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This Business of Bestness

FRED GOODWIN, Southeast Missouri State College

I have been intending to write this article
for some time, and this would seem to be
the propitious time to be about it. The
college at which I teach has just returned
from the Pi Kappa Delta National Con-
vention in possession of a superior certif-
icate in men’s sweepstakes. We have won
the right to send a student to the Old Line
Oratorical Contest at Michigan State Uni-
versity in a few wecks. We have compiled
a squad record in debate this year of about
70 per cent wins. I mention these achieve-
ments only because what I am about to say
might be interpreted as loser’s bleat. It is
not. Rather, it 1s an effort to combat a delu-
sion which periodically invades forensic
tourneys. I suppose, like the wild onions in
my front vard, this delusion will tend to
gprout annually and with increasing fre-
quency until somebody sprays the lawn.
Herewith, I hope, will be only the first
dose of chlorate solution. Far too many
people are insisting that after we identifty
the superior forensic participants, we con-
tinue to apply our wandering micrometers
to decide which of the best is the best.

They suggest an impossible task. In the
greatest number of instances, to choose with
any degree of reliability the “champion” of

_the best debate teams cannot be done. The

truth is, and all coaches who are knowledge-
able enough and honest enough must admit
it, that in forensic contests the maximum
differentiation by the most competent of
judges is that which separates the superiors

‘from the excellents from the goods from

the rest.
You may have puzzled yourself while you
were in grade school with the query which

| .goes: “Suppose you had a piece of string

and kept cutting it in half. How long would
it take you to complete the job?” The an-
swer was that you never completed the job,
because if you cut away only half of the

remaining piece of string, half a piece

would always remain. I can remember
marveling at that answer. Maybe you can
too. But I hope you haven’t bothered your-
self with nonsense like that recently, be-
cause the only reasonable answer to the
question is: “You cut until your cutting

instrument becomes too crude to cope with
the size of the remaining piece of string.
Then you quit.” I suggest that after we
isolate the superior speakers in debate,
oratory, discussion, and extemporaneous
speaking, our measuring instruments are,
and always will be, too crude to separate
them further with any degree of meaning.

The last Pi Kappa Delta National Tour-
nament which named a national debate
“champion” was in 1934. The final round
pitted Gustavus Adolphus against St. Olaf
College. Named as judges in the final round
were nine people considered by the contest
committee to be capable critic judges. They
heard the debate and voted a perfect split,
5-4. People who were upset by the divergent
opinion made the naive assumption that a
judge or a group of judges reach a decision
in debate as they might solve a problem in
geometry. This naive reasoning is that
judges are supposed to listen to the argu-
ments, and carefully apply axioms and
postulates of reasoning, analysis, organi-
zation, speaking skill, etc., to see which
team’s performance squares with those
axioms and postulates. It sounds very sim-
ple. But there is one big difference. Real
students of Euclidean geometry don’t assess
a problem and split their decision 5-4, 3-2,
or 2-1. Let me say it again. After we identify
the superior speakers, we have made the
last reliable measurement possible in com-
petitive public speaking no matter how
competent the judging.

I do not necessarily hold that tourna-
ments which purport to cleave the “supe-
riorest” from the superior should be aban-
doned. But when you realize the inherent
inadequacy of the yardstick we must use to
compute the results in the super tourna-
ments some of us attend, and in the final
rounds in the elimination tournaments
most of us attend, it’s pretty hard to take
them as seriously as some people seem to
be doing.

Right now I am staring at a trophy on
my desk which is supposed to symbolize
that an entry of Southeast Missouri State
College was “best” in one of the tourna-
ments we attended this year. The student



is happy to get the trophy. The editor of
our campus newspaper was delighted to
hear about such a newsworthy item. The
college publicity director was tickled to
death. The college president was reservedly
pleased. My colleagues congratulated me.
After all, we have a “state champion” at
our school. And let me be the first to admit,
I like the attention and the publicity. But
I know that ‘“‘state champion” is a kind of
fraudulent label. I know, and thank good-
ness the student knows, that if the whole
contest were run again with another set of
equally qualified judges, he might not be
rated on the top. And this knowledge both-
ers neither of us one whit. What we aim for
is the superior rating. If you consistently
earn that, then you have earned the last of
the reliably meaningful plaudits in the
game of intercollegiate competitive public
speaking. You are at the top. A few others
are there with you, but it’s not too crowded
unless you tend toward greediness. How-
ever, if you like to be alone in your bestness,
if you seek the “champion” label, which ad-
mittedly is easier to explain to the local
press and your campus committee on pro-
rations, you may be opening the way for
trouble. For example, at one tournament
we attended this year an obviously superior
debate team was not satisfied with recog-
nition as superior. Intent upon protecting
its bestness rating, the team deliberately
misrepresented some evidence. The oppos-
ing team knew it, and fortunately the judge
knew it. In the critique he confronted the
offending team with his awareness. They
openly admitted their tactics claiming,
“Everybody quotes out of context when
they get in a tight spot.” T hope their coach
wouldn’t hold their claim to be true! But
it’s tempting to be nefarious when seeking
as fickle a sprite as bestness.

I have sometimes wondered too at the
academic standards of schools ferreting best-
ness by sending a few of their better stu-
dents to far too many tournaments. I re-
cently heard a college director of forensics
call these debaters “debate bums—as much
as the athletic bums we used to condemn.”
And he has a point without doubt.

Then there are some institutions hoping
to embrace bestness by recruiting debaters
with the fervor of two Big Ten football
coaches after a 250 pound high school
tackle who can run 100 yards in 11 seconds
in full equipment. Don’t misunderstand

me. There is nothing wrong with trying to
get promising high school students to come
to your school. If you're normal, you be-
lieve you don’t have enough of the good
ones as it is. But I hope you’ll agree that
one can go too far in this direction. Some
schools have in my opinion.

In my scale of values forensics can be
justified only as an educational endeavor.
It is not for the aggrandizement of an insti-
tution or its department of speech, though
bestness tempts some school administrators
to use forensics for those purposes. Debate
does not exist for the ego inflation of the
debate coach. Most of us stand in no need
of that anyway. But bestness can poison a
coach’s previously sane forensic philosophy.
Forensics exist—and I hope your cortex is
not beginning to flash the trite signal, be-
cause I feel this sincerely—to teach straight
thinking and clear talking. Tournaments,
decisions, and awards help those of us who
work specifically at the job of teaching bet-
ter thought and speech. But it’s time to
whittle away at the tournament bestness
bogey. He's growing a bit too large. I try
to teach this forensic sanity to my students.
Will you join me?

CAN YOU TOP IT?

It was at one of the better-known mid-
western debate tournaments and the West-
minster affirmative team had just engaged
in what they thought was not a very close
debate. The judge, an elderly lady from
the art department, waited until the other
team had left the room and then beckoned
the Westminster debaters over to her.
“Young gentlemen,” she said, in a conspira-
torial whisper, “I just want you to know
how magnificently you debated. T don't
think I ever heard sounder and more con-
vincing constructive speeches. And your re-
buttals—you simply demolished your op-
ponents’ arguments.”

She paused and the Westminster debaters
glowed with praise and the conviction that
they were sure of at least one decision.
Then a look of real anguish came over the
judge’s face. “It’s too bad,” she continued,
“really too bad, that no affirmative can
win on this question.”

(Your own horrible-humorous anecdotes
are solicited for this department. Rememn-
ber the time that . .. ? Don’t just remember,
write it down and send it in. In short,
CaN You Tor It?)



Speech in the Training

Of a Scientist

SAMUEL L. MEYER*

The ability to make an effective oral
presentation of scientific subject matter to
colleagues in his own field, to scientists in
other fields, and to the general public is a
mark of distinction which the man of sci-
ence should seek.

Though of recognized value in the past,
the spoken word is of greater significance
to-day as a tool of the scientist than ever
before. Such a facility can be achieved best
through speech experience in the under-
graduate training of the prospective sci-
entist. It is the purpose of this brief article
to call to the attention of young people who
contemplate scientific careers four of the
many reasons why proficiency in speech
makes such a significant contribution to the
training of a scientist.

First, training in speech helps in the
presentation of “papers” at scientific meet-
ings. By “paper” is meant a report of the
procedures, observations, and conclusions
involved in a scientific experiment. Because
not more than ten to fifteen minutes are
usually available, such a “paper” often
takes the form of a short, oral presentation
made without notes, with notes, or, most
commonly, from a manuscript which is
read. Programs of many societies list
“papers to be read.” This becomes literally
true, and the “reading” is often most in-
effective. One of the purposes of such meet-

* Dr. Meyer was initiated into the Missouri Gam-
ma Chapter of Pi Kappa Delta at Central College,
Fayette, Missouri. He holds the Degree of Special
Distinction, Orders of Debate, Oratory, and In-
struction. He earned the Ph.D. degree in Biology
at the University of Virginia and has been Head
of the Department of Botany at the University of
Tennessee and at the Florida State University. He
has served as Executive Director of the American
Institute of Biological Sciences and Executive Sec-
retary of the Division of Biology and Agriculture
of the National Research Council. In 1954, he was
a delegate representing the National Academy of
Sciences-National Research Council of the United
States of America at the VIII International Botani-
cal Congress held in Paris, France. Currently, he is
the Academic Vice-President of the College of the
Pacific, Stockton, California.

ings is to provide the audience with the op-
portunity to hear original research de-
scribed, in person, in interesting, enthusi-
astic, and vital fashion by those who have
conducted the investigations. By such a
presentation the speaker establishes the
priority of his work and obtains helpful
criticisms from others working in the same
or related fields. This can be a thrilling ex-
perience for both audience and speakers.
On the other hand, it can be a time-con-
suming, tiring, and boring experience for
the audience and a trying ordeal the speak-
er wishes to forget.

While an effective presentation can never
replace carefully planned and conducted
research, it can certainly make the results
more understandable and more meaning-
ful. The degree of effectiveness of the
presentation enhances or lessens the pres-
tige and reputation of the speaker. Though
of importance to every person who appears
on the program of a scientific meeting, be it
that of a state academy or an international
congress, the impression made by the young
scientist, just starting out on his profes-
sional career, is of particular significance.
Training in speech will help him to know
what to say and how to say it. The ability
to communicate on such occasions may in-
fluence his professional future for good or
ill.

Second, training in speech provides the
scientist with an essential tool for effective
teaching. The “lecture method,” a tech-
nique of teaching which in more recent
years has fallen into some disrepute, is
about to be revived and its importance re-
emphasized. Recent reports and studies in-
dicate that in the future classes will be
larger. This is the only way many institu-
tions can meet the challenge of increasing
enrollments. As a result, the teacher who is
at ease before a large group, who knows
how to select, organize, and phrase subject
matter for oral presentation, to enunciate
clearly, to emphasize effectively, to project



the voice comfortably, to use the vocal
cords, lips, and tongue correctly, and to
breathe properly, will be sought after by
college and university administrators.

Third, speech training greatly expands
the potential of the scientist for a contri-
bution to higher education. There is an in-
creasing tendency to call scientists to fill
such academic posts as deans of graduate
schools, institutional directors of research,
and presidents of colleges and universities.
In all such assignments, effective oral com-
munication with colleagues and the public
is essential to success.

The time for the young scientist to pre-
pare himself for such roles is in his under-
graduate years. At this time he must ac-
quire the fundamentals of knowledge in
his own and related fields, facility in foreign
languages, and develop an independent and
inquiring mind. But this is the time also
for him to gain yet another tool that will
add much to his resources—effectiveness in
oral expression. When opportunities come
to hold high level administrative positions,
it is usually too late to fill gaps in one’s
training. The candidates who are ready
at the moment of selection, from the stand-
point of total preparation, are those who
are favorably considered.

Fourth, training in speech provides the
scientist with the means to put scientific
knowledge in a form that will both interest
and instruct the public. He must recognize
his community responsibilities. He is no
longer a man apart, “a man in a white
coat,” residing in his “ivory tower.” He is a
member of the society in which he lives,
and he must assume his social responsibili-
ties. Today, as never before, the scientist is
the spokesman for, and the interpreter of,
his science. He must be able to convey
through oral expression the meaning and
significance of his field of specialization to
those who are not similarly trained. Wheth-
er he likes it or not, he now finds himself
with the responsibility for making science
make sense to those whose lives are so in-
timately affected by it. Without adequate
training in speech, he must shirk this re-
sponsibility or accept it with discredit both
to himself and his science.

As one who has been privileged to
present “papers” at scientific meetings in
this country and abroad, who has had the
satisfying experience of teaching lecture
sections of more than two hundred stu-

dents, who has enjoyed opportunities for
scientific and educational administration,
and who has been called upon to communi-
cate with the public on scientific subjects,
the writer is thoroughly convinced that his
undergraduate training in speech is one of
his most valuable assets. It is his earnest
hope that many other young people who
contemplate careers in science will have
the pleasure and satisfaction that results
from participation in “the art of persuasion,
beautiful and just.”

THE COVER PHOTO:
“SOULMATES”

Since there may be a few new members
of Pi Kappa Delta who cannot immediately
identify the personalities pictured on the
cover, an identification may be needed. On
the left is Roy D. Mahaffey, past national
president of Pi Kappa Delta, chairman of
the speech department and director of
forensics at Linfield College, McMinnville,
Oregon. On the right is “Rosy,” mascot of
Sigma Nu fraternity at the College of Puget
Sound. The picture was taken last Febru-
ary at the C. P. S. annual Tyro Tourna-
ment by John Keliher, a senior C. P. S.
debater.

Professor Mahaffey is known throughout
the West Cost as “Happy.” He came by the
name naturally because of his never lagging
good will and cheerful hope that everything
is all right, really, and is going to come
out all right. Next after the late Egbert
Ray Nichols, “Happy” has probably done
more for the promotion of clean, hard com-
petitive forensics than any other single force
on the West Coast. His basic philosophy
of forensics is that they constitute the best
device, known to date, whereby young men
and young women may toughen their in-
tellectual fiber, develop their power of dis
crimination between real and vested inter-
est, and learn how to win modestly and to
lose gracefully.

As for “Rosy,” his fame has not spread
quite as wide nationally as has “Hap’s,” but
he is one of the better known personalities
of the Pacific Northwest. “Rosy” attends all
C. P. S. functions and participates directly
not only in the activities themselves but
also in the auxiliary social amenities.



Report of the National
Questions Committee

HARVEY CROMWELL, Mississippi State College for Women

One hundred and thirty-eight Pi Kappa
Delta chapters voted on the national ques-
tions this year. One chapter failed to rank
the questions, five sent in their votes after
the ballots had been tabulated and two did
not vote for the discussion questions. There
were thus one hundred and thirty-two
valid ballots for the debate propositions
and one hundred and thirty valid ballots
for the discussion questions. The results of
the vote on the National Debate and Dis-
cussion Topics for 1959-60 are listed below
as announced on August 7, 1959. In tabu-
lating the votes, each first-place vote was
scored five points; each second-place, four
points; each third-place, three points; each
fourth-place, two points; and each fifth-
place one point. The topic in each list re-
ceiving the highest total was chosen as the
official question.

DEBATE

RANK VOTE

Ist Resolved: That Congress should
be given the power to reverse
decisions of the Supreme Court 1230

2nd Resolved: That federal price
supports for agriculture should
be abolished ................ 1213

drd  Resolved: That the federal gov-
ernment should establish a sys-
tem of compulsory health insur-
AIIGE 2 s s 0 mais Pos il 8 bama 1128

4th Resolved: That East and West
Germany should be unified as a
sovereign state .............. 1071

5th Resolved: That Communist Chi-
na should be admitted to the
United Nations .............. 1058

DISCUSSION

RANK

Ist 'What should be the role of gov-

ernment in regulating organized
Welworaatse. . o, o L 1270

VOTE

~1

2nd What should be the place of the
humanities in American higher
edUcation? ' s i s dai s hs an e nts 1135

3rd How can the United States best
meet foreign economic com-
petition: smis sk Ve sk s 2 1108

4th  What should be the role of the
federal government in regulat-
Ing our economy? ............ 1007

5th What should be the policy of
the United States toward the
problems of Africa? .......... 910

The national questions committee 1is
governed by the following procedures:

(1) The Speech Association of America
Committee on Intercollegiate Debate and
Discussion is composed of one member from
each of the four cooperating forensic so-
cieties—Delta Sigma Rho, Phi Rho Pi, Pi
Kappa Delta, and Tau Kappa Alpha—one
member appointed by the president of the
American Forensic Association, and one
member appointed by the president of the
Speech Asscciation of America. The chair-
manship of the committee rotates among
the four forensic societies and the AFA and
SAA appointees.

(2) Each committece member is responsi-
ble for polling the chapters or members of
the organization which he represents. All
suggestions for topics must be submitted to
committee members not later than the May
date set by the committee.

(3) The committee members must meet
during the months of May or June to de-
cide on topics and phrase the questions for
discussion and the propositions for debate.

(4) The debate propositions and discus-
sion questions are submitted for prefer-
ential vote not later than August 1 to all
chapters of the four forensic organizations
and to a representative number of the non-
affiliated schools.

(5) If circumstances require a change

(Continued on page 23)



Private Debalte vs.
Public Speaking

DONALD L. GRAHAM

<«

; The use of persuasive speech
is to lead to decisions. This is so even
if one is addressing a single person and
urging him to do or not to do some-
thing . . . the single person is as much
your ‘qudge’ as if he were one of many;
we may say, without qualification, that
any one is your judge whom you have
to persuade.” The Rhetoric of Aris-
totle, Book II, Chapter 18, 1391%, 5-12.
(Becker edition). Trans. by W. Rhys
Roberts.

Forty years ago, in the March issue of
THe Forensic, there appeared an article
by Alfred Westfall,! then National His-
torian of Pi Kappa Delta, entitled, “The
Judges, the Honorable Judges, If You
Please.” In the March issue of THE FOREN-
sic, 1959, there appeared an article by Roy
Baker2? entitled, “Shall Provide Qualified
Judges.” Lest anyone think that Pi Kappa
Delta has come full circle in her historical
destiny, let me hasten to add that there is
no subject that has so consistently occu-
pied the concern of speech teachers and of
speakers as that of judging. With the de-
sire to win such an integral feature of de-
bate, it is not surprising that the decision
element should provoke continuing criti-
cal attention. To subject the immediate
present to the scrutiny of the immediate
past, Mr. Baker suggests that the lack of
“qualified” judges at tournaments creates
a situation in which “the ‘power of per-
suasion’ becomes a more valuable tool than

Donald L. Graham is Director of Forensics at
Northwestern State College, Natchitoches, Louisi-
ana. He is Governor of the Province of the Lower
Mississippi, and Secretary-Treasurer and member
of the Executive Council of the Southern Region
American Forensic Association. He holds the de-
gree of Special Distinction in debate, oratory, and
coaching.

1 “The Judges, the Honorable Judges, If You_ Please,”
by Alfred Westfall. Tue Forensic, Series 5, Number 1
(March-April, 1919), pp. 3-6.

2¢ . Shall Provide Qualified Judges,” by Roy T.
Baker. Tue Forensic, March, 1959, pp. 67-68.

the ‘art of debate.”” Mr. Baker defines
“qualified” as “including a knowledge of
the rules of debate.” Mr. Westfall con-
tended that, ‘“A debate should not be
judged upon the technical principles laid
down in treatises on argumentation, such
as steps in analysis, definitions, and tech-
nical points in delivery. A debate should
be judged as to its power to convince and
persuade. . . .” Strangely, while the two
authors disagree as to the basis for judg-
ing and, collaterally, what constitutes a
“qualified” judge, they both proceed from
the same premise: debate is an essential
part of the training of students for pro-
fessional and public life.

The first main point, whether the de-
bater convinces or persuades, may be con-
sidered from two points of view: first,
whether he has a real choice; second, if he
has a choice, which is more likely to win
debates.

In recent literature in our field, the con-
viction-persuasion dualism controversy
seems to have been resolved as “‘conviction
and persuasion, now and forever, one and
inseparable.”® The dualism retains some
validity, more in terms of providing a basis
for analyzing speech elements and for de
termining specific audience responses than
in terms of discrete psychological faculties.
To argue that reason is not involved in
action determination or that emotion is
not involved in determining belief is, I
believe, unrealistic, unsound, and in refer-
ence to debate, inapplicable.*

Aside from the conviction-persuasion con
troversy, both articles raise a question of
purpose, both in regard to debate training

3 General Speech, by A. Craig Baird and Franklin H
Knower. McGraw-Hill" Book Co., Inc., New York, 195/
(Second Edition), pp. 270-73.

The Art of Good Speech, by James H. McBurney and
Ernest J. Wrage. Prentice-Hall, Inc., New York, 195}
pp. 299-300.

4 Persuasion, A Means of Social Control, by Winston
Lamont Brembeck and William Smiley Howell. Prentice
Hall, Inc., New York, 1952, pp. 411-420. Particularly
the footnote concerning the Knower study, in which emo
tional and factual-logical speeches were found to be
equally effective in securing attitude shift.



and debate tournaments—a question which
deserves some sober reflection.

Every tournament yields its tales con-
cerning experiences with judges—those
judges who are prejudiced on the ques-
tion (including some coaches who discount
arguments and cases not in use in their
particular section of the country); those
who have never heard a contest debate;
those who vote against a team which did
not answer the judge’s unspoken objec-
tions, or did not employ the judge’s un-
spoken refutation (which .was much bet-
ter than that used by the debaters); judges
who sleep through the debate (perhaps
with good reason), ad infinitum, ad tedium.
Such criticisms are heard with sufficient
frequency as to cause some twentieth cen-
tury Mark Antonys to cry, “Oh judgment,
thou art fled to brutish beasts, and men
have lost their reason!” Strangely, very few
criticisms are heard concerning the judges’
lack of expert status on the subject matter
debated.

It seems to be a relatively simple matter
to label certain judges as unqualified. So
far no one, in my experience, has been able
to describe, in terms unmistakably clear,
just what constitutes a qualified judge, to
tell how and where he may be discovered,
and to determine who shall pass the judg-
ment concerning the judge’s qualifications.

Upon what bases can we say that the
judgment of any particular individual is
not competent? The answer to this ques-
tion depends, in large part, upon what we
assign as the purpose of tournament de-
bating.

If a debate tournament is conceived as
a test of experteuse in the technical formu-
lation of a case, a test of whether debaters
are familiar with the processes of organi-
zation, analysis, discovery and evaluation
of evidence and argument, and of skill in
speaking and in the Latin fallacies—then,
of course, only someone similarly trained
would be capable of judging the relative
attainments of the debaters. Under such
conditions, with experts judging the degree
of expertness of students, the tournament
becomes, in almost absolute terms, the
anathema of public speaking.

Consider, for a moment, the tournament-
debate situation: four debaters, usually al-
ternating affirmative and negative; a room
which is usually empty except for the de-
baters and one lonely judge who, although

he has no influence over the actual out-
come of the proposition, and the debaters
realize it (art of persuasion?), is the ob-
ject of the most convincing efforts the de-
baters can muster; a proposition which is
carefully selected because it cannot be
solved and will not be resolved during the
season, and omne concerning which the
really significant information is usually not
even available to the debaters. Here we
have an ivory-tower situation which would
satisfy even the Medieval academicians.
When hundreds of thousands of taxpayers’
dollars, extracted for education, are being
expended annually upon this activity, and
the argument is submitted that this arti-
ficial situation, because of its artificiality,
requires that only a qualified expert can
judge it, then debate, as an academic ad-
junct, becomes virtually impossible to jus-
tify. Paradoxically, even the artificial sit-
uation described has not resulted in arti-
ficially consistent bases for decisions. Even
debate coaches seem to convict themselves
of being unqualified every time they par-
ticipate in split decisions. Who is to de-
termine, in such cases, which debate
coaches are not qualified? For this is the
point: to complain about a lack of quali-
fied judges is to imply that there are quali-
fied people who, because of their qualifica-
tions, will be consistent with one another
in any given debate.” Such is so seldom the
case in the elimination rounds of any tour-
nament, even when only experienced coach-
es are judging, that the problem of qualify-
ing a judge becomes, at best, an imposing
one.
On the other hand, if the tournament
situation is conceived largely as a test of
those skills which are inherent in debate
and which influence decisions, then the
problem is somewhat less imposing.

Let us approach the problem of assign-
ing purpose to debate training and tour-
nament experience from two points of

5 According to the statistical summary of the past two
West Point tournaments, slightly above 60 per cent of
the decisions in the preliminary rounds would have been
reversed by a single vote—that is three-fifths of the deci-
sions were split, 2-1. In both years, the winning and
runner-up teams could have been eliminated in two of
the four elimination rounds by the change of a single
vote.

For a refreshing study, and a delightfully written ar-
ticle, see “If Judges Can’t Agree, Make Them Debate,”
by Merrill G. Christopherson of the University of South
Carolina, Tue Forexsic, May, 1954, pp. 99-100. Prof.
Christopherson directed a West Point District qualifying
tournament using two judges on each debate. Only one
judge was not a coach, and he was an ex-debater. Every
coach participated in at least one split decision; only
the ex-debater did not.



view: that of the debate coach and de-
bater, and that of the tournament director.

If the tournament is the testing ground
of decision-influencing skills, skills which
are developed under expert guidance, then
the more skillful team should win the de-
cisions—other factors being equal—wheth-
er the judge is an expert in the art of de-
bate or not. The coach of debate has, pre-
sumably, ample opportunity to guide the
development of his debaters through indi-
vidual sessions, practice debates, and post-
mortems following tournaments.® The
coach seldom has the opportunity to hear
all his debaters under tournament condi-
tions; throughout the season, however, the
coach and the debater receive expert help
from other coaches, for at least some of the
judges in almost every tournament are
coaches. When, in addition to this supple-
mentary guidance of other coaches, the de-
bater can test his development and skill
before non-coaches, he is speaking under
conditions which closely approximate the
ultimate, and lifelong, professional and
public speaking situations he will meet
after he graduates from college and from
tournaments. I believe that the variety of
judging is rather to be sought than
avoided, if for no other reason than to give
the coach a check on his coaching, for if
a team consistently loses decisions before
non-expert judges, it is suggestive that the
coaching is not helping the student much
in terms of the ultimate applications of
that training.

Are the non-expert judges in reality less
accurate than the experts? In seven years
of operating tournaments, and twelve years
of attending them, I have found that the
layman tends to acknowledge the superior
teams with about the same regularity as do
coaches; and in elimination rounds, at my
tournaments, I find as many coaches as
laymen splitting on decisions. Frequently,
to mention but one other advantage of hav-
ing layman judges, the layman actually
gives a better analysis of his decision than
the coach who has become too familiar
with the arguments and evidence to be,
relatively, as objective about a particular
debate.

Now let us consider the problem of

6 Opportunity as, possibly, opposed to practice. The re-
cent study by Eugene Vasilew of Lehigh University, pub-
lished in" the spring issue, 1959, of The Register, pp.
20-34, suggests that most debaters feel they learn more
from . their experience in debate than from their coach,
and that the more talented the debater, the less coaching
they receive
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judging from the other point of view, that
of the individual responsible for the tour-
nament—the director who asks visiting
schools to help provide judges. In most
tournaments the so-called i1deal of securing
debate coaches and ex-debaters familiar
with debate skills and procedures (I re-
tuse to use the word ‘“rules”) is simply not
attainable.” And the situation is more criti-
cal in the elimination rounds, when the
need for attaining the ideal would seem
even more necessary, for that is the time
the defeated teams with their coaches, de-
cide to go home—and no visiting school
is ever required to provide three to five
judges for each team reaching the elimi-
nation rounds. While the qualified experts
are driving away from the tournament,
rather than toward it, the director finds it
difficult to find a place to assign the coaches
who remain, for their teams are involved
and the debates are relatively few. Collat-
erally, note that if the visiting colleges are
unable to provide one qualified expert
judges for every two teams entered, as the
number of schools and teams entering the
tournament increases, the host school finds
it increasingly difficult to fill the need for
judges from its own resources. Moreover,
even when visiting schools do provide the
requisite judges, those judges, overworked
at many tournaments, devise means of ab-
senting themselves at the time the ballots
are being distributed, or manage to arrive
after the tournament director, desperately
trying to get the round started on sched-
ule, has been forced to replace the visiting
judge with someone who, while less of an
expert on the techniques of debate, is at
least available. (Ask any tournament di-
rector, particularly toward the end of the
season, how frequent this practice is.) Visit-
ing coaches and their debaters, under these
circumstances, are hardly in a position to
complain about the judging. (At the
Southern Speech Association recently, I
read a letter to the tournament director
complaining about the use of high school
debate coaches to judge college debates,
suggesting that many were hardly qualified.
It is a matter of record that the author
of this complaint judged few, if any, de
bates but sent substitutes to meet his judg-

7 At the 24th Annual Louisiana Speech Tournament in
March, 1959, 40 per cent of the judging was accounted
for by faculty and townspeople. The tournament restricts
entries to a maximum of four teams per school. Although
not all of the entering schools entered the maximum num-
ber of teams, the visiting ccaches got very little relief.



ing assignments. As a footnote to this: his
senior team won five of the six debates, so
perhaps he was correct in his evaluation of
the high school coaches.)

There are some answers for those who
demand only coaches as judges. (I refuse
to consider the diplomatic niceties involved
in not assigning the neophyte coach.)
Teams could debate, in a festival tourna-
ment, each third round, thus ensuring
three coaches on each debate—provided
the tournament restricted entries to two
teams per coach. It might also ensure a
week-long tournament. Or tournament di-
rectors could require that each participat-
ing school provide three coaches for each
team it expects to be eligible for the elim-
ination rounds. If this condition were met,
it would result in a surfeit of judges—but
it could never happen. Another alternative,
but one designed to give the public rela-
tions man a nervous collapse, would be to
require all coaches to remain until the
completion of the final round of the tour-
nament. Or the director could make the
judging fees high enough to employ coaches
in the area for two or three days—an ex-
pense which would obviously restrict en-
tries or impoverish the host school. How-
ever, since these alternatives are not par-
ticularly desirable, if attainable, the tour-
nament situation will not, because it can-
not, satisfy those who insist upon having
only judges who are trained and/or ex-
perienced in debate. The best that the di-
rector can do is to select judges as care-
fully as possible from among the faculty
members and townspeople, and offer brief-
ing sessions and/or printed material out-
lining the criteria for judging. The criteria
will, of course, vary from tournament to
tournament, and the application of the
criteria will vary from judge to judge. In
speech, as in every activity of life, the hu-
man element has not yet been objectified.
Sorry.

The greater share of the judging at most
tournaments is borne by coaches, and the
coach who wants only coaches for judges
should derive some satisfaction from the
fact that directors usually try to arrange
the schedule so that each team has the
same number of coaches’ decisions, or that
the laymen will be concentrated in the
junior divisions. (I realize that this latter
practice is not only discouraging to the be-
ginning debater, without real justification,
but the tournament director finds it diffi-
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cult to obtain the services of the laymen
judges who have been so assigned in previ-
ous tournaments.) In either case, the lay-
men’s judgments will probably be sub-
merged in the total number of decisions to
which the team is exposed; and deviate de-
cisions, whether they are from the coaches
or the laymen, will probably not prevent a
good team from reaching the elimination
rounds or from achieving the rating it is
accustomed to receiving. It is not rational-
izing to say that without the laymen, many
debates would not be judged or many
tournaments would run later than they al-
ready do, and the coach and the debater
would not have the practical test of the
skills taught and learned. Nor is it a ration-
alization to point out that, the exigencies
of tournaments being what they are, lay-
men judges must be regarded as a fact of
tournament life—they deserve our pity and
our deepest appreciation, not unjustified
condemnation. Nor is it likely that tourna-
ment directors will make any serious eflort
to eliminate laymen judges until the teams
winning laymen’s decisions complain about
those judges; after all, both teams have the
same judge in a debate, whether he or she
be a laymen or coach.

My point is simply this: a reasonable
adult, though not possessed of expert
knowledge of procedures and techniques of
debate, can recognize superior skill in the
debate situation precisely because the coach,
has trained the debater for that exact pur-
pose. And if coaches fear that their teams
will face other teams who tend to rely on
non-logical appeals, those coaches should
train their debaters to persuade the judges
that such appeals cannot be decisive on a
proposition that calls for rational judg-
ment. As Alfred Westfall wrote, “Instead
of complaining of the stupidity of the
judges, the debater should learn by what
means men’s convictions are formed. If he
is certain of the logic and the power of his
argument, he should endeavor to discover
why he failed to make his hearers appreci-
ate it.” After all, one of the objectives of
speech training, which, I believe, includes
debate, is that of audience adaptation. It
seems somewhat of a travesty to require a
speech situation in which the audience is
adapted to the speakers.

When the college debater has given his
last debate at his last tournament before a
debate coach and three other debaters, or
an audience of the same level, it will be, in
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