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ABSTRACT

Poor delivery, artificial analysis, and unrealistic
organizatien are all pointed to by critics of competitive tournament
debate. The purpose of this study was to determine the relative
ability of students with debate and nondebate training with regard to
analy51s, organlzatlon, and speaking skills. Ninety-four participants
in the Biceéntennial Youth Debates (BYD) Midwest Sectional Tournaments
provided the subject population. Speech communication course
background anQ_general forensics and debate experience were assessed
by questlonnalre, and delivery, organization, and analysis were rated

’ by judges on a five point interval scale. Deéspite limited
generallzablllty of the study due to the failure of the BYD to
utilize lay judges and the inability of researchers to determine ) J
interac¢tion relationship between 1ndependent variables, results

\ indicated that students with debate experience achieve high ratings
in activities far removed from competitive school debate format.

. Porensics educators should therefore develop a transfer, model of
learning, utilizing formal debate training. (KS) ‘ : .
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The high schoo! and college debaté communlty has establlshed a rather set
pattern of educational experfenggs. Each year a natlonal debate toplc Is selected

| i .
and the majorlty of ‘the students debate that toplc throughout the year While a

'number of schools have developed al+erna+lve forensics prac+lces, the dominant
debate actlvity stlii appears to be competitive ?ournamenr activity. ! lncreaslugly,
a number ot people bofh within the dcbate comnuni+y and the Iarger Speech Communl—-¢
catlon comrmunlty have ques+loned soine or +he practices In competitive debafe and .
evén the educat]jonal justiiication of +he//,/lvl+y as a whole\, Theore}Ical arffcles‘
have appea:ed:in'+he Journals that have outllined a vairlety of con*roversial aspects .

2 . .
.of the acrivity.  This debaie paper will examline three Important c0n+rover§faL

aspects of debate +ra!n1ng° dellvery, analysls, and organizatlion.

Critics of +he ac+lv|+y often clain that debafc Is a poor fralnlng ground for

publlc speaning. They observe a tound of deba*e and wl~+ ness a rapld flre mechanical ~

’

form of delivery devold of any audignce appeal. From ThIs "evldence" +hey conclude .

¥

dehafe,ls a poor ool +o teach public speaklng. As Wayne Broqgriede has concluded,
The type of spcaklrg that occurs in debate no longer reflects the +ype of speaking
‘found In our leglislative halls and:cour'?ro';ms.3 This "reallty gapt‘for critics '
‘compr{ses "pr!na facte" evlidence 1hat dcbate is not a useful tool to teach public

¢ hd N £ .
speaklng and grounds for reduced suppor+ of the acflvlfy -

N

Next, crlfics eramlne The type of aiquments thet They heaﬁ§;n the rounds and

launch an attack against the activity based on |ts unreallstlc cdse construction.

»

They contend ‘no ratlonal poilcy maker would consld%r, for example, mart juana lega~.

"I'Tzation a land use policy. The crltlcs argue that such debate practices as the
squlrrel cases, spread debating and alternative Jusiificatlon cases so talnt the \




(X

.y

deb +e process that +he acflvl*y no longer reflecfs real world angllysis. ‘Agaln

\]

They conclude that such pracflces merl+t reduced’supporf of the adtivity.

s While observing débafe rounds, critics also flnd a highly ylTzed argument,

structure. Deﬁafersﬂpo!nf and subpoln+ everyfhlng.‘ Observing /thls practice erlffzs

sugnest ‘another fault of the ac+!vi+y Rcal world speakers dg not present material

In such an artiflcal manner. Thus +he reallfy gap between cgmpetitive school de—
°
tafe and real wor'd debate Includes ‘at leas+ three dimenslo s. Poor dellvery, arti-

‘flclal analysls and unreal!sflc or anlza‘fon are al! pointéd 1o by critics as

shortcomings of the educaflona! activity.

been clited as part of the pedagogical Jjusilflcatlons of [the activity. Nu&ereus
- authors have addressed considerable attent fon to the p r+!cular ways In which.each

of these ski{ls contributes to Ihe overall value of sghco! debaﬂng.4 Thé question

.

Is Then does the above .mentioned cir!ticism of deba1e ralse serlous questlons 3s to

'3

The abllify of the activity to achieve Tmpor+an1 ed rgflenal goals? Some would sa;

that T+ ddes and this dlssafisfacflon has resulted/in, de&afe program cutbacks and

loss of sdeporf for the aktjvity among sume membe s O The Speech C“ﬁmU‘IcaTIon fleld.
- This ebserveflonaj vidence may be insufficlent to ‘igpllsh_fhaf debate does

admlt that In round debate practices may leave omething to be deslred In terms of *

Justificatlon of the acfielfy.ls not denied by these facts. Many coaches would
agres +ha+ The real igsi of debaTes"educa‘i nai value comes when one attempts to

"assess the ablllTy of sfwfenfs +ra1ned In ddbaie to adapt to real world communica-

+1on sltuations. The real qqes+lon Is do s

[ . '
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analysls, organlzation and speakling sklllsﬁLn/real wofld spcaking sltuatfons th

the skllls possessed by students wlthout such experience?

Unfortunately, sclgntlific evldence.answerlhg this questlion Ts nonexIstent.

i

Forenslcs coaches have assembled volumes of Tesf.mon!al evldence from successful

L3

péﬁ]!c speakers attrlbuting much of thelr success rnot only In public speaklng]buf

also In publlc Ilfe in general 7o aspects of debate +falnlng.5 ﬁqwever, thls evl-

denceé Is often consldered frrelevant by crltlcs begause of {ts non-sclenflfﬁc

/

A number of correlation s+u'les I1nking deh**e fraln!ng'and various debate

/

skills have also been attacked

nature.

u‘;:use study desIgns fall to account for Important

antecedent and Intervenlr.g variabi®s, Thls study wl!l attempt to.detefmine the [
7 ) \

N

relative ablillty of sTu%sbfs with debate and ncn-debate tralning fo demonstrate

. . thersuccessful use of 1he +hree abovas mentloned skilis In a real worl% speaking

PR

format,

: /
N / l
</ v METHODOLOGY

*

1he Blcentennial YOUfhﬁDebaTes (BYD) Mldwes+ P

-

Thls sfudy was conduc%ed at
uy

Sectlonal Tournamerts.
[y .

There are sevp.al rcasons o belleve that thls event r pre-

7 ¢
sents @ real world publlc speaking sltuatlon +.n

arate from the tradltlonal tourna-

. \ M . . .
ment that debaters aitend. Flrst, the program was sect up Lndependently of -trad!-

J

tlonal debate tournamsnts, fné[udlng tonics related +o'+he Amerlcan Issues Forum.

Al
.

In ThIs.respecf sfudgnTs were forced 1o address toplecs with @ much hlgher value
\ .

. \ . . - T
orlentation than utlilzed at a’'school debate fébrnamenf. Secondly, for the purpose
. \ ‘ o :
of thls study, we only Included Extemporaneous and Persuasive Speaking. We belleve
"that thcse events are removed from the normal’ debate format and are more typical of

real speaklng sITuaTloqs. T%lrdly,‘and perhaps most Importantly, The’BYP was |
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purportedly judged by mcmBers of ‘clvic organ:zations, community leaders, professional
. 1‘ . .

educators QF a broad spectrum of Interested cltizen .6 By selecting the BYD we
f‘ . Y T,

o conduct oﬁr‘sfudy In an envirgnment that th subjepfs'would percelve as
“ A . . . 3

hope
\

. dlIfferent from.schoo! debate In-boih the type of acfyvlfy Inwhich-they would par-

i

ticipate'and In the criteria that would be used to evaluete theni.
R . ;

. E . K} s >
Three Instruments were utilized to gather data pt all sectional BYD tournaments

- « . S

n the Micwest. The Instruments vere éen+ to the TJurnamenf diréctors hy. Dr. Donald

3%hlelds, BYD MIdwest Coordinater, reéuesflng that egch +ournémen+ director cotlect

<

the data and return It to him. The [nstruments Included: a darficfpanT's gues-

tlonnalre which determined demographic Information £bouf~+he subjects Including
S { o ‘
background [n Specch Conmunicatlon courses, dramales,'lndlvldual events and debate.
-f

A judge's questiornalre was alsu Included which determined demographic Information ;

about judges Including p:?ﬂ experisnce Judging debate and Individual events and

past experlence In dgbatd. Speclal coples of the fficlal BYD ballots on NCR paper

were Included so that a copy of eéch bullo} ciut] be refa%ned by the +ournamefj
dlrector and returned to Dr. Shlélds with fhe other Instruments. ' . -

This paper addresges +hree‘!ndépendeur varlag}es: Speech Communlcation course
background, gencral forensics béckgrqgnd, and dg%afe background. THree depcndent

measures were seiccted because they abpeafed on the offlclal BYD ballot. They In-
. / \ '

cluded delivery, organization and arilysls. ’%udgeé were asked to gate each con-

r

. testant on.a five polint (l—55 Intervel scale. Importantly, each of these concepts

was operaflonall?éﬁ on the ballot In such a,wa? to explain to the qh?rélned Judge

) o !
what was expected. For example, dellvery was.operationallzed as follows: 'Has the
- ¥

. th - ] -

contestant prcsenTed his position fn a manner that Is appealing to an audience and

b .

compellln& to a listener?" . - e . . e

0y
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Overafl 94 sus’bc+s werea, lngludcd %ﬁ the data analysls. Data from an acdltional
75 subJecfs who oar+lclpa+ed !n the secflonal °YD contests was returned In a form

that was unabie to be coded. The data in Table | Indicates the breakdown of con-’
\fegfanTS Jgo}erms of bast b%ggground In spech courses (deflined as ope or more

e ' o . - v
ccurses at elther the hlgh schoo! or college Ievel), forei/fcs participation (def1nPd

as. any partictpation in debate, drama, Individual events), and debafe pa;ficlpaflon )

- ’ l

(defined as having pgrﬁfclhaféd ti, debate for one or mo?°7years) The da+a suggests,

at least at tl2 Midwest cectiodh! YD tournaments, that most parTlclpanfs had some
{ . .
previous exposure to speech, forensi.s or ¢eione. Thls phenomenon made Jetal fed -

“analysls dIfficult due to the, small number of subjzcts In some cells.
The’&aja reported In Table 2 corpares the ratings of the subjects In dellvery,
§nalysls and organlzéTIon. The data wé: analyzzd uslng the SPS§ T—Te5+7 between
groups,; Mears for students with speuch course backgtound, forensics backcround and
debafe badtkground were In every case h1gher than the means of those studerts wI+h0u+
the bac&groun%\ For s rudents with $foebh Communicarlon course backgrounds, their
ratings. }h dellvery weie s+a+lsflcally (o .05} hlgher than those without a Speech
Communication EPurse background. Also, students with a Speech Commun(caf;on course
background had a mean score In organiza}!on over .44 htghér than the mean of those
without a Speech Commun! cation backaround which showed a strong ¥endency +oward,slé—
’niflcance (p<. 10). : ' ' . ' .
Students with'a forensics_background had mean orgaﬁ!zaflon scores élgnlf!éanfly

higher 2p<- .01) than those without a forensics background. S*udenTS‘who reported a

debafe bacquound had a °Igni lcan+ly higter o «n'score orf all three variables than

o »

did those who did not have any debate experlence. Ps the table lndlcafes, p valyes /

3
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for analysis were ~.02 whth values .00 (rounded +o°+wo pJace§),fop beoth dellvery .

. .
i

and organlzaflén. A secondary analysis of students with debate experlence was at- -

tempted to determine the relationship between the amount of experience in debate

'aﬁd thelr ratings In analyslis, dellvery‘and orgénlzafion, Students with debate ex-
-, \ »
perlence were dlvided Into twd groups (those with less than 2 years and those with

¢ R

- more than 2 years of experlence). T-Tests were rurr between the two groups. Values
of .43 in analysts, 1.84 In delivery and. ~-.48 In orgéhlza?ion were obtalned. These

scores were not slgplf!capf and Thz means for studenis wltp less debate experience
were higher In.éellvgry‘énd anélys};; | )
: <
, . " _DISC,'E‘-S!'CN - .S
L . , C .
This study strongly confirms the abllity oi students with debate experlenceifb
. <
achleve conparatively High raflnés\ln apg!ysls, dellivery, a?d orgagﬂzaTlon In ac~-
¢ Tivities far removed from the fof%af of compeiitive school’deba}e. "This data sug-

'gesfs to us that forenslics educafora ‘ought to formulate +he 1heore+lca| jus+lflca-

tion of thelr acflvlfy ar0und a transfer mode! of Iearnlng Such & model would

~ . ’ N

confend that thelr ar+fvily fccuses +he student on a Varlefy of skills such as

dellvery, analysls, and organlzaTIon, wh.ch are +augh+ and developed within an

*

artificial enviroument. This environmen# al+hough non- reflective,of the real world

In which these skills are utllized forces the student to cognlflvely cope wlith these

~skills at a yery high levei. The s+uden+, however, also develops the abllity to
“Internallize the skills In such a way that he/sh& can ‘transfer them to a real world

sltuation In a form which Is effective. ‘ ‘ '

L}

-

“In addltfon, thls study would seem to casT doubt on the evaluation of tﬂ? »

,\ 7rlﬂcs_of debate mentioned earlier In this paper. Thelr criticisms seem to flgy

U é
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. from a simulation mode} of learning that gsserts that the :::izjigyal Justiflcatlon
[N " _ . o
i actlivity emﬂloys .
\

o \
of .an activity flows frcm the abllilty of the-expaoriencas +
e N . i ) .
- to mlrror actual real world experlences. ‘liile syéh @ Justification may be appro-

priate for Trade Is, and the ilke, It Is difflculT,To Imagine its utlllty when .

Id

. ° . .' - \ v
dealing wlth highl\® complex skllls cuch as those u+!j!zed in Speech Communicatlon.
The results of %hls study Indicate.that the students with debate efperlence were

. Vd - Al -
%;gnlflcanfly‘beffer able-to gmploy the three communicatlon skills utljized in
this study than students without the experieice. .

Two- factors, however,-iImlt+ the gené}allzablllfy of this study. Flrst, the
BYD establlshed as an objective thz use.of a broad spectrum of judges. The utlllty

of the resui?s of’ this sfudyﬂls.prqdbééfed on achievemert of *hé%.objecflve. Our
. { _ .\. .‘ : * )
judge data IndiCated that the BVD was only about 58% syccessful I obtaining the

_deslred judges.h Jus* under 503 of the Jgdées empioyéd ngfhls study were In some

. - ), "
way “connected wlth educatlon.—A full 51% rerely or never Jjudge forenslcs events of - °
7 . . ’

..
.t " ¥

any kind. Orly 41% had ever judged a debate pris~ to the contest. However, 55%

¢

had par+lclpa+eé'ln one form of forensics prior to thls study. Ve ran a varle+y of
Chl Square analyses, none of whlch dctected any slgnificant relatlonstilps between

. 7 .
judgling variables and any outcomes. tlowever, the fallure of the BYD to'utillze

more lay judges does wezken Fhe ccrcluslons of fhls'sfudy.

A second timltatlon’of Théé.s1HQy,r§§?§-1n Its failure to determlne interaction

L ’ .

iré1éflonships between the three fndenendent varlébles._ Some debaters also could

— -

have had Speech Commuﬁlcaflonlcbugses apd the real. success of a glven group could i
be accounted for'py.g vé:lefy of factors, More Importantly, In our secénda}Q & .j
analyél%l8% thqlffudehfs wlth debafé eg?erlence,Weiﬁeré Hgabjg +o°es¥5bllsh‘any ! i
dlfferendéé between hlgh'and low levels q;lexperlence. Thts lends further support %
v : - : >, .
|
|
|

14
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. to the riotlonthat Intervening factors may ‘account for some of ‘“the dlfferences be-

" tween debatens and %&h—debaéeré. ] ' 'Y

<

We belleve that our study s unique In that I+ was conducted In the fleld and

designed In such a way that It could be conducfed wJThln +he normal funcf!on!ng of

¢

the'BYD. We belleve that the subj.cts and Judges Were unaware that the sfudy was

telng conducted because they were :lad 1o belleve that the forms that they comp leted

werelparf of the BYD pro*cdures. i+ s our bel!e% that moie field research In for-
Icc shéde be conducfed to ascertaln how +udpn.s with forenslics Tratnfng per—

- /form In_ fon-dsbate acfiviiles. We bellsc ve that I+ Is espec!al!y Imporfan# +o assess

/ the communication effectiveress of dehaters ' In situat!ions thaT employ lay Judggs. .

L1
: L. te . .
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‘TABLE 2

COMPARISON OF SPESCT! COMYUNMICATION,
’ GENEPAL FORENSiCS AND DESBATE .
BACKGROUND OM DELIVERY, ANALYSIS AND ORGANIZATION

.

S

——— ¢

“

Speech Communication Courses

¢

X + value

p value

-

——

Analysis
-t
Dallvery

13

Organlzed

No ccurse
background

Course background

No course
background

Course backgrourd

No- coursa
backgreound

4

Course Lackground

3.62 -1.01 |
3.82 :
3.4 -2.01 ‘

'32

.05%

A

¥ Forarsics Background

X + value

‘Q p value

Analysis

. Dellvery

~ “

"s Organi zed

il
v -

Al

N .
No forensics
background

‘Forensics back- ~

¢iound

No forensics
backgrdund

Forenslcs back- '
ground .

Mo forensics
* background

Forensics back-
ground

75

3.63 - - .76 .
3.80 ;o
[ ) PR
3.57" - .75
3,77
- 3,26 =2.71
3.96

.46
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. TABLE 2 cont,
o ' Debate Background
- 6 ‘ - . . ..
! . R .- N ~ ! + value p value
) . . ‘& T
.+ Adalysls - No dsbate . - T
" background - .45 - 3,53 -2.33 ..02%
jﬁ _ ’ Lo . .. " N Y "A
. ' ) 4fpbtfe}Fqckground . 49 3.98 ST,
.- . LI * N

. - Delivery No debate -

R ' background 25 . 3.36 . -3.79 T L00%
oY -, * . . A .
¢ ' . -
Debate background 49 4.08
L e : % )
N, . Organized  No tebais

7 , . background 45 . '3.4z\£~ T =3.83 . .90*

SR L Deba%e background 49. . 4.4 ‘
- : - . .

.Y B - D

% slgniflcant at .05 level
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