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This manuscript reports the results of a study comparing the impact of
“gnester courses in argumentation, public speaking, and introduction to
JAterpersonal communication, to a semester of participation in competitive
yrensics on critical thinking improvement. Results demonstrate that the most
nprovement in critical thinking occurred after participating in forensics,
llowed by completing an argumentation course. Least improvement in
ritical thinking occurs after completing an introductory interpersonal
ymmunication course.

Proponents of competitive forensics claim that the activity improves the
kills of the participants (Fryar & Thomas, 1980; Hill, 1993; Patterson &
arefsky, 1983). Improving skill of forensic participants serves as one basis for
ducational institutions to offer competitive forensic opportunities. Educators
1 communication and speech departments believe that participation in
ompetitive forensics improves the public communication skills of the
articipants as well as other skills (the ability to use the library, outlining and
rganization of materials, critical thinking and listening skills). Many
istitutions not only offer competitive forensics, but in addition, permit
cademic credit for such participation. This study reports an empirical inquiry
pmparing the impact of forensic participation to academic classes when
onsidering improvement in some of these skills.

_ A central value of forensics comes from participation in the activity to
&note reasoned thinking toward public controversies (Hunt, 1994). Hunt
dgests that forensic participation can lead to improvement in knowledge
nd skills in ten ways (pp. 7-9): (1) learning about the functioning of
emocratic societies that will improve citizenship and leadership potential, (2)
acreasing critical, reflective, and creative thinking, (3) enhancing the
nderstanding and application of research, (4) learning about proof for claims,
5) mastering the skills of organization and arrangement, (6) learning about
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language usage and style, (7) developing listening and note taking skillsh
improving public speaking skills, (9) learning about the ethics of advocacy, a:
(10) thinking about current events and controversies. While foren
potentially provides many improvements for participants, this investigafi
considers only one of these (critical thinking). e
Hill (1993) argues that the need to provide educational accountabi
requires that the forensic community provide authoritative evidence forie
value of competition. One justification for offering academic credit comes fid
the belief that participation in competitive forensics generates d
improvement in the skills of the competitor (Hunt & Inch, 1993). if
competitive forensics to remain justified within the academic community
something worthy of academic credit, evidence should be offered that
experience provides improvement in skills. The forensics community need:
provide proof that competitive forensics creates improvement in skills. o
In fact, the benefits claimed for communication courses in general shik
stand up to similar scrutlny Communication departments assume tu
courses in argumentation improve students’ skill. The claim is ta
improvement in critical thinking skills comes from involvement in 2
examination of public discourse as a listener, advocate, and researcher. @
question to investigate is how participation in competitive forensics compz
to traditional education offered within argumentation courses. Se
argumentation courses are theoretical and some courses require I
participants to actively engage in oral disputes. Competitive forensics, becan
of the intensity of involvement, arguably creates a superior laboratory for®
purposes of teaching of skills. One would expect, quite reasonably, t
forensics participation should demonstrate the largest degree of improvemn
in critical thinking because of that intensity. le
Another important comparison is how participation in forensic ¢
argumentation courses stacks up against other courses like public speak
and interpersonal or organizational communication. The pedagogical clain
that courses focusing on public communication require the students to eng
in critical thinking. The focus and the goal of public advocacy situations i
generate a forum for students that improves their ability to generate £
consume public discourse. It is less clear that participation in interperso
communication, organizational communication, interviewing, small grt
processes, or other non-public address courses requires an explicit focusp
critical thinking. Thus, we should expect to see least improvement in studet
critical thinking skills following completion.of these courses. g

EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE ABOUT FORENSICS [
AND CRITICAL THINKING

Follert and Colbert (1983), using meta-analysis, concluded that ¢
improvement in critical thinking as a result of competitive foren:
experience is not large. They reviewed a total of 47 studies and found thag
favored debate training as a means of improving critical thinking ability wa

19 did not. The conclusion of the review claims that the results did not sup
debate as a means of improving critical thinking ability. Hill (1993) upda#
the empirical evidence assessing the impact of forensics on critical think
improvement. Using a qualitative narrative review technique, Hill conclul
that, “the results of our research are, at best, inconclusive” (p. 8). Hill arge
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;inat we need additional research on this issue and suggests that the issue is

r from being resolved empirically.

48 Greenstreet (1993) argues that the empirical evidence fails to support a

thdim of competitive forensics improving critical thinking skills because, “the
ebate community has failed to adequately document claims of such benefit”

ilp. 24). Greenstreet does not claim that no effect exists for participation in
cademic debate; his claim is that the current scientific studies fail to provide

mdequate evidence for such a conclusion. His belief is that, if and when

)

i
dditional evidence becomes available, the scientific support for a conclusion
f causality becomes warranted.

Af

| HYPOTHESES

¢ In Hill’s (1993) article he articulates the possibility that argumentation
ourses and forensic participation might improve different critical thinking

oikills. The use of the Watson-Glaser (1961) Critical Thinking Appraisal (CTA)

thuggests that critical thinking is not a unitary construct. The test is divided
tnto various sections so that both an overall score and a separate score for dif-
rent subtests is possible. Previous evidence has not considered the ability of
provement to be reflected only on some subtest results. This investigation
ajests not only the overall analysis provided by the CTA but consider the sub-
dests. However, the expectation is that there will exist the following order of
E‘ypothesized effects: (a) largest improvement will occur for students
aip forensic participation, (b) the second largest improvement will
£, for those students in an argumentation course, (c) the third
tiirgest improvement will occur for students involved in public speak-
ning, and (d) the least improvement will be demonstrated for those stu-
lents involved in an introductory interpersonal course.
a

ki METHODS

m Participants

o4 Undergraduate students at five universities and colleges in the United

istates (Lewis and Clark College, University of Nebraska-Lincoln, University

af Wisconsin-Milwaukee, Wayne State University, Wake Forest University)
oarticipated in this investigation. There were four different classifications of
ratudents: (a) 34 persons taking an introduction to interpersonal

stommunication course, (b) 37 students in a public speaking course, (c) 32

ostudents in an argumentation course, and (d) 35 students involved in some

1spect.of competitive forensics (National Debate Tournament, 12 [NDT]; Cross

fxamination Debate Association, 6 [CEDA]; mock trial, 9; individual events, 4

IE’s]; or some combination, 4).

a Measures

19 This study uses a pre-test to post-test design, comparing gain scores of
g sons across a semester. Participants were given a modified version of the
I’$‘cs0n-Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal Test—Form YM (1961) (CTA) at
:;H: beginning of a semester or season and then given a posttest at the end of
ahe semester. The CTA provides an objective test (each question has a correct
kind incorrect answer) of reasoning skills. The 100 questions (standardized
utlpha reliability, pretest .84, posttest .83) are divided into the following
glections: (a) inference (20 questions with a standardized alpha reliability,
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pretest .65, posttest .66), (b) recognizing assumptions (16 questions with
standardized alpha reliability, pretest .64, posttest .58), (¢) deduction ({
questions with a standardized alpha reliability, pretest .70, posttest .74),2
interpretation (24 questions with a standardized alpha reliability, pretest .
posttest .71), and (e) evaluation of argument strength (15 questions withy;
standardized alpha reliability, pretest .42, posttest .27). The evaluationp
argument strength subtest demonstrated such a low reliability that t‘m
results are not reported separately.

The parts of the CTA address a different aspect of critical thinking: (;I
inference ability, (b) ability to recognize assumptions of a conclusion,
appropriateness of a conclusion drawn from premises, (d) ability to link
conclusion to evidence, and (e) evaluating the strength of an argument. T
inference test explores what kinds of conclusions (inferences) one ¢
reasonably draw from the information. The participant is given a fi
sentences of information and then a series of conclusions. The conclusions ¢
be rated as: (a) true, (b) probably true, (c) insufficient data to determine,
probably false, or (e) deﬁmtely false. The second test determines the ablhtyt
the person to recognize the assumptions of a conclusion. A conclusion[
presented and then an assumption stated. The subject must determine if t
assumption is: (a) made or (b) not made to reach the conclusion. The third tg
examines the ability of the participant to judge the appropriateness ofy
conclusion given two premises. The conclusion is either rated as: (a) folloy
from the premises or (b) does not follow from the premises. The fourth té
considers whether a conclusion logically follows from a set of information. o
participant is asked to assume that everything in the information paragra
is true. The test item considers whether the conclusion presented: (a) follo
from the data, or (b) does not follow from the data. The final test is ¢
evaluation of the strength of an argument. A fact is provided and then
conclusion drawn. The person is asked to assume that everything in ]
assumption is true. The rating is whether the reasons provided in the answ;
are: (a) strong or (b) weak.

Answers are scored as either correct or incorrect, and the sum of corre
answers across items provides a score or rating of the skill of the individual f
their reasoning ability for each test. Those persons tested receive an over;
score as well as a score for each part of the test. (

In addition, participants completed a number of demographic items. The
included the prior experience with argumentation, public speaking classg
debate, and logic classes (both in college and high school), and the extent ai
type of forensic experience.

Statistical Analys1s j

The statistical analysis considers the g_ score between the pre- and po)
test. The issue is the degree to which the various forms of forensic or academ
experience improve the student’s critical thinking skill. This test v
conducted using an effects coded model for the gain scores. The mos
described above was used as the basis for the test, significant one tailed t- te
would demonstrate that the model accurately represents the data. The daj
considered statistical corrections for possible selection bias.! ]

3
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h RESULTS
(§ An examination of the history of these forensic participants shows that
, @urteen lacked prior experience (this was the first year of participation), eight
d one year of high school participation, four had two years of high school
hparticipation, and only three had any prior college experience. This sample
1 makes the comparison directly meaningful in the sense that the improvement
tor gain score comes by comparing groups comparable at the start. The
orrelation across all groups for prior courses in logic, argumentation, public
 (speaking, and debate classes provided a nonsignificant positive correlation
) ith total critical thinking improvement (r(13¢) = .10, p > .05).
!
T Overall
The test of overall results using an omnibus one-way analysis of variance
ffor test score differences demonstrates no difference among the groups
{F(3 134)=2.08, p = .07). However, using the effects coded model reflecting the
ypothesis indicates that the group differences are consistent with the data
Y{t(136)=3-17, p < .05). The means for both pre- and posttests are available in
1Table 1. The difference scores demonstrate the largest increase occurred in the

targumentation class. The students in the public speaking and introductory
finterpersonal communication class show a drop in test scores. The results

dents and finally the introduction to interpersonal students.

0 Inference

¢ The omnibus F test results demonstrate a nonsignificant difference
npetween groups (F(3.134) = 0.52, p = .63) as well as a nonsignificant test for
thhe effects coded model (t(136) = -.28, p > .05). The test demonstrates no
weignificant differences in gain scores between groups.

6, Recognizing Assumptions
f A nonsignificant difference between groups was observed on the overall
riest (F(3.134) = 0.94, p = .47). The hypothesized model test (t(136) = 1.82, p >
.05) demonstrates a significant effect. The ability to recognize whether or not
ean argument makes a particular assumption did depend on the group of
S?articipan‘cs considered. The order of results is as predicted by the hypotheses.
|
Deduction
No difference in the overall test (F(3 134) = 1.90, p = .15) existed among
the groups, but the test of the model provided significant findings (t(136) =
02.37, p < .05). The gain scores when comparing pre- and post-tests using the
npverall test demonstrate differences between the groups in the ability to
s@yntify conclusions that follow from premises consistent with the hypotheses.
":F Interpretation
el The final subtest considers the ability to determine whether the groups
adiffer in the ability to determine whether a conclusion follows from the data.
The overall test demonstrates no significant difference among the group gain
scores (F(3 134) = 4.07, p = .01). The test of the hypothesized model however
demonstrates significant differences in the proposed direction (t(136) =366, p
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< .05). This subtest demonstrates the significant improvement gained froBi
both argumentation classes as well as forensic participation. The hypothesizdlr
model fit the data.

CONCLUSIONS

Results demonstrate the nature of improvement for various methods|
communication instruction on critical thinking ability. Both argumentati®®
classes and forensic participation increased the ability in critical thinkid®
compared to introductory interpersonal communication and public speakif€O
classes. The results of the model tested suggests that participation @S
competitive forensics demonstrates the largest gain in critical thinking skil€r
The analysis of subtests indicates a gain in critical thinking ability in eve
subtest group but the inference portion of the test. i

Results provide evidence that there exists a clear benefit to participatio(l_I
in competitive forensics. The strength of this investigation is that tiS1
comparison in the gain of critical thinking is comparable to other acaden€X
experiences of the same length. If the activity is to claim a benefit, a@k
academic credit is to be offered, then the activity must be able to provil®
evidence for those benefits. These results demonstrate that the gain is largr€
for a semester of competitive forensic participation than a similar time peri@s
spent in an argumentation class (and the argumentation class was superior)!)(’j
public speaking or an introduction to interpersonal communication coursd!!
This is not to argue that identical benefits or experiences derive from a claP!
or competitive forensics. The argument is that competitive forensics provid:
a demonstrable gain in critical thinking ability justifying the status as‘?é
educational activity.

This study, as with all scientific investigations, contains limitations ast
issues deserving of consideration before accepting the results as definitivE"
The sample of participants, as in any study, may or may not generalize to tt
entire population. Even though multiple institutions from a wide geographpP¢
area contributed to the study, the representiveness of the sample is unknow?2«
Whether the courses included typical or standard argumentation, publbe
speaking, or introduction to interpersonal communication practices &l
unknown. But such limitation only call for future research and do ntk
necessarily call into question these findings.

It might be argued that the sample size was relatively small and therefo
the results questionable. However, the sample size does not impact on tf
results of the significance test. A small sample size reduces the power to obtai
significant results, therefore it is the nonsignificant results that are effected b
the small sample size. Had the sample size been larger it is quite conceivabl
that the results for the remaining tests would have been significant.

There exist a number of problems in the current quantitative summary, (
meta-analysis, of the literature (Follert & Colbert, 1983). The summa
occurred at a time prior to the development of many statistical formulas fi
the correction of various artifacts (restriction in range, regression to the meai
dichotomization of independent and dependent variables). The impact of the?.
artifacts is to reduce the observed impact of the training in pre- and post-te
designs (Allen, Hunter, & Donohue, 1989; Hunter & Schmidt, 1990). Stron
potential exists that the previous studies and subsequent summary of thos
studies underestimated the actual impact of debate training. In addition, tk
meta-analysis relies on use of z-score interpretation of a binomial test |
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ignificant test findings, such a procedure is inefficient and likely to
derestimate the existence of positive average effects. The net results is that
e results reported in the earlier meta-analysis underestimate the benefits
at competetive forensic participation has on critical thinking improvement.
Not only does the meta-analysis deserve reconsideration and
ecalculation, but the original data base remains limited. Expansion of that
ata base justifies continued investigation, consideration, and research. Direct
omparison of gain scores to other academic class settings permits an
‘assessment of the relative merits of forensic participation on improvement in
(eritical thinking.
¢ The current analysis requires expansion and replication. This
investigation did not consider differences between types of forensic experience
(individual events, mock trial, NDT or CEDA debate) due to small sample
isizes. Future investigations should consider whether different forensic
lexperiences generate different levels of improvement in critical thinking
Jability. However, considering the test of critical thinking in this investigation,
imost public speaking classes address issues of performance and spend
crelatively little time (perhaps a few weeks on persuasion speeches with two
assigned chapters) on issues that may improve critical thinking. It should be
be surprising that public speaking classes generate smaller increments of
simprovement in critical thinking. Critical thinking, while it plays a part in
¢public speaking, is not the focus of the course.
« Additional research should consider the other values articulated by Hunt
®M)94) about what forensic participation offers. Critical thinking is one area of
provement that forensics participation offers. Other types of improvement
sshould occur and each of those can be the subject of empirical investigation.
Future research should consider those other areas of skill improvement.
h The investigation points to some hopeful and potentially desirable
ipossibilities of forensic participation benefiting students. The need exists for
;additional research and the consideration of how competitive forensics should
ibecome part of the academic curriculum rather than set apart from it. Such an
iapproach would provide the potential for benefits to all students, not simply
those choosing to participate in competitive forensics.

1 FOOTNOTES
1! The problem with the sampling technique, particularly in forensics, is that
i the sample process may be self-selected on a relevant systematic basis that
b biases the results of the investigation. As mentioned earlier in the critique
] of the Follert and Colbert (1983) meta-analysis, the failure to consider and
correct for this selection bias reduces, on a systematic basis, the observed
¢ effect. If there exists a known population estimate, then the impact of the
1 selection bias can be statistically corrected for. Such corrections are common
. and the statistical formulas for them well developed (Hunter & Schmidt,
1990). This analysis proceeds by estimating a comparison score and then
;!?performing the appropriate statistical correction. The statistical correction
& considers the pretest mean score of a particular group. That mean can be
n compared to the mean for the original validation study. If the mean and
< standard deviation differ from the mean and standard deviation of the
b validation study, the degree of deviation can be estimated. The sample of
{ participants in this investigation did not demonstrate any mean differences
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when compared to the other groups on the basis of the pretest. Therefore,r
correction was required. Given the lack of prior forensic experience by the
participants this result may not be surprising.
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Table 1 >
Average Gain Score for Each Test [

Mean Gain Score
Total Inference Assumptions Deduction nterpretataﬂ

Wl

Interpersonal 2.5 -0.8 0.0 -1.3 0.7 7
Public Speaking -0.7 -04 0.1 -0.2 02 12
Argumentation 0.8 1.2 0.4 12 03 E

Forensics 5.2 -0.9 0.8 1.6 3.1

-
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“JUDGING INDIVIDUAL EVENTS:
ART OR SCIENCE?”

K. Jeanine Congalton
! Dept of Speech Communication
t California State University, Fullerton

4
Clark D. Olson
Dept of Communication
Arizona State University

In today’s increasingly complex world of individual events, competitors
‘Toutinely use teasers in oral interpretation, contributions to theory in
ommunication analysis, and flashy visual aids in after dinner speaking. At
one point, each of these competitive strategies was a cutting edge
evelopment. Yet today, they have become routine, if not expected. At the
ame time, the individual events community keeps searching for templates
which might reduce judge variability to insure fairness. As a result, the
individual events community is experiencing a dialectical tension between art
nd science. This tension, exemplifies a dichotomy that is deeply rooted within
the history of the speech communication discipline (see for example, Hunt,
1916; Woolbert, 1916)) and continues today (Condit, 1990; Prelli, 1990; Craig,
#90). That conflict, one of art vs. science, provides a framework for
derstanding the struggle as we, in the forensics community, seek to promote
ereativity and innovation from competitors, and simultaneously search for
levaluative norms, to promote standardization and reliability in the rankings
.and ratings from judges. The purpose of this essay is to examine this tension,
first by explicating how the individual events community has moved toward
contradictory practices in both art and science. Second we will examine recent
trends in each realm before suggesting ways both can be achieved
simultaneously.

Individual Events as Art

Initially, creative changes help the individual events community evolve
and develop. It is this creative element in individual events that we
icharacterize as “art.” There can be little doubt that competitive individual
events is void of any sense of art. The very nature of the performance of oral
interpretation and the classical canon of invention in public address events
reflect the inherent nature of the art of communication. With the advent of the
oral interpretation events, the artistic element has become institutionalized.
Instead of becoming increasingly restrictive, as the number of interpretative
-events proliferated, greater and greater freedom has been encouraged.
Perhaps the greatest expression of artistic license came when the publication
%uirement for literature was lifted and original material was sanctioned.

ile initially controversial (Green & Ford, 1989), this practice has been
approved by both national individual events tournaments (DeBoer, 1987;
Endres, 1987; Nicolai, 1987).

Art is not only expressed in interpretation, but it is also integral to public
-address. In fact, the first winner of the Interstate Oratory Contest in 1874
addressed the necessity of art in oratory. Today, we find that students rely on
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the classical canon of invention as a means for demonstrating the artist
Competitors understand and strive for uniqueness and novelty in topip
Within the structure of the speeches we also find that students heighten th
arguments with new information and evidence that is unfamiliar to us. Iffg
insights such as these that have promoted the creative element in pubye
address events as well. -
As individual events grow and change, so does the individual evert.e
community. And in competition, creativity can be rewarded beyond a potenty,
high rank and rate; perhaps its cooption by other competitors, its becoming gy
norm, is the ultimate homage paid to the individual. If such is the case, th
the idea of creativity evolving into convention seems non divisive and healf
for the activity. Yet there is the potential for the scientific element
competition to thwart innovation. de
Individual Events as Science p‘
The scientific movement in individual events is characterized by tb
individual events commumty s attempts to reduce judge variability. TD
obvious example of science in individual events can be found in the traditiog,
organizational patterns of public address events. A persuasive speech thy
ignores the problem - cause - solution format rarely is found in eliminatig
rounds. Limited preparation events are characterized by three pointsg;
analysis. And what was once an innovation in forensics, the teaser, has i
become the norm in interpretation events. The promotmn of and adherenceD‘
standardization in events, especially when the aim is to provide for a m/®
objective comparison of competitors, is what we term “science.” :
The scientific movement in forensics extends beyond recogniziy
traditional structures in competitive events. We ask judges to provide i,
objective analysis by applying standardized measures, by transforming the
individualized evaluations into ranks and rates. And in the last decade, f
example, numerous efforts have been made to promote greater uniformity;y
judging (Allen & Dennis, 1989; Congalton, Bruschke & Gass, 1990; Congalty
Gass, & Bruschke, 1993; Gass Bruschke, & Congalton, 1990; Hanson, 198b.
Kay & Aden, 1984; Olson 19893 Olson, 1992 Olson & Wells, 1988; PrestuC
1990; Sellnow, 1987) Other issues that have emerged from the scientiy
movement focus on establishing criteria for evaluating events or for trainiy,
judges so as to reduce disparity in the evaluation of speeches. There is |,
question that efforts to explore the science of individual events are based
concerns for establishing greater consistency in the evaluation of competitol

Dialectical Tension Between Art and Science

Given the myriad of ways the individual events community is encouragiy,
art, while at the same time imposing scientific restrictions, it is clear thy
contemporary practice results in a dialectical tension. For example, why,
originality, uniqueness, creativity, and innovation, the “art” of individ%
events, become tangled with a critic’s need for normative standards®
evaluatlon tension occurs. This tension results from attempt to emplt,E
specific criteria when evaluatmg new and creative endeavors. In other worg
the time tested “science” of evaluation has yet to provide standardized mea,
to account for the “art.” !

1]
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The question becomes whether more scientific standards for evaluating
individual events are in conflict with or are compatible with the development
@ the art of innovation in individual events. That is, can the individual events
fommunity provide for an environment that promotes creativity (the artistic)
yet provides for reliability in evaluation (the science)? We next outline the
ways in which this tension has manifested itself in current practice. First we
eview those attempts to “scientifically” regulate the artistic. We then turn to
an examination of how the community, determined to standardize individual
events, reacts to artistic influence in the field.

Standardization of Events

" In an effort to enhance the pedagogical nature of forensics, various
developmental conferences have called for standardization of practices,

particularly within individual events. Manchester and Friedley (1981), for

example, isolated standards in prose interpretation and persuasive speaking
by explaining several criteria used by judges. In 1984, at the Second National

Developmental Conference on Forensics, the work group on individual events

drafted Resolution 45. This resolution provides general standards of

evaluation for public address and oral interpretation. However, this group
took an admittedly middle ground approach, “the standards presented in the
rst resolution [45] are simply intended to be a framework for criticism.”

(Parson, 1984, p. 90). An even stronger cry was echoed at the Second National

Development Conference on Individual Events in 1990 when forensic

"™Scators unanimously called for all tournament committees to employ

fescriptive rationale for each of the national events. In essence forensics

leducators were calling for some means to make individual events more
precise, to become more scientific.

*  One means for establishing some similarity between competitive
erformances has been to codify those elements that constitute acceptable
valuative criteria in each event (Allen & Dennis, 1988; Hanson, 1987a;

Manchester & Friedley, 1981; Olson, 1989a; Sellnow, 1987; Wilcox, 1988).
rescriptive event descriptions provide the basic building blocks for both

lcoaches and competitors to follow. And these event descriptions yield nuances
f information that can help students as they refine their events (e.g. use of
anuscript is required; notes are permitted but not encouraged). Some,
owever, might speculate that such guidelines limit a student’s ability to

innovate.

|

Judging

It stands to reason that establishing precision in event descriptions
dicates a desire for more “scientific” decisions in judging. Yet research in
dividual events competition reveals little sense of comparative precision in
udging (Congalton, Bruschke, & Gass, 1990; Congalton, Gass & Bruschke,
3; Gass, Bruschke, & Congalton, 1990; Gass & Congalton 1991). Studies,
instance, direct our attention to the fact that critics offer a variety of
feasons for ranking and rating competitors in various events. Numerous
ontent analyses of ballots (Bartanen, 1987; Carey & Rodier, 1987; Jensen,
1989; Olson & Wells, 1988; Pratt, 1987; Preston, 1990; Scott & Birkholt, 1993)
reveal that sometimes judges offer contradictory reasons for their rankings

and ratings of contestants.
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Others (Kay & Aden, 1984; Gass, Bruschke, & Congalton, 1990; Bruschi
Congalton, & Gass, 1990) have argued that the variability can be attributedia
the judges themselves. These studies reveal a range of judge variability for t?
different competitive events. The implicit assumption underlying tir
conclusions of such research point to the fact that the subjective interpretatidr
of judges has great influence upon round by round evaluation of competito©:
In essence, the subjectiveness of judges seems to undercut any idea thtl
individual events truly can be regularized, thus contributing to the dialectitp
tension. J

Competitive Environment Jt

The competitive environment, a context which is the product of bor
coaches and competitors, is also a contributing factor to the tension betwe(ts
art and science. Training students merely to compete, for example, as oppos€
to fully educating them hinders true innovation. We stay within the acceptie
norms to ensure that our students advance to elimination rounds. Rarely (s
we encourage our students to explore stretching the parameters of an everll
especially when such innovation might incur the wrath of a more traditionu
judge. In other words, as forensics educators, our competitive blinders promip
teaching students only those formulaic equations that guarantee placingit
finals. is

At a second level, we find that competitors are often quick to imitate th
which wins. That copy cat syndrome can be detected not only in choice of topﬂ
and arrangement or development of public address speeches, but in (3
technical interpretation of literature as well. If flipping a scriptbook wi?&
then everyone flips scriptbooks. Perhaps at the expense of exploring td
subtext of the literature to understand and appreciate an individual’s artisir
interpretation, students overly focus on technique. In public address evenp
instead of finding a stylistically and argumentatively sound means ftl
explaining a concept, visual aids are added because of the unwriti
expectation that one must have them to win. |

As a result, although the competitive environment provides the forum f
innovations to be presented, successful innovations quickly becon
regularized. If medical topics are winning, then medical topics it is.a
communication analyses that employ multiple, and sometim@
incommensurate theoretical assumptions win, then we will witnesss
proliferation in the use of multiple methods for analysis. If “surprise endind’
in interpretation events wins, then we can expect to judge “surprise ending
We would argue that unfortunately, “trends” as regularization can lead
“bad science.” In other words, the need to win (often reflected in the “do it th
way” approach of coaching) can and often does supersede the “gee, thal
interesting, so let’s try it” approach to forensics education.

The individual events community, then, puts itself into a quandary
sorts. We continue to call for and in some instances reward innovation, and &
as judges, we need the security of standard guidelines to allow us to evalug2
the competition and ensure a standard of fairness for all competitors. It seer
that too rigid an adherence to the science of individual events preclud
innovation. On the other hand, too much devotion to the artistic elements
individual events precludes the reliability of evaluating particular even
Given the tension between the art and science of individual events, it
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dincumbent upon us as forensic educators, those who seek to educate students
and whose role it is to train judges, to embrace a peaceful coexistence between
he art and science of individual events. What is necessary, then, is not a
regression toward the mean, but to develop both the art AND the science of
itindividual events simultaneously, confident that overlap will occur as a result

¢then act appropriately We offer the following suggestions in an attempt to
promote * good science” which can pave the way for “good art” and still reduce

Perhaps an effort at “good science” must start with the way we train
judges. Though varied training programs exist, even leading to some states

derstand the specifics of each event and ensure some level of similarity in
performance evaluation. While the concept of judge training workshops exists
in the literature, we conclude in practice on the college and university level, it
is a rarity.

¢ A second strategy to promote “good science” is to create event descriptions
i at are suggestive and not normative. While event rules are purposefully

1St ress rewarding the artistic innovations our students present. Such
thdescriptions should highlight uniqueness, emphasizing originality while
emaining true to the foundational principles of good rhetoric and
performance. It is critical that each event be given its own set of guidelines, so
that these descriptions are specific and do not just lump together
té“interpretation events” or “public address events.” Within suggested
guidelines, critics could be reminded that such guidelines are only
“suggested,” thus encouraging some creativity from students. District IX of the
A-NIET drafted a set of evaluative criteria for each event which appears as
a cover sheet on ballots for each round of competition. These instructions not

od :
I This speech should be an original work of the student designed
: to shape, reinforce, or change attitudes, beliefs, values, and/or
af actions on the part of the audience. The speech should present

a significant problem with a realistic solution. The audience
2 should receive new information about the topic, not just hear
] arguments on controversial issues common in society. The best
4] speeches discuss a new problem facing a significant segment of
3 society, problems are best which directly affect/relate to the
de immediate audience. If a well-known problem is used, the topic
s should have a new approach so the competitor doesn’t risk
nt presenting only well-known arguments and facts. The

: structure should include a reality identifiable introduction,
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body, and conclusion. A memorable introduction should be
followed by a thesis statement and an organizational preview. ‘
The speaker should explicate theproblem in sufficient detail to !
create a need for the solution. The body of the speech should be
well organized, and use sound argument.” Many forms of
evidence from a wide variety of sources should be integrated
into the reasoning of the speech and be appropriately
documented. . . Delivery should be smooth, conversational, yet
in a presentational and professional style. The speech should
be free of lapses in memory or disfluencies. Poor enunciation or
incorrect grammar or pronunciation should be penalized. The
speaker should make effect use of sound public speaking
conventions such as rate, volume, pauses, etc. to create a sense
of concern and urgency about the topic. Time limit is 10
minutes. Excesses should be penalized appropriately
according to the severity of the violation.

There are a variety of ways such descriptions can be used, both for judg
and as basic expectations for training students what judges will be looking fi'
Attaching a copy to a ballot provides a ready reference for relativd
inexperienced judges to have a source of potential comments ready befo
evaluating a round.

Yet another way to get judges to reflect on their own “scientific” criteria
through the use of judging philosophies—i.e. communicating them f,.
competitors before a round begins. The Pacific Northwest has developed
judging philosophy booklet in which judges provide their philosophy for tl
evaluation of public address, interpretation, and limited preparation event
This booklet provides an excellent opportunity for judges to identify both fi
themselves and competitors what criteria they believe to be most importa
for respective events. Until printed philosophies become standard, judg
could give students their personal philosophies prior to a round. While th
suggestion can be difficult given today’s practice of multiple entries p
conflict pattern, as well as the difficulty of greatly modifying memoriz
performances, it does offer students the ability to honor and practice tk
foundational principle of audience analysis. For example, some judges pref:
a clearly articulated argument for the choice of a given selection of literatun
while others merely enjoy a topical introduction which prefaces the literatur
To adapt, students may wish to have several introductions prepared to suit
given judge’s preference.

Finally, the dialectical process can continue through the use of or
critiques following rounds. The judge can, and should, act as teacher, perhaj
not only ON the ballots, but also in the context of a round. Without revealir
decisions, judges could provide students with brief oral critiques. Studen
would then receive both written and immediate oral feedback from a judgi
Moreover, students could actively engage in the process of learning abot
judges, their immediate audience for competition. Such oral critiques woul
have the added benefit of fostering discussions among contestants and judge
about the nature of the activity. Perhaps not only would students learn mor
about their judges and their speeches, but judges might also gain insight ast
why students selected strategies for a particular competitive event.
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Given that thought, forensic educators must appropriately train students to
understand the tension between art and science. Again, several specific
rategies encourage coexistence. Initially, it is key that students have a
horough understanding of each event, not only what “fits” into the event, but a
working knowledge of performance choices, persuasive and rhetorical strategies
employed, etc. Too often, students just mimic what is successful and learn via
osmosis instead of asking pertinent why questions about their events. For
example, the evolution of the performance studies element in the communication
discipline has added a new dimension to the analysis of oral interpretation and
to interpretation events as well. Students regularly engage in reinterpreting the
text of literature. Artistic innovation can occur not only in performance
dimensions given the technicalities of performance, but also in the way literature
is selected, the opportunity to juxtapose characters and scenes, and in the
arrangement of texts to create arguments. As students become aware of their
textual selections, their ability to subtext material will also become more acute
and performances will be more meaningful both for performer and audience.

Naturally, students can break free from the rigors of regimentation and
repetition of events by changing each performance based on the reaction of the
audience. Learning a newfound respect of the audience is key to embracing the
dialectical tension between art and science. As Shineman (1993) explains, the
audience is an essential ingredient in each performance. Since audience, as well
as time and place, always vary, making the audience the focus of the performance
§OWS the audience to become integrated into the performance. At that level, each

o TP o el W— .~

rformance will differ and the artistic endeavor of each performance is enhanced.

Students can also flag innovations for audience members, letting them
know that they may experience something “unexpected” or “out of the
ordinary.” This can be done in the introduction, or by including a specific
disclaimer before the innovation, such as “Now, this may depart from a
traditional oratory,” or “While atypical for an ADS. . . .” While removing the
element of surprise from certain innovations may limit their effectiveness, in
many instances, this can signal a judge to pay particular attention to some
unique artistic element of the speech or performance.

A final way to embrace the tension is through the implementation of
experimental events. While Wickelgren (1989) notes that throughout history,
experimental events quickly become regularized into the national tournament
format, within the last decade, both the AFA and NFA have called for
! experimental events at the national tournament. Though the AFA-NIET
| began offering an experimental event in 1987, this five year practice ceased as
the tournament size become prohibitive. Programs that gear students to
“national competition,” would naturally favor following those events
established at national tournaments. However, at a local and regional level,
experimental events can be tried on a district-wide basis before any wide scale

introduction occurs. This allows innovation as well as pilot testing before
%vents are exposed to a national audience.
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] Conclusion

| Our contention, then, is that both art AND science are necessary in the
. perspective they give to contemporary individual events. While a certain
¢ tension between them exists, that tension has produced some outstanding
performances, while at the same time clouding the pedagogical process.
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Throughout this examination, we have sought to discuss the many ways thG
dialectical tension is manifested and offer some pragmatic suggestions for tl
peaceful coexistence, not resolution of, this tension. As the individual even
community continues to grow, the question becomes how we implement
scientific approach to judging individual events with the innovations beyor
the classical canon of invention. Competitors should not be denied t
opportunity to introduce new ways of practicing old events. Simultaneous|
judges must be willing to empower competitors to explore creative expressis
in competition. Only when forensic educators recognize this tension ai€
embrace it, armed with the full knowledge of the influence they marshal, w
individual events maximize its potential for all participants.

References
Allen, G., & Dennis, G. (1989). Everything is what it is and not another thin
A hierarchical criteria for evaluation in informative, persuasion ank
communication analysis. In L. Schnoor & V. Karns (Eds.) Perspectives i
individual events: proceedings of the first developmental conference
individual events. Mankato, MN: Mankato State University, 53-59. I

Bartanen, K. M. (1987, November). Static comments on ephemeral event
Using ballots in limited preparation events. Paper presented at the Speet ;
Communication Association Convention, Boston.

Carey, J., & Rodier, R., (1987, November). Judging the judges: A contea;.‘:
analysis of interpretation ballots. Paper presented at the Spee:

Communication Association Convention, Boston. ]
Condit, C. M. (1990). The birth of understanding: Chaste science and th
harlot of arts. Communication Monographs, 57, 323-3217. ]

Congalton, K. J.; Bruschke, J. C.; & Gass, R. H. (1990, August). Inter-judg
agreement: An analysis of the 1990 AFA and 1990 AFA-NIET natiom
individual events tournaments. Paper presented at the Seconw]
Developmental Conference on Individual Events, Denver, CO.

Congalton, K. J.; Gass, R. H.; & Bruschke, J.C. (1993, February). Inter-jud;
agreement: An analysis of the 1990, 1991, and 1992 American Forens
Association - National Individual Events Tournaments. Paper presented g
the Western States Communication Association, Albuquerque, N.M.

Craig, R. T.(1990). The speech tradition. Communication Monographs, 5,
307-314.

Dean, K. W. (1988). Judge training for individual events: Case studies callin
for clarification not prescription. Journal of the American Forensi
Association, 24, 251-257.

DeBoer, J. M, (1987, November). Originality in the marketplace: The role§
original material on the forensics circuit. Paper presented at the Speed
Communication Association Convention, Boston.



	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 cover
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 intro pgI
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 intro pgII
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 intro pgIII
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 pg1
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 pg2
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 pg3
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 pg4
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 pg5
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 pg6
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 pg7
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 pg8
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 pg9
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 pg10
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 pg11
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 pg12
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 pg13
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 pg14
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 pg15
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 pg16
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 pg17
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 pg18
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 pg19
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 pg20
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 pg21
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 pg22
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 pg23
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 pg24
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 pg25
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 pg26
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 pg27
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 pg28
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 pg29
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 pg30
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 pg31
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 pg32
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 pg33
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 pg34
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 pg35
	Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta series 81 number 1 pg36

