘the doctor’, and then Weeb also should in V2,
because it was past tense. In addition, betweele’‘abd ‘life’ should be
added withto’.

145.Because he will not be able to use his hand andthier parts of the body.
= This sentence is cohesive.

146.The doctor said he wiluffereda lot because of this.
=The word Suffered’is should be ‘suffer’. So it this sentence is cwhesive.

147.But then, Even though he is on the wheel, but e Isa himself that he is
happy that his parents decide to let him live.
= This sentence is cohesive.

148.Then, how we can let the baby, if he cannot dettiget, andthen now by
boyin Oprah, in this Oprah Winfrey show, told thatdiseady want 5 match

of American with his father on the wheel.
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= This sentence is not cohesive, because it ismrigood order. It should be
‘and now, by the boy.... ".

149.Then, there’s no one can predict what will happed, &y telling you this, |
want to tell you that, this ishe opportunity baby is born and have an
opportunity to live.
=The complete statement should be ‘........ the babyodppity. This
sentence is but not cohesive.

150.How can we even though as a parents or doctorthéet died just because
the reason incurable disease or so on?
= This sentence is cohesive.

151.And also, the doctors’ job is to save life, notdse euthanasia or to lose even
one life.
= This sentence is cohesive.

152.Like the government said that, in Holland, abow ttoctors that can do
euthanasia and so on, well doctors in Holland, athanasia and have face
no legal consequences.
= This sentence is cohesive.

153.Now, | want you to think about this, how can we $eimeone whdoose
someone’s life, especially balyot to havewithout any legal consequences,
with any reason.
=The word loose’ should be added by s ‘looses’, and alsot ‘no haveit
makes the sentence seems in random sequence.ult dt® ‘who doesn'’t

have’. Thus, this sentence is not cohesive.
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154.Even though, it can be said as a murder, withrel reason, there’s no fix
reason to let someone die.
= This sentence is cohesive.
155.And also, I'd like to talk about in Indonesian latliere’s no law that allow
someone to lose life, especially as Indonesian |peayge are not allowed to
do that.
= This sentence is cohesive.
156.We have to fight until the end because we nevewkwbat will happen?
= This sentence is cohesive.
157.And the technology that keep improving every dasgre single day.
=This sentence is cohesive.
158.We never losing hope, and there is many proofs rrous about the
technology.
= This sentence is cohesive.
159.We never know that we can cure small pops at ifmeg, tat eighty time.
=The word ‘time’ needs to be added by ‘s’, so #aatence is not cohesive.
160.We know that it incurable disease like this kind government team said.
=This sentence is not cohesive, because the didtimappropriate. It should
be “We know that it is incurable disease as whatgibvernment team said.
161.But know, it is so easy to cure it.
= This sentence is cohesive.
162.Now let’s see, if everyone life, and then, the doesay that there’s rfwope

then,all of the incurable diseasend we cannot live longer.
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=The diction of this sentence is inappropriate, Wwd ‘hopé should be
replaced with ‘expectation’. And then the statem&it of the incurable
disease’is meaningless, because it doesn’t has subjecperdticate, and it
makes the hearer confuse. It should be ‘All of tham getting incurable
disease......So, it is not cohesive.

163.That's why, as Indonesian people and also as pedmpbethink in logical way
and never lose hope, we believe that, this houseldvoot support baby
euthanasia. Thank you.

= This sentence is cohesive.

3 positive

164.Thank you, well, | thinkactually, this is very hard motion to be debated,
actually, by us, Why?
=This sentence is in random sequence, the wordia#lgt in the first
utterance, should be continued with the followingray or in speaking
without stopping. After that, the word ‘actuallyfsa made this sentence not
cohesive, it is mistake, it should be ‘especially’.

165.Because here, we think about the human itself.
= This sentence is cohesive.

166.But on the other hand, we also think about theesuffat has been felt by the
baby itself.

= This sentence is cohesive.

53



167.Well, actually, unfortunatelywe have to say that our opponent team couldn’t
catch what we want to told to you, what we have tol you, what we want
to bring this motion to.
=The word ‘actually and unfortunately’ can be udedether, but in this
sentence, the using of both of them together ipgr@priate, It causes the
argument seems does not have a goal, and thethitlequestion should be
combined by ‘and’. This sentence is not cohesive.

168.It has been clear that our team here will supgdwethaby euthanasia itself
related with the specific requirement, and alsoafpeeement from the parent
itself.
=This sentence is cohesive.

169.But unfortunately, since the first speaker, fromn opponent team, they said
that howcanthe doctors can force?
=This sentence is not cohesive, because the moakal should be used once
at last, it is mistake. And the truth is ‘how thactbrs can force?’

170.No, here we don’t want to force the parents itgelieceive our suggestion to
do the baby euthanasia itself.
= This sentence is cohesive.

171.Because we also have the humanity and one morg that they forget, we
have clearly told you that here, we will never segjgto do the euthanasia
without doing somethintp can help to can make the conditiminthe ill baby

could be better.
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=this sentence is not cohesive, because it doeshuw the virtue of the
occurrence, it should be ‘to help the conditiornlldfaby...." .

172.But, unfortunately, our opponent team again andnagiaey said simply that
the doctor will easy to give a decision, all rigiou have to do the euthanasia
without doing anything.
= This sentence is cohesive.

173.1t’s very funny, why?
= This sentence is cohesive.

174.Because with the fact of the technology, that weehald to you, everything
will be done by the doctor as max as they can te she life of the baby
itself.
=This sentence is not cohesive, because the cdmuancwith’ is
inappropriate and should be changed with ‘by’.

175.But, unfortunately, after everything has been dam&l doing so many
treatment that is done to the baby itself, suclttemotherapy or givéhe
helpfor oxygen the baby, for the lung cancer.
=The using of article the(in italic letter) shold changed with ‘a’ and the
preposition ‘for’ is inappropriate, and this sertermlso needs to infinitive, so
the sentence should be ‘....give a help by givingyeni to the baby..... :
This sentence is not cohesive.

176.1t is kind of effort that we still do, before finally, we deée to give
suggestion to do the euthanasia itself, such as hdgapen in the Holland,

that oneof example we give to you, after doing treatméslf, yes, indeed,
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even if there is no one can guarantee, of course ieeno one in this world
can guarantee the life of another.
=This sentence is not cohesive, it will be beshd word ‘kind’ is preceded
by ‘a’, and the word ‘that one’ is inappropriatetitin; it should be ‘it is one
of the example of...".

177.And the life of people is on our God’s hand, bureheve have to do
somethingoefore, withoutf then, we will let it still continue.
=The word ‘before, without’ and if, it indicates ath the speaker still
continues the speaking process, but this word makessentence was
meaningless. It is not cohesive statement.

178.And then, unfortunately, our opponent team alstedtahat start convince
you by making comparison between the someone hawe positively have
the HIV with the baby euthanasia, of course it wdly different. Why?
=The use of auxiliary ‘have’ is wrong, because #ubject is Someone’
which the same as he or she (third person speaer),must use ‘has’, and
also the verb should be V3 because it is presem¢qie So this sentence is
not cohesive.

179.Because here, we are saving something that hawedecide at this kind.
=This sentence is not cohesive, because the waed rfiust be deleted
because it is not a passive voice.

180.Because the baby still suffered all time.
= This sentence is cohesive.

181.And also, how about the HIV?
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= This sentence is cohesive.

182.Yes, of course, the HIV is very different, becattse effect of HIV itself is
not felt by the positive people of HIV tight nowttfor the future.
= This sentence is cohesive.

183.Therefore, we stilbelieveto support the baby euthanasia.
= This sentence is cohesive.

184.And also, here we have so mamgaknesshat is made by our opposite team
related to the baby euthanasia itself.
=That italic word should be ‘weaknesses’, becauseés iplural. So this
sentence is not cohesive.

185.They asked us, what kind of disease?
= This sentence is cohesive.

186.We have told to you that there are so many reqrgsnuntil finally we
would like to regulate this kind of law.
= This sentence is cohesive.

187.And also, even if we make this kind of lawalso based on the agreemfmmt
the parents itself.
=This sentence is not cohesive, because therevwasewords which is
inappropriate, they are ‘it’ which should be delatel ‘for’ which should use
‘from’.

188.This kind of the disease itself has been told by fmst speaker that is
intolerable suffering, incurable disease, and umitied dead.

= This sentence is cohesive.
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189.And alsowe would like to support the baby euthanasiafiteelthe passive
euthanasia.
=Although this sentence is incoherence, but thitesee is cohesive.

190.Well, the disease here is given the example, famge lung cancer and also
a bad development of bone.
= This sentence is cohesive.

191.Actually, what is the effect of this kind of badsdase to the development of
baby?
= This sentence is cohesive.

192.0f course, it will make hard the condition of thebly itself.
= This sentence is cohesive.

193.1f there is a cancer of the baby itself, and dayday, it is not getting better,
but it is getting worse.
= This sentence is cohesive.

194.And the baby always holthe sufferall time.
=The word ‘the suffer’ should be changed with ‘suiifig’, it is still wrong.
So this sentence is not cohesive.

195.0f course imagine that you are the parents and you hasgekthd of baby.
=The word ‘of course’ should be deleted becauss ihappropriate. This
sentence is not cohesive.

196.And you are still confused because there is natheatcan actuallycan move
or not from this kind situation.

=It is not cohesive, the word ‘can actually’ shobkldeleted.
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197.0f course, we will support this kind of situatidrecause it is very important
to be done.
= This sentence is cohesive.

198.Even they know that , for example, the doctorsdtated that yes, we need to
do the euthanasia to the baby itself, but the pargay, doctors, “we want to
still to see our baby, we want to still to keepiegyto make he/she life”.
= This sentence is cohesive.

199.So, we will not force the parents itself to do ¢hwghanasia.
= This sentence is cohesive.

200.We will give direction to the parents to choosethky agree with the
euthanasia that we suggest and then regulatedvohéd we will made.
= This sentence is cohesive.

201.There is no problem about this.
= This sentence is cohesive.

202.This iskind of the big mistake that couldn’t catch very wefl dur opponent
team by merelystatedthat we will kill the baby without any considerati
without any requirement that will fulfilled untiirfally we will suggesto do
the euthanasia itself.
=The word ‘kind’ should be preceded with articlé amd the ‘word stated’
should be ‘statement that’, and then ‘to do’ shdw#dreplaced with ‘doing’.
This sentence is not cohesive.

203.So we have to think more and more.

= This sentence is cohesive.
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204.We have to think more logically and it has beeradiesaid to you by our
team, and here, we still believe that it will betbeto us to do this kind of
euthanasia itself, not only for the baby, but &sdahe parents.
=That italic word should be changed with'for’, stmot cohesive.

205.And this kind of way will be very beneficial for éhfuture, if there are so
many kind of cases that have no authority, so thare more people who
will confuse on what they are going to do if thegvl this kind of case.
Thank you.

= This sentence is cohesive.

3" Negative

206.0k, good afternoon our honorable adjudicator, afsb dor the oppon,
government team.
=This sentence is cohesive.

207.1 would like to tell that this house would not soppbaby euthanasia.
= This sentence is cohesive.

208.We have already thinking the best way to save #igb
= The word ‘thinking’ should be V3, because it iasp tense, It is not
cohesive.

209.1f the opponent team, the government team has toi@dnvinced you that if
there is no medical treatment that doctors or sisisnor whoever can do, we

need to kill the baby in order to end the babyesuff
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=It is not cohesive, because it is ineffective, gmeaker should choose
between ‘the opponent team and the government team.

210.But have you ever heard the, what you called ttezradtive treatment?
=This sentence is not cohesive, because this senstaps in the middle and
not continue, but after that he or she asks togponent team.

211.Yes we need to try this way, because this is vemmon nowadays, because
there is in Papua now.
=This sentence is cohesive.

212.We have found buah merah, we know that this feuéhble to cure the cancer
and then, the other problem is euthanasia itself.
=This sentence is cohesive.

213.As the parents, don’'t we want to protect our clifdrdon’t we want to have
the baby.
=This sentence is cohesive.

214.And if we want to have the baby, after waiting for morttlgsmonths, and
then, after we born the babydwe need to kill the baby, do you think this is
the best way.
=The conjunction ‘and’ should be deleted and chdnge ‘then or by’, and
the conjunction ‘and if’ should be change by ‘whefhis sentence is not
cohesive.

215.And the thing that the parents need to do is ngugbas the doctors, what is

the best way and we follow.
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=This sentence just wants to inform that the paraeed the doctor to choose
the best way for them, but this sentence is in&feeand the sentence is
ambiguous. So, this sentence is not cohesive.

216.No! if the doctors suggest the euthanasia, thenpamay be agree, but, the
problem is about the rules, the regulation in Irekia.
=This sentence is cohesive, the word they use |soapate and in well
structure.

217.We have the rule, the regulation that it does enduthanasia to kill the
baby.
=This sentence is cohesive.

218.Euthanasia practically is a kind of murder, becausethe problem of
euthanasia there is someone who is losing thediid,then, we are going to
think is that how many percent of baby born in this countrydseto be
euthanasia.
=The diction in this sentence is still inappropgiathe wordis that will be
better if it is changed by ‘...to think about how..This sentence is not
cohesive.

219.1t is only small humber of baby need to be euth@anaghy should we do it,
why should we legalize it.
=This sentence is cohesive.

220.And then the other thing is that about that we dotlcatch the motion.

=This sentence is cohesive.
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221.The problem is we understand that the governmemh tegies to explain by
the permission of the parents we can do the eusieamee understand it.
=This sentence is cohesive.

222.We just worry that now, the parents the euthanasia.
=This sentence is cohesive.

223.And then, if the government agree with this thatpés let’s say kill the baby
because of some kill in euthanasfnd for some reasorfor intolerable
reason, later on, it doesn't close the probabihiyt the parents who want to
kill the baby.
=That italic word should be deleted, because it emalthe sentence
meaningless. This sentence is not cohesive.

224.They are able to kill it.
=This sentence is cohesive.

225.1t doesn'’t close the probability also that therdl Wwe parents aborting the
baby a lot if the euthanasia is legalized.
=This sentence is cohesive.

226.And does it too wide, we as the opponent team d@geee with the motion
thatis support baby euthanasia.
=ls should be deleted and the word support shoelddded by ‘s’. This
sentence is not cohesive.

227.We strongly disagree with this motion.

=This sentence is cohesive.
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228.Then, about the use of drugs, morphine in here, wewagree that we are
able to use morphine to make the euthanasia, @duéstion is the baby are
legalized to be injected by morphine , this wilingrour moral to somewhere
in the dark area.
=This sentence is cohesive, the diction is appat@m@nd in well structure.

229.S0, it legalized, well, later, we also will try semther, some other changing
of the rules, of the regulation in Indonesia th& kave a lot of consumer
drugs for other reason, for example | got headasberyday, | need to
consume it like that.
=This sentence is cohesive.

230.So0, doesn't it sound silly for us?
=This sentence is cohesive.

231.And then, also we need to think, we need to undedstwe need to realize
that the technology now, never close the probaghidit us to find the better
and the fastest way, the better way in a short fioneus, to find the new
technology, for example, in the past we know thmaals pops and fever is
very dangerous and everyone who got this kind sd¢ake will die.
=This sentence is cohesive.

232.And now, it is not a problem anymore because we liavnd the way to cure
the problem.
=This sentence is cohesive.

233.But, this is the logical way of our thinkirig we keep trying our best to find

the best way to solve the problem suffered by thieylborn, and we don’t
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legalize the euthanasia, it means that we let tfwéods and scientists to keep
working on that research to keep working on findihg best cure the best
treatment for the baby, not by killing the baby.

=This sentence is cohesive.

234.This is the point that everyone knows that oneisifeery important.
=This sentence is cohesive.

235.Let’s see the rare animal in the world, in Indoagsven is saved, what about
the human, which one is higher, human or animal.
=This sentence is cohesive.

236.1f animal is saved, why human is not.
=This sentence is cohesive.

237.We are trying hard to make the population is b&rigted now and forever;
not by letting the baby die because of some diseaadat kind of reason.
=This sentence is cohesive.

238.1 would like to say once more, that this house wouobt support baby
euthanasia, because there are still a lot of waywke need to think and we
need to do before we decide someone’s death orawmisefate. Thank you
very much.

=This sentence is cohesive.

4.1. 1. 2. Coherence
1% Positive
1. The negativeteam have to decidé they want to support or not to baby

euthanasia itself.
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=It is incoherent sentence, because the spealemtlgimakes an utterance that
must be debated by the one debater, in fact, tiseme utterance before that
and the background every people are different.

2. Then, the regulatiothat will notallow this kind of babyuthanasia wilimake
a choice, one choice only that we will have tatet baby lives or not.
=The concept of coherency was required in thisesa®t. It is interpretable
and has relation with the sentence before, sc#rigence is coherent.

3. But it is not too effective for childrewho take themladies & gentlemen
means that the prediction of a doctor is oftentriidies & gentlemen means
that the baby will not be, the baby will not exill not live more than 30
months.
= The utterance ‘who take them’ means that who mdtake a decision is the
baby, not the doctor, in fact, who take a decismbe euthanasia or not is the
doctor. So this sentence is incoherent.

4. And because of there is no regulation, we will psgto you that this house
will support baby euthanasiand then what is the baby euthanasia itself

=This sentence is incoherent because this sentamueot keep the statement
before. This sentence is new information which & mformed before, and
does not have relation with the statement before.

5. ltis the preventivaction of permittinghe life of baby with minimally painful
for the purpose ofhe limiting of sufferinghe baby’s life which is caused by

incurable disease and undignified dead.
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=The word action of permittingis not appropriate; it should be ‘to permit the
baby’s life’. It makes the meaning the sentencansiguous. And then the
utterance ‘the limiting suffering’ should be ‘sufiieg limitation’ or ‘to limit
the suffering of baby...". The uncohesiveness of thémntence make this
sentence also incoherent.

6. And then, in this case, thariousof euthanasia is divided into 2 points.
= This sentence is interpretable and has relatitm tive statement before. So
this sentence is coherent.

7. The first is passive euthanasia aetonds aggressive euthanasia.
=This sentence was coherent.

8. The passive euthanasia is the euthanasia whichome dvith holding a
treatment such as antibiotic, drugs, or giving a@iceion such as morphine to
release the pain of the children minimally.
=This sentence is coherent because in this spe#kengpeaker has knowledge
about the reason and he can explain.

9. And then, the active euthanasia is when we do thleaeasiayou thinkthe
legal substances or want to kill with drawing lifet of the children itself.
= This sentence is coherent.

10.In this case we suppattie baby euthanasia because of why?

This sentence is coherent.
11.Because there is incurable disease.

= This sentence is coherent.
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12.We know that we support euthanasia, baby euthafastae baby which has
incurable disease, intolerable suffering and untighdead.
= This sentence is coherent

13.And then, we know that bone development, we knoat #&bnormal bone
development will not make the baby exist or wilt nake the baby live more
than 30 months, because the baby will move, widMgup bigger and bigger
but the mechanism of the bone development and #iabmlic body, they will
not let them so, they will be suffering.
=Although this sentence is not cohesive, but teristence can be interpreted.
So this sentence is coherent.

14.1f they want to touch thenit will be very hurting to themThen, the second
point is we know that some of the incurable disdi&sethe lung cancer itself
cannot be developed well by this kind of solutiohiat is prepared by the
government now and by the medical treatment now.
= This sentence is coherent.

15.So we propose to you that we support the baby eatiia
=This sentence is coherent.

16.The 1st speaker will talk about the urgency, memnand the significance
toward the baby, the family and the society itself.
= This sentence is coherent.

17.And then, the %' point will talk about the requirements of the pass
euthanasia that will be allowed and then, talk about the consideration

about this kind of euthanasia.
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= This sentence is coherent.
18.As we have known, the baby euthanasia, it can e ty the permission of
the parents itself.
= This sentence is coherent.
19.Coming to my split] would explainabout the urgency, mechanism, and the
significance toward the baby and others.
= This sentence is coherent. In this utterance sgeaker give explanation to
the partner, he uses it to begin with the new mfaion.
20.The urgencything is many parents reluctantly let their baby pasayaw
= This sentence is coherent.
21.Becauseof there is no regulation from the government to tlet baby
euthanasia itself, so, they are confusing.
= This sentence is interpretable and coherent.
22.We still do.
= This sentence is coherent.
23.We know that the baby suffering because of thigl kihincurable disease.
= This sentence is coherent.
24.No regulation to allow euthanasia because of thbeinkt about the
consideratiorabout the moralitybut wehave known alsthe fact.
= It is incoherent, because the word ‘about’ wapeated, it should be
‘consideration in morality’ or ‘consider to the nadity’. This sentence is
ambiguous, so, it is incoherent.

25.The fact is it is kind of incurable disease.

69



=This sentence is coherent.
26.And the second point is the baby itself is alway$esed because of this kind
of incurable disease that they have.
= This sentence is coherent.
27.And the prediction of the doctors is often right.
= This sentence is coherent.
28.We know that will make some technology of them dediding this kind of
solutionwith most potential and most possifilem the result of the test.
=Although this sentence is not cohesive, but teistence can be interpreted
and has the same idea with other statements, seghtence is coherent.
29.The kind ofthe test will be dialysis or other test such as theafelic anti
drug test and others test.
= This sentence is coherent.
30.If they predict that the baby cannot live more tB&months, we only have 2
choices, we let them until they die or we will lintheir suffering in this time.
= This sentence is coherent
31.And then, what about the mechanism, of course Vviler@gulate the law itself
that we will make this kind of babguthanasiawhich will be legalized and
will be allowed by the permission of the parents.
=This sentence is coherent, what the speaker masdthe same idea with

another statement.
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32.And then to predict this kind of baby euthandgkmust be euthanasoa not,

we have known that theris after detect with the x-ray for the lung cancer
itself.

=This sentence is incoherent, because that wtird must be euthanasia’,
makes the sentence meaningless, if it is to showsipility, the sentence
structure is not like that, it should be ‘it mugt done euthanasia or not. And
also the word ‘there is’ it was inappropriate diatiit should be ‘it was exist’. It
is also caused meaningless in this sentence.

33.And the possibility of the children itself.

= |t should be in one sentence with the sentent@deAnd also, this sentence
is incomplete sentence; it is causing the new @quesso this sentence is
incoherent.
34.And then, theprocess,of the baby euthanasia for passive euthanasig is b
holding the common treatment such as antibiotingdgiving medication or
such as morphine to release the pain of the babl.it
=The incoherency of this sentence is caused bystiy@oing a moment in the
middle after the word ‘process’, which in writtdrig as if there is a comma. So
the purpose of this statement does not squeeze.
35.Means in this casechemotherapy or dialysise will holding the process of
dialysis to clean their blood which has incurabtedsdor their blood.
=This sentence is coherent.
36. After that, we will let them, we will give them alibtics or morphinesome

medicationlet them to release the pain.
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=The uncompleted cohesive device of this sentescmused this sentence is
ambiguous. Before ‘some’ should be combined by “amnd before let is added
by ‘to’. So this sentence is incoherent.
37.And then for the significance for the baby itself, it will ralse the suffering.
= This sentence is coherent.
38. For theparentsitself, they havenanychoices, between doing baby euthanasia
or to let them live.
='Parent’ is plural noun, so without —s, and ‘masiould be ‘two’ because it
just there are two choices, whereas ‘many’ it meamse than two. It is
incoherent statement.
39.Actually it’s hard to be debatable, but we knowt thya this kind of factwe do
something than nothing.

= This sentence is coherent.

1" Negative

40. 0k, good afternoon, I'm here as the first speakéhe negative team.
= This sentence is coherent.

41.First, I'd like to rebut some of the argument frtime government.
= This sentence is coherent

42.Here, they stated that the doctor prediction isrofight.
= This sentence is coherent.

43.But it is just prediction.

=This sentence is coherent.
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44. How canusknow exactly when someone will die.
=This sentence is coherent.
45.And, even they can make a kind of decision for smmeeespecially for baby
who haven't already start alive, and damnlivefor the future, but, how can a
person will only have 30 days to live.
= The word ‘be live’ should be ‘alive’, it is caubenisinterpretation. So, this
sentence is incoherent.
46.But then, it is just a prediction.
= This sentence is coherent.
47.How can we rely ompredictionto kill someone, even if it's just a baby who
have no life yet, who have no social life, who haeeconnection to everyone
else, except their parents, how can we agree dingkisomeone who have
already alive and take their life just because h&f tlisease that cannot be
cured.
=This sentence is incoherent, because what thé&kspeagans in that statement
that kills someone is the baby not the doctoraict fvho is causing the killing
someone is the doctor prediction.
48.But we know, every day the medical work is deveigpi
= This sentence is coherent.
49.Everyday, they will find another new reason abaw ho cure the disease.

= This sentence is coherent.
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50.They will find a newsolution against the incurable disease, there is a big
chance, possibility, for doctors, scientist, hows&we the baby from incurable
disease.
= This sentence is coherent.
51.But yet, let's highlight here, we hear from theginningthat thebaby, the
euthanasia for baby who has incurable disease
= The word beginning should be changed by ‘explandiefore’, and then next
utterance in this sentence also still ambiguoughfosentence is incoherent.
52.But, what is incurable disease, the government tdain't give a real and
exact example of the case that the baby with tlcerable disease will be
killed, it's not because of moral reason only, baiso the medical
consideration that we know.
= This sentence is coherent.
53.As | said before, that medical workdsveloping and improvinday by day.
= This sentence is coherent.
54.Here, this house will not support baby euthanzaial before we go further,
I'd like to give you our team split.
= This sentence is coherent
55.And before we go further, I'd like to give you deam split.
= This sentence is coherent.
56. 1% speaker will give you the reason why we disagrite this motion.
= This sentence is coherent.

57.2" will give you more evidences to strengthen theesase have.
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= This sentence is coherent.
58.3" speaker will summarize it.
= This sentence is coherent.
59.As we know In Indonesia, there is a regulation eoning with euthanasia.
= This sentence is coherent.
60.And is stated that Euthanasia is a crime, our own belss/éndonesian, that
we see euthanasia is a murder.
=This sentence is coherent.
61.How can we support to this motion.
=This sentence is coherent.
62.Moreover, there’s a case, a baby who has beenl kdige to euthanasia.
= This sentence is coherent.
63.1n a short period of time, the doctor find the ciwe the baby, but yet, the
baby has died first due to the death decision fthenparents and the doctor
that the baby cannot be saved anymore.
= This sentence is coherent.
64.And also, how can they Kill one life, just becausfethe prediction, just
because of the beliefs that euthanasia is thefdretttat baby.
= This sentence is coherent.
65.Here, we know that, as a government team has baidthey agree on the
passive euthanasia.
= This sentence is incoherent, because the wordy”“tiin here is not

inappropriate, ‘they’ in this sentence is referpéople out side the debate.
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66.But yet, even if the passive euthanasistill a murder.
= This sentence is incoherent, because it is l&cit' calthough it just lack of
‘it' but the meaning also different and it is alsaused this statement does not
has relation with other statement.
67.1t is stated that Passive euthanasia is giving balay using morphine, drugs,
and anti biotic.
= This sentence is coherent.
68.But, morphine is dangerous drugs.
= This sentence is coherent
69.1t is dangerous drugs.
= This sentence is coherent.
70.How can we let the baby consume it?
= This sentence is coherent.
71.And alsq it kills the baby slowly.
=This sentenced is incoherent. Because this semté&ncpreceded by the
guestion, that italic word make the sentence seenew information.
72.So giving the baby morphine, even if for the reasbreuthanasia, save the
baby, doesn’'t make sense, how can we let the babguenes the dangerous
drugs?
= This sentence is coherent.
73.That we know it is an addictive drug.

= This sentence is coherent.
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74.Another something missed by the government teahovs will they support
baby euthanasia?
= This sentence is coherent.
75.How will they make the baby euthanasia acceptaibleveryone?
= This sentence is coherent.
76.Baby euthanasia is a decision made by the parewtsttee doctors by the
prediction and suggestion by the doctors.
=This sentence is incoherent, the word ‘by’ in fiingt should be ‘which based on’
and the second should be change by the prepo%fiohe using of ‘by’ in tree
times makes this sentence uninterpretable.
77.But who are they, parents and doctors, are jusinaaln.
= This sentence is coherent.
78.They don’'t have the right to kill someone elseytden’t have the right to kill
a child.
=This sentence is coherent.
79. Therefore, this house will not support baby eutlsana

= This sentence is coherent.

2" positive
80. The naturalpurpose of baby euthanasia is not killing of taeyb
=This sentence is coherent.
81.The naturepurpose of baby euthanasia is getting rithefpainful of the baby

= This sentience is coherent.
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82.You should know about the purpose of this.
= This sentence is coherent.
83.1t is getting rid of the baby suffer.
= This sentence is coherent.
84.You know the condition of the baby, the conditiansttuation that occur in
the body of baby in the body is very incurable ds®that cannot be cured
anymore.
= This sentence is coherent.
85.Even if they are not support the euthanasizat are the technologigbat they
want to use whether they want to choose or whekiesrwant to let them.
=This sentence is coherent.
86. This side of the house never explain about what kintechnology, they never
mention the technology that is used the baby’sttifdecrease the pain itself.
= This sentence is coherent.
87.So0, what are we going to do to the baby or welptsthe baby with the very
painful disease? Of course not.
= This sentence is coherent.
88. And the endtherefore we should do getting rid of the pain.
=That italic word must be deleting, it makes theiteace meaningless or
confusing. So this sentence is incoherent.
89.Then, about the prediction itself, yes they makeeagliction but, the prediction
in here is made by a very special and particul&tatovho know very much

and it has a requirement to decide how long the’bdife.
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= This sentence is coherent.
90.The decision is made by a doctors or physicians Whee a very high
understanding about the baby or technology that wnt to use to support
the baby.
= This sentence is coherent.
91. After that, the doctors know that all of the teclogy cannot be used to
support the life anymore of the baby itself.
= This sentence is coherent.
92.That is why we just want to release the pain ofttiey not killing the baby.
= This sentence is coherent.
93.Then, this side of the house also never told atfeusolution.
=This sentence incoherent, because it becomes m@nmation, the speaker
doesn't relate the statement with the statememirbef
94.How do we support the baby’s life, In terms of wajtthem?
= This sentence is coherent.
95.Do we need some experiment, but unfortunately, ekgeriment is not so
accurate.
=This sentence is coherent.
96.What | mean as “inaccurate” in here, it is not seeswhether it needs a long
time or not. It means we never know how long thieybaill still alive.

= This sentence is coherent.
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97.But, at this time, from the technology we havenpfrthe incurable disease that
the baby has, from the agreement of decision ofodscand the parents itself,
have decided that the baby have to be gotten fnensuffer.
= This sentence is coherent.
98.That is why we just want to release the pain oftihiy.
= This sentence is coherent.
99.We do not want to kill them.
= This sentence is coherent.
100.And also, about this side of the house also sw@edt the morphine, how the
morphine could affect the baby to doing euthanasia.
= This sentence is coherent.
101.0k, let’s now, the morphine itself affects the brtiey are very slowly pain.
= This sentence is coherent.
102.And it is unpainable effect to be used to the baby.
= This sentence is coherent.
103.It means that the babyill not havethe using the bahybecause the doctors
now how much dozens that they want to use.
=This sentence is coherent.
104.And after the baby is injecteloy the babythey will have no more suffer
anymore because the doctors know how much morghatehey want to use.
=That italic word should be delete, because it rmakbe sentence

meaningless, so this sentence incoherent.
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105.And they have affected their brain; it is very slpwuch kind of sleeping
effect.
=This sentence is coherent.
106.What | mean in here is the baby will not sufferibgt it will very slowly and
decrease second by second and they just feel aoksideping.
= This sentence is coherent.
107.And after that, we will have gotten rid of theiripa
= This sentence is coherent.
108.Then, | wouldike talk about my split.
=This sentence is incoherent, because it needsaftet the word like, it is
caused this sentence also ambiguous, it meanshéhapeaker does not has
purposes.
109.What kind of requirements of legal passive euthiandswant to explain
more how the decision of doctors or what kind akeagnent or requirement to
support baby euthanasia painlessly.
= This sentence is coherent.
110.First, the baby has to have an incurable disease.
= This sentence is coherent.
111.What | mean as “incurable disease” is by usinglakest technology; we will
never be able to live anymore.
= This sentence is coherent.
112.They don’'t have any chance to live again.

= This sentence is coherent.
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113.Second, there must be an agreement between th&parel doctors.
= This sentence is coherent.
114.The doctors have told very much, explain to thepts, explain what?
= This sentence is coherent.
115.Explain the future implication and all of everythiabout the implication that
they want to face.
= This sentence is coherent.
116.They will explain it all to the parents and explainwhat kind of technology
and all of the details of technology they will eaqol them to the parents.
=This sentence is coherent.
117.The third one, the condition is irreversible gividrmedical committee.
= This sentence is coherent.
118.What | mean in here is by using orgcenf most recent technology; we
would not be able to cure the disease.
=The word recent stated in the first clause is rmake meaning ambiguous.
It is caused this sentence incoherent.
119.1t means that, however, we should getting rid efghffering of the baby.
=This sentence is coherent.
120.The last one is about the decision.
=This sentence is coherent.
121.The doctors have to has a requirement a specfarticular requirement that
will be need to conduct the baby euthanasia.

=This sentence is coherent.
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122.What are the requirements?
=This sentence is coherent.
123.First, the doctors have to have advancement inntdoQy about the
euthanasia and the morphine.
= This sentence is coherent.
124.And they have to fully able to cure the morphingwhmuch they have to use
to the baby.
= This sentence is coherent.
125.After that, they will be able to getting rid of tiseffering of the baby itself.
Thank you very much.

= This sentence is coherent.

2" negative
126.Thank you, Good morning; before | give my own arguai | want to give
some rebuttal to the government team.
=This sentence is coherent.
127.Well, they asked us what kind of technology thatoae us to save the baby.
=This sentence is incoherent, because the word, time&ke this sentence
refers to other people out side that debate. Ib tfaey should rebut their
partner.
128.Now, we want to give a question to them, what lohdisease and what kind
of illnesses?
=This sentence is incoherent, because the quastionomplete, it is caused

the question meaningless.
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129.1t depends on disease and illnesses, we can detidetechnology that we
have to use and doctors can decide it by saying kihd of illnesses and also
disease.
=Actually this statement is very good, but becahsestatement before is in
guestion form which is given to the partner, saniist be answer by the

partner, but in this sentence the speaker answéisbself. So, this sentence

is incoherent.
130.And, they also said about incurable disease.
=This sentence is coherent.
131.Well, there is incurable disease at this moment, dan’t you know that
scientist, doctors and everyone keep searchingdan@search to looking for
the medical test and also something that can usedre all of the disease ,
everyone keep working hard to do that.
= This sentence is coherent.
132.And we cannot say incurable disease.
=The uncohesiveness of this sentence makes thismeenalso incoherent.
This sentence is incomplete sentence, it does ana bbject, it just consists
of S+P+Ad). and this is make the meaning is uncleavill raise a question
again.
133.Yes, for this moment, that everyday, even though,never know, let's say
tomorrow, tomorrow we’ll find anything, let's sayda HIV, we never know

that, tomorrow, may be some scientists or doatarsfind a right medicine to

cure those kind of disease.
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=This sentence is coherent.
134.And then, the second speaker of opposition, goventiieam also said about
getting rid of suffering.
=This sentence is coherent.
135.But, | want to ask you, what is the suffering thinghe world if there is you
take someone life, even though, he/she cannot s&gher | want to life or
not, you take the opportunity of someone and somebat we are talking in
here is baby.
=This sentence is coherent.
136.We cannot decide whether he want to life or not.
= This sentence is coherent.
137.Now, they also said thatoctors’ prediction doctors help do prediction and
they know the best for patients.
=The word toctors’ prediction’should be followed by predicate and object
to explain the doctors’ prediction, but in this e followed by new
information. And then the next statement, alsoinappropriate diction, it is
needed to infinitive. So the utterance will be ‘twchelp to predict’. This
uncohesiveness of this sentence is caused thisngenincoherent.
138.But, In fact, nobody knows the best for someone.
=This sentence is coherent.
139.1t’'s unpredictable, so everything can happen, aafijgdor baby who already
started their life.

= This sentence is coherent.
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140.Then, how can we know, that doctors’ predictiothes best?
= This sentence is coherent.
141.Even the best doctors in the world cannot guarahteeven he, or the best
doctors are able to cure most of ilinesses in tbddrwcannot guarantee that,
nobody can.
=The diction in this sentence is in appropriateaduse the word ‘that’ (italic
word) is should be ‘it’, because guarantee is nau it was preceded. And
then the using afmodal‘can’ also irrelevant, because in the statemefarbe
explained that people is incapable, so, it shouke ucan't. This
uncohesiveness of this sentence is caused thisreenalso incoherent.
142.So, our team believe that to save one’s life isemaportant that anything in
this world, and also | want to give you some facts.
=This sentence is coherent.
143.Well, Like in Oprah Winfrey show, the show in weasteountry, in one of
the show, there is a boy come to Oprah Winfrey sbavthe wheel with his
fathers, there’s a story behind those boy.
= This sentence is coherent. Because the speakéw eep the statement
before and he was making a good relation by usingxample.
144.The father told about how the boy born and the atscpredict that the boy
cannot be able life over 5 years.
=This sentence is coherent.
145.Because he will not be able to use his hand andthier parts of the body.

= This sentence is coherent.
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146.The doctor said he willuffereda lot because of this.
=Although this sentence is not cohesive but thigesge is coherent.
147.But then, Even though he is on the wheel, but e Is@ himself that he is
happy that his parents decide to let him live.
= This sentence is coherent.
148.Then, how we can let the baby, if he cannot dettiget, and then now, by
boy in Oprah, in this Oprah Winfrey show, told tina&t already want 5 match
of American with his father on the wheel.
=This sentence is coherent.
149.Then, there’s no one can predict what will happed, &y telling you this, |
want to tell you that, this ishe opportunity baby is born and have an
opportunity to live.
=The complete statement should be ‘........ the babyodppity. This
incomplete statement makes this sentence ambigutooan be interpreted
the opportunity of the baby or the doctor. So #@stence is incoherent.
150.How can we even though as a parents or doctorthéet died just because
the reason incurable disease or so on?
= This sentence is coherent.
151.And also, the doctors’ job is to save life, notdse euthanasia or to lose even
one life.

= This sentence is coherent.
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152.Like the government said that, in Holland, abow¢ tloctors that can do
euthanasia and so on, well doctors in Holland, wibanasia and have face no
legal consequences.
= This sentence is coherent.
153.Now, | want you to think about this, how can we $eimeone whdoose
someone’s life, especially baby, not to have witheny legal consequences,
with any reason.
=The word ‘loose’ should be added by s ‘loosesyd afso ‘not no haveit
was make the sentence seems in random sequesbeultl be ‘who doesn’t
have’. So this sentence is incoherent, becauseeg dot interpretable.
154.Even though, it can be said as a murder, withrel reason, there’s no fix
reason to let someone die.
=This sentence is coherent.
155.And also, I'd like to talk about in Indonesian latliere’s no law that allow
someone to lose life, especially as Indonesianlpeog are not allowed to do
that.
= This sentence is coherent.
156.We have to fight until the end because we nevewnkwbat will happen?
=This sentence is coherent.
157.And the technology that keep improving every dagre single day.
=This sentence is incoherent; because it is nearrnmdtion which does not

have relation to the sentence before.
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158.We never losing hope, and there is many proofs rrous about the
technology.
= This sentence is coherent.
159.We never know that we can cure small pops at ifmeg, tat eighty time.
=This sentence is coherent.
160.We know that it incurable disease like this kind government team said.
=Actually this sentence is coherent.
161.But know, it is so easy to cure it.
= This sentence is coherent.
162.Now let’s see, if everyone life, and then, the doeay that there’s rfwope
then, all of the incurable disease and we canwetltinger.
=The diction of this sentence is inappropriate, Werd ‘hopé should be
replaced with ‘expectation’. And then the statem@tit of the incurable
disease’ is meaningless, because it does not lhgecsand predicate, and it
makes the hearer confuse. It should be ‘All of tham getting incurable
disease.....".This uncohesiveness of this sentencaused this sentence also
incoherent.
163.That’s why, as Indonesian people and also as pedmpbethink in logical way
and never lose hope, we believe that, this houseldvoot support baby
euthanasia. Thank you.

= This sentence is coherent.
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3 positive
164.Thank you, well, | think actually, this is very lkdamotion to be debated,
actually, by us, Why?
=This sentence is incoherent. Because this senisncerandom sequence,
the word ‘actually’ in the first utterance, shoulek continue with the
following word, or in speaking without stopping, hakes the hearer
misunderstanding with what the speaker means.
165.Because here, we think about the human itself.
= This sentence is coherent.
166.But on the other hand, we also think about theesuffat has been felt by the
baby itself.
= This sentence is coherent.
167.Well, actually, unfortunately, we have to say that opponent team couldn’t
catch what we want to told to you, what we havd tolyou, what we want to
bring this motion to.
=The word ‘actually and unfortunately’ are can ks wogether, but in this
sentence, the using of both of them together iggrapriate, It is causing the
argument seems does not has a goal, and therhitdeqtiestion should be
combined by ‘and’. This sentence is incoherent,abse this sentence is
unclear.
168.1t has been clear that our team here will supdwetldaby euthanasia itself

related with the specific requirement, and alsoabeeement from the parent

itself.
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=This sentence is coherent.
169.But unfortunately, since the first speaker, fromn opponent team, they said
that how can the doctors can force?
=This sentence is coherent.
170.No, here we don’t want to force the parents itgelieceive our suggestion to
do the baby euthanasia itself.
= This sentence is coherent.
171.Because we also have the humanity and one morg that they forget, we
have clearly told you that here, we will never sgjgto do the euthanasia
without doing something to can help to can makectiredition of the ill baby
could be better.
=This sentence coherent.
172.But, unfortunately, our opponent team again andnagiaey said simply that
the doctor will easy to give a decision, all riglou have to do the euthanasia
without doing anything.
= This sentence is coherent.
173.1t’s very funny, why?
= This sentence is coherent.
174.Because with the fact of the technology, that weehald to you, everything
will be done by the doctor as max as they canve #ze life of the baby itself.

=This sentence is coherence.
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175.But, unfortunately, after everything has been deamel doing so many
treatment that is done to the baby itself, sucbh&snotherapy or givihe help
for oxygen the baby, for the lung cancer.
=The using of article the(in italic letter) shoub® change by ‘a’ and the
preposition ‘for’ is inappropriate, and this sertermlso needs to infinitive, so
the sentence should be ‘....give a help by givingexi to the baby..... . The
uncohesiveness of this sentence caused this serigsimcoherent.
176.1t is kind of effort that we still do, before finally, we dee to give
suggestion to do the euthanasia itself, such as dppen in the Holland, that
one of example we give to you, after doing treatnitself, yes, indeed, even
if there is no one can guarantee, of course hermisne in this world can
guarantee the life of another.
=This sentence is coherent.
177.And the life of people is on our God’s hand, butreheve have to do
something before, without if then, we will let tillscontinue.
=The word ‘before, without’ and if, it is indicatthat the speaker still
continue the speaking process, but this word mdie dentence was
meaningless. This sentence is incoherent, becausees not has relation
with another statement.
178.And then, unfortunately, our opponent team alstedtahat start convince
you by making comparison between the someone héwe positively have
the HIV with the baby euthanasia, of course it wdty different. Why?

=This sentence is coherent.
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179.Because here, we are saving something that hawedecide at this kind.
=Although this sentence is not cohesive, but tarstence is coherent. It can
be interpreted.
180.Because the baby still suffered all time.
= This sentence is coherent.
181.And also, how about the HIV?
= This sentence is coherent.
182.Yes, of course, the HIV is very different, becattse effect of HIV itself is
not felt by the positive people of HIV tight nowytifor the future.
= This sentence is coherent.
183.Therefore, we still believe to support the babyhanasia.
= This sentence is coherent.
184.And also, here we have so mamgaknesshat is made by our opposite team
related to the baby euthanasia itself.
=This sentence is coherent.
185.They asked us, what kind of disease?
=This sentence is coherent.
186.We have told to you that there are so many requrgsnuntil finally we
would like to regulate this kind of law.
= This sentence is coherent.
187.And also, even if we make this kind of laalso based on the agreemfmnt
the parents itself.

=This sentence is coherent.
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188.This kind of the disease itself has been told by fmst speaker that is
intolerable suffering, incurable disease, and unified dead.
= This sentence is coherent.
189.And also we would like to support the baby euthanéself for the passive
euthanasia.
=The word ‘and also’ should be deleted becausastdtated in the previous
sentence, it makes the sentence seems monotonythiSosentence is
incoherent.
190.Well, the disease here is given the example, famgte lung cancer and also
a bad development of bone.
= This sentence is coherent.
191.Actually, what is the effect of this kind of badsdase to the development of
baby?
= This sentence is coherent.
192.0f course, it will make hard the condition of thebly itself.
= This sentence is coherent.
193.If there is a cancer of the baby itself, and dayday, it is not getting better,
but it is getting worse.
= This sentence is coherent.
194.And the baby always hold the suffer all time.
=This sentence is but coherent.
195.0f course, imagine that you are the parents andchgoe this kind of baby.

= This sentence is coherent.
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196.And you are still confused because there is nothet can actually can move
or not from this kind situation.
=This sentence is coherent.
197.0f course, we will support this kind of situatidrecause it is very important
to be done.
= This sentence is coherent.
198.Even they know that , for example, the doctorsdtated that yes, we need to
do the euthanasia to the baby itself, but the paremy, doctors, “we want to
still to see our baby, we want to still to keepicgyto make he/she life”.
= This sentence is coherent.
199.So, we will not force the parents itself to do guthanasia.
= This sentence is coherent.
200.We will give direction to the parents to choosethky agree with the
euthanasia that we suggest and then regulatedvbth& we will made.
= This sentence is coherent.
201.There is no problem about this.
= This sentence is coherent.
202.This is kind of the big mistake that couldn’t catary well by our opponent
team by merely stated that we will kill the babytheiut any consideration,
without any requirement that will fulfilled untiirfally we will suggest to do
the euthanasia itself.
=This sentence is coherent.

203.So we have to think more and more.
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= This sentence is coherent.
204.We have to think more logically and it has beeradiesaid to you by our
team, and here, we still believe that it will betéeto us to do this kind of
euthanasia itself, not only for the baby, but dsdahe parents.
=This sentence is coherent. The idea of this seatéras connection with
other statements.
205.And this kind of way will be very beneficial for éhfuture, if there are so
many kind of cases that have no authority, so there@ more people who will
confuse on what they are going to do if they héwe kind of case. Thank you.

= This sentence is coherent.

3" Negative
206.0k, good afternoon our honorable adjudicator, alsd or the opponent,
government team.
=This sentence is coherent.
207.1 would like to tell that this house would not soppbaby euthanasia.
= This sentence is coherent.
208.We have already thinking the best way to save &g/ b
= Although this sentence is coherent.
209.1f the opponent team, the government team has toi@dnvinced you that if
there is no medical treatment that doctors or $isisnor whoever can do, we

need to kill the baby in order to end the babyesuff
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=This sentence is coherent. The idea of this seatdras relation with
another statement.
210.But have you ever heard the, what you called ttezradtive treatment?
=This sentence is incoherence, because this sentgas stopping in the
middle and not continue, but after that he or s$ieta the opponent team.
This sentence is uninterpretable and caused misstadeling.
211.Yes we need to try this way, because this is vemmon nowadays, because
there is in Papua now.
=This sentence is coherent.
212.We have found buah merah, we know that this feughble to cure the cancer
and then, the other problem is euthanasia itself.
=This sentence is coherent.
213.As the parents, don’'t we want to protect our cleifdrdon’t we want to have
the baby.
=This sentence is coherent.
214.And if we want to have the baby, after waiting for morttlgsmonths, and
then, after we born the baby and we need to lélliaby, do you think this is
the best way.
=Although this sentence is not cohesive, but teigtence is coherent. It can
be interpreted.
215.And the thing that the parents need to do is ngagbas thedoctors, what is

the best way and we follow.
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=This sentence just want to inform that the paraetd the doctor to choose
the best way for them, but this sentence is inéffecand the sentence is
ambiguous. So, this sentence is incoherent.
216.No! if the doctors suggest the euthanasia, the miarenay be agredyut, the
problem is about the rules, the regulation in Irefa.
=This sentence is coherent.
217.We have the rule, the regulation that it does enduthanasia to kill the
baby.
=This sentence is coherent.
218.Euthanasia practically is a kind of murder, becausethe problem of
euthanasia there is someone who is losing thediid, then, we are going to
think is that, how many percent of baby born insthountry needs to be
euthanasia.
= This sentence is coherent.
219.1t is only small number of baby need to be euth@anashy should we do it,
why should we legalize it.
=This sentence is coherent.
220.And then the other thing is that about that we dontilcatch the motion.
=This sentence is coherent.
221.The problem is we understand that the governmem tgies to explain by
the permission of the parents we can do the eusimamae understand it.
=This sentence is coherent.

222.We just worry that now, the parents the euthanasia.
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=This sentence is coherent.
223.And then, if the government agree with this thatpégs let’s say kill the baby
because of some kill in euthanasia. And for sonmesae for intolerable
reason, later on, it does not close the probakify the parents who wants to
kill the baby.
=This sentence is coherent.
224.They are able to kill it.
=This sentence is coherent.
225.1t doesn’t close the probability also that therdl Wwe parents aborting the
baby a lot if the euthanasia is legalized.
=This sentence is coherent.
226.And does it too wide, we as the opponent team d@giee with the motion
thatis support baby euthanasia.
=This sentence is coherent.
227.We strongly disagree with this motion.
=This sentence is coherent.
228.Then, about the use of drugs, morphine in here, wawagree that we are
able to use morphine to make the euthanasia, anduéstion is the baby are
legalized to be injected by morphine , this wilingr our moral to somewhere
in the dark area.
=This sentence is coherent.
229.S0, it legalized, well, later, we also will try semther, some other changing

of the rules, of the regulation in Indonesia tha have a lot of consumer
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drugs for other reason, for example | got headaeWwryday, | need to
consume it like that.
=This sentence is coherent.
230.So, doesn't it sound silly for us?
=This sentence is coherent.
231.And then, also we need to think, we need to undedstwe need to realize
that the technology now, never close the probagbibt us to find the better
and the fastest way, the better way in a short fioneus, to find the new
technology, for example, in the past we know tina&l§ pops and fever is very
dangerous and everyone who got this kind of disedsdie.
=This sentence is coherent.
232.And now, it is not a problem anymore because we liaund the way to cure
the problem.
=This sentence is coherent.
233.But, this is the logical way of our thinking is Wweep trying our best to find
the best way to solve the problem suffered by thleybborn, and we don’t
legalize the euthanasia, it means that we let totods and scientists to keep
working on that research to keep working on findthg best cure the best
treatment for the baby, not by killing the baby.
=This sentence is coherent.
234.This is the point that everyone knows that onei$ifeery important.

=This sentence is coherent.
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235.Let's see the rare animal in the world, in Indoagsven is saved, what about
the human, which one is higher, human or animal.

=This sentence is coherent.

236.If animal is saved, why human is not.

=This sentence is coherent.

237.We are trying hard to make the population is b&rgted now and forever;
not by letting the baby die because of some diseagdat kind of reason.

=This sentence is coherent.

238.1 would like to say once more, that this house wouobt support baby
euthanasia, because there are still a lot of waywe need to think and we
need to do before we decide someone’s death or@wisefate. Thank you
very much.

=This sentence is coherent.

4.1. 1. 3. Intertextuality

Positive Team
The first positive team said that he supports thleybeuthanasia because

this euthanasia as best preventive action to petmitobaby life with minimally
painful. His aim is to limit the suffering of theaby. This statement is one of the
point first speaker positive team. It is relevanthwanother referent which also
proposed that it is as one of preventive actiond A also states that this
euthanasia is done because there is incurablesdisdad then the second speaker
explains that this euthanasia is not to kill théyyabut the purpose is getting rid

the painful of the baby. He said that this incueablisease cannot be
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cured anymore. This prediction is done by the paldr doctor who know very

much and also decide how long the baby’s life. Depen this second speaker;
the euthanasia can be done by giving morphineccakepassive euthanasia. Then
from the third speaker said that, this euthanasitaken by permitting to the

parents first. So, this euthanasia also based eragneement from the parents’
baby. Those statements are relevant with otherawefe as had presented in
appendices. All of their arguments have referaittic€h are accurate. They do not
explain the baby euthanasia depend on their peoteptSo, their arguments are

intertextual.

Negative Team

From the first speaker negative team stated thagaénst the euthanasia
because doctor cannot decide the baby’s life, ¢nithanasia means as killing
someone, in fact the baby have no social live Based on him, this euthanasia
against the moral and the medical considerationdidenot agree if the passive
euthanasia is done by giving morphine becausedaimgerous. Then the second
speaker stated that doctor can decide what tecyyathat have to used depend on
the kind of disease, not just by doing euthanaBie. parents cannot just follow
the doctor prediction because the destiny’s liferishe God’s hand. He explained
it by giving example the baby in the program TV meahOprah Winfrey which
had been predicted by the doctor that he canmtitifover five years, but the
parents let him to life. In addition, Indonesia diot have the law about it. And

the third speaker stated that the doctor will petalternative treatment, because it
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was exist in Papua and use “buah merah” as thenatiee. This third speaker

called this euthanasia as a kind of murder. Athgtive team, their explanations
also have referents which also credible as in gieeadices, but for the example
which has presented by the second speaker arectdwrent, because it is not
about euthanasia, but still general disease. Tample also finds in the referent,
but it does not explain what kind of the disease lithby suffered, and does not
explain that the doctor do euthanasia to that lmahyot. But their arguments are
also intertextual, because their statement alsedbas the referents which had

stated before.

4. 1. 2. Findingsin Summary

This summary shows the result findings. So, we knbw which one the
sentence coherence or cohesive, and also we vailvkrow many sentences are
coherence and how many sentences are cohesivaJsmthe intertextuality. It is
to make easy for the reader to understand. Fosuh@mary, it will be presented
as below. As the first summary, will show the pesitteam and after that the

negative team.

4.1.2. 1. Cohesiveness

Positive Team
1. First participant

No.SentencCohesive No.SentencCohesivg No.Sentenc/Cohesive
1. 1 - 14 - 14 27 27 v

2 2 v 15 v 15 28 28 -

3 3 - 16 v 16 29 29 -

A4 4 - 17 v 17 30 30 v

5 5 - 18 v 18 31 31 -
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6 6 - 19 19 - 32 32 -

7 7 - 20 20 - 33 33 -

8 8 - 21 21 - 34 34 -

¢ 9 v 22 22 v 35 35 -

10 10 - 23 23 4 36 36 -

11 11 v 24 24 - 37 37 -

12 12 v 25 25 - 38 38 -

13 13 - 26 26 4 39 39 -

Total 39 13

2. Second participant

No.Sentenc| Cohesivi [No.[Sentenc|Cohesiv(| |No./[Sentenc| Cohesivi

1 8( - 17| 96 4 33| 112 4

2 81 - 18| 97 v 34| 113 v

3 82 v 19| 98 v 35| 114 v

4 83 4 201 99 4 36| 115 v

5 84 21| 100 v 37| 116 -

6 85 - 22| 101 v 38| 117 v

7 86 v 23| 102 v 39| 118 v

8 87 v 24| 103 - 40| 119 -

9 88 - 25| 104 - 41| 12C v

10| 89 v 26| 10t v 42| 121 -

11| 9C v 27| 10¢€ v 43| 122 v

12| 91 v 28| 107 v 441 123 v

13| 92 v 29| 108 - 45| 124 v

14| 93 v 30| 109 4 46| 125 v

15| 94 v 31| 110 v Total: 46 37

16| 95 v 32| 111 v

3. Third participant

No [SentenciCohesivi No.Sentenc (Cohesivi No. [Sentenc |Cohesivi
1 164 - 14| 177 - 27 190 v
2| 165 v 15| 178 - 28 191 v
3| 16¢€ v 1€ 17¢ - 29 192 v
4| 167 - 17| 18C v 30 19z v
5| 16¢& 4 1€| 181 4 31 194 -
6| 169 - 19| 182 v 32 195 -
7| 170 v 2C| 183 v 33 196 -
8 171 - 21 184 v 34 197 v
9| 172 v 22| 185 v 35 198 v
10{ 173 v 2| 186 v 36 199 v
11| 174 - 24| 187 - 37 200 v
12| 175 - 25| 188 v 38 201 v
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13| 176 | - | [26] 189 | Vv 39| 202 -
40| 203 v
41| 204 -
42 | 20t v
Total: 42 z
Negative Team
1. First participant
No./Sentenc Cohesivi No, Sentenc/Cohesivi| [No|Sentenc [Cohesiwv
1 4C v 15 54 v 29| 68 v
2 41 4 16 55 4 30| 69 4
3 42 4 17 56 4 31| 70 4
4 43 v 18 57 v 32| 71 v
5 44 - 19 58 v 33| 72 4
6 45 - 20 59 4 34| 73 v
7 46 v 21 60 - 35| 74 v
8 47 4 22 61 4 36| 75 v
9 48 v 23 62 v 37| 76 -
1C 49 4 24 63 4 38| 77 v
11 50 - 25 64 v 39| 78 v
12 51 v 26 65 v 40, 79 v
13 52 v 27 66 - Total: 40 3
14 53 - 28 67 v
2. Second participant
No./Sentenc Cohesivi No|SentenciCohesivi No [Sentenc [Cohesivi
1 126 v 15| 140 v 29| 154 v
2| 127 16| 141 30| 155 v
3| 128 v 17| 142 - 31| 156 v
4| 12¢ v 18| 14:c - 32| 157 v
51 13C - 19| 144 v 33| 15¢ v
6| 131 4 20| 14¢ - 34| 15¢ -
71 132 - 21| 146 v 35| 160 -
8| 133 - 22| 147 - 36| 161 v
9| 134 - 23| 148 4 37| 162 -
10| 135 - 24| 149 - 38| 163 v
11| 136 v 25| 150 - Total: 38 z
12| 137 - 26| 151 v
13| 138 v 27| 152 v
14] 13¢ 4 28| 15¢ 4
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3. Third participant

No./Sentenc Cohesivi No|SentenciCohesivi No [Sentenc [Cohesivi
1| 206 v 13| 218 - 24 | 229 v
2| 207 v 14| 219 v 25| 230 v
3| 208 - 15| 220 v 26| 231 v
4| 20¢ - 16| 221 v 27 | 232 v
51 21C - 17| 22z v 28 | 23z 4
6| 211 v 18| 22:% - 29| 234 v
7| 212 v 19| 224 4 30| 235 4
8| 213 v 20| 225 4 31| 236 4
9| 214 - 21| 226 - 32 | 237 v
10| 215 - 22| 227 v 33| 238 4
11| 216 v 23| 228 v Total: 33 25
4.1.2. 2. Coherence
Positive Team
1. FirsParticipant
No./SentencCoherenc No.SentencCoherenc| | No |Sentenc| Coherenc
1. 1 - 15 15 v 29 29 v
2 2 v 16 16 v 30 30 v
3 3 - 17 17 v 31 31 v
4 4 - 18 18 4 32 32
5 5 - 19 19 v 33 33 -
6 6 v 20 20 v 34 34 -
7 7 v 21 21 v 35 35 v
8 8 v 22 22 v 36 36 -
9 9 v 23 23 4 37 37 v
10 10 v 24 24 - 38 38 -
11 11 v 25 25 v 39 39 v
12 12 v 26 26 v Total: 39 p
13 13 v 27 27 v
14 14 v 28 28 v
2. Second participant
No.SentencCohereng  [No Sentenc Coherenc No Sentenc Coherenc
1 80 v 16| 95 v 31| 110 v
2 81 v 17| 96 v 32| 111 v
3 82 v 18| 97 v 33| 112 v
4 83 4 18| 98 4 34| 11c 4
5 84 4 20| 99 4 35| 114 4
6 85 v 21| 100 v 36| 115 v
7 86 v 22| 101 v 37| 116 4
8 87 4 23| 102 v 38| 117 v
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9 88 - 24| 103 v 39| 118 -
10| 89 v 25| 104 - 40 119 v
11| 90 v 26| 105 v 41| 120 v
12| 91 v 27| 10¢€ v 42| 121 v
13| 92 v 28| 107 4 43| 12z 4
14| 93 - 29| 10¢ - 44| 12¢ 4
15| 94 v 30, 109 v 45 124 v
4q 125 4
Total: 46 Z
3. Third Participant
No,Sentenc [Coherenc| [No/Sentenc |[Coherenc| [No|Sentene [Coherenc
1 164 - 16 179 v 31 194 4
2| 165 v 17| 180 v 32 195 v
3| 166 v 18| 181 v 33 196 v
4| 167 - 18| 182 - 34 197 4
5| 16¢ v 20| 182 v 35 19¢ v
6| 16¢ v 21| 184 v 36 19¢ v
7| 170 v 22| 185 v 37 200 v
8| 171 v 23| 186 v 38 201 v
9| 172 4 24| 187 v 39 202 v
10, 173 v 25| 188 4 AC 203 v
11| 174 4 26| 189 - 41 204 v
12| 175 - 27 190 4 42 205 v
13| 176 v 28| 191 v Total: 42 4
14| 177 - 29 192 4
15| 17¢ v 30| 19¢ v
Negative Team
1. Firs Participant
No/Sentenc [Coherenc| [No,SentenclCoherenc| [NoJ|SentenciCoherenc
1 40 v 15 54 v 29 61 4
2 41 v 16 55 v 3C 62 v
3 42 v 17 56 v 31 63 v
4 43 4 18 57 4 32 64 4
5 44 v 19 58 v 33 65 -
6 45 - 20 59 v 34 66 -
7 46 v 21 60 4 35 67 v
8 47 - 22 61 v 36 68 v
¢) 48 v 23 62 v 37 69 v
1C 49 v 24 63 v 38 70 v
11 50 v 25 64 v 39 71 -
12 51 - 26 65 - 4C 72 v
13 52 v 27 66 - Total: 40 K
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pa] 53 | v | R8] 67 | v |

2. Second Participant

No.Sentenc Coherenc No|SentencCoherenc No|SentenciCoherenc
1 12¢€ v 14| 13¢ v 27| 15z v
2| 127 - 15| 14cC v 28| 15z -
3 12¢ - 16| 141 - 29| 154 v
41 129 - 17| 142 v 30| 155 4
5| 130 v 18| 143 v 31| 156 v
6 131 v 19| 144 v 32| 157 -
71 132 - 20| 145 v 33| 158 4
8| 133 v 21| 146 v 34| 159 v
9| 134 v 22 | 147 v 35| 160 4
10| 135 4 23| 148 v 36| 161 4
11| 136 v 24 | 149 v 37| 162 -
12| 137 - 25| 15C v 38| 167
13| 13¢ v 26 | 151 v Total: 38 z

3. Third Participant

No.Sentenc Coherenc No|SentencCoherenc No.|SentenciCoherenc
1| 206 v 12| 217 v 23| 228 v
2| 207 v 13| 218 v 24| 229 v
3| 20¢ v 14| 21¢ v 25| 23C v
4| 20¢ v 15| 22C v 26| 231 v
5 21C - 16| 221 v 27| 23z v
6| 211 v 17| 222 v 28| 233 v
7| 212 v 18| 223 v 29| 234 v
8| 213 v 19| 224 v 30| 235 v
9| 214 v 20| 225 v 31| 236 v
10| 215 - 21| 226 v 32| 237 v
11| 216 v 22| 227 v 33| 238 v

Total: 33

4. 1. 2. 3. Intertextuality

The intertextuality of each participant in this test is good as what has
been explained previously. They have enough knaydeaxbout baby euthanasia.
Their reason is appropriate with another text anastnof the sentences are

coherent.
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4. 2. Discussion

From the data analysis above, the first participaot positive team
produces thirty nine sentences and from the whelgesices just thirty three
percents sentences which are cohesive. Then thensenproduced by the second
participants is forty six sentences and more thghtg percents sentences are
cohesive. The third participants produce forty tsemtences in which the twenty
four sentences or fifty nine percents are cohegingl then for the negative team,
the first participants produce forty sentenceseigtity two percents are cohesive.
The second participants of the negative team pedhicty eight sentences and
just fifty seven percents which are cohesive. Amel third participants produce
thirty three sentences and from the whole sentersm&nty five sentences are
cohesive. From this discussion, the cohesivenegbeofliscourse developed by
the first participants of the positive team is therse, because the cohesive
sentence is less then sixty percents. Then fothind speaker of positive team
and the second participants of negative team acesdill bad, but not as worse as
the first participants of positive team becauser tbehesiveness is still less then
sixty percents. And for the second participants tioé positive team, first
participants and third participants of the negateam, their cohesiveness is good,
because their sentences which are cohesive arethaoreixty percents.

For the coherency, for about seventy fourth pescdram thirty nine
sentences are coherent. Then the sentence is pbttyadhe second participants,
for about eighty nine percents from forty six sewts are coherent. And the third

participants produce forty two sentences in whibk eighty eight percents
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sentences are coherent. Then for the first paatitgp of negative team, eighty
percents sentences from forty sentences are cah&tean the second participants
from thirty eight sentences, just seventy six pet€asentences are coherent. And
for the third participants, most of the sentences a@herent, from thirty three
sentences; ninety three percents sentences areenbhérom here we know that
most of sentences produced by the participantg@wd and the most excellent is
the third participants of the negative team. Beeatr®om the whole sentences he
had produced, just two sentences which are notrenheThen for the first
participants of positive team and the second ppaits of negative team, their
sentences are fairly coherent.

And then about the intertextuality, as what hasmb@elained previously,
the intertextuality of this discourse is good. Thepasons to force the baby

euthanasia are relevant with another text or rafere
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CHAPTER YV
CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTION

5. 1. Conclusion

From the discussion that is stated in chapter fthis, research concludes
that “quality of the discourse developed by thetipgiants of Java Overland
English Debate 2007” has fulfills all of the criterof good discourse. Most of
them can produce sentences in well construction.

Quality of discourse in the cohesiveness develdpethe participants of
‘Java Overland English Debate 2007’ to some extriiils cohesive criteria
(sixty five percents sentences from two hundred #oidy eight sentences are
cohesive). The quality of the discourse in the cehey developed by the
participants of ‘Java Overland English Debate 20@o fulfills coherence
criteria (eighty tree percents sentences from twmdhed and thirty eight
sentences are coherent. While the quality of tiseadirse in the intertextuality
shows that all of the participants have fulfillde tcriteria of intertextality. This is
because they have enough knowledge about ‘BabyaBa#iia’. Each of their
argumentation, why they support or not allow thebyB&uthanasia is relevant
with another text or statement. In addition, theherency supports the
intertextuality of the text.

From this conclusion, the researcher has studied the criteria of

discourse that is needed in a debate are cohesiberence, and intertextuality.
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2. Suggestion

From this study, for the next researcher, the rebea suggests to analyze
the debate event with wider sample or maybe bygusive same object with
different methodology or text genre. And then fog teader suggests to apply the
criteria of discourse especially a debate in wé&hose criteria include the
cohesion, coherence, and intertextuality. In the, &me researcher aware that this
research still has any weaknesses, because dhthatsearcher also receives any

suggestions from the reader for this research.
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APPENDICES

1. Data Transcription Result
This House Would Support Baby Euthanasia

1% Positive

The negative team have to decide if they want ppstt or not to baby euthanasia
itself. Then, the regulation that will not allowighkind of baby euthanasia will
make a choice, one choice only that we will havéetdhe baby lives or not. But
it is not too effective for children who take theladies & gentlemen means that
the prediction of a doctors is often right, ladegentlemen means that the baby
will not be.... the baby will not be, the baby wilbtnexit, will not live more than
30 months. And because of there is no regulatienywll propose to you that this
house will support baby euthanasia, and then vehtitel baby euthanasia itself. It
is the preventive action of permitting the life by with minimally painful for
the purpose of the limiting of suffering the babyite which is caused by
incurable disease and undignified dead. And therthis case, the various of
euthanasia is ee...is divided into 2 points. Thet fisspassive euthanasia and
second is aggressive euthanasia. The passive asthas the euthanasia which is
done with holding a treatment such as antibiotrtigd, or giving a medication
such as morphine to release the pain of the cinildnenimally. And then, the
active euthanasia is when we do the euthanasiahyok the legal substances or
want to kill with drawing life out of the childreitself. In this case we support the
baby euthanasia because of why? Because themuisble disease, we know that
we support euthanasia, baby euthanasia for the Wwhlgh has incurable disease,
intolerable suffering and undignified dead. And rtheve know that bone
development, we know that abnormal bone developmhthot make the baby
exist or will not make the baby live more than 36ntins, because the baby will
move, will ee... will grow up bigger and bigger bbetmechanism of the bone
development and the metabolic body, they will rett them so, they will be
suffering. If they want to touch them, it will beeny hurting to them. Then, the
second point is we know that some of the incuralidease like the lung cancer
itself cannot be developed well by this kind ofwugmn which is prepared by the
gov now and by the medical treatment now. So wegse to you that we support
the baby euthanasia.

The f' speaker will talk about the urgency, mechanisng #re significance
toward the baby, the family and the society itsatfd then, the ¥ point will talk
about the requirements of the passive euthanaatawifi be allowed and then,
talk also about the consideration about this kirideothanasia. As we have
known, the baby euthanasia it can be done by tiraigpsion of the parents itself.
Coming to my split, | would explain about the urggnmechanism, and the
significance toward the baby and others. The urgehing is many parents
reluctantly let their baby pass away. Because efeths no regulation from the
government to let the baby euthanasia itself. 8y #ire confusing. We still do.
We know that the baby suffering because of thigl loh incurable disease. No



regulation to allow euthanasia because of thektabout the consideration about
the morality, but we have known also the fact. Tdwt is it is kind of incurable
disease. And the second point is the baby itselivigys suffered because of this
kind of incurable disease that they have. And tieeligtion of the doctors is often
right. We know that Will make some technology adrthand deciding this kind of
solution with most potential and most possible fribwa result of the test.

The kind of the test will be dialysis or other testh as the metabolic anti drug
test and others test. If they predict that the badnynot live more than 30 months,
we only have 2 choices. We let them until theyatieve will limit their suffering

in this time. And then, what about the mechanishtonrse we will regulate the
law itself that we will make this kind of baby eattasia which will be legalized
and will be allowed by the permission of the paseAind then to predict this kind
of baby euthanasia the must be euthanasia or motyave known that there is
....after detect with the x-ray for the lung candself. And the possibility of the
children itself. And then, The process, of the bahythanasia for passive
euthanasia is by holding the common treatment Sschntibiotic, drug, giving
medication or Such as morphine To release the qgfaihe baby itself. Means in
this case, Chemotherapy or dialysis we will holdthg process of dialysis to
clean their blood which has incurable disease Heirtblood. After that, we will
let them we will give them antibiotics or morphiseme medication let them to
release the pain. And then, for the significancetlie@ baby itself, it will release
the suffering. For the parents itself, they haveaynehoices, between doing baby
euthanasia or to let them live. Actually it's haodbe debatable, but we know that
by this kind of fact, we do something than nothing.

1°' Negative
Ok, good afternoon, I'm here as the first speakeihe negative team. First, I'd

like to rebut some of the argument from the govesninHere, they stated that the
doctor prediction is often right. But it is justgaliction. How can us now exactly
when someone will die. And, even they can makend ki decision for someone
especially for baby who haven't already starfe lnd can be live for the future,
but, how can a person will only have 30 days te.liBut then, it is just a
prediction. How can we rely on prediction to kilirseone, even if it's just a baby
who have no life yet, who have no social life, whave no connection to
everyone else, except their parents, how can weeagn killing someone who
have already alive and take their life just becanisthe disease that cannot be
cured. But we know, every day the medical workesedoping. Every day, they
will find another new reason about how to curedisease. They will find a new
solution against the incurable disease, there Ilsigachance, possibility, for
doctors, scientist, how to save the baby from iable disease. But yet, let's
highlight here, we hear from the beginning that lthéy, the euthanasia for baby
who has incurable disease. But, What is incuraldeage, the Government team
didn’'t give a real and exact example of the casg tte baby with the incurable
disease will be killed, it's not because of moedson only, but also the medical
consideration that we know, As | said before, thatlical work is developing and
improving day by day. Here, this house will not gogt baby euthanasia. And



before we go further, I'd like to give you our teaplit. 1 speaker will give you
the reason who we disagree with this motidfl.v@ll give you more evidences to
strengthen the cases we havé sBeaker will summarize it.

As we know In Indonesia, there is a regulation eoning with euthanasia. And is
stated that Euthanasia is a crime, our own belevdndonesian, that we see
euthanasia is a murder. How can we support tonti@iBon. Moreover, there’'s a
case, a baby who has been killed, due to euthariaséashort period of time, the
doctor find the cure for the baby, but yet, theybhbs died first due to the death
decision from the parents and the doctor that Hi®yltannot be saved anymore.
And also, how can they kill one life, just becan$éhe prediction, just because of
the beliefs that euthanasia is the best for thatybélere, we know that, as a
government team has said that they agree on tlsvpasuthanasia. But yet, even
if the passive euthanasia is still a murder. Istasted that Passive euthanasia is
giving to a baby using morphine, drugs, and anttiti But, morphine is
dangerous drugs. It is dangerous drugs. How caletibe baby consume it? And
also, it kills the baby slowly. So giving the batmprphine, even if for the reason
of euthanasia, save the baby, doesn’'t make semse,chn we let the baby
consumes the dangerous drugs? That we know itasldictive drug.

Another something missed by the government tearows will they support baby
euthanasia? How will they make the baby euthanast@ptable for everyone?
Baby euthanasia is a decision made by the paremdstlee doctors by the
prediction and suggestion by the doctors. But wiethey, parents and doctors,
are just a human. They don’t have the right to daglineone else; they don’t have
the right to kill a child. Therefore, this housdlwbt support baby euthanasia.

2" positive

The natural purpose of baby euthanasia is nomgillbf the baby. The nature
purpose of baby euthanasia is getting rid of thefpkof the baby. You should

know about the purpose of this. It is getting ridhe baby suffer. You know The

condition of the baby, the condition or situatib@ttoccur in the body of baby in
the body is very incurable disease that cannoubedcanymore. Even if they are,
even if they eee...they are...they are...they are suppbgy are not support the
euthanasia, what are the technologies that they twamse Whether they want to
choose or whether they want to let them. They ahes. dide of the house never
eee....... never explain about what kind of technoldéngy never mention the

technology that is used the baby’s life to decrabeepain itself. So, what are we
going to do to the baby or we just let the babyhwite very painful disease? of
course not. And the end, therefore we should ditingerid of the pain.

Then, about the prediction itself. Yes they makeeadiction but, the prediction in

here is made by a very special and particular dogbtm know very much and it

has a requirement to decide what kind of...how |dregliaby’s life. The decision

is made by a doctors or physicians who have a gty understanding about the
baby or technology that they want to use the...they want to use to support the
baby. After that, the doctors know that all of tieehnology cannot be used to
support the life anymore of the baby itself. Tsavhy we just want to release the
pain of the baby not killing the baby. Then, thgesof the house also never told



about the solution. How do we support the baby&?lin terms of waiting them.
Do we need some experiment, but unfortunately, ékperiment is not so
accurate. What | mean as “inaccurate” in heres itdt so sure, whether it needs a
long time or not. It means we never know how ldmg lbaby will still alive. But,
at this time, from the technology we have, fromitieurable disease that the baby
has, from the agreement of decision of doctors, #med parents itself, have
decided that the baby have to be gotten from tffersirhat is why we just want
to release the pain of the baby. We do not want t&/e. do not want to....
ee....to..kill them. And also, about ee....this sidéhef house also stated about the
morphine, how the morphine could affect the babgdmg euthanasia. Ok, let's
now, the morphine itself affects the brain they aeey slowly pain. And it is
unpainable effect to be used to the baby. It méaaisthe baby will not have the
using the baby, because the doctors now how muzéndathat they want to use.
And after the baby is injected by the baby, thely dve no more suffer anymore
because the doctors know how much morphine that want to use. And they
have affected their brain, it is very slowly ee..lbsuch kind of ee....sleeping
effect. What | mean in here is the baby will noffeting, but it will very slowly
and decrease second by second and they just f@aedeof sleeping. And after
that, we will have gotten rid of their pain. Thémnyould like talk about my split.
What kind of requirements of legal passive euthandswant to explain more
how the decision of doctors or what kind of agreene requirement to support
baby euthanasia painlessly. First, the baby h&aswve an incurable disease. What
| mean as “incurable disease” is by using the tatshnology, we will never be
able to live anymore. They don’t have any chancévi® again. Second, there
must be an agreement between the parents and sloEta doctors have told very
much, explain to the parents, explain what? explaénfuture implication and all
of everything about the implication that they wamface. They will explain it all
to the parents and explain of what kind of techgpland all of the details of
technology they will explain them to the parentBeThird one, the condition is
irreversible given of medical committee. What | mea here is by using our
recent, most recent technology, we would not be &bkture the disease. It means
that, however, we should getting rid of the suffgrof the baby. The last one is
about the decision. The doctors have to has anagent a special or particular
requirement that will be need to conduct the babthanasia. What are the
requirement? First, the doctors have to have aarambment in technology about
the euthanasia and the morphine. And they haveully fible to cure the
morphine, how much they have to use to the babterAhat, they will be able to
getting rid of the suffering of the baby itself.alrtk you very much.

2" negative

Thank you, Good morning; before | give my own arguain | want to give some
rebuttal to the government team. Well, they asked/hat kind of technology that
we can us to save the baby, now, we want to giyeestion to them, what kind of
disease and what kind of illnesses? It dependsisease and illnesses, we can
decide what technology that we have to use andodoctan decide it by saying
what kind of illnesses and also disease. And, thksp said about incurable



disease, Well, there is incurable disease at toiemt, but, don’t you know that
scientist, doctors and everyone keep searchingdlarmgsearch to looking for the
medical test and also sth that can be..can...can bed . cure all of the disease
, everyone keep working hard to do that. And wencarsay, we cannot say
incurable disease. Yes, for this moment, that elayryeven though, we never
know, let's say tomorrow, tomorrow we’ll find anytig, let's say aids HIV, we
never know that, tomorrow, may be some scientistdaztors can find a right
medicine to cure those kind of disease. And tHenstecond speaker of opposition
ee... government team also said about gettingfrsdiffering. But, | want to ask u,
what is the most... what is the suffering thing i tworld if there is u take
someone life, even though, he/she cannot say whethant to life or not, you
take the opportunity of someone and someone tharev¢alking in here is baby.
We cannot decide whether he want to life or notwNihey also said that doctors’
prediction, doctors help do prediction and theywrbe best for patients. But, In
fact, nobody knows the best for someone. It's udiptable, so everything can
happen, especially for baby who already startedr tife. Then, how can we
know, that doctors’ prediction is the best? Evee Hest doctors in the world
cannot guarantee that, even he, or the best daaterable to cure....cure most of
illnesses in the world cannot guarantee that, nploath. So, our team believe that
To save one’s life is more important that anythim¢his world, and also | want to
give you some facts. Well, Like in oprah winfreyosh the show in...in western
country, in one of the show, there is a boy coneprah winfrey show on the
wheel with his fathers, there’s a story behind ¢hbsy.

The father told about how the boy born and theatsgbredict that the boy cannot
not be able life over 5 years. Because he cannoil.net be able to use his hand
and hid other parts of the body. The doctors saiwitl suffered a lot because of
this. But then, Even though he is on the wheel,Heusaid by himself that he is
happy that his parents decide to let him live. THww we can let the baby, if he
cannot decide it yet, and then now, by....and...and..ihogprah, in this oprah
winfrey show, told that he already want 5 matchAaferican with his father on
the wheel. Then, there’s no one can predict whithappen and, by telling you
this, | want to tell you that, this is the oppoityn baby is born and have an
opportunity to live. How can we even though as epi or doctors, let them died
just because the reason incurable disease or sArahalso, the doctors’ job is to
save life, not to lose euthanasia or to lose evenlife. Like the government said
that, in Holland, about the doctors that can dd&uwasia and so on, well doctors
in Holland, do euthanasia and have....and face nal legnsequences, now, |
want u to think about this, how can we let someah® loose someone’s life,
especially baby, to...not to have without any legalsequences, with any reason.
Even though, it can be said as a murder, withhallreason, there’s no fix reason
to let someone die.

And also, I'd like to talk about in Indonesian lathere’s no law that allow
someone to lose life, especially as Indonesian Ipeoye are not allowed to do
that. We have to fight until the end because weenémow what will happen?
And the technology that keep improving every dayere single day. We never
losing hope, and there is many proofs around usitathe technology. We never



know that we can cure small pops at that time,igtite time. We know that it
incurable disease like this kind the governmentntsaid. But know, it is so easy
to cure it Know Let’s see, if everyone....everyorfe and then, and then, the
doctors say it....that there’s no hope, then, althef disease...incurable disease
and we cannot live longer. That's why, as Indonegiaople and also as people
who think in logical way and never lose hope, wdieve that, this house
will...would not support baby euthanasia. Thank you.

3 positive

Thank you, well, | think ee...this is .actually, this is very hard motion to be
debated, actually, by us, Why? Because here wé #hiout the human itself but
on the other hand, we also think about the sulffar has been... that has been felt
by the baby itself. Well. Actually, unfortunatelye have to say that our opponent
team couldn’t catch what we want to told to u what have told to u what we
want to bring this motion to. It has been cleat tha team here will support the
baby euthanasia itself related with the specifiqureement, and also the
agreement from the parent itself. But unfortunatslgice the first speaker, from
our opponent team, they said that ee....how can é®..doctor can force? No,
Here we don’t want to force the parents itselfdoeive our suggestion to do the
baby...the euthanasia itself. Because we also hawvéntimanity and one more
thing that they forget, we have clearly told yo® kave clearly told you that here,
we will never suggest to do the euthanasia witlemut..doing something to can
help to can make the condition of the ill baby colbé better. But, unfortunately,
our opponent team again and again, they said ttregy. $aid that...simply that
the doctor will easy to give a decision, all rigltu have to do the euthanasia
without doing anything. It's very funny, why? Besauwith the fact of the
technology that we have told to you, everythind v done by the doctor as max
as they can, to save the life of the baby itselit, Bnfortunately, after everything
has been done and doing so many treatment thahis @ the baby itself, such as
chemotherapy or give the help of the...for oxygenktaby, for the lung cancer, it
is kind of effort that we still do, before finallyye decide to give suggestion to do
the euthanasia itself such as what happen in thiardh that one of example we
give to you, after doing treatment itself, yes,aad, even if there is no one can
guarantee of course..there is no one in this waatdguarantee the life of another.
And the life of people is on our God’s hand, butehe/e have to do something
before...before...without...if then, we will let it stilcontinue. And then,
unfortunately, our opponent team also stated tteat sonvince you by making
comparison between the someone who have positeely. Have the HIV with
the baby euthanasia, of course it will very diffareVhy? Because here, we are
saving something that have to be decide at thigl. kBecause the baby still
suffered all time. And also, how about the HIV? Yekcourse, the HIV is very
different, because the effect of HIV itself is telt by the positive people of HIV
tight now, but for the future. Therefore, we stikélieve to support the baby
euthanasia. And also, here we have so many weakhatss made by our
opposite team related to the baby euthanasia.ifBe#y asked us, what kind of
disease? We have told to you that there are so memuyrements until finally we



would like to regulate this kind of ee...this kind lafv. And also, Even if we
make this kind of law it also based on the agreerfmnthe parents itself. This
kind of the disease itself has been told by ouwst fapeaker, that is intolerable
suffering, incurable disease, and undignified deaad also we would like to
support the baby euthanasia itself for the passibanasia. Well, the disease
here is given the example, for example lung caaodralso a bad development of
bone. Actually, what is the effect of this kindlad disease to the development of
baby? Of course, it will make...it will hard the cadthah of the baby itself. If
there is a cancer of the baby itself, and day by das not getting.... it is not
getting better, but it is getting worse. And théypalways hold the suffer all time.
Of course, imagine that you are the parents andhgye this kind of baby. And
you are still confused because there is no law ¢hat..that can...ee..that can
actually can move or not from this kind situati@f.course, we will support this
kind of situation, because it is very importantoe done. Even they know that ,
for example, the doctors has stated that yes, veel ne ee... need to do the
euthanasia to the baby itself, But the parents dagtors, “we want to still to see
our baby, we want to still to keep crying to ee...malk/she life”. So, we will not
force the parents itself to do the euthanasia. Wegwe direction to the parents
to choose if they agree with the euthanasia thaswggest and then regulated by
law that we will made. There is no problem aboisg.tffhis is kind of the big...
the big mistake that couldn’t catch very well byr mpponent team by merely
stated that, we will kill the baby without any cafeation, without any
requirement that...that will fulfilled until finallywe will suggest to do the
euthanasia itself. So we have to think more andemae have to think more
logically and it has been clearly said to you by mam, and here, we still believe
that it will be better to us to do this kind of kahasia itself, not only for the baby,
but also for the parents. And this kind of way, Iviié very beneficial for the
future, if there is...there are so many kind of casesg have no authority, so
there’s no more people who will confuse on whaythee going to do if they have
this kind of case. Thank you.

3 Negative
Ok, good afternoon our honorable adjudicator, ansb aor the oppon,

ee...government team. | would like to tell that thaaise would not support baby
euthanasia. We have already thinking the best wagavve the baby. If the
opponent team.....if the government team has triezbtvinced you that if there
is no medical treatment that doctors or scientiste’hoever can do, we need to
kill the baby in order to end the baby suffer. Bate u ever heard the, what you
called the alternative treatment? Yes we needytthis way, because this is very,
very common nowadays, because there is in Papua wewhave found buah
merah, we know that this fruit is able to cure tasmcer and then, mmm....the
other problem is euthanasia itself. As the parests't we want to protect our
children, don’t we want to have the baby. And if want to have the baby, after
waiting for months by months, and then, after wenldbe baby, and we need to
kill the baby, do you think this is the best wajnd the thing that the parents
need to do is not to just as the doctors, whdtesdest way and we follow. No! if



the doctors suggest the euthanasia, the parentdbenagree, but, the problem is
about the rules, the regulation in Indonesia. Weshhbe rule, the regulation that it
does ban the euthanasia to kill the babyEuthanasia practically is a kind of
murder, because what ...in the problem of eutharthsiee is someone who is
losing the life, and then, we are going to thinkhat, how many percent of baby
born in this country needs to be euthanasia. dnlg small number of baby need
to be euthanasia, why should we do it, why shoudlegalize it. And em...and
then the other thing is that about that we couldaith the motion. The problem
is we understand that the government team triesxfgain that em...by the
permission of the parents we can do the euthanasianderstand it. We just
worry that em....Now, the parents the euthanasiathed, if the government
agree with this that parents Let's say kill the yodkecause of some Kkill in
euthanasia And for some reason, for intolerablesaealLater on, it doesn’t close
the probability that the parents who wants to tkié baby They are able to kill it.
It doesn’t close the probability also that therd & parents aborting the baby a
lot if the euthanasia is legalized. And Does it wade, we as the opponent team
do not agree with the motion that is support babgh@&nasia. We strongly
disagree with this motion. Then, about the userafs, morphine in here. Now
we agree that we are able to use morphine to maeke what we call it...to
make...the euthanasia, and the question is the babiggalized to be injected by
morphine , this will bring our moral to somewhere the dark area. So, it
legalized, well, later, we also will try some otheome other changing of the
rules, of the regulation in Indonesia that we havet of consumer drugs for other
reason, for example | got headache everyday, | teednsume it like that. So,
doesn’t it sound silly for us? And then, also weedheo think we need to
understand we need to realize that the technology never close the probability
for us to find the better and the fastest way biber way in a short time for us to
find the new technology, for example, em...in thetpas know that small pops
and fever is very dangerous and everyone who getkihd of disease will die.
And now, it is not a problem anymore because we liaund the way to cure the
problem. But, em...this is the logical way of oumtking is that is we keep trying
our best to find the best way to solve the probseifiered by the baby born and
we don'’t legalize the euthanasia, it means thatetvéhe doctors and scientists to
keep working on that research to keep working adifig the best cure the best
treatment for the baby, not by killing the baby.isTis the point that everyone
knows that one life is very important. Let's see tiare animal in the world, in
Indonesia, even is saved, what about the humarghwdme is higher, human or
animal. If animal is saved, why human is not. We #aying hard to make the
population is being existed now and forever, notléting the...the baby die
because of some disease or what kind of reasonuldnike to say once more,
that this house would not support baby euthanagieause there are still a lot of
way that we need to think and we need to do beferelecide someone’s death or
someone’s fate. Thank you very much.

2. Data Management Result



This House Would Support Baby Euthanasia

1% Positive

The negative team have to decide if they want ppstt or not to baby euthanasia
itself. Then, the regulation that will not allowighkind of baby euthanasia will
make a choice, one choice only that we will havéetdhe baby lives or not. But
it is not too effective for children who take theladies & gentlemen means that
the prediction of a doctors is often right, ladegentlemen means that the baby
will not be, the baby will not exist, will not livenore than 30 months. And
because of there is no regulation, we will proptseou that this house will
support baby euthanasia, and then what is the kablyanasia itself. It is the
preventive action of permitting the life of babytlwiminimally painful for the
purpose of the limiting of suffering the baby’selifvhich is caused by incurable
disease and undignified dead. And then, in thie,ctie various of euthanasia is
divided into 2 points. The first is passive euttaaaand second is aggressive
euthanasia. The passive euthanasia is the euthambgih is done with holding a
treatment such as antibiotic, drugs, or giving aicetion such as morphine to
release the pain of the children minimally. Andrthihe active euthanasia is when
we do the euthanasia you think the legal substamcesant to kill with drawing
life out of the children itself. In this case wepport the baby euthanasia because
of why? Because there is incurable disease, we khatwve support euthanasia,
baby euthanasia for the baby which has incuraldeadie, intolerable suffering
and undignified dead. And then, we know that boeeetbpment, we know that
abnormal bone development will not make the babgteor will not make the
baby live more than 30 months, because the babbyneve, will grow up bigger
and bigger but the mechanism of the bone developarahthe metabolic body,
they will not let them so, they will be sufferini§they want to touch them, it will
be very hurting to them. Then, the second poinvésknow that some of the
incurable disease like the lung cancer itself cabeadeveloped well by this kind
of solution which is prepared by the government namd by the medical
treatment now. So we propose to you that we supperbaby euthanasia.

The F' speaker will talk about the urgency, mechanisng #re significance
toward the baby, the family and the society its&tfd then, the % point will talk
about the requirements of the passive euthanastawti be allowed, and then,
talk also about the consideration about this kifideothanasia. As we have
known, the baby euthanasia it can be done by tiraigsion of the parents itself.
Coming to my split, | would explain about the urggnmechanism, and the
significance toward the baby and others. The urgehing is many parents
reluctantly let their baby pass away. Because efetlis no regulation from the
government to let the baby euthanasia itself. 8y #ire confusing. We still do.
We know that the baby suffering because of thigl ko incurable disease. No
regulation to allow euthanasia because of thektabout the consideration about
the morality, but we have known also the fact. Tdwt is it is kind of incurable
disease. And the second point is the baby itselivigys suffered because of this
kind of incurable disease that they have. And tieeligtion of the doctors is often
right. We know that will make some technology aérthand deciding this kind of
solution with most potential and most possible fribwa result of the test.



The kind of the test will be dialysis or other testh as the metabolic anti drug
test and others test. If they predict that the badnnot live more than 30 months,
we only have 2 choices. We let them until theydatieve will limit their suffering

in this time. And then, what about the mechanishtoorse we will regulate the
law itself that we will make this kind of baby eattasia which will be legalized
and will be allowed by the permission of the paseAind then to predict this kind
of baby euthanasia the must be euthanasia or motyave known that there is
after detect with the x-ray for the lung canceelitsAnd the possibility of the
children itself. And then, The process, of the bahythanasia for passive
euthanasia is by holding the common treatment, sschntibiotic, drug, giving
medication or such as morphine To release the giathe baby itself. Means in
this case, Chemotherapy or dialysis we will holdithg process of dialysis to
clean their blood which has incurable disease Heirtblood. After that, we will
let them we will give them antibiotics or morphiseme medication let them to
release the pain. And then, for the significanaetfie baby itself, it will release
the suffering. For the parents itself, they haveynehoices, between doing baby
euthanasia or to let them live. Actually it's haodbe debatable, but we know that
by this kind of fact, we do something than nothing.

1°' Negative
Ok, good afternoon, I'm here as the first speakeihe negative team. First, I'd

like to rebut some of the argument from the goveaninHere, they stated that the
doctor prediction is often right. But it is justgaliction. How can us now exactly
when someone will die. And, even they can makend ki decision for someone
especially for baby who haven't already starfe lnd can be live for the future,
but, how can a person will only have 30 days te.liBut then, it is just a
prediction. How can we rely on prediction to kiirseone, even if it's just a baby
who have no life yet, who have no social life, whave no connection to
everyone else, except their parents, how can weeagn killing someone who
have already alive and take their life just becanfsthe disease that cannot be
cured. But we know, every day the medical workesedoping. Every day, they
will find another new reason about how to curedisease. They will find a new
solution against the incurable disease, there Ilsigachance, possibility, for
doctors, scientist, how to save the baby from iable disease. But yet, let's
highlight here, we hear from the beginning that lthby, the euthanasia for baby
who has incurable disease. But, What is incuralseade, the Government team
didn’t give a real and exact example of the casg titie baby with the incurable
disease will be killed, it's not because of moedgon only, but also the medical
consideration that we know, As | said before, thatlical work is developing and
improving day by day. Here, this house will not gopt baby euthanasia. And
before we go further, I'd like to give you our teaplit. 1 speaker will give you
the reason who we disagree with this motidfmall give you more evidences to
strengthen the cases we hav¥&. speaker will summarize it. As we know In
Indonesia, there is a regulation concerning witth@oasia. And is stated that



Euthanasia is a crime, our own believe as Indongdiimt we see euthanasia is a
murder. How can we support to this motion. Moreoteere’s a case, a baby who
has been killed, due to euthanasia. In a shorbgentf time, the doctor find the
cure for the baby, but yet, the baby has died @tst to the death decision from
the parents and the doctor that the baby canneabed anymore. And also, how
can they kill one life, just because of the pradictjust because of the beliefs that
euthanasia is the best for that baby. Here, we khaty as a government team has
said that they agree on the passive euthanasia.y@uteven if the passive
euthanasia is still a murder. It is stated thasRaseuthanasia is giving to a baby
using morphine, drugs, and anti biotic. But, monghis dangerous drugs. It is
dangerous drugs. How can we let the baby consungnidl also, it kills the baby
slowly. So giving the baby morphine, even if foe titason of euthanasia, save the
baby, doesn't make sense, how can we let the bahgumes the dangerous
drugs? That we know it is an addictive drug. Anoteemething missed by the
government team is How will they support baby en#s®@a? How will they make
the baby euthanasia acceptable for everyone? Ba#thpmasia is a decision made
by the parents and the doctors by the predictiah suggestion by the doctors.
But who are they, parents and doctors, are jusingein. They don’t have the right
to kill someone else; they don’'t have the righkitba child. Therefore, this house
will not support baby euthanasia.

2" positive

The natural purpose of baby euthanasia is notngillbf the baby. The nature
purpose of baby euthanasia is getting rid of thefpkof the baby. You should
know about the purpose of this. It is getting rfidiee baby suffer. You know the
condition of the baby, the condition or situatib@attoccur in the body of baby in
the body is very incurable disease that cannoubedcanymore. Even if they are,
even if they are not support the euthanasia, wratle technologies that they
want to use, whether they want to choose or whetier want to let them. This
side of the house never explain about what kindtezhnology, they never
mention the technology that is used the baby'sttfelecrease the pain itself. So,
what are we going to do to the baby or we justietbaby with the very painful
disease? of course not. And the end, thereforsheald do getting rid of the
pain.

Then, about the prediction itself, yes they makweealiction but, the prediction in
here is made by a very special and particular dogtm know very much and it
has a requirement to decide what kind of...how |dregliaby’s life. The decision
is made by a doctors or physicians who have a gty understanding about the
baby or technology that they want to use to suppuet baby. After that, the
doctors know that all of the technology cannot bedito support the life anymore
of the baby itself. That is why we just want toease the pain of the baby not
killing the baby. Then, this side of the house aisver told about the solution.
How do we support the baby’s life? In terms of wajtthem. Do we need some
experiment, but unfortunately, the experiment is swaccurate. What | mean as
“inaccurate” in here, it is not so sure, whethergeds a long time or not. It means
we never know how long the baby will still aliveuB at this time, from the



technology we have, from the incurable disease thatbaby has, from the
agreement of decision of doctors, and the parésel,ihave decided that the baby
have to be gotten from the suffer. That is why u& want to release the pain of
the baby. We do not want to kill them. And alsopuaththis side of the house also
stated about the morphine, how the morphine cofiiectathe baby to doing
euthanasia. Ok, let's now, the morphine itself @fethe brain they are very
slowly pain. And it is unpainable effect to be usedhe baby. It means that the
baby will not have the using the baby, becausaltittors now how much dozens
that they want to use. And after the baby is iddiy the baby, they will have no
more suffer anymore because the doctors know hoehnmiorphine that they
want to use. And they have affected their brains itery slowly such kind of
sleeping effect. What | mean in here is the balbiymit suffering, but it will very
slowly and decrease second by second and theyegisa kind of sleeping. And
after that, we will have gotten rid of their pairhen, | would like talk about my
split. What kind of requirements of legal passivghanasia, | want to explain
more how the decision of doctors or what kind ofeagnent or requirement to
support baby euthanasia painlessly. First, the Hadey to have an incurable
disease. What | mean as “incurable disease” issbyguhe latest technology, we
will never be able to live anymore. They don't haargy chance to live again.
Second, there must be an agreement between thetgparel doctors. The doctors
have told very much, explain to the parents, explahat? explain the future
implication and all of everything about the imptiom that they want to face.
They will explain it all to the parents and explainwhat kind of technology and
all of the details of technology they will explainem to the parents. The third
one, the condition is irreversible given of medicaimmittee. What | mean in here
IS by using our recent, most recent technologyweald not be able to cure the
disease. It means that, however, we should getitingf the suffering of the baby.
The last one is about the decision. The doctors @ahas a requirement a special
or particular requirement that will be need to amtdhe baby euthanasia. What
are the requirement? First, the doctors have te havadvancement in technology
about the euthanasia and the morphine. And theg bafully able to cure the
morphine, how much they have to use to the babierAhat, they will be able to
getting rid of the suffering of the baby itself.alrtk you very much.

2" negative

Thank you, Good morning; before | give my own argumin | want to give some
rebuttal to the government team. Well, they askss] what kind of technology
that we can use to save the baby, now, we waniveoaquestion to them, what
kind of disease and what kind of illnesses? It dépeon disease and illnesses, we
can decide what technology that we have to usedamtrs can decide it by
saying what kind of illnesses and also disease, &y also said about incurable
disease. Well, there is incurable disease at tbhimemt, but, don’t you know that
scientist, doctors and everyone keep searchingdan@search to looking for the
medical test and also something that can be usetur® all of the disease ,
everyone keep working hard to do that. And we carsay, we cannot say
incurable disease. Yes, for this moment, that elery even though, we never



know, let's say tomorrow, tomorrow we’ll find anytig, let's say aids HIV, we
never know that, tomorrow, may be some scientistdaztors can find a right
medicine to cure those kind of disease.

And then, the second speaker of opposition, govemnteam also said about
getting rid of suffering. But, | want to ask youhat is the suffering thing in the
world if there is u take someone life, even thougé/she cannot say whether |
want to life or not, you take the opportunity ofrone and someone that we are
talking in here is baby. We cannot decide whetremiant to life or not. Now,
they also said that doctors’ prediction, doctorip i prediction and they know
the best for patients. But, In fact, nobody knowe best for someone. It's
unpredictable, so everything can happen, espedm@ilpaby who already started
their life. Then, how can we know, that doctorgdiction is the best? Even the
best doctors in the world cannot guarantee than éne, or the best doctors are
able to cure most of illnesses in the world camparantee that, nobody can. So,
our team believe that to save one’s life is mor@adrtant that anything in this
world, and also | want to give you some facts. Wake in Oprah Winfrey show,
the show in...in western country, in one of the shtheye is a boy come t Oprah
Winfrey show on the wheel with his fathers, the'story behind those boy,

The father told about how the boy born and theatsapredict that the boy cannot
not be able life over 5 years. Because he willbegble to use his hand and hid
other parts of the body. The doctors said he willesed a lot because of this. But
then, Even though he is on the wheel, but he sakirhself that he is happy that
his parents decide to let him live. Then, how wa bt the baby, if he cannot
decide it yet, and then now, by boy in Oprah, iis Bprah Winfrey show, told
that he already want 5 match of American with lEghér on the wheel. Then,
there’s no one can predict what will happen andelling you this, | want to tell
you that, this is the opportunity, baby is born drale an opportunity to live.
How can we even though as a parents or doctorshéet died just because the
reason incurable disease or so on? And also, tti®rddjob is to save life, not to
lose euthanasia or to lose even one life. Likegthvernment said that, in Holland,
about the doctors that can do euthanasia and swelhdoctors in Holland, do
euthanasia and have face no legal consequences| m@ant u to think about this,
how can we let someone who loose someone’s lifgeaslly baby, not to have
without any legal consequences, with any reasoanBvough, it can be said as a
murder, with all the reason, there’s no fix reatmlet someone die.

And also, I'd like to talk about in Indonesian lathere’s no law that allow
someone to lose life, especially as Indonesian Ipeoye are not allowed to do
that. We have to fight until the end because weenémow what will happen?
And the technology that keep improving every dayere single day. We never
losing hope, and there is many proofs around usitathe technology. We never
know that we can cure small pops at that time,igtite time. We know that it
incurable disease like this kind the governmentntsaid. But know, it is so easy
to cure it now let’s see, if everyone life and thire doctors say it, that there’s no
hope, then, all of the incurable disease and wedatdive longer. That's why, as
Indonesian people and also as people who thinlogical way and never lose
hope, we believe that, this house will not suppafty euthanasia. Thank you.



3" positive

Thank you, well, | think actually, this is very kdamotion to be debated, actually,
by us. Why? Because here we think about the huiseali but on the other hand,
we also think about the suffer that has been fethke baby itself. Well. Actually,
unfortunately, we have to say that our opponemhteauldn’t catch what we want
to told to you, what we have told to you, what wenivto bring this motion to? It
has been clear that our team here will supporttitey euthanasia itself related
with the specific requirement, and also the agredrfrem the parent itself. But
unfortunately, since the first speaker, from oupapent team, they said that how
can the doctor can force? No, here we don’t warfbtoe the parents itself to
receive our suggestion to do the baby the eutharizsilf. Because we also have
the humanity and one more thing that they forget,have clearly told you, we
have clearly told you that here, we will never segjgo do the euthanasia without
doing something to can help, to can make the cemddf the ill baby could be
better.

But, unfortunately, our opponent team again andnaghey said simply that the
doctor will easy to give a decision, all right yoave to do the euthanasia without
doing anything. It's very funny, why? Because wilik fact of the technology that
we have told to you, everything will be done by tleetor as max as they can, to
save the life of the baby itself. But, unfortungfedfter everything has been done
and doing so many treatment that is done to thg lsélf, such as chemotherapy
or give the help for oxygen the baby, for the lwagcer. It is kind of effort that
we still do, before finally, we decide to give seggon to do the euthanasia itself
such as what happen in the Holland, that one omgia we give to you, after
doing treatment itself, yes, indeed, even if theneo one can guarantee of course
there is no one in this world can guarantee ttee dif another. And the life of
people is on our God’s hand, but here we have tsotieething before without, if
then, we will let it still continue. And then, umtanately, our opponent team also
stated that start convince you by making comparisetween the someone who
have positively Have the HIV with the baby euthamasf course it will very
different. Why? Because here, we are saving somgtiiat have to be decide at
this kind. Because the baby still suffered all tirtdAed also, how about the HIV?
Yes, of course, the HIV is very different, becatise effect of HIV itself is not
felt by the positive people of HIV tight now, butrfthe future.

Therefore, we still believe to support the babyhantsia. And also, here we have
so many weakness that is made by our opposite tedated to the baby
euthanasia itself. They asked us, what kind ofadie8 We have told to you that
there are so many requirements until finally we lddike to regulate this kind of
law. And also, Even if we make this kind of lavaiso based on the agreement for
the parents itself. This kind of the disease ithalf been told by our first speaker
that is intolerable suffering, incurable diseas®l andignified dead. And also we
would like to support the baby euthanasia itselftfee passive euthanasia. Well,
the disease here is given the example, for exahplg cancer and also a bad
development of bone. Actually, what is the effefcthis kind of bad disease to the
development of baby? Of course, it will make hdnd tondition of the baby



itself. If there is a cancer of the baby itselfdatay by day, it is not getting better,
but it is getting worse. And the baby always hdid suffer all time. Of course,
imagine that you are the parents and you havekih@sof baby. And you are still
confused because there is no law that actuallynsawe or not from this kind
situation. Of course, we will support this kind situation, because it is very
important to be done. Even they know that, for epi@nthe doctors has stated
that yes, we need do the euthanasia to the badlf; Bt the parents say, doctors,
“we want to still to see our baby, we want to gtillkeep crying to make he/she
life”. So, we will not force the parents itself tto the euthanasia. We will give
direction to the parents to choose if they agrdh thie euthanasia that we suggest
and then regulated by law that we will made. Thenmo problem about this. This
is kind of the big mistake that couldn’t catch vevgll by our opponent team by
merely stated that, we will kill the baby withoutyaconsideration, without any
requirement that will fulfilled until finally we Wi suggest to do the euthanasia
itself. So we have to think more and more, we havihink more logically and it
has been clearly said to you by our team, and hezestill believe that it will be
better to us to do this kind of euthanasia itsedf, only for the baby, but also for
the parents. And this kind of way will be very b&aial for the future, if there are
so many kind of cases that have no authority, scete no more people who will
confuse on what they are going to do if they h#ne kind of case. Thank you.

3" Negative
Ok, good afternoon our honorable adjudicator, ansb aor the oppon,

government team. | would like to tell that this Beuwould not support baby
euthanasia. We have already thinking the best wagalve the baby. If the
opponent team, the government team has tried tairomed you that if there is no
medical treatment that doctors or scientists orevieo can do, we need to kill the
baby in order to end the baby suffer. But have geer heard the, what you called
the alternative treatment? Yes we need to trywhayg, because this is very, very
common nowadays, because there is in Papua nowawe foundouah merah,
we know that this fruit is able to cure the canaed then, the other problem is
euthanasia itself. As the parents, don’'t we wargrtiect our children, don't we
want to have the baby. And if we want to have tabyb after waiting for months
by months, and then, after we born the baby andeeal to kill the baby, do you
think this is the best way. And the thing that gagents need to do is not to just
as the doctors, what is the best way and we folNal. If the doctors suggest the
euthanasia, the parents may be agree, but, théeproils about the rules, the
regulation in Indonesia. We have the rule, the lagn that it does ban the
euthanasia to kill the baby. Euthanasia practicalla kind of murder, because
what? In the problem of euthanasia there is somedmeis losing the life, and
then, we are going to think is that, how many percd baby born in this country
needs to be euthanasia. It is only small numbéeabf need to be euthanasia, why
should we do it, why should we legalize it. Andrittbe other thing is that about
that we couldn’t catch the motion. The problem ie wnderstand that the
government team tries to explain that by the pesimisof the parents we can do
the euthanasia we understand it. We just worry thaw, the parents the



euthanasia, and then, if the government agree timghthat parents let's say Kkill
the baby. Because of some kill in euthanasia anddme reason, for intolerable
reason, Later on, it doesn’t close the probabihigt the parents who wants to kill
the baby. They are able to kill it. It doesn’'t s#othe probability also that there
will be parents aborting the baby a lot if the eunthsia is legalized. And does it
too wide, we as the opponent team do not agree tiwéghmotion that is support
baby euthanasia. We strongly disagree with thisanofThen, about the use of
drugs, morphine in here. Now we agree that we lbleeta use morphine to make,
what we call it, the euthanasia, and the questotiné baby are legalized to be
injected by morphine , this will bring our moral $omewhere in the dark area.
So, it legalized, well, later, we also will try senother, some other changing of
the rules, of the regulation in Indonesia that \egeha lot of consumer drugs for
other reason, for example | got headache everydaed to consume it like that.
So, doesn't it sound silly for us? And then, alse meed to think we need to
understand we need to realize that the technology never close the probability
for us to find the better and the fastest way bibier way in a short time for us to
find the new technology, for example, in the past kmow that small pops and
fever is very dangerous and everyone who got timd &f disease will die. And
now, it is not a problem anymore because we hauwaddhe way to cure the
problem. But, this is the logical way of our thingiis that is we keep trying our
best to find the best way to solve the problemesefi by the baby born and we
don’t legalize the euthanasia, it means that weHhetdoctors and scientists to
keep working on that research to keep working adifig the best cure the best
treatment for the baby, not by killing the baby.isTis the point that everyone
knows that one life is very important. Let's see tlare animal in the world, in
Indonesia, even is saved, what about the humarghwime is higher, human or
animal. If animal is saved, why human is not. We taying hard to make the
population is being existed now and forever; notdiiyng the baby die because of
some disease or what kind of reason. | would lixesay once more, that this
house would not support baby euthanasia, becaese dne still a lot of way that
we need to think and we need to do before we desaieeone’s death or
someone’s fate. Thank you very much.

The Text to Check the Intertextuality

Euthanasia by means
There is passive, non-aggressive, and aggressagsiv@ euthanasia is
withholding common treatments (such as antibiotitegs, or surgery) or giving
a medication (such as morphine) to relieve paioywkng that it may also result in
death (principle of double effect). Passive eutsanas currently the most
accepted form as it is currently common practicemnost hospitals. Non-



aggressive euthanasia is the practice of withdrgviie@ support and is more
controversial. Aggressive euthanasia is using lethlastances or force to kill and
is the most controversial means.

Euthanasia by consent

There is involuntary, non-voluntary, and voluntafgvoluntary euthanasia is
euthanasia against someone’s will and equates tdenurhis kind of euthanasia
is almost always considered wrong by both sides iandrely debated. Non-

voluntary euthanasia is when the person is not ebemp to or unable to make a
decision and it is thus left to a proxy like in therri Schiavo case. This is highly
controversial, especially because multiple proxiesy claim the authority to

decide for the patient. Voluntary euthanasia i©@uvdsia with the person’s direct
consent, but is still controversial as can be ¢Betiie arguments section below.

Other designations
There are also the biggest areas of designationsnafcy Kkilling, animal
euthanasia, and physician-assisted suicide whicka iserm for aggressive
voluntary euthanasia.

History

Ancient history

The term euthanasia comes from the Greek words &’ “thanatos” which
combined means “good death”. Hippocrates mentionshamasia in the
Hippocratic Oath, which was written between 400 a6d B.C. The original Oath
states: “To please no one will | prescribe a deddlg nor give advice which may
cause his death.” Despite this, the ancient GraeksRomans generally did not
believe that life needed to be preserved at any aod were, in consequence,
tolerant of suicide in cases where no relief cdaddffered to the dying or, in the
case of the Stoics and Epicureans, where a pestonger cared for his life.

The English Common Law from the 1300’s until toddgo disapproved of both
suicide and assisting suicide. However, in the $50Gomas More, in describing
a utopian community, envisaged such a communitynasthat would facilitate the
death of those whose lives had become burdensormaeesult of "torturing and
lingering pain".

Modern history

Since the 19th Century, euthanasia has sparkednittent debates and activism
in North America and Europe. According to medidatdrian Ezekiel Emanuel, it
was the availability of anesthesia that usherettiénmodern era of euthanasia. In
1828, the first known anti-euthanasia law in thetéth States was passed in the
state of New York, with many other localities artdtes following suit over a
period of several years. After the civil war, vdiary euthanasia was promoted by
advocates, including some doctors. Support peaftathd the turn of the century
in the U.S. and then grew again in the 1930’s.

Euthanasia societies were formed in England in E98bin the U.S.A. in 1938 to
promote aggressive euthanasia. Although euthategsation did not pass in the
U.S. or England, in 1937, doctor-assisted euthanasms declared legal in
Switzerland as long as the person ending the &ferothing to gain. During this



period, euthanasia proposals were sometimes mixgdeugenics. While some
proponents focused on voluntary euthanasia fotetminally ill, others expressed
interest in involuntary euthanasia for certain eugenotivations (e.g., mentally
"defective"). During this same era, meanwhile, UcBurt trials tackled cases
involving critically ill people who requested phggin assistance in dying as well
as “mercy killings”, such as by parents of thewesely disabled children.

Prior to World War 11, the Nazis carried out a aonersial and now-condemned
euthanasia program. In 1939, Nazis, in what wasecodmed Action T4,
involuntarily euthanized children under three whdnibited mental retardation,
physical deformity, or other debilitating problemé&om they considered "life
unworthy of life”. This program was later extendedinclude older children and
adults.

Post-War history

Due to outrage over Nazi euthanasia crimes, in18#0s and 1950s there was
very little public support for euthanasia, espdgitdr any involuntary, eugenics-
based proposals. Catholic church leaders, amorgynthegan speaking against
euthanasia as a violation of the sanctity of lifNevertheless, owing to its
principle of double effect, Catholic moral theolodiygl leave room for shortening
life with pain-killers and what would could be cheterized as passive euthanasia.
On the other hand, judges were often lenient incy&illing cases. During this
period, prominent proponents of euthanasia inclu@ahville Williams {The
Sanctity of Life and the Criminal Law) and clergyman Joseph Fletcher ("Morals
and medicine"). By the 1960s, advocacy for a rightlie approach to voluntary
euthanasia increased.

A key turning point in the debate over voluntarythemasia (and physician
assisted dying), at least in the United States, theapublic furor over the case of
Karen Ann Quinlan. The Quinlan case paved the wayldégal protection of
voluntary passive euthanasia. In 1977, Califoregalized living wills and other
states soon followed suit.

In 1990, Dr. Jack Kevorkian, a Michigan physicidmecame infamous for
encouraging and assisting people in committing ideiovhich resulted in a
Michigan law against the practice in 1992. Kevonkigas tried and convicted in
1999 for a murder displayed on television. In 199@, Supreme Court approved
the use of non-aggressive euthanasia.

In 1994, Oregon voters approved doctor-assistecidauand the Supreme Court
allowed such laws in 1997. The Bush administrafailed in its attempt to use
drug law to stop Oregon in 2001. In 1999, non-aggjve euthanasia was
permitted in Texas.

In 1993, the Netherlands decriminalized doctorsdsdi suicide, and in 2002,
restrictions were loosened. During that year, phgsiassisted suicide was
approved in Belgium. Australia's Northern Territaproved a euthanasia bill in
1995, but that was overturned by Australia’s FeldBerliament in 1997. Most
recently, amid government roadblocks and contrgvérsrri Schiavo, a Floridian
who was believed to have been in a vegetative state 1990, had her feeding
tube removed in 2005. Her husband had won the tatake her off life support,



which he claimed she would want but was difficalconfirm as she had no living
will and the rest of her family claimed otherwise.

Arguments for and against Voluntary Euthanasia
Since World War I, the debate over euthanasia estéfn countries has centered
on voluntary euthanasia (VE) within regulated Healre systems. In some cases,
judicial decisions, legislation, and regulationséanade VE an explicit option for
patients and their guardians(See Government ps)icieelow for specific
examples). Proponents and critics of such VE pedicffer the following reasons
for and against official voluntary euthanasia pekc

Reasons given for Voluntary Euthanasia:

- Choice: Proponents of VE emphasize that choice fisndamental principle
for liberal democracies and free market systems.

« Quality of Life: The pain and suffering a persoelfeduring a disease can be
incomprehensible, even with pain relievers, to es@e who has not gone
through it. Even without considering the physicairp it is often difficult for
patients to overcome the emotional pain of losihgirt independence.
Economic costs and human resources: Today in maoptges there is a
shortage of hospital space. The energy of doctadshespital beds could be
used for people whose lives could be saved instéabntinuing the life of
those who want to die which increases the genesaity of care and shortens
hospital waiting lists.

Moral: Some people consider euthanasia to be justhar choice a person
makes, and for moral reasons against it to be undileence by others.

Pressure: All the arguments against voluntary ewsbkia can be used by
society to form a terrible and continuing psychatag pressure on people to
continue living for years against their better jeognt. One example of this
pressure is the risky and painful methods thatehvaso genuinely wish to die
would otherwise need to use, such as hanging.

« Sociobiology: Currently many if not most euthanagr@aponents and laws
tend to favor the dying or very unhealthy for ascés euthanasia. However
some highly controversial proponents claim thateascshould be even more
widely available. For example, from a sociobiol@jicziewpoint, genetic
relatives may seek to keep an individual alive (Ralection), even against the
individual's will. This would be especially so fandividuals who are not
actually dying anyway. More liberal voluntary euthaia policies would
empower the individual to counteract any such ldaséerest on the part of
relatives.[citation needed]

Reasons given against Voluntary Euthanasia:
Professional role: Critics argue that VE could udgdeompromise the
professional roles of health care employees, ealhgdoctors.
Moral: Some people consider euthanasia of somdl dypes to be morally
unacceptable. This view usually treats euthanasizeta type of murder and
voluntary euthanasia as a type of suicide, the litywaf which is the subject
of active debate.
Theological: Voluntary euthanasia often has begcted as a violation of the



sanctity of human life.
Feasibility of implementation: Euthanasia can dmyconsidered "voluntary"
if a patient is mentally competent to make the sleqj i.e., has a rational
understanding of options and consequences.
Necessity: If there is some reason to believe these of a patient's illness or
suffering is or will soon be curable, the corredti@n is sometimes considered
to be attempting to bring about a cure or engagiliative care.

« Wishes of Family: Family members often desire tergbas much time with
their loved ones as possible before they die.

See related LifeSiteNews coverage:

Netherlands Set to Give Go-Ahead to Child Euthanagon line)
http://lwww.lifesite.net/ldn/2005/sep/05093006.htnll Viewed 23 September
2007).

This article has been tagged since November 2006.
For the Venomous Concepaibum, see Retroactive Abortion (album)

Retroactive abortion
Retroactive abortion is a term for infanticide. used retroactivly orclaild. It
holds that a woman should be able to kill her childany age before 18 years of
age, when the child becomes a legal adult. As te,dahas been made public
knowledge that 11 States hold this to be a legadtire. The same process is used
to retroactivly abort a child as is used to exeadg¢@th row inmates. (Lethal
Injection) Peter Singer supports this action.
There is a new radical movement group especialfjyul@s with American high
school students called Students Against Retroa&b@rtion, or S.A.R.A. They
call themselves this in honor of the first childee\Retroactively Aborted. The
Group S.A.R.A. has been credited with coining thent "Your fetus can't talk
back to you, but your three year old can." Theeeraany interpretations to this
guote, but the most popular interpretation is hatents are using Retroactive
Abortion as a way to "get back at" their childresr imisbehaving or being
disrespectful.
Despite these Chilling facts Retroactive abort®still somewhat very popular in
many parts of Europe, as seen in this article lyKiouri in March 6, 2006.
The Europeans have moved on to legalizing euthantmsi fully born
children. Calling it Retroactive abortion. Childteanasia is still legal in
Holland but doctors are terrified of being prosedytout there is a growing
number of physicians and poltician who are advacatiloctor-assisted
euthanasia for babies and young children. Each ipeHolland at least 15
seriously ill children, some of them with chromosdnabnormalities, are
helped to die by doctors acting only on the patetwmsent. But only a
fraction of those cases are reported to the adib®tecause of the doctors’
fears of being charged with murder. Things are abomwchange, however,
making it much easier for parents and doctors t the suffering of an
infant, according to news stories circulating in 3f¢en Europe. A
committee was set up in Holland to regulate thetpre of child euthanasia



and will begin operating in the next few weeksgeefively making Holland
-- where adult euthanasia is legal -- the firstamatas a whole, on the planet
to allow “baby euthanasia” as well. This developmdras enraged
opponents of euthanasia who warn of a “slipperpesideading to abuses
by doctors and parents, who will be making decsidar individuals
incapable of expressing their own preferences asdek.

Holland to allow ‘baby euthanasia’
Matthew Campbell, Groningen
When Frank and Anita’s daughter Chanou was bort it extremely rare,
incurable illness in August 2000, they knew that hie would be short and
battled against the odds to make it happy.
They struggled around the clock against their baipgin. “We tried all sorts of
things,” said Anita, a 37-year-old local governmevdrker. “She cried all the
time. Every time | touched her it hurt.”
Chanou was suffering from a metabolic disorder thed resulted in abnormal
bone development. Doctors gave her no more tham@hs to live. “We felt
terrible watching her suffer,” said Anita at theome near Amsterdam. “We felt
we were letting her down.”
See related LifeSiteNews coverage:
Netherlands Set to Give Go-Ahead to Child Euthanagon line)
http://www.lifesite.net/ldn/2005/sep/05093006.htm{Viewed 23 September
2007).

Providing Better Options for Suffering Patients
Better training for physicians in pain managemeachhiques for the terminally
and chronically ill.
- Relaxing the narcotic prescribing laws that aeppropriately restrictive.
- Better training in diagnosis and treatment ofrdsgion in the terminally ill.
- Make adequate hospice care available to all rexinpatients.
- Reimburse physicians for palliative care servjast as they are reimbursed for
performing other medical procedures.
- Train more full-time palliative care specialistsd make their services widely
available. This will assure incurable patients tthety are getting the very best
"comfort care" treatments, i.e., not just for theain but also for their dyspnea,
nausea, diarrhea, constipation, and other discasafor
- Holistic palliative care should also provide gswgtric support and the offering
of pastoral care services to the suffering andglyin
- Helpful mnemonic for addressing requests forsésdi suicide - "PPD": Pain
Control; Pastoral Care; and Depression dx. andintesat.
- Revising and expanding "generic" living will docents so that they better
clarify patients' end-of-life wishes.

Arguments Against Legalization of Doctor-Assisted Path
1.) The experience of the Netherlands with docssisted death{1}.
2.) Legalization of assisted suicide in the U. @uads legalization of euthanasia.



3.) In our current medical environment of stricstoontainment, how could we
possibly control a physician's strong financialentive to encourage patients to
choose doctor-assisted death if it were legal?

4.) If we define a difference between "rationalcgilg" and "irrational suicide”,
how long could the distinction be maintained? Beflang, doctor-assisted death
would 5.) With all the technology that we now hawailable for pain control and
palliative care, why change the Hippocratic Oativho

6.) We should not expand the indications for jigdhiie homicide without a very
good reason:

7.) Legalization would put vulnerable groups of jpleoat risk for abuses of
doctor-assisted death.

8.) What about pharmacists, nurses, techniciarshaspitals that morally oppose
the practice of doctor-assisted death?

copyright © 1995-2007 Leadership U. All rights nessl.
Updated: 14 July 2002 .http//:www.leaderu.com/mésargacttus.html.(on line).
(Viewed 23 September 2007).
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APPENDICES

1. Data Transcription Result
This House Would Support Baby Euthanasia

1% Positive

The negative team have to decide if they want ppstt or not to baby euthanasia
itself. Then, the regulation that will not allowighkind of baby euthanasia will
make a choice, one choice only that we will havéetdhe baby lives or not. But
it is not too effective for children who take theladies & gentlemen means that
the prediction of a doctors is often right, ladegentlemen means that the baby
will not be.... the baby will not be, the baby wilbtnexit, will not live more than
30 months. And because of there is no regulatienywll propose to you that this
house will support baby euthanasia, and then vehtitel baby euthanasia itself. It
is the preventive action of permitting the life by with minimally painful for
the purpose of the limiting of suffering the babyite which is caused by
incurable disease and undignified dead. And therthis case, the various of
euthanasia is ee...is divided into 2 points. Thet fisspassive euthanasia and
second is aggressive euthanasia. The passive asthas the euthanasia which is
done with holding a treatment such as antibiotrtigd, or giving a medication
such as morphine to release the pain of the cinildnenimally. And then, the
active euthanasia is when we do the euthanasiahyok the legal substances or
want to kill with drawing life out of the childreitself. In this case we support the
baby euthanasia because of why? Because themuisble disease, we know that
we support euthanasia, baby euthanasia for the Wwhlgh has incurable disease,
intolerable suffering and undignified dead. And rtheve know that bone
development, we know that abnormal bone developmhthot make the baby
exist or will not make the baby live more than 36ntins, because the baby will
move, will ee... will grow up bigger and bigger bbetmechanism of the bone
development and the metabolic body, they will rett them so, they will be
suffering. If they want to touch them, it will beeny hurting to them. Then, the
second point is we know that some of the incuralidease like the lung cancer
itself cannot be developed well by this kind ofwugmn which is prepared by the
gov now and by the medical treatment now. So wegse to you that we support
the baby euthanasia.

The f' speaker will talk about the urgency, mechanisng #re significance
toward the baby, the family and the society itsatfd then, the ¥ point will talk
about the requirements of the passive euthanaatawifi be allowed and then,
talk also about the consideration about this kirideothanasia. As we have
known, the baby euthanasia it can be done by tiraigpsion of the parents itself.
Coming to my split, | would explain about the urggnmechanism, and the
significance toward the baby and others. The urgehing is many parents
reluctantly let their baby pass away. Because efeths no regulation from the
government to let the baby euthanasia itself. 8y #ire confusing. We still do.
We know that the baby suffering because of thigl loh incurable disease. No



regulation to allow euthanasia because of thektabout the consideration about
the morality, but we have known also the fact. Tdwt is it is kind of incurable
disease. And the second point is the baby itselivigys suffered because of this
kind of incurable disease that they have. And tieeligtion of the doctors is often
right. We know that Will make some technology adrthand deciding this kind of
solution with most potential and most possible fribwa result of the test.

The kind of the test will be dialysis or other testh as the metabolic anti drug
test and others test. If they predict that the badnynot live more than 30 months,
we only have 2 choices. We let them until theyatieve will limit their suffering

in this time. And then, what about the mechanishtonrse we will regulate the
law itself that we will make this kind of baby eattasia which will be legalized
and will be allowed by the permission of the paseAind then to predict this kind
of baby euthanasia the must be euthanasia or motyave known that there is
....after detect with the x-ray for the lung candself. And the possibility of the
children itself. And then, The process, of the bahythanasia for passive
euthanasia is by holding the common treatment Sschntibiotic, drug, giving
medication or Such as morphine To release the qgfaihe baby itself. Means in
this case, Chemotherapy or dialysis we will holdthg process of dialysis to
clean their blood which has incurable disease Heirtblood. After that, we will
let them we will give them antibiotics or morphiseme medication let them to
release the pain. And then, for the significancetlie@ baby itself, it will release
the suffering. For the parents itself, they haveaynehoices, between doing baby
euthanasia or to let them live. Actually it's haodbe debatable, but we know that
by this kind of fact, we do something than nothing.

1°' Negative
Ok, good afternoon, I'm here as the first speakeihe negative team. First, I'd

like to rebut some of the argument from the govesninHere, they stated that the
doctor prediction is often right. But it is justgaliction. How can us now exactly
when someone will die. And, even they can makend ki decision for someone
especially for baby who haven't already starfe lnd can be live for the future,
but, how can a person will only have 30 days te.liBut then, it is just a
prediction. How can we rely on prediction to kilirseone, even if it's just a baby
who have no life yet, who have no social life, whave no connection to
everyone else, except their parents, how can weeagn killing someone who
have already alive and take their life just becanisthe disease that cannot be
cured. But we know, every day the medical workesedoping. Every day, they
will find another new reason about how to curedisease. They will find a new
solution against the incurable disease, there Ilsigachance, possibility, for
doctors, scientist, how to save the baby from iable disease. But yet, let's
highlight here, we hear from the beginning that lthéy, the euthanasia for baby
who has incurable disease. But, What is incuraldeage, the Government team
didn’'t give a real and exact example of the casg tte baby with the incurable
disease will be killed, it's not because of moedson only, but also the medical
consideration that we know, As | said before, thatlical work is developing and
improving day by day. Here, this house will not gogt baby euthanasia. And



before we go further, I'd like to give you our teaplit. 1 speaker will give you
the reason who we disagree with this motidfl.v@ll give you more evidences to
strengthen the cases we havé sBeaker will summarize it.

As we know In Indonesia, there is a regulation eoning with euthanasia. And is
stated that Euthanasia is a crime, our own belevdndonesian, that we see
euthanasia is a murder. How can we support tonti@iBon. Moreover, there’'s a
case, a baby who has been killed, due to euthariaséashort period of time, the
doctor find the cure for the baby, but yet, theybhbs died first due to the death
decision from the parents and the doctor that Hi®yltannot be saved anymore.
And also, how can they kill one life, just becan$éhe prediction, just because of
the beliefs that euthanasia is the best for thatybélere, we know that, as a
government team has said that they agree on tlsvpasuthanasia. But yet, even
if the passive euthanasia is still a murder. Istasted that Passive euthanasia is
giving to a baby using morphine, drugs, and anttiti But, morphine is
dangerous drugs. It is dangerous drugs. How caletibe baby consume it? And
also, it kills the baby slowly. So giving the batmprphine, even if for the reason
of euthanasia, save the baby, doesn’'t make semse,chn we let the baby
consumes the dangerous drugs? That we know itasldictive drug.

Another something missed by the government tearows will they support baby
euthanasia? How will they make the baby euthanast@ptable for everyone?
Baby euthanasia is a decision made by the paremdstlee doctors by the
prediction and suggestion by the doctors. But wiethey, parents and doctors,
are just a human. They don’t have the right to daglineone else; they don’t have
the right to kill a child. Therefore, this housdlwbt support baby euthanasia.

2" positive

The natural purpose of baby euthanasia is nomgillbf the baby. The nature
purpose of baby euthanasia is getting rid of thefpkof the baby. You should

know about the purpose of this. It is getting ridhe baby suffer. You know The

condition of the baby, the condition or situatib@ttoccur in the body of baby in
the body is very incurable disease that cannoubedcanymore. Even if they are,
even if they eee...they are...they are...they are suppbgy are not support the
euthanasia, what are the technologies that they twamse Whether they want to
choose or whether they want to let them. They ahes. dide of the house never
eee....... never explain about what kind of technoldéngy never mention the

technology that is used the baby’s life to decrabeepain itself. So, what are we
going to do to the baby or we just let the babyhwite very painful disease? of
course not. And the end, therefore we should ditingerid of the pain.

Then, about the prediction itself. Yes they makeeadiction but, the prediction in

here is made by a very special and particular dogbtm know very much and it

has a requirement to decide what kind of...how |dregliaby’s life. The decision

is made by a doctors or physicians who have a gty understanding about the
baby or technology that they want to use the...they want to use to support the
baby. After that, the doctors know that all of tieehnology cannot be used to
support the life anymore of the baby itself. Tsavhy we just want to release the
pain of the baby not killing the baby. Then, thgesof the house also never told



about the solution. How do we support the baby&?lin terms of waiting them.
Do we need some experiment, but unfortunately, ékperiment is not so
accurate. What | mean as “inaccurate” in heres itdt so sure, whether it needs a
long time or not. It means we never know how ldmg lbaby will still alive. But,
at this time, from the technology we have, fromitieurable disease that the baby
has, from the agreement of decision of doctors, #med parents itself, have
decided that the baby have to be gotten from tffersirhat is why we just want
to release the pain of the baby. We do not want t&/e. do not want to....
ee....to..kill them. And also, about ee....this sidéhef house also stated about the
morphine, how the morphine could affect the babgdmg euthanasia. Ok, let's
now, the morphine itself affects the brain they aeey slowly pain. And it is
unpainable effect to be used to the baby. It méaaisthe baby will not have the
using the baby, because the doctors now how muzéndathat they want to use.
And after the baby is injected by the baby, thely dve no more suffer anymore
because the doctors know how much morphine that want to use. And they
have affected their brain, it is very slowly ee..lbsuch kind of ee....sleeping
effect. What | mean in here is the baby will noffeting, but it will very slowly
and decrease second by second and they just f@aedeof sleeping. And after
that, we will have gotten rid of their pain. Thémnyould like talk about my split.
What kind of requirements of legal passive euthandswant to explain more
how the decision of doctors or what kind of agreene requirement to support
baby euthanasia painlessly. First, the baby h&aswve an incurable disease. What
| mean as “incurable disease” is by using the tatshnology, we will never be
able to live anymore. They don’t have any chancévi® again. Second, there
must be an agreement between the parents and sloEta doctors have told very
much, explain to the parents, explain what? explaénfuture implication and all
of everything about the implication that they wamface. They will explain it all
to the parents and explain of what kind of techgpland all of the details of
technology they will explain them to the parentBeThird one, the condition is
irreversible given of medical committee. What | mea here is by using our
recent, most recent technology, we would not be &bkture the disease. It means
that, however, we should getting rid of the suffgrof the baby. The last one is
about the decision. The doctors have to has anagent a special or particular
requirement that will be need to conduct the babthanasia. What are the
requirement? First, the doctors have to have aarambment in technology about
the euthanasia and the morphine. And they haveully fible to cure the
morphine, how much they have to use to the babterAhat, they will be able to
getting rid of the suffering of the baby itself.alrtk you very much.

2" negative

Thank you, Good morning; before | give my own arguain | want to give some
rebuttal to the government team. Well, they asked/hat kind of technology that
we can us to save the baby, now, we want to giyeestion to them, what kind of
disease and what kind of illnesses? It dependsisease and illnesses, we can
decide what technology that we have to use andodoctan decide it by saying
what kind of illnesses and also disease. And, thksp said about incurable



disease, Well, there is incurable disease at toiemt, but, don’t you know that
scientist, doctors and everyone keep searchingdlarmgsearch to looking for the
medical test and also sth that can be..can...can bed . cure all of the disease
, everyone keep working hard to do that. And wencarsay, we cannot say
incurable disease. Yes, for this moment, that elayryeven though, we never
know, let's say tomorrow, tomorrow we’ll find anytig, let's say aids HIV, we
never know that, tomorrow, may be some scientistdaztors can find a right
medicine to cure those kind of disease. And tHenstecond speaker of opposition
ee... government team also said about gettingfrsdiffering. But, | want to ask u,
what is the most... what is the suffering thing i tworld if there is u take
someone life, even though, he/she cannot say whethant to life or not, you
take the opportunity of someone and someone tharev¢alking in here is baby.
We cannot decide whether he want to life or notwNihey also said that doctors’
prediction, doctors help do prediction and theywrbe best for patients. But, In
fact, nobody knows the best for someone. It's udiptable, so everything can
happen, especially for baby who already startedr tife. Then, how can we
know, that doctors’ prediction is the best? Evee Hest doctors in the world
cannot guarantee that, even he, or the best daaterable to cure....cure most of
illnesses in the world cannot guarantee that, nploath. So, our team believe that
To save one’s life is more important that anythim¢his world, and also | want to
give you some facts. Well, Like in oprah winfreyosh the show in...in western
country, in one of the show, there is a boy coneprah winfrey show on the
wheel with his fathers, there’s a story behind ¢hbsy.

The father told about how the boy born and theatsgbredict that the boy cannot
not be able life over 5 years. Because he cannoil.net be able to use his hand
and hid other parts of the body. The doctors saiwitl suffered a lot because of
this. But then, Even though he is on the wheel,Heusaid by himself that he is
happy that his parents decide to let him live. THww we can let the baby, if he
cannot decide it yet, and then now, by....and...and..ihogprah, in this oprah
winfrey show, told that he already want 5 matchAaferican with his father on
the wheel. Then, there’s no one can predict whithappen and, by telling you
this, | want to tell you that, this is the oppoityn baby is born and have an
opportunity to live. How can we even though as epi or doctors, let them died
just because the reason incurable disease or sArahalso, the doctors’ job is to
save life, not to lose euthanasia or to lose evenlife. Like the government said
that, in Holland, about the doctors that can dd&uwasia and so on, well doctors
in Holland, do euthanasia and have....and face nal legnsequences, now, |
want u to think about this, how can we let someah® loose someone’s life,
especially baby, to...not to have without any legalsequences, with any reason.
Even though, it can be said as a murder, withhallreason, there’s no fix reason
to let someone die.

And also, I'd like to talk about in Indonesian lathere’s no law that allow
someone to lose life, especially as Indonesian Ipeoye are not allowed to do
that. We have to fight until the end because weenémow what will happen?
And the technology that keep improving every dayere single day. We never
losing hope, and there is many proofs around usitathe technology. We never



know that we can cure small pops at that time,igtite time. We know that it
incurable disease like this kind the governmentntsaid. But know, it is so easy
to cure it Know Let’s see, if everyone....everyorfe and then, and then, the
doctors say it....that there’s no hope, then, althef disease...incurable disease
and we cannot live longer. That's why, as Indonegiaople and also as people
who think in logical way and never lose hope, wdieve that, this house
will...would not support baby euthanasia. Thank you.

3 positive

Thank you, well, | think ee...this is .actually, this is very hard motion to be
debated, actually, by us, Why? Because here wé #hiout the human itself but
on the other hand, we also think about the sulffar has been... that has been felt
by the baby itself. Well. Actually, unfortunatelye have to say that our opponent
team couldn’t catch what we want to told to u what have told to u what we
want to bring this motion to. It has been cleat tha team here will support the
baby euthanasia itself related with the specifiqureement, and also the
agreement from the parent itself. But unfortunatslgice the first speaker, from
our opponent team, they said that ee....how can é®..doctor can force? No,
Here we don’t want to force the parents itselfdoeive our suggestion to do the
baby...the euthanasia itself. Because we also hawvéntimanity and one more
thing that they forget, we have clearly told yo® kave clearly told you that here,
we will never suggest to do the euthanasia witlemut..doing something to can
help to can make the condition of the ill baby colbé better. But, unfortunately,
our opponent team again and again, they said ttregy. $aid that...simply that
the doctor will easy to give a decision, all rigltu have to do the euthanasia
without doing anything. It's very funny, why? Besauwith the fact of the
technology that we have told to you, everythind v done by the doctor as max
as they can, to save the life of the baby itselit, Bnfortunately, after everything
has been done and doing so many treatment thahis @ the baby itself, such as
chemotherapy or give the help of the...for oxygenktaby, for the lung cancer, it
is kind of effort that we still do, before finallyye decide to give suggestion to do
the euthanasia itself such as what happen in thiardh that one of example we
give to you, after doing treatment itself, yes,aad, even if there is no one can
guarantee of course..there is no one in this waatdguarantee the life of another.
And the life of people is on our God’s hand, butehe/e have to do something
before...before...without...if then, we will let it stilcontinue. And then,
unfortunately, our opponent team also stated tteat sonvince you by making
comparison between the someone who have positeely. Have the HIV with
the baby euthanasia, of course it will very diffareVhy? Because here, we are
saving something that have to be decide at thigl. kBecause the baby still
suffered all time. And also, how about the HIV? Yekcourse, the HIV is very
different, because the effect of HIV itself is telt by the positive people of HIV
tight now, but for the future. Therefore, we stikélieve to support the baby
euthanasia. And also, here we have so many weakhatss made by our
opposite team related to the baby euthanasia.ifBe#y asked us, what kind of
disease? We have told to you that there are so memuyrements until finally we



would like to regulate this kind of ee...this kind lafv. And also, Even if we
make this kind of law it also based on the agreerfmnthe parents itself. This
kind of the disease itself has been told by ouwst fapeaker, that is intolerable
suffering, incurable disease, and undignified deaad also we would like to
support the baby euthanasia itself for the passibanasia. Well, the disease
here is given the example, for example lung caaodralso a bad development of
bone. Actually, what is the effect of this kindlad disease to the development of
baby? Of course, it will make...it will hard the cadthah of the baby itself. If
there is a cancer of the baby itself, and day by das not getting.... it is not
getting better, but it is getting worse. And théypalways hold the suffer all time.
Of course, imagine that you are the parents andhgye this kind of baby. And
you are still confused because there is no law ¢hat..that can...ee..that can
actually can move or not from this kind situati@f.course, we will support this
kind of situation, because it is very importantoe done. Even they know that ,
for example, the doctors has stated that yes, veel ne ee... need to do the
euthanasia to the baby itself, But the parents dagtors, “we want to still to see
our baby, we want to still to keep crying to ee...malk/she life”. So, we will not
force the parents itself to do the euthanasia. Wegwe direction to the parents
to choose if they agree with the euthanasia thaswggest and then regulated by
law that we will made. There is no problem aboisg.tffhis is kind of the big...
the big mistake that couldn’t catch very well byr mpponent team by merely
stated that, we will kill the baby without any cafeation, without any
requirement that...that will fulfilled until finallywe will suggest to do the
euthanasia itself. So we have to think more andemae have to think more
logically and it has been clearly said to you by mam, and here, we still believe
that it will be better to us to do this kind of kahasia itself, not only for the baby,
but also for the parents. And this kind of way, Iviié very beneficial for the
future, if there is...there are so many kind of casesg have no authority, so
there’s no more people who will confuse on whaythee going to do if they have
this kind of case. Thank you.

3 Negative
Ok, good afternoon our honorable adjudicator, ansb aor the oppon,

ee...government team. | would like to tell that thaaise would not support baby
euthanasia. We have already thinking the best wagavve the baby. If the
opponent team.....if the government team has triezbtvinced you that if there
is no medical treatment that doctors or scientiste’hoever can do, we need to
kill the baby in order to end the baby suffer. Bate u ever heard the, what you
called the alternative treatment? Yes we needytthis way, because this is very,
very common nowadays, because there is in Papua wewhave found buah
merah, we know that this fruit is able to cure tasmcer and then, mmm....the
other problem is euthanasia itself. As the parests't we want to protect our
children, don’t we want to have the baby. And if want to have the baby, after
waiting for months by months, and then, after wenldbe baby, and we need to
kill the baby, do you think this is the best wajnd the thing that the parents
need to do is not to just as the doctors, whdtesdest way and we follow. No! if



the doctors suggest the euthanasia, the parentdbenagree, but, the problem is
about the rules, the regulation in Indonesia. Weshhbe rule, the regulation that it
does ban the euthanasia to kill the babyEuthanasia practically is a kind of
murder, because what ...in the problem of eutharthsiee is someone who is
losing the life, and then, we are going to thinkhat, how many percent of baby
born in this country needs to be euthanasia. dnlg small number of baby need
to be euthanasia, why should we do it, why shoudlegalize it. And em...and
then the other thing is that about that we couldaith the motion. The problem
is we understand that the government team triesxfgain that em...by the
permission of the parents we can do the euthanasianderstand it. We just
worry that em....Now, the parents the euthanasiathed, if the government
agree with this that parents Let's say kill the yodkecause of some Kkill in
euthanasia And for some reason, for intolerablesaealLater on, it doesn’t close
the probability that the parents who wants to tkié baby They are able to kill it.
It doesn’t close the probability also that therd & parents aborting the baby a
lot if the euthanasia is legalized. And Does it wade, we as the opponent team
do not agree with the motion that is support babgh@&nasia. We strongly
disagree with this motion. Then, about the userafs, morphine in here. Now
we agree that we are able to use morphine to maeke what we call it...to
make...the euthanasia, and the question is the babiggalized to be injected by
morphine , this will bring our moral to somewhere the dark area. So, it
legalized, well, later, we also will try some otheome other changing of the
rules, of the regulation in Indonesia that we havet of consumer drugs for other
reason, for example | got headache everyday, | teednsume it like that. So,
doesn’t it sound silly for us? And then, also weedheo think we need to
understand we need to realize that the technology never close the probability
for us to find the better and the fastest way biber way in a short time for us to
find the new technology, for example, em...in thetpas know that small pops
and fever is very dangerous and everyone who getkihd of disease will die.
And now, it is not a problem anymore because we liaund the way to cure the
problem. But, em...this is the logical way of oumtking is that is we keep trying
our best to find the best way to solve the probseifiered by the baby born and
we don'’t legalize the euthanasia, it means thatetvéhe doctors and scientists to
keep working on that research to keep working adifig the best cure the best
treatment for the baby, not by killing the baby.isTis the point that everyone
knows that one life is very important. Let's see tiare animal in the world, in
Indonesia, even is saved, what about the humarghwdme is higher, human or
animal. If animal is saved, why human is not. We #aying hard to make the
population is being existed now and forever, notléting the...the baby die
because of some disease or what kind of reasonuldnike to say once more,
that this house would not support baby euthanagieause there are still a lot of
way that we need to think and we need to do beferelecide someone’s death or
someone’s fate. Thank you very much.

2. Data Management Result



This House Would Support Baby Euthanasia

1% Positive

The negative team have to decide if they want ppstt or not to baby euthanasia
itself. Then, the regulation that will not allowighkind of baby euthanasia will
make a choice, one choice only that we will havéetdhe baby lives or not. But
it is not too effective for children who take theladies & gentlemen means that
the prediction of a doctors is often right, ladegentlemen means that the baby
will not be, the baby will not exist, will not livenore than 30 months. And
because of there is no regulation, we will proptseou that this house will
support baby euthanasia, and then what is the kablyanasia itself. It is the
preventive action of permitting the life of babytlwiminimally painful for the
purpose of the limiting of suffering the baby’selifvhich is caused by incurable
disease and undignified dead. And then, in thie,ctie various of euthanasia is
divided into 2 points. The first is passive euttaaaand second is aggressive
euthanasia. The passive euthanasia is the euthambgih is done with holding a
treatment such as antibiotic, drugs, or giving aicetion such as morphine to
release the pain of the children minimally. Andrthihe active euthanasia is when
we do the euthanasia you think the legal substamcesant to kill with drawing
life out of the children itself. In this case wepport the baby euthanasia because
of why? Because there is incurable disease, we khatwve support euthanasia,
baby euthanasia for the baby which has incuraldeadie, intolerable suffering
and undignified dead. And then, we know that boeeetbpment, we know that
abnormal bone development will not make the babgteor will not make the
baby live more than 30 months, because the babbyneve, will grow up bigger
and bigger but the mechanism of the bone developarahthe metabolic body,
they will not let them so, they will be sufferini§they want to touch them, it will
be very hurting to them. Then, the second poinvésknow that some of the
incurable disease like the lung cancer itself cabeadeveloped well by this kind
of solution which is prepared by the government namd by the medical
treatment now. So we propose to you that we supperbaby euthanasia.

The F' speaker will talk about the urgency, mechanisng #re significance
toward the baby, the family and the society its&tfd then, the % point will talk
about the requirements of the passive euthanastawti be allowed, and then,
talk also about the consideration about this kifideothanasia. As we have
known, the baby euthanasia it can be done by tiraigsion of the parents itself.
Coming to my split, | would explain about the urggnmechanism, and the
significance toward the baby and others. The urgehing is many parents
reluctantly let their baby pass away. Because efetlis no regulation from the
government to let the baby euthanasia itself. 8y #ire confusing. We still do.
We know that the baby suffering because of thigl ko incurable disease. No
regulation to allow euthanasia because of thektabout the consideration about
the morality, but we have known also the fact. Tdwt is it is kind of incurable
disease. And the second point is the baby itselivigys suffered because of this
kind of incurable disease that they have. And tieeligtion of the doctors is often
right. We know that will make some technology aérthand deciding this kind of
solution with most potential and most possible fribwa result of the test.



The kind of the test will be dialysis or other testh as the metabolic anti drug
test and others test. If they predict that the badnnot live more than 30 months,
we only have 2 choices. We let them until theydatieve will limit their suffering

in this time. And then, what about the mechanishtoorse we will regulate the
law itself that we will make this kind of baby eattasia which will be legalized
and will be allowed by the permission of the paseAind then to predict this kind
of baby euthanasia the must be euthanasia or motyave known that there is
after detect with the x-ray for the lung canceelitsAnd the possibility of the
children itself. And then, The process, of the bahythanasia for passive
euthanasia is by holding the common treatment, sschntibiotic, drug, giving
medication or such as morphine To release the giathe baby itself. Means in
this case, Chemotherapy or dialysis we will holdithg process of dialysis to
clean their blood which has incurable disease Heirtblood. After that, we will
let them we will give them antibiotics or morphiseme medication let them to
release the pain. And then, for the significanaetfie baby itself, it will release
the suffering. For the parents itself, they haveynehoices, between doing baby
euthanasia or to let them live. Actually it's haodbe debatable, but we know that
by this kind of fact, we do something than nothing.

1°' Negative
Ok, good afternoon, I'm here as the first speakeihe negative team. First, I'd

like to rebut some of the argument from the goveaninHere, they stated that the
doctor prediction is often right. But it is justgaliction. How can us now exactly
when someone will die. And, even they can makend ki decision for someone
especially for baby who haven't already starfe lnd can be live for the future,
but, how can a person will only have 30 days te.liBut then, it is just a
prediction. How can we rely on prediction to kiirseone, even if it's just a baby
who have no life yet, who have no social life, whave no connection to
everyone else, except their parents, how can weeagn killing someone who
have already alive and take their life just becanfsthe disease that cannot be
cured. But we know, every day the medical workesedoping. Every day, they
will find another new reason about how to curedisease. They will find a new
solution against the incurable disease, there Ilsigachance, possibility, for
doctors, scientist, how to save the baby from iable disease. But yet, let's
highlight here, we hear from the beginning that lthby, the euthanasia for baby
who has incurable disease. But, What is incuralseade, the Government team
didn’t give a real and exact example of the casg titie baby with the incurable
disease will be killed, it's not because of moedgon only, but also the medical
consideration that we know, As | said before, thatlical work is developing and
improving day by day. Here, this house will not gopt baby euthanasia. And
before we go further, I'd like to give you our teaplit. 1 speaker will give you
the reason who we disagree with this motidfmall give you more evidences to
strengthen the cases we hav¥&. speaker will summarize it. As we know In
Indonesia, there is a regulation concerning witth@oasia. And is stated that



Euthanasia is a crime, our own believe as Indongdiimt we see euthanasia is a
murder. How can we support to this motion. Moreoteere’s a case, a baby who
has been killed, due to euthanasia. In a shorbgentf time, the doctor find the
cure for the baby, but yet, the baby has died @tst to the death decision from
the parents and the doctor that the baby canneabed anymore. And also, how
can they kill one life, just because of the pradictjust because of the beliefs that
euthanasia is the best for that baby. Here, we khaty as a government team has
said that they agree on the passive euthanasia.y@uteven if the passive
euthanasia is still a murder. It is stated thasRaseuthanasia is giving to a baby
using morphine, drugs, and anti biotic. But, monghis dangerous drugs. It is
dangerous drugs. How can we let the baby consungnidl also, it kills the baby
slowly. So giving the baby morphine, even if foe titason of euthanasia, save the
baby, doesn't make sense, how can we let the bahgumes the dangerous
drugs? That we know it is an addictive drug. Anoteemething missed by the
government team is How will they support baby en#s®@a? How will they make
the baby euthanasia acceptable for everyone? Ba#thpmasia is a decision made
by the parents and the doctors by the predictiah suggestion by the doctors.
But who are they, parents and doctors, are jusingein. They don’t have the right
to kill someone else; they don’'t have the righkitba child. Therefore, this house
will not support baby euthanasia.

2" positive

The natural purpose of baby euthanasia is notngillbf the baby. The nature
purpose of baby euthanasia is getting rid of thefpkof the baby. You should
know about the purpose of this. It is getting rfidiee baby suffer. You know the
condition of the baby, the condition or situatib@attoccur in the body of baby in
the body is very incurable disease that cannoubedcanymore. Even if they are,
even if they are not support the euthanasia, wratle technologies that they
want to use, whether they want to choose or whetier want to let them. This
side of the house never explain about what kindtezhnology, they never
mention the technology that is used the baby'sttfelecrease the pain itself. So,
what are we going to do to the baby or we justietbaby with the very painful
disease? of course not. And the end, thereforsheald do getting rid of the
pain.

Then, about the prediction itself, yes they makweealiction but, the prediction in
here is made by a very special and particular dogtm know very much and it
has a requirement to decide what kind of...how |dregliaby’s life. The decision
is made by a doctors or physicians who have a gty understanding about the
baby or technology that they want to use to suppuet baby. After that, the
doctors know that all of the technology cannot bedito support the life anymore
of the baby itself. That is why we just want toease the pain of the baby not
killing the baby. Then, this side of the house aisver told about the solution.
How do we support the baby’s life? In terms of wajtthem. Do we need some
experiment, but unfortunately, the experiment is swaccurate. What | mean as
“inaccurate” in here, it is not so sure, whethergeds a long time or not. It means
we never know how long the baby will still aliveuB at this time, from the



technology we have, from the incurable disease thatbaby has, from the
agreement of decision of doctors, and the parésel,ihave decided that the baby
have to be gotten from the suffer. That is why u& want to release the pain of
the baby. We do not want to kill them. And alsopuaththis side of the house also
stated about the morphine, how the morphine cofiiectathe baby to doing
euthanasia. Ok, let's now, the morphine itself @fethe brain they are very
slowly pain. And it is unpainable effect to be usedhe baby. It means that the
baby will not have the using the baby, becausaltittors now how much dozens
that they want to use. And after the baby is iddiy the baby, they will have no
more suffer anymore because the doctors know hoehnmiorphine that they
want to use. And they have affected their brains itery slowly such kind of
sleeping effect. What | mean in here is the balbiymit suffering, but it will very
slowly and decrease second by second and theyegisa kind of sleeping. And
after that, we will have gotten rid of their pairhen, | would like talk about my
split. What kind of requirements of legal passivghanasia, | want to explain
more how the decision of doctors or what kind ofeagnent or requirement to
support baby euthanasia painlessly. First, the Hadey to have an incurable
disease. What | mean as “incurable disease” issbyguhe latest technology, we
will never be able to live anymore. They don't haargy chance to live again.
Second, there must be an agreement between thetgparel doctors. The doctors
have told very much, explain to the parents, explahat? explain the future
implication and all of everything about the imptiom that they want to face.
They will explain it all to the parents and explainwhat kind of technology and
all of the details of technology they will explainem to the parents. The third
one, the condition is irreversible given of medicaimmittee. What | mean in here
IS by using our recent, most recent technologyweald not be able to cure the
disease. It means that, however, we should getitingf the suffering of the baby.
The last one is about the decision. The doctors @ahas a requirement a special
or particular requirement that will be need to amtdhe baby euthanasia. What
are the requirement? First, the doctors have te havadvancement in technology
about the euthanasia and the morphine. And theg bafully able to cure the
morphine, how much they have to use to the babierAhat, they will be able to
getting rid of the suffering of the baby itself.alrtk you very much.

2" negative

Thank you, Good morning; before | give my own argumin | want to give some
rebuttal to the government team. Well, they askss] what kind of technology
that we can use to save the baby, now, we waniveoaquestion to them, what
kind of disease and what kind of illnesses? It dépeon disease and illnesses, we
can decide what technology that we have to usedamtrs can decide it by
saying what kind of illnesses and also disease, &y also said about incurable
disease. Well, there is incurable disease at tbhimemt, but, don’t you know that
scientist, doctors and everyone keep searchingdan@search to looking for the
medical test and also something that can be usetur® all of the disease ,
everyone keep working hard to do that. And we carsay, we cannot say
incurable disease. Yes, for this moment, that elery even though, we never



know, let's say tomorrow, tomorrow we’ll find anytig, let's say aids HIV, we
never know that, tomorrow, may be some scientistdaztors can find a right
medicine to cure those kind of disease.

And then, the second speaker of opposition, govemnteam also said about
getting rid of suffering. But, | want to ask youhat is the suffering thing in the
world if there is u take someone life, even thougé/she cannot say whether |
want to life or not, you take the opportunity ofrone and someone that we are
talking in here is baby. We cannot decide whetremiant to life or not. Now,
they also said that doctors’ prediction, doctorip i prediction and they know
the best for patients. But, In fact, nobody knowe best for someone. It's
unpredictable, so everything can happen, espedm@ilpaby who already started
their life. Then, how can we know, that doctorgdiction is the best? Even the
best doctors in the world cannot guarantee than éne, or the best doctors are
able to cure most of illnesses in the world camparantee that, nobody can. So,
our team believe that to save one’s life is mor@adrtant that anything in this
world, and also | want to give you some facts. Wake in Oprah Winfrey show,
the show in...in western country, in one of the shtheye is a boy come t Oprah
Winfrey show on the wheel with his fathers, the'story behind those boy,

The father told about how the boy born and theatsapredict that the boy cannot
not be able life over 5 years. Because he willbegble to use his hand and hid
other parts of the body. The doctors said he willesed a lot because of this. But
then, Even though he is on the wheel, but he sakirhself that he is happy that
his parents decide to let him live. Then, how wa bt the baby, if he cannot
decide it yet, and then now, by boy in Oprah, iis Bprah Winfrey show, told
that he already want 5 match of American with lEghér on the wheel. Then,
there’s no one can predict what will happen andelling you this, | want to tell
you that, this is the opportunity, baby is born drale an opportunity to live.
How can we even though as a parents or doctorshéet died just because the
reason incurable disease or so on? And also, tti®rddjob is to save life, not to
lose euthanasia or to lose even one life. Likegthvernment said that, in Holland,
about the doctors that can do euthanasia and swelhdoctors in Holland, do
euthanasia and have face no legal consequences| m@ant u to think about this,
how can we let someone who loose someone’s lifgeaslly baby, not to have
without any legal consequences, with any reasoanBvough, it can be said as a
murder, with all the reason, there’s no fix reatmlet someone die.

And also, I'd like to talk about in Indonesian lathere’s no law that allow
someone to lose life, especially as Indonesian Ipeoye are not allowed to do
that. We have to fight until the end because weenémow what will happen?
And the technology that keep improving every dayere single day. We never
losing hope, and there is many proofs around usitathe technology. We never
know that we can cure small pops at that time,igtite time. We know that it
incurable disease like this kind the governmentntsaid. But know, it is so easy
to cure it now let’s see, if everyone life and thire doctors say it, that there’s no
hope, then, all of the incurable disease and wedatdive longer. That's why, as
Indonesian people and also as people who thinlogical way and never lose
hope, we believe that, this house will not suppafty euthanasia. Thank you.



3" positive

Thank you, well, | think actually, this is very kdamotion to be debated, actually,
by us. Why? Because here we think about the huiseali but on the other hand,
we also think about the suffer that has been fethke baby itself. Well. Actually,
unfortunately, we have to say that our opponemhteauldn’t catch what we want
to told to you, what we have told to you, what wenivto bring this motion to? It
has been clear that our team here will supporttitey euthanasia itself related
with the specific requirement, and also the agredrfrem the parent itself. But
unfortunately, since the first speaker, from oupapent team, they said that how
can the doctor can force? No, here we don’t warfbtoe the parents itself to
receive our suggestion to do the baby the eutharizsilf. Because we also have
the humanity and one more thing that they forget,have clearly told you, we
have clearly told you that here, we will never segjgo do the euthanasia without
doing something to can help, to can make the cemddf the ill baby could be
better.

But, unfortunately, our opponent team again andnaghey said simply that the
doctor will easy to give a decision, all right yoave to do the euthanasia without
doing anything. It's very funny, why? Because wilik fact of the technology that
we have told to you, everything will be done by tleetor as max as they can, to
save the life of the baby itself. But, unfortungfedfter everything has been done
and doing so many treatment that is done to thg lsélf, such as chemotherapy
or give the help for oxygen the baby, for the lwagcer. It is kind of effort that
we still do, before finally, we decide to give seggon to do the euthanasia itself
such as what happen in the Holland, that one omgia we give to you, after
doing treatment itself, yes, indeed, even if theneo one can guarantee of course
there is no one in this world can guarantee ttee dif another. And the life of
people is on our God’s hand, but here we have tsotieething before without, if
then, we will let it still continue. And then, umtanately, our opponent team also
stated that start convince you by making comparisetween the someone who
have positively Have the HIV with the baby euthamasf course it will very
different. Why? Because here, we are saving somgtiiat have to be decide at
this kind. Because the baby still suffered all tirtdAed also, how about the HIV?
Yes, of course, the HIV is very different, becatise effect of HIV itself is not
felt by the positive people of HIV tight now, butrfthe future.

Therefore, we still believe to support the babyhantsia. And also, here we have
so many weakness that is made by our opposite tedated to the baby
euthanasia itself. They asked us, what kind ofadie8 We have told to you that
there are so many requirements until finally we lddike to regulate this kind of
law. And also, Even if we make this kind of lavaiso based on the agreement for
the parents itself. This kind of the disease ithalf been told by our first speaker
that is intolerable suffering, incurable diseas®l andignified dead. And also we
would like to support the baby euthanasia itselftfee passive euthanasia. Well,
the disease here is given the example, for exahplg cancer and also a bad
development of bone. Actually, what is the effefcthis kind of bad disease to the
development of baby? Of course, it will make hdnd tondition of the baby



itself. If there is a cancer of the baby itselfdatay by day, it is not getting better,
but it is getting worse. And the baby always hdid suffer all time. Of course,
imagine that you are the parents and you havekih@sof baby. And you are still
confused because there is no law that actuallynsawe or not from this kind
situation. Of course, we will support this kind situation, because it is very
important to be done. Even they know that, for epi@nthe doctors has stated
that yes, we need do the euthanasia to the badlf; Bt the parents say, doctors,
“we want to still to see our baby, we want to gtillkeep crying to make he/she
life”. So, we will not force the parents itself tto the euthanasia. We will give
direction to the parents to choose if they agrdh thie euthanasia that we suggest
and then regulated by law that we will made. Thenmo problem about this. This
is kind of the big mistake that couldn’t catch vevgll by our opponent team by
merely stated that, we will kill the baby withoutyaconsideration, without any
requirement that will fulfilled until finally we Wi suggest to do the euthanasia
itself. So we have to think more and more, we havihink more logically and it
has been clearly said to you by our team, and hezestill believe that it will be
better to us to do this kind of euthanasia itsedf, only for the baby, but also for
the parents. And this kind of way will be very b&aial for the future, if there are
so many kind of cases that have no authority, scete no more people who will
confuse on what they are going to do if they h#ne kind of case. Thank you.

3" Negative
Ok, good afternoon our honorable adjudicator, ansb aor the oppon,

government team. | would like to tell that this Beuwould not support baby
euthanasia. We have already thinking the best wagalve the baby. If the
opponent team, the government team has tried tairomed you that if there is no
medical treatment that doctors or scientists orevieo can do, we need to kill the
baby in order to end the baby suffer. But have geer heard the, what you called
the alternative treatment? Yes we need to trywhayg, because this is very, very
common nowadays, because there is in Papua nowawe foundouah merah,
we know that this fruit is able to cure the canaed then, the other problem is
euthanasia itself. As the parents, don’'t we wargrtiect our children, don't we
want to have the baby. And if we want to have tabyb after waiting for months
by months, and then, after we born the baby andeeal to kill the baby, do you
think this is the best way. And the thing that gagents need to do is not to just
as the doctors, what is the best way and we folNal. If the doctors suggest the
euthanasia, the parents may be agree, but, théeproils about the rules, the
regulation in Indonesia. We have the rule, the lagn that it does ban the
euthanasia to kill the baby. Euthanasia practicalla kind of murder, because
what? In the problem of euthanasia there is somedmeis losing the life, and
then, we are going to think is that, how many percd baby born in this country
needs to be euthanasia. It is only small numbéeabf need to be euthanasia, why
should we do it, why should we legalize it. Andrittbe other thing is that about
that we couldn’t catch the motion. The problem ie wnderstand that the
government team tries to explain that by the pesimisof the parents we can do
the euthanasia we understand it. We just worry thaw, the parents the



euthanasia, and then, if the government agree timghthat parents let's say Kkill
the baby. Because of some kill in euthanasia anddme reason, for intolerable
reason, Later on, it doesn’t close the probabihigt the parents who wants to kill
the baby. They are able to kill it. It doesn’'t s#othe probability also that there
will be parents aborting the baby a lot if the eunthsia is legalized. And does it
too wide, we as the opponent team do not agree tiwéghmotion that is support
baby euthanasia. We strongly disagree with thisanofThen, about the use of
drugs, morphine in here. Now we agree that we lbleeta use morphine to make,
what we call it, the euthanasia, and the questotiné baby are legalized to be
injected by morphine , this will bring our moral $omewhere in the dark area.
So, it legalized, well, later, we also will try senother, some other changing of
the rules, of the regulation in Indonesia that \egeha lot of consumer drugs for
other reason, for example | got headache everydaed to consume it like that.
So, doesn't it sound silly for us? And then, alse meed to think we need to
understand we need to realize that the technology never close the probability
for us to find the better and the fastest way bibier way in a short time for us to
find the new technology, for example, in the past kmow that small pops and
fever is very dangerous and everyone who got timd &f disease will die. And
now, it is not a problem anymore because we hauwaddhe way to cure the
problem. But, this is the logical way of our thingiis that is we keep trying our
best to find the best way to solve the problemesefi by the baby born and we
don’t legalize the euthanasia, it means that weHhetdoctors and scientists to
keep working on that research to keep working adifig the best cure the best
treatment for the baby, not by killing the baby.isTis the point that everyone
knows that one life is very important. Let's see tlare animal in the world, in
Indonesia, even is saved, what about the humarghwime is higher, human or
animal. If animal is saved, why human is not. We taying hard to make the
population is being existed now and forever; notdiiyng the baby die because of
some disease or what kind of reason. | would lixesay once more, that this
house would not support baby euthanasia, becaese dne still a lot of way that
we need to think and we need to do before we desaieeone’s death or
someone’s fate. Thank you very much.

The Text to Check the Intertextuality

Euthanasia by means
There is passive, non-aggressive, and aggressagsiv@ euthanasia is
withholding common treatments (such as antibiotitegs, or surgery) or giving
a medication (such as morphine) to relieve paioywkng that it may also result in
death (principle of double effect). Passive eutsanas currently the most
accepted form as it is currently common practicemnost hospitals. Non-



aggressive euthanasia is the practice of withdrgviie@ support and is more
controversial. Aggressive euthanasia is using lethlastances or force to kill and
is the most controversial means.

Euthanasia by consent

There is involuntary, non-voluntary, and voluntafgvoluntary euthanasia is
euthanasia against someone’s will and equates tdenurhis kind of euthanasia
is almost always considered wrong by both sides iandrely debated. Non-

voluntary euthanasia is when the person is not ebemp to or unable to make a
decision and it is thus left to a proxy like in therri Schiavo case. This is highly
controversial, especially because multiple proxiesy claim the authority to

decide for the patient. Voluntary euthanasia i©@uvdsia with the person’s direct
consent, but is still controversial as can be ¢Betiie arguments section below.

Other designations
There are also the biggest areas of designationsnafcy Kkilling, animal
euthanasia, and physician-assisted suicide whicka iserm for aggressive
voluntary euthanasia.

History

Ancient history

The term euthanasia comes from the Greek words &’ “thanatos” which
combined means “good death”. Hippocrates mentionshamasia in the
Hippocratic Oath, which was written between 400 a6d B.C. The original Oath
states: “To please no one will | prescribe a deddlg nor give advice which may
cause his death.” Despite this, the ancient GraeksRomans generally did not
believe that life needed to be preserved at any aod were, in consequence,
tolerant of suicide in cases where no relief cdaddffered to the dying or, in the
case of the Stoics and Epicureans, where a pestonger cared for his life.

The English Common Law from the 1300’s until toddgo disapproved of both
suicide and assisting suicide. However, in the $50Gomas More, in describing
a utopian community, envisaged such a communitynasthat would facilitate the
death of those whose lives had become burdensormaeesult of "torturing and
lingering pain".

Modern history

Since the 19th Century, euthanasia has sparkednittent debates and activism
in North America and Europe. According to medidatdrian Ezekiel Emanuel, it
was the availability of anesthesia that usherettiénmodern era of euthanasia. In
1828, the first known anti-euthanasia law in thetéth States was passed in the
state of New York, with many other localities artdtes following suit over a
period of several years. After the civil war, vdiary euthanasia was promoted by
advocates, including some doctors. Support peaftathd the turn of the century
in the U.S. and then grew again in the 1930’s.

Euthanasia societies were formed in England in E98bin the U.S.A. in 1938 to
promote aggressive euthanasia. Although euthategsation did not pass in the
U.S. or England, in 1937, doctor-assisted euthanasms declared legal in
Switzerland as long as the person ending the &ferothing to gain. During this



period, euthanasia proposals were sometimes mixgdeugenics. While some
proponents focused on voluntary euthanasia fotetminally ill, others expressed
interest in involuntary euthanasia for certain eugenotivations (e.g., mentally
"defective"). During this same era, meanwhile, UcBurt trials tackled cases
involving critically ill people who requested phggin assistance in dying as well
as “mercy killings”, such as by parents of thewesely disabled children.

Prior to World War 11, the Nazis carried out a aonersial and now-condemned
euthanasia program. In 1939, Nazis, in what wasecodmed Action T4,
involuntarily euthanized children under three whdnibited mental retardation,
physical deformity, or other debilitating problemé&om they considered "life
unworthy of life”. This program was later extendedinclude older children and
adults.

Post-War history

Due to outrage over Nazi euthanasia crimes, in18#0s and 1950s there was
very little public support for euthanasia, espdgitdr any involuntary, eugenics-
based proposals. Catholic church leaders, amorgynthegan speaking against
euthanasia as a violation of the sanctity of lifNevertheless, owing to its
principle of double effect, Catholic moral theolodiygl leave room for shortening
life with pain-killers and what would could be cheterized as passive euthanasia.
On the other hand, judges were often lenient incy&illing cases. During this
period, prominent proponents of euthanasia inclu@ahville Williams {The
Sanctity of Life and the Criminal Law) and clergyman Joseph Fletcher ("Morals
and medicine"). By the 1960s, advocacy for a rightlie approach to voluntary
euthanasia increased.

A key turning point in the debate over voluntarythemasia (and physician
assisted dying), at least in the United States, theapublic furor over the case of
Karen Ann Quinlan. The Quinlan case paved the wayldégal protection of
voluntary passive euthanasia. In 1977, Califoregalized living wills and other
states soon followed suit.

In 1990, Dr. Jack Kevorkian, a Michigan physicidmecame infamous for
encouraging and assisting people in committing ideiovhich resulted in a
Michigan law against the practice in 1992. Kevonkigas tried and convicted in
1999 for a murder displayed on television. In 199@, Supreme Court approved
the use of non-aggressive euthanasia.

In 1994, Oregon voters approved doctor-assistecidauand the Supreme Court
allowed such laws in 1997. The Bush administrafailed in its attempt to use
drug law to stop Oregon in 2001. In 1999, non-aggjve euthanasia was
permitted in Texas.

In 1993, the Netherlands decriminalized doctorsdsdi suicide, and in 2002,
restrictions were loosened. During that year, phgsiassisted suicide was
approved in Belgium. Australia's Northern Territaproved a euthanasia bill in
1995, but that was overturned by Australia’s FeldBerliament in 1997. Most
recently, amid government roadblocks and contrgvérsrri Schiavo, a Floridian
who was believed to have been in a vegetative state 1990, had her feeding
tube removed in 2005. Her husband had won the tatake her off life support,



which he claimed she would want but was difficalconfirm as she had no living
will and the rest of her family claimed otherwise.

Arguments for and against Voluntary Euthanasia
Since World War I, the debate over euthanasia estéfn countries has centered
on voluntary euthanasia (VE) within regulated Healre systems. In some cases,
judicial decisions, legislation, and regulationséanade VE an explicit option for
patients and their guardians(See Government ps)icieelow for specific
examples). Proponents and critics of such VE pedicffer the following reasons
for and against official voluntary euthanasia pekc

Reasons given for Voluntary Euthanasia:

- Choice: Proponents of VE emphasize that choice fisndamental principle
for liberal democracies and free market systems.

« Quality of Life: The pain and suffering a persoelfeduring a disease can be
incomprehensible, even with pain relievers, to es@e who has not gone
through it. Even without considering the physicairp it is often difficult for
patients to overcome the emotional pain of losihgirt independence.
Economic costs and human resources: Today in maoptges there is a
shortage of hospital space. The energy of doctadshespital beds could be
used for people whose lives could be saved instéabntinuing the life of
those who want to die which increases the genesaity of care and shortens
hospital waiting lists.

Moral: Some people consider euthanasia to be justhar choice a person
makes, and for moral reasons against it to be undileence by others.

Pressure: All the arguments against voluntary ewsbkia can be used by
society to form a terrible and continuing psychatag pressure on people to
continue living for years against their better jeognt. One example of this
pressure is the risky and painful methods thatehvaso genuinely wish to die
would otherwise need to use, such as hanging.

« Sociobiology: Currently many if not most euthanagr@aponents and laws
tend to favor the dying or very unhealthy for ascés euthanasia. However
some highly controversial proponents claim thateascshould be even more
widely available. For example, from a sociobiol@jicziewpoint, genetic
relatives may seek to keep an individual alive (Ralection), even against the
individual's will. This would be especially so fandividuals who are not
actually dying anyway. More liberal voluntary euthaia policies would
empower the individual to counteract any such ldaséerest on the part of
relatives.[citation needed]

Reasons given against Voluntary Euthanasia:
Professional role: Critics argue that VE could udgdeompromise the
professional roles of health care employees, ealhgdoctors.
Moral: Some people consider euthanasia of somdl dypes to be morally
unacceptable. This view usually treats euthanasizeta type of murder and
voluntary euthanasia as a type of suicide, the litywaf which is the subject
of active debate.
Theological: Voluntary euthanasia often has begcted as a violation of the



sanctity of human life.
Feasibility of implementation: Euthanasia can dmyconsidered "voluntary"
if a patient is mentally competent to make the sleqj i.e., has a rational
understanding of options and consequences.
Necessity: If there is some reason to believe these of a patient's illness or
suffering is or will soon be curable, the corredti@n is sometimes considered
to be attempting to bring about a cure or engagiliative care.

« Wishes of Family: Family members often desire tergbas much time with
their loved ones as possible before they die.

See related LifeSiteNews coverage:

Netherlands Set to Give Go-Ahead to Child Euthanagon line)
http://lwww.lifesite.net/ldn/2005/sep/05093006.htnll Viewed 23 September
2007).

This article has been tagged since November 2006.
For the Venomous Concepaibum, see Retroactive Abortion (album)

Retroactive abortion
Retroactive abortion is a term for infanticide. used retroactivly orclaild. It
holds that a woman should be able to kill her childany age before 18 years of
age, when the child becomes a legal adult. As te,dahas been made public
knowledge that 11 States hold this to be a legadtire. The same process is used
to retroactivly abort a child as is used to exeadg¢@th row inmates. (Lethal
Injection) Peter Singer supports this action.
There is a new radical movement group especialfjyul@s with American high
school students called Students Against Retroa&b@rtion, or S.A.R.A. They
call themselves this in honor of the first childee\Retroactively Aborted. The
Group S.A.R.A. has been credited with coining thent "Your fetus can't talk
back to you, but your three year old can." Theeeraany interpretations to this
guote, but the most popular interpretation is hatents are using Retroactive
Abortion as a way to "get back at" their childresr imisbehaving or being
disrespectful.
Despite these Chilling facts Retroactive abort®still somewhat very popular in
many parts of Europe, as seen in this article lyKiouri in March 6, 2006.
The Europeans have moved on to legalizing euthantmsi fully born
children. Calling it Retroactive abortion. Childteanasia is still legal in
Holland but doctors are terrified of being prosedytout there is a growing
number of physicians and poltician who are advacatiloctor-assisted
euthanasia for babies and young children. Each ipeHolland at least 15
seriously ill children, some of them with chromosdnabnormalities, are
helped to die by doctors acting only on the patetwmsent. But only a
fraction of those cases are reported to the adib®tecause of the doctors’
fears of being charged with murder. Things are abomwchange, however,
making it much easier for parents and doctors t the suffering of an
infant, according to news stories circulating in 3f¢en Europe. A
committee was set up in Holland to regulate thetpre of child euthanasia



and will begin operating in the next few weeksgeefively making Holland
-- where adult euthanasia is legal -- the firstamatas a whole, on the planet
to allow “baby euthanasia” as well. This developmdras enraged
opponents of euthanasia who warn of a “slipperpesideading to abuses
by doctors and parents, who will be making decsidar individuals
incapable of expressing their own preferences asdek.

Holland to allow ‘baby euthanasia’
Matthew Campbell, Groningen
When Frank and Anita’s daughter Chanou was bort it extremely rare,
incurable illness in August 2000, they knew that hie would be short and
battled against the odds to make it happy.
They struggled around the clock against their baipgin. “We tried all sorts of
things,” said Anita, a 37-year-old local governmevdrker. “She cried all the
time. Every time | touched her it hurt.”
Chanou was suffering from a metabolic disorder thed resulted in abnormal
bone development. Doctors gave her no more tham@hs to live. “We felt
terrible watching her suffer,” said Anita at theome near Amsterdam. “We felt
we were letting her down.”
See related LifeSiteNews coverage:
Netherlands Set to Give Go-Ahead to Child Euthanagon line)
http://www.lifesite.net/ldn/2005/sep/05093006.htm{Viewed 23 September
2007).

Providing Better Options for Suffering Patients
Better training for physicians in pain managemeachhiques for the terminally
and chronically ill.
- Relaxing the narcotic prescribing laws that aeppropriately restrictive.
- Better training in diagnosis and treatment ofrdsgion in the terminally ill.
- Make adequate hospice care available to all rexinpatients.
- Reimburse physicians for palliative care servjast as they are reimbursed for
performing other medical procedures.
- Train more full-time palliative care specialistsd make their services widely
available. This will assure incurable patients tthety are getting the very best
"comfort care" treatments, i.e., not just for theain but also for their dyspnea,
nausea, diarrhea, constipation, and other discasafor
- Holistic palliative care should also provide gswgtric support and the offering
of pastoral care services to the suffering andglyin
- Helpful mnemonic for addressing requests forsésdi suicide - "PPD": Pain
Control; Pastoral Care; and Depression dx. andintesat.
- Revising and expanding "generic" living will docents so that they better
clarify patients' end-of-life wishes.

Arguments Against Legalization of Doctor-Assisted Path
1.) The experience of the Netherlands with docssisted death{1}.
2.) Legalization of assisted suicide in the U. @uads legalization of euthanasia.



3.) In our current medical environment of stricstoontainment, how could we
possibly control a physician's strong financialentive to encourage patients to
choose doctor-assisted death if it were legal?

4.) If we define a difference between "rationalcgilg" and "irrational suicide”,
how long could the distinction be maintained? Beflang, doctor-assisted death
would 5.) With all the technology that we now hawailable for pain control and
palliative care, why change the Hippocratic Oativho

6.) We should not expand the indications for jigdhiie homicide without a very
good reason:

7.) Legalization would put vulnerable groups of jpleoat risk for abuses of
doctor-assisted death.

8.) What about pharmacists, nurses, techniciarshaspitals that morally oppose
the practice of doctor-assisted death?

copyright © 1995-2007 Leadership U. All rights nessl.
Updated: 14 July 2002 .http//:www.leaderu.com/mésargacttus.html.(on line).
(Viewed 23 September 2007).
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