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I find it most interesting to be here oday to defend the individual
events portion of forensics. .As a devoted college debater, I can

remenber belng llterally thrown into an ora.l :Lnterpretata.on contest

~

once and being ooached by a fine lady, Dr Wyhette Barnett. Follwmg : :

_ _z
. my dismal showmg in ﬂus event, Dr. Barnett suggested, J.n her kJ.ndllest :
P ¢
,gr .
manner; that as an J_nte:per ; I made a great debater. Havu;g not taken

today: - . ) : T ju/

When I first approached the topic of the éthlcal censideiaﬁdns in .
building a forensics program, I thought of the mrfdérfui opportunity
this could be to C'hastlse all those judges and cosches who have not: fully
appreciated iy efforts as participant and cosch during the past many .
years: But being aware of my very recent departure fram the field of
coaching and the limited tenure of administrators I decided it was
best not to burn too many b'riqgés. o
"' 1 would rather address two issues vhich T believe are iportant

to the guestion of ethics and forensics-—definition of terms, and the

process of making chon:es.

We must first, in the usual sdqolarly way; define our terms The
mentation and debate as well as the ,theo;y\‘and practlce of the various

individual speaking vants. However, the link with debate is probably
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the most pronounced: The dictionary defines forensics as "the
art or study of argamentation and formal debate." (Random HOUSe;
p. 555, A similar perspective is taken by the National Develop—
rental Gonference on Forensics which defined forensics as "an educa=
' tional activity primarily concerned with using an argumentative per-
. spective in examining problems and c&itizﬁléé&ﬁg with people."” (p 11) &
A quick glimpse through the caments contributed € the National Develop-
mental Conference on Forensics further reinforces the link between the
term forensics and the activity called debate. This definition ignores

the fact that individual events are present in the forensics "family,"

\

even 1f they have not achieved full definitional stand:mg as yet.»
7 For the purpose of this paper, I would like to deftne forensics
as J_nd1v1dual events, recognlzmg that thls is not the orﬂy, nor most
carmon—, usage. 'I‘here are several sound reasons for deah:ng with.in-
"" dividual events as a legitimate aspect of forensics. First, the most
obv1ous has to do with the make-up of this program, and the title 'o';.t: )
the paper which follows mine. Beyond this obvious criterion; however,
is the necog?utlon of the’ grcwth and praminence of anJ:VIdual speakJ_ngt
eveq,ts in the competitive ¢cammunity. . Those of you who work actlvely in
the field h;an attest to the grcwth both in numbers of part1c1pants and
in numbers of programs, of strlctly individual -events canpetltors. . A

qulck glance at major programs in foren51cs will 1dent1fy those schools

which once flelded natlonally recognlzed debate programs who now

restrlct their activities to individual évéﬁEs The growth of the AFA




and NIET competition, which rivals the NDT in prominence and participa-
tion, further attests tc the importance of tﬁese'ﬁfééféﬁé as entities
separate fram our traditional notion of forensies and debate as synony-
Assuning for the moment that forensics means individual events,-let
Us then move to a def:.nltlon of what a foren51cs program is in tﬂns con-—
text. We caild most ea511¥ defn_ne foren51cs fram an operatlonal point
of view, simply explaining what 1t is that coaches of forensics prcéfréﬁé
do. What'we do is to coach Students who campete in the ten AFA/NIET
recogiized events of persuasive, informative, extemporanecus, impratptu
and after dinner speakmg, of interpretation of prose, poetry, and
drama, of duo J_nterpand camunication analyglg This definition implies
that individual events campetition ié an end unto itseif. Tt is roughly
analogous to my understandmg of the justification for acollege football
f:’faéfaiiﬁ at a small 's&:hdd;. The program involves many students who
enjoy participating; have an outlet for their campetitive urges, and
learn abouE the jéy' of Victory and the égbﬁy of aéfeat. There are also
51de effects which can be po:.nted to with pride. The school, as well
as tﬂ'le coach and the student enjoy the prestlge that goes with a wmn:mg’-,
7 perfomarxce; or less Jmportant_ly bt equally possible; learn to cope with
' 1085 with grace and dignity. Students might gain from teamwork, com-
raderie and discipline. And while sawe programs may get overly competi-

tive or exploitative, most gre clearly recognized as good clean fun.

In other words; foot%all can bring prestige to the school, the

&



coach and to the individual part1c1pant and it can f:fé_’xiidé same
bratning in teamwork, discipline and hard work. But, at snall
schoots at least, Vi't makes ho pretense at career preparation nor
direct comnection 'tb the latger academic process. And the same could
be said for a forensics program which is defined operationally as
tournament participation. |
& second definition is based on a gaming and simulation method-
ology. It describes individual events as an eduStional process which
attempts to recreate in a classroom or campetitive setting those
"p'rp’cesseé or &iiié'féléi;aﬁt to some real world experiences. The
a?sumptmn here is that all educated individuals must at same tu?é give
a persuasive or informative or extemporanecus presentation and same |
fiight even present an oral interpretation of literature and thus the
competitive practice prepares the individuals for these possibilities:
_ Research; organization and delivery skills, as well as appreciation of
| istorical and literary matérials, is a direct result of the activity
These two definitions ask Q:he individual interested in building a
forensic program to choose between two differing perspectives. Are

caunicatian processes? The ethical considerations of buiia’iﬁé a
forensics program are vastly different ‘depending upon which éf){»fééai
that individual wishes to take:. To understard the significance of the
questions, let us first ook at-three systems of ethics and their appli-

cability to forensics programs: Turning first to the classical concep-




tion, we can borrow from Quintilian's reference to % "good man sp&aking
well " as a gu1de to the product of a forensics .program. ‘

A second/ and more contemporary Sapproach might ke an adaptatlon of
Karl Wallace's "Ethlcal Basis of Cammnication." Wallaca starts fram
the context of a dempcratic society and presents four principles wﬁi&i

should govern a speaker in that setting. Among tﬂ'lese prn:ncxples are..
y
the obllgatlon to select and present fact and opinion d:'axriy, and’ a .
Yy -

responsibility to reveal the sources of one's information: (p: 1-4)
A thiid ethical process which might seem pertinent to forensic
programs is the concern for ghostwriting expressed by Ernest G: Borman.

"By means of speech man can experience whai: others have

experienced, learn what others have learned, and most

- importantly, he can learn to kriow other men. In short, -

by means of speech one man's circle of experience can

touch another's, thus widening both. But this function

- = = -7

can only be served by Honesty and integrity in the use
of speech." (pp. 262-267)

Borman Suggests that the speaker who allows others to provide the con-
tent and style of a speech robs the audience of the knowledge of thit
speaker! s character.

These three ethical systems address themselves to the speaker in

-‘a real world s;ettih?g'; Evaluating the goals of a democracy and) of the-

speaker in this democracy, the ethical standards dictate appropriate
behavior: Each of these authors start with the assumption that it ii’s :

the mtent of ‘the speaker to effect some change in the audltor, be

that chénge the product of argumentatlon or persuasua\n. And each

author assumes same fcmd of "truth-telling" as essential to this

change process. K N
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If we think of an individual events program:as an end unto

" itself, there is little reason to assume any real world gain or

Joss fram the speeches which- students present. If we further see

\gontest situation as a closed enviromment of student and judge
which is. largely cerénonlal 1_1'1 nature, then -the premlse of mtent to A
change is also ot present. Quj_ntlllan may be half appllcabie, for B

while the need for a good man is not readily apparent (and fn:m same -
\j

Ind:tcatlons is not readily available today) the ability to speak well

may be: Howe\ler; what constitutes "we_ll" in the polltlcal arena and <

what constitutes well in.a contest room can be vastly different things,

especially when we move beyond the public speaking events[té the oral
integpretation events. Sit'riilarly, Karl Wallace provides little help
in guldjng us to ethical standards for. individual events prot}raﬁé

The errphasls on accuracy of scmrces, and the fair presentatlon of fact —

\

and Opjnion may be mlldly relevant to the publlc speaking events g(ai:— o

though current practice has clearly shown that winning form is not

‘directly related to tnith, fairness nor acaxra?:yi But again, the /S

oral mterpretat:ton events use minimal sources and deal only with

accuracy in Textual transcrlptlons.

Beyond these dictates is the false assumption that Jnformat:l:ve .

and persuaslve speeches glve.n in a contest sett:l_ng are mterlded to 5’

change t% attitudes or behaviors of the auditor/judge. 'Ihe cerenonlai:
: ] 1 .

intent is to impress the judge and thus receive a first plac/r:e rating,
) R , R S
but the issue presented is chosen not for its relevance to the student

7

or the judge, but for its ability to lead to a winning decision.

-



Even Ernest Borman's concern w1th ghostwrlt;mg (a fact of life’ 1:n
most contest events) falls short of pertmence. Borman suggests that
a speech allows one to know the true character of a p011t1c1an, leader
or speake.r G‘nostwrltmg, he suggests; short gircuits this know‘le‘dge" R
But in a contest setting, is such knowledge necessary of even de51rable'>
Trerefore, if a person chooses to define a forensics program as
the coaching of the ten existing individial events, it becomes apparent
that existing ethical systems offer little guide to this act'ivity; Like

football, the continued ex1$tence of the program is justlfled by the

nunbers of students served, or the visibility of its successes. 'I’ne

. end jUStlfleS the means is perhaps the most useful approach “and. one

Same ethical system should be devised for those programs following

this definition, but the systen must ‘clearly reoogmze the ceremonial

nature of the process. Ablllty to adapt to the demands of the context

of the contest e.nvlronment mlld be the overr1d:.ng concern. Programs

mast be judged on part.1c1pants ability t?.bide by the riules of the

)

if, however, one wishes to choose the other tiéfijiii:i'oh, that is;

’ D

ganié;

to see part1c1pat.10n in fore1151cs as a tra:tnlng program for valuableg; ,

: skﬁ':ls appllcable beyond the mmedlate ccmpet}tlve setting, then the

questxon of ethl,cs beccmes nnpbrtant and appllcable. We may then stress

not only Speaklng well, but the other half of Qulntlllan s obselrvat:uorx,

a good man (generlcaJ,ly speakmg, I hope) : Anda.&we presume that our

students w111 at sane tlme try to enter the real world to influence

~-

w

-m"
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the political process and effect change through their speaking skillsy
then Wallace's concerns for fair and féspbhsibié presentation of fact
and opinion becane equally valid. And finally, if we believe that

sttiaéiéé mist,. in fét:t, learn to d6 fééééfai; to drgarﬁzé' méitériais;

data and ‘'good hd:erature, then we, like Borman, will Ee offended by
ghostwnt:ng be it by a fellow student or an cverly helpful ooach

I personaiiy subscribe to the latter definition and the ethical
requirements which it J.mplles. If forensics programs are seen as a-
téach;ng/leaﬁ'u.ﬁg situation; ran{*ner than as an extrachrrlcular coaching

~ situation ramvéa from the regular speech program; the fol lowing
implications oocuzs -

First, the féféﬁsiés ;;'c’oach" must be a carmun:tcatlons professmnal
who plays an ihtééraﬂ: role m the larger carmunxcatxons program. 'I‘hls
person st understand not only the practlce of carpetltlve programs,
put the rhetorlcal theory on which most of these events are based. The .
tenure of the faculty member is 3ust1f1ed oh the bams of profeSS1onal
part1c1pat10n in a ocmpreherlswe ccmmmlcatlons department rather than
on the number of u'oph:tes retrieved and the size and V1s1b111ty of the
forensics squad. "

S;econd, the student iﬁust be encouraged to view the events as

w
trai_'m'ri'g' for same 1ong term skllls deizelognent. Whlle wnnmng is nOt

ev,ﬂ., nor unrewardnxg, the pomt of winning as proof of skills develop-

ment must not be overitooked. S:mllarly, the student must loock toward



the time when specch efforts will be aimed toward effecting change in
the 1arger \vorld and see this as a loglcal outcame of contest act1v1ty.
Fmally, and most difficult of all, the c0aches and 3udges muist
be encouraged to view the contest evéhts as a sunulatlon of an;ac\,
speaking Situation; rathet* than as ‘a'rl;tuallzéd cereimonial occasion
practiced only by the enlightened few for their own benefit. Less
emphasis need be placed on confomuty to Styllstlc dev1ces, be they
the uniform size and coloj:/of the mterp notebook or the débate—-case— :
organized oration, and more stress. placet.fl on creat1v1ty and enthuslasm
for a serious issue. ¥he speech and the speaker rust be judged not
only in the confines of the contest roam, but for their.applicability
beyond that room as well. ' |
Edna Sorber clearly saw that debate Was not an end in itself,
hj't’r’étﬁéf a means to that end. And whiié méfé- were times when wé—,‘ .

V

suspect about wn:nm:ng, we came to reallze that the leamumg Process

.WaS far more J:mportant to her than the handshake and trophy whlch

‘, acccmpanled success in that. pri:cess. She made Her ch01ce in runnlng
her debate program. I suggest that each ooach of a forensics program, )
-‘:»;bé it ‘debate or individual events, nust make the ‘'same choice. And in

<o ‘doing must recognize the ethigal implicatiohs of that choice. ., .

i
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