identifies frequencies and subsets
of value objections in the category
of graciousness.

Table 2:
Graciousness in Hosting
Primary Total
Item Objections Objections
I: Lack of graciousness
17/72 28/139
A. Shouldn’t Win indivi-
dual Awards BT - /28
B. Shouldn’t be in Eli-
mination Rounds 5/17 7/28
C. Shouldn’t Win
Sweepstakes 4/17 4/28
D. Can’t Concentrate on
Role as Host 2/17 7/28
E. Host Participation
Antagonizes Guests
el /AT B8

A third major category of value -

objections emerged in relation to
the overall notion of tournament
integrity. Fourteen of the seventy-
two primary value objection state-
ments voiced concern over some
aspect of tournament integrity.
When put in perspective of the to-
tality of the 139 value objections,
24 percent of the concern over host
school students participating in
their own tournament fell in the
category of tournament integrity.
Table three identifies frequencies
and value objection subsets for the
category of tournament integrity.

Table 3:

Tournament Integrity

Primary Total
Item Objections Objections

I. Questionable Integrity
14/72 33/139
A. Competitor has Inside
Knowledge 6/14 13/33
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B. Early Knowledge of

Results @14 52733
C. Conflict of Interest/

Exploitation fialds - 12733
D. Manager Objectivity

Lost 7/14 12/33
E. Host Not Paying

Fees 1/14  4/33

A fourth category of primary
value objections, although of less-
er expressed significance than the
other categories, involved the issue
of a diminished educational exper-
ience for the host school student.
Two of the seventy-two primary
value objection statements regis-
tered concern over this category.
In the context of the whole of the
139 value objections, slightly over
4 percent of the concern expressed
over students competing in their
home school tournament fell into
the concern for the educational ex-
perience afforded the host school
student. Table four identifies the
frequencies and subset value ob-
jections to the category of educa-
tional experience.

Table 4:
Educational Experience
Primary Total
Item Objections Objections
I. Diminished Educational
Experience 2/72 6/139
A. Doesn’t Learn to
Manage 242 3/6
B. Deprived of Coaching
Advice 0/2 3/6

A fifth category of primary
value objections dealt with per-
ceived managerial difficulties for
the tournament director. While
concern over this issue was some-
what minimal, four of the seventy-
two primary value objections did
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emerge in this category. In the
context of the whole, 13 of the 139
value objections were registered
in this category. Table five iden-
tifies frequencies and value objec-
" tion subsets for the category of
tournament management.

Table 5:
Managerial Difficulties
Primary Total
Item Objections Objections

I. Managerial

Problems 4/72 13/139
A. Students Needed to

Run Tournament 2/4 9/13
B. Use in Preliminary

Not in

Elimination 0/4 1/13
C. Increases Need for

Judges 0/ 1713
D. Difficult to Assign

Judges 2/4 2013

Overall, five major categories of
value objections were registered
by survey respondents to students
competing in home school tourna-
ments: fairness, graciousness,
tournament integrity, educational
experience, and managerial diffi-
culties. The value objection which
seemed to be of greatest concern
was potential bias of host school
judging.

Suggested Guidelines for
Tournament Hosts

If a particular tournament direc-
tor elects to have host school stu-
dents compete in the tournament,
several guidelines might be follow-
ed in the administration of the
tournament. Caution should be
taken to ensure that host school
judging (faculty, local hired
judges, and former team members)
of local school participants does

not represent biased treatment of
guest participants. While it may
be impossible to completely avoid
host school judging of host school
participants, efforts should be
made to minimize the occurrence
especially in final round panels.

To create and maintain a better
sense of managerial integrity, the
host school should probably utilize
an invited coach colleague(s) to
help administer tab room activity.
Guest tabulation staff may help
minimize the sense that manipula-
tion of tournament results are oc-
curring behind closed doors.

If the school lacks an adequate
staff to administer a tour-
nament and must make use of un-
dergraduate team members to as-
sist in the administration of the
tournament, the school ought to
assign students to tasks that do
not put the student in a situation
which may compromise the integ-
rity of the tournament. The tour-
nament director must assume re-
sponsibility for the proper training
and supervision of student helpers.
Students who are involved in run-
ning the tournament should not
compete.

Additionally, if host school stu-
dents are participating in the tour-
nament, the host school should pay
fees like all the rest of the tourna-
ment participants. Failure to as-
sess fees for one’s self exploits the
guest schools by letting them foot
the bill for host school participa-
tion.

While the issue of accepting a-
wards is a matter of graciousness,
host schools should not devalue



the achievements of their own par-
ticipants if they choose to let them
compete. This issue has been com-
plicated as of late because most in-
vitational tournaments are Now
being used for potential qualifica-
tion purposes for national tourna-
ments. If the student is going to
compete, it is a lot less complicat-
ed to also let them receive any a-
ward they might earn in the tour-
nament. If such a practice is found
offensive by other schools, the
schools may elect not to return to
that tournament in subsequent
years. Since sweepstakes recogni-
tion does not factor into qualifying
for nationals, host schools may de-
cide that not competing for sweep-
stakes may represent a gesture of
graciousness on their part.
Philosophically, this researcher
finds no particular problems asso-
ciated with having host school stu-
dents participate in their own
schools tournament. The tourna-
ment, if viewed as a learning lab-
oratory, should be made available
to local students as well as others.
The element of competitive inter-
action also connected with tourna-
ment participation necessitates,
however, that the tournament di-
rector also take all necessary steps
to ensure that the tournament is
administered in a manner which
is fair to all contestants. If the
tournament director cannot con-
duct a fair tournament, then the
director should forego the prospect
of hosting a tournament. The value
objections expressed by respond-
ents in the survey represent viable
concerns and should be addressed
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by all tournament directors.
Tournament directors needing
more explicit guidelines for ad-
ministering a tournament are en-
couraged to read materials avail-
able in forensic books authored
by Faules, Rieke and Rhodes;
gwanson and Zeuschner; and
Goodnight and Zarefsky. Each of
those textbooks offer excellent
suggestions on how to manage a
tournament effecively and ethical-

ly.
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RECOLLECTIONS OF UNIVERSITY PARLIAMENTARY
DEBATE: IRISH STYLE

Daniel J. O’Neill, Ph.D., Youngstown State University

Last year I had the opportunity
to travel to Ireland as part of a
one-year sabbatical leave from my
faculty position at Youngstown
State University. While there I
spent considerable time observing
the on-campus student parliamen-
tary debates which were held
weekly during terms at the Col-
lege Historical Society at Trinity
College, and the L and H student
debating society at University Col-
lege Dublin.' The following is my
observation of what Parliamentary
debate is about.?

The debate societies are organ-
ized student clubs with formal
written rules of procedure which
enumerate the nature of the so-
ciety, membership requirements,
the conduct of meetings, and the
election of officers and their du-
ties. While some monies are pro-
vided by universities, a consider-
able portion of the society funds
are raised by the sale of member-
ships, outside donations, and stu-
dent fund-raising activities. Once-
a-week evening meetings are held
throughout the fall, winter, and
spring terms, and public debates
are scheduled after the formal
business meetings. These debates,
and their topics, are publicized by
posters and word of mouth.

1Trinity’s Historical Society had as
one of its founders Edmond Burke, and
claims to be the oldest continuous de-
bating society in the world (mid 18th
century). The L and H (pronounced
“haych”) stands for Literary and His-
torical Society.

2These impressions are general to
British Parliamentary debate as prac-
ticed in England, Scotland and North-
ern Ireland, as well as in the Republic
of Ireland.

I recall that the debating cham-
ber of the Hist (College Historical
Society) was crowded for most de-
bates, with every seat taken, and
students standing against the
walls or seated on the floor sur-
rounding a long table in the cen-
ter. At this table sat the chairper-
son and officers. At the end op-
posite the chair, each speaker
in turn stood to deliver the speech.
I thought, when attending the
“Fresher’s Debate”, the first of the
fall term on the resolution “Por-
nography is the Opium of the Im-
potent”, that it was the topic which
solicited such a huge audience.
Later in the evening I discovered
that the free beer, sponsored by
Heineken, following the debate,
had a great deal to do with the
numbers attending the session.

It is the duty of the elected of-
ficers of the society to choose a
debatable topic of public interest
and to invite guest speakers of
some reputation on the subject to
participate in the debate. In ad-
dition to these guest speakers, stu-
dents may speak by signing up on
a list posted outside the debating
chambers, indicating whether they
will speak for or against the pro-
posed motion. In reading the min-
utes of the Hist debates over the



last two decades, the following
topics caught my eye, and repre-
sent the kind of propositions argu-
ed in recent years:

That the Rule of Law is a rule
for the privileged.

That this House will condone
violence in pursuit of a poli-
tical aim.

That this House looks forward
to a united Europe.

That Parliament is the grave-
vard of Socialism.

That the lights are going out all
over Europe.

It is the duty of the Auditor, the
chief executive officer of the so-
ciety, to conduct the meeting,
briefly recess to call the guest
speakers, and then introduce an
invited dignitary to chair the pub-
lic debate. The chair will then sign
the minutes of the last meeting and
announce the topic for debate and
the speakers in their order of ap+
pearance. It is the duty of the
guest chair to maintain order and
decorum during the debate. Speak-
ers address their remarks to the
chair, making occasional refer-
ences to the arguments of their
opponents and speak with or with-
out notes, or from manuscripts.?
Opposing speakers and members
of the audience may seek recogni-
tion to question the speaker’s re-
marks, and the speaker has' the
privilege of accepting or declining
to be so interrupted. Time limits
are somewhat variable. Students
are given about seven minutes to
address their remarks to the chair,
with the first and last minute of
speaking time as uninterrupted
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time.

Speaking style varies greatly,
with the main emphasis placed on
developing one’s own unique ap-
proach to topic analysis and au-
dience adaptation. With very im-
pressive speakers, words are chos-
en with an eye to the popular au-
dience addressed. While the logic-
al impact of word expression is
very important, factors such as
comprehension, impressiveness of
delivery, and the motivational
power of language are co-equal
with phrasing logical discourse. In
the parliamentary form of debate
that I observed, speakers did not
follow a rigid refutative formula.
Adaptation to opposition argu-
ments was eschewed. While our
American style of academic debate
focuses on specific skills to the ex-
tent of awarding points like a box-
ing match, the student debater in
Ireland is encouraged to seek an
overall impression from the audi-
ence, and tries to impress with the
total rhetorical quality of the ar-
gument.

sPaper reading, or speaking from
manuscript, is frowned upon by student
speakers, but is tolerated with guests.
A student paper reader will receive
heckles from the audience in most
cases.

What impressed me most about
the Irish style of Parliamentary
debate was the quick wit of the
average speaker, whether student
or guest. In Ireland, talk is a na-
tional pastime, and from the earl-
iest age, brightness of conversation
is encouraged. This, I believe, is
the mainstream out of which flow-
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ed much of the sparkling dialogue

I observed in Irish debates.

If students are interested in do-
ing an occasional parliamentary
debate in class or in an outside
group setting, I suggest the follow-
ing set of instructions listed here,
which are adaptations adhered to
by the American Parliamentary
Debate Association.

1. Seating. Members of the House
will seat themselves according
to their sentiment on the reso-
lution: those for the resolution
on the Chair’'s right (as the
chair faces the audience), those
against the resolution on the
Chair’s left, and those undecid-
ed in the center section. Mem-
bers of the House may cross the
floor as their opinions change.

2. The Resolution. The Main Mo-
tion before the House (debate
resolution) may not be amended.

3. Heckling. Heckling is encourag-
ed, but its use will be under the
strict supervision of the Chair.
Witty, intelligent, and clever
heckling is permitted; dull, tact-
less, and boorish heckling simp-
ly will not occur. Members who
violate this rule will be asked
to leave.

4. Principal Speeches. There will
be four principal speeches after
which general debate is in or-
der.

a. The first speaker will in-
troduce the resolution and is
not available for questions
from the floor during his
eight-minute speech.

b. An opposing speaker will de-
liver an eight-minute speech

during which he or she also
is not available for “points
of information” (questions).

c. An eight-minute speech fol-
lows, given by the side sup-
porting the resolution. This
speaker is awailable for
points of information.

d. An opposing speaker will de-
liver an eight-minute speech
during which he or she is
available for points of infor-
mation.

. Asking Questions. When mem-

bers of the House wish to ask
a question of a speaker, they
may do so by standing up and
asking: “Mr. (or Madam) Chair-
man, will the speaker yield for
a question?” During the prin-
cipal speeches members are ask-
ed to limit themselves to one
question each time they rise.

. Answering Questions: During

the principal speeches, the
speaker may refuse to yield
the floor for a question. When
a principal speaker yields to a
question, his or her answer is
not counted against the eight-
minute time limit on his/her
speech until six minutes have
been consumed in answering
questions. Thus, the third and
fourth principal speakers may
each have a maximum of four-
teen speaking minutes.

. The General Debate Period. Af-

ter the four principal speeches,
the Chair will recognize mem-
bers of the House for speeches,
comments or questions. When
recognized by the Chair, a
member will have the floor for a



maximum of three minutes.
These speakers will be recog-
nized alternately for and a-
gainst the resolution. Prefer-
ence will be given to members
who haye not previously spok-
en.

8. Ending Debate. Debate may be
ended by general consent (if no
member wishes to speak), or by
a motion to end debate. The
proper form is: “Mr. (or Ma-
dam) Chairman, I move to end
debate.” The motion requires a
two-thirds vote. Upon passage
of a motion to end debate, a
principal speaker against and a
principal speaker for the resolu-
tion will each have four min-
utes for a summary speech. The
summary speeches are not sub-
ject to questions:

9. Adjournment. The motion to ad-
journ is not in order until the
House has voted on the resolu-
tion. This is usually done by
asking members of the House
to take seats on the left or right
side, according to their support
or opposition of the resolution.

10. Robert’s Rules. Any matter
not covered by these special
rules will be decided by the
Chair and the House Parlia-
mentarian in accordance with

. Robert’s Rules of Order (New-

ly Revised).

To briefly conclude, parliamen-
tary debaters seek an overall im-
pression from the audience, based
on the quality of their argumenta-
tion. I doubt if American academic
“stock issues debating” or ‘‘com-
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parative advantages debating” will
ever find wide support in parlia-
mentary debate circles. It is simp-
ly a different way of focusing on
argumentative discourse.

FURTHER READING

Perhaps the most comprehensive

treatment of University styles of Par-
liamentary debate is found in John
Rodden’s “British University Debating:
A Reappraisal”, Communication Edu-
cation, 34: October, 1985, pp. 308-17.
The article clearly states the aims and
formats of British debating, and makes
comparison with American -collegiate
debate, clarifying perceptions and mis-
perceptions about Parliamentary de-
bate. Other articles of interest include:

Hall, Robert N. and Rhodes, Jack (1972).

FIFTY YEARS OF INTERNATION-
AL DEBATE: 1922-1972. Speech Com-
munication Association.

Markgraf, Bruce. (1963). The Parlia-

entary Debate in Action. Speech
Teacher, 12: 218-22.

Ramsey, Benjamin. (1973). The Vari-

able of Wit in Anglo-American Ar-
gumentation. Quarterly Journal of
Speech, 59: 473-75.

Skorowsky, George. (1971) British Uni-

versity Debating. Quarterly Journal
of Speech. 57: 335-43.
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PRESIDENT’S NOTE

Gary Horn, President

Spring is a special time of year
for Pi Kappa Delta. It is a time
of ending and a time of beginning
again. The province tournaments
are history and the celebration of
our 75 years of excellence in La-
Crosse is only a year away. All re-
ports received indicate that the
province tournaments were well
attended and that a great Pi Kap-
pa Delta experience was had by
all.

National Council would like to
extend thanks to all who played
a role in these province meets.
Likewise, on behalf of National
Council, I would like to congratu-
late all the newly elected Province
officers and wish them a highly
successful term of office. The role
of the Province officer is truly vi-
tal to the operation of the organi-

zation. We look forward to sharing
with you the leadership of Pi Kap-
pa Delta. Also, congratulations are
in order for the Pi Kappa Delta
coaches and students for standing
high in the results of all the na-
tional tournaments. The council is
very proud of you and your ac-
complishments in the forensic com-
munity.

The latest figures on growth of
the organization are encouraging,
as new charters and new members
continue to indicate that Pi Kappa
Delta is moving in the right direc-
tion. Please keep spreading the
word and sharing your excitement
with others. Together, we can
make LaCrosse the largest and
most outstanding convention in
our history. Indeed, this is a chal-
lenging and worthy goal to strive
for.

The summer council meeting is
scheduled for June 20-22, 1986, in
LaCrosse. Most of our efforts will
be concentrated on planning the
1987 convention. We anticipate
that information will have been
sent to each chapter by early fall
so that planning may begin. If you
have issues that you would like
for National Council to discuss at
our meeting, we would appreciate
hearing from you.

It is my wish that you have a
relaxing and enjoyable summer. I
am looking forward to seeing all
of you in LaCrosse on March 18th,
1987.
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WHO’S WHO IN PI KAPPA DELTA

HAROLD WIDVEY

Secretary/Treasurer

This column will identify former and
current leaders of Pi Kappa Delta. An
understanding of the leadership, or-
ganizational structure, and the leader’s
background will provide you with
greater insight, understanding and ap-
preciation of Pi Kappa Delta.

Dr. Harold Widvey, Professor of
Speech at North Dakota State Uni-
versity is the national Secretary/
Treasurer of Pi Kappa Delta. He
completed his B.S.ED. and M.S.ED.
degrees at Northern State College
and his Ph.D. at the University of
Nebraska in 1971.

He competed in forensics activi-
ties as a junior at Northern State
College. In 1956-57, he and debate
partner Aubrey Fisher were in
contention for a bid to the Nation-
al Debate Tournament at West

Point. In 1957, he was rated ex-
cellent in extemporaneous speak-
ing at the Pi Kappa Delta conven-
tion tournament.

Coaching immediately followed
graduation, with his acceptance
of a position at Beardsley
High School in Minnesota. His
collegiate  coaching experience
started 5 years later at
national tournaments.

In 1968 he took a leave to secure
the doctorate in communication.
In 1973 he became the Director of
Forensics at the South Dakota
State University and served in that
capacity for ten years. In 1975, the
SDSU squad was superior in
sweepstakes at PKD nationals. In
the years through 1981, SDSU
squads ranked from 3rd to 13th
in sweepstakes points at PKD na-
tional tournaments.

“In 1979, Tom Harte, Pi Kappa
Delta President asked me to be-
come Editor of the Forensic. I ac-
cepted and served one term of of-
fice. Prior to that, I had been Gov-
ernor of the Sioux Province (more
than once) and held each of the
other province offices.”

Dr. Widvey is currently Execu-
tive Secretary of the South Dakota
Intercollegiate Forensic Associa-
tion, a post he has held since 1974.
He is President of the Speech
Communication of South Dakota,
and President of the Council on
Higher Education which is the
statewide faculty bargaining union.
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CLINTON—The Mississippi Col-
lege forensics squad won the Mis-
sissippi Individual Events Cham-
pionships held recently at Meri-
dian Junior College in Meridian
and the process broke a 16 year
record for the most awards receiv-
ed in a single tournament.

Entering eight events, Missis-
sippi College scored first place
wins in five events, second place
in three, and third place in two
events. Mississippi College was al-
so the overall sweepstakes winner
with 145 points.

Alan Hays of Jackson was top
speaker with 70 points. Hays won
first place in Duo-Dramatic along
with Scott Green of Marianna, FL.,
and also won first places in Prose
and Dramatic Interpretation and
placed second in Informative

CHAPTER NEWS AND NOTES

MC FORENSIC SQUAD—The Mississippi College forensic squad won the Mississippi
Individual Events Championship held recently at Meridian Junior College. The squad,
pictured with the trophies they received are, from the left, Alan Hays, Jackson; Scott
green, Marianna FL.; Rossie Mercer, Pearl River, LA.; forensic coach Dr. Orvell McComb;
assistant professor of speech communication; Tara Lytal, Clinton; Clark Hicks, McComb;
Brent Johnston, Ridgeland; and Cliff Johnson, Huntsville, AL.

Speaking.

Rossie Mercer of Pearl River,
L.A., was a double winner in Ex-
temporaneous and Impromptu
Speaking, and CIliff Johnson of
Huntsville, AL.; placed third in In-

formative and Extemporaneous
Speaking.
Clark Hicks of McComb won sec-

ond place in Extemporaneous
Speaking. Also participating were
Tara Lytal of Clinton and Brent
Johnston of Ridgeland.

The nine trophies received in a
single tournament broke the old
record of seven set in the 1970’s.
The forensics squad, coached by
by Dr. Orvell Hooker, assistant
professor of speech communica-
tion, is a part of the Mississippi
College Communications Depart-
ment, chaired by Dr. Billy Lytal.
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Southwest Baptist University Forensics Squad, 1985-86

(L-R) Front Row: Kim Walton, Alan Reynolds, Beth Woods, Secnd Row: Professor Eric
Moore, William Laubert, David Raehpour, Thom Basset, Russ Jackson, Dr. Bob Derry-
berry. Back Row: Tim Roewe, Shannon Dyer, Tom Huebner, Tammy Lyman, Tiertia Wentz.

The Missouri Sigma Chapter of
Pi Kappa Delta at Southwest Bap-
tist University participated in eight
tournaments in the 1985-86 school
year. Some highlights include re-
ceiving the first place sweepstakes
award at the Missouri State Tour-
nament and the first place overall
rating at the Tri Province compe-
tition in San Antonio. The Tri Pro-
vince ' Tournament included the
Province of the Missouri, the Pro-
vince of the Plains, and the Pro-
vince of the Lower Mississippi.

In addition +to tournament
competition, the SBU chapter has
been involved in several communi-
ty activities. Projects included
serving as judges at a number of
local tournaments and providing
programs for local schools, campus

groups and organizations such as
Kiwanis and Rotary.

The Chapter will conclude the
year with the 17th annual chapter
banquet in early May. The event
is an opportunity for current stu-
dents to become acquainted with
SBU forensics alumni. This ban-
quet will be especially meaningful
since 1986 marks the first year of
existence for the SBU alumni
chapter of P.K.D.

Dr. Bob Derryberry is chapter
sponsor and director of forensics
at SBU. The chapter officers for
1985-86 are: Alan Reynolds, Pres-
ident; Russ Jackson, Vice Presi-
dent; Kim Walton, Secretary; Tim
Roewe, Treasurer; William Lau-
bert, Historian; and Tiertia Wentz,
Parliamentarian.
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TOURNAMENT
ANNOUNCEMENT

The Missouri Mule Forensic
Tournament hosted by Central
Missouri State University will be
November 14-16, 1986. The tour-
nament will include the standard
ten AFA-NIET tournament events
(Prose, Poetry, Dramatic, Duo,
Communication Analysis, After-
Dinner, Impromptu, Informative,
Extemporaneous, and Persuasive)
plus Radio Speaking. Individual

events will be held in two flights.
In addition, we will offer six
rounds of Open and Novice CEDA,
plus Lincoln-Douglas Debate com-
petitions. The Lincoln-Douglas
topic wiil be included in our mail-
out, scheduled for early Septem-
ber. Our forensics squad plans to
host an old fashioned barbeque
for Saturday evening. We are
especially committed to helping
newcomers to forensics to have a
positive experience while challeng-
ing the most competitive.
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Speech Communication
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Dr. Timothy M. Ashmore, Chairperson

Eastern New Mexico University
Portales, New Mexico 88130

Pi Kappa Delta
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Speech Education
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EASTERN NEW MEXICO UNIVERSITY
PORTALES, NEW MEXICO 88130

For information about the programs and degree

Communicative Arts and Sciences Dept.

New Mexico Beta

Graduate Assistantships paying $4656
plus remission of out-of-state tuition are available




1987 Pi Kappa Delta
will celebrate 75
years of Forensic
Pedagogy leadership.

35th

Biennial

National Convention
and Tournament
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