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CBAPTEll.I 

riatotle wrote, 1'1£ it is a disgrace to a man when 

be cannot defend himself in a bodily way, it would be odd 

not to think him disgraced when he cannot defend himself 

ith reason. Reason is more distinctive of man than i 

bodilyeffort."l 

In all Dbases of life--at home, in busineas, in 

government, in social activit tt ta to influenc 

the opinion of other people. In crat1c society it i 

believ that by integrating the results of individual 

thinkiog consensus or the t thoughts can be obtained. 

is i ossib1. in 1 t through cussion and 

t ts 0 .cy. 

trans. lIao, 
00 ( York' Iple n-eentury, ., 1932), 

pp. 5'!"..,. 

lato , Th Rhetoric 

Discu••ion emphas 
te seeks to 

Discus.ion purpo 
of a problem f Debate advoca 
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olutio .covered. D0tA t.ChP~ Ldispensabl
tthxoughin crac:y 1 and indeed, ty.2 

thus beoomes roceaure ign to giv 

proponents and opponen of ro ition al opportunity 

to present evidenc d to e nolu.ions before th 

voter th eiaion.] 

demicians, 1 n ch of debate have often 

d the belief that debate is one of the best method. 

by which reasoning skills can be taught. Nichols and 6accu 

in McLdern Debatina mention that debate helps in teaching th 

tudent to deve~op mental hablt. in usinCl facts to fo 

jUdgments, to reserve judgment until all the facts are in, 

to weiqh the evidence, and to test the conc:lusion. 4 

o Mo.evelt sugDOrted debate as is evidenced 

in bis article appearing 

903, when he pointed out that one of the pec~iar values of 

(New York 

J. 
D • ero 

t My 1 
:ompany,

ceus, ~~__ 
York_ Inc., 1936),• 
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n9 \'18B the training it" g~ve ODe in thinking clearly 

5
"'j............;I.
 

~heri.hed liberties-, freedom of sDeech. can be maintained 

only through creating and oerpetuatinQ debat•• o B. L. Ewbank 

in his article, "What •8 Righ~_!i~ Debate? II tells us that 

d to out-gai 

in abi~itv to think criticallv. u7 Freeley 

ntaina that debate 18 the study of arqumentation 1 debat 

ill help us to make rational decisions ourselves and to 

cure rat~onal decisions from others. 8 Debate teaches tb 

ility of free speech and promotes the ability to UB 

that riQht accordinQ to Robert Turner. 9 LearninQ to r 

cited 

1955) , 

alter 
(Boatona Lit , 

n t' 9 Right Witb Debate?, II 
Quarterly Journal Rf Speech, XXXVXI, p. 197. 

(Ban 
Francisco I p. 1. 

Turner, orensics?," 
r, 1941),QUarterly Journal. .2f Speech 
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ritere 

inherent o lind 

t i th mnn,.....I"I,ce 0 

• VaJ.u • 
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XI. DBPIHrTZONS OF TERMS U 

n or purpo of 

-is stuay I worth l ....en~a, 

in th ucational groces.. The sources investigated by th 

Ve*wy. t val 

n 
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writer used the terms objectives, goa18, aavantagea, an 

values on an interchanQeable basis. Thia was accepted on 

is that when a debate director sets up certain goalg, 

, auw ODJect1ves_~9r his_p~ogram it would follow 

student should realizEl__ thr9ugh these goals th 

of debate. Thua, when searching for values of debat... , 

goal., advantages, and ob1ectives of debate were interoreted 

as poss1.ble IIvalues" derived from debate DuticiDation. 

DepaW· The t in this study refers to th 

con t d ting common to Qnsas high schools in which ch 

t 'a ersi n ual opportunity to pr nt 

ca for or against resolution. 

The Kansas State High 

chaol Activities Association has divided the high schools of 

as into three classifications for interscholastic 

urpoaes. Class AA schools include the f1 fty-six high 

cnools with the large.t enrollm.ent J class A the next sixty­

.... 
four, and class B the r 

ociation,llKansa ctivit 
, 1963), p. 



is revi 

in the folluwJ.nq 9 ...... • pr jg 
-

niII whil 

in pter 11_. summary, conclusions, d 

for appear in IV. 

LIT ,'1'0III. o 

ia, through tho· use of a questionnaire, investi­

gated the scbola.tic standing, leadership ability, and 

tracurricular activities of championship 

chaol debaters. The questionnaire included 27 stat 

championship teams dating from 1917 to 1948 and includ 

154 debaterg. 

cholastica1ly, 84 per cent of the debaters were in 

upper 20 per cent of their graduating Ci8sses, 00 p 

cent were in the uopar 10 per cent, 6 per cent were in th 

verage of the QraduatinQ class. None of the debater 

questioned was below averaqe. Considered excellent in the 

litles of leadership were 02 per cent of the debaterq. 

11 per cent were not rated highly and no answers wer 

for the remaininq 7 per cent. Co11ecre wa 
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ttended by 70 r cent 0 na 40 per cent 

gradu 

rg1s ree.iv ne of the debater 

ho agreed high scbool d recom­

nded t student in h.igb a Qebate. They felt 

Contest debatina w 

r 

ve them individu 

- va th 

1so thought 

12lie concern.

academic in on th 

c011eg ev • o cr with being of• 
vaJ.ue in ov stage fri ,...••• ...na poise, 8el£­

leadar., 

appearedit 

c:onfid asauranc.... 

d tu than 

one hundr and fifty fo r t1niver.ity 0 

repr ntinQ the fields of law, sale d advertising, 

chi 80: nty-five 0 occupatio • 

1"'00 ote on ChampioDship Debaterg, 
Speech. XXXIV (February, 1948), 

ter 

p. 57. 
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McGraw 

b 
per 
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_ 
UniVATAity of Southern 

1931), 

t the result 

of debatin 

urriculum. l 

c
 

oratoric 

of each 

'y director. and critics of the speech arts, of critic 

tea by administrators of speech contests, of books on 

tional theory, of pamphlets dealing with particul 

tigations of contest practice. and of bulletins uaed 

y roren81C associations of variowg ~Vg.U __

8 a result of her study, Curry found debate the most 

luabl. of the four types of cont••te because it contributed 

vay or Debating in th 
istrict,1I 

pp. 80-100. 
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i 

At-.n;l-nt' BOCJ.al velooment1 

1 alutne 

actual pr-eaentat10 f rial,ore t 

re COODer r
 

unity to speaking.
no.........
 

ontests according to 

oll-OWSI 

(1) 

onver 

nliahtened 

t in langu8gSpeech 00 tuat 

(2) 

(3) 
(4) 
( 
(6) 
(7) 
(8)
 
(
 

(10) 

• 

nistrativ 

rt eti.ldy n att t to apprai 

ttitu it practiced 

of I , IIIin the high nsin. 

rtin I. central o 'hat principals 

Cont'Al:lfo. 

'peech 
ter's 

, 
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o 1. thought goo d
 

'hat they thought ob1ec
 

u i 

in 

.rUn' onclusion was that the more important 

tua~ly beinguC! 

con chool 

. nistrator.... O»jBC~~~ 

1i 

t cationsl 

V1C ill OV etnpbasiz. • t lid obj tion 

r ttacked manner in whioh the activity 

, rather than inherent nature of debate .16 

pur~e 0'£, m;)DB tcckda~-· tudy w 

members of tional ¥or~.l.C venna, Ohio. 

The results of the B t showed that 95.1 r cent 

of re81)ondent lt that i rsCholaliltic ch d 

contribution to the cardinal princiclea of tion. Ther 

seemed 1:0 ,uch carr ,1 fr high school to 

college tbrou the interscholastic oh prog:r nd thi 

__ 1 0n, 
ruuw"atarn
tate Oniv

-72. 

niet ti 
tates,"High 

(unp ity of 10' 
10 

i th chol 1c ,eea.h. 

t questio ir 1 'ho had b 

• 
in Thr 
thesig, 

), pp. 
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r 

inltlng. 

~8ity, 

fr 

J:1OWaJ.l 

terg. 

o went on t 

ould be devoted 

nd 91.5 oer 

2.4 per cent felt 

ignificanUy 

illi 
ting on Critic 

(1943), e. 100. 

to 

conclud 

d 

forensics. over 

their children to p 

interscholastic 

criti 

17 

Particip 
School (1 

te Un! 

r ondents, 

tically 

cent 

tic II 1 

ly. Of tho 

cieated in colle9 

~ooer c nts fe~t that th 

ontinue to b 

're tim 

to it. d encourag 

in this activity.17 

chool ting on 

i It d 

on test f critic d non­

owell t Un cannot 

thi . . . r tnt that t training • . . 
ill in critical thinking. 1118 

rt Edmonds Stockdal~, Value to th 
of Interscholastic t Ravenna High 

28-1949)," (unpublished 1 8 thesis, Kent 
Kent, Ohio, 1950), IP. 53-80. 

of High School 
Speesb Monograoh, X 
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,001 
1s 

in 

ct... 
aional 

o 

ven valu 

vance to justify 

the v 

practical training for 

attention on 

OIJU,l;.D1 

ch teachers caD 

for 8uDsrior students in the non-sclene 

unChanged. 

11 

eor 

progr 

2 

15 

ther 

tin 

In disc 

th, "Coordinating Classroom 
ith the Extracw:ricular PrOClr 

SPeech Teacher' Xl: (1957), D. 21.... 

advanced bys 

cording to BOW8~11 

19 

gifted students, Bradley ~oou 

debate in 

of d 
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t 

t E. Gr cticaJ. Training 
tudents, Speech Teagher, VIII (1959), 

t 

c 
• • 

ircUy, 

ternativ 
. ___ _ debate, th 
debaters oome to look 

to 
n 

or 
pp. 
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tUdy believed debating had belped them in their presont 

n. Other studies 61ted havo .hown that 

textbooks attribute certain. values to debet 

11 aa the deri -
following chepter.will,explalD the proce4 

.ed 1n aetermining the correiat,16n of (le:bate Va.LU•• 

rated by directors o~ debate and DV students of ......."-'U "'.... 



II 

The research produced 8:10n9 and unwieldly listing 

of values which this writer synthesized since many of th 

values were duplicated in different sources, and many of 

them varied only in the wordinq of the statement. TIl 

basic oriterion for the synthesis was to reta~n the essenc 

of the va1ues, and at ~e same time bring each down to 

,ore concise and manageable form for questionnaire us8g.... 

for example, one source stated that "debate was v8luaD~e as 

it helped a student to 1mprove 1\18 COll\J)Osure." Anotner 

tioned that debate was valuable for it "aided th 

tudent in becoming more self-confident. 1I These two valu 

could be combined and stated as fo11ow8 without distracting 

from the essence of each I Debate is valuable ae it helps a 

tudent gain poise and self-eonfidenc"". 

C 

) A closed questionnair 

hosen because it was easier for the recipient to complet 

d thus was more likely to be completed and returned to 

-
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o that 

Y of the 

to the rang 

t 

trativaly 

rticular study, 

d 

i 

........'......ant .. 

expedient for compiling thre 

ti 

f an ldeal measur 

q 

0, for 

t ..... 

clo. 

4. A perfect instrument should yield absolute rath 
readinQB, or Bcor._. 

rfect instrument should be sensitivv. 

ct instrument should be available in 
duplicate for.... 

7. A perfect instrument should be accompanied by 
norms or standards for interpr 

8. A perfect instrument should yield readings, or... ... 
cores, free fro 

• closed questionnaire encompassed the first 

actoristic as it was administratively feasible to 

f 

2. A perfect in8truman 
of the character 

3. 

1. 

wr1t8r. 

closed questionn 

p. 320. 

cnaracteristic 
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ir ith• 

::I.ve-st o the it ,0tb 

rat • 

ida you in developiDQ Doi d If-eonfidenc.... 

1 2 3 5 
Somewhat One of thOne 0 

poor••t 2 or tter 2 or 3 
3 cour.ee cour 

l1e any rati 1s highly 

ubjectiv.. , prov1d for 1 

units of ••ible. By using 

n red .cale the ..........._ .......t yield th 

t 
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rlcally. 1:1: nec 

ouJ.d provi c .d yet retain 

the e••ence of each s~d.~ds or norms needed 

to interpret th contained within the actual 

instrument, i.e., th 

19htb c or a rfect inatr nt i 

that it should yield r in or scores fr from error. 

There is no perfect in this respect; howey 

ording of 

the clo queBtionnair id not lend itself to rror 

than oth 1nstr ta of th design. In dition to 

the rating Bcale, san opportunity Drovided 

and directors to "write in" y thought ould 

have been included. 

(Appendix B) Th 
-- ----- • 

questionnaire was "prete.ted " wi th thirty 

Teachers ColleQe varsity debaters and Kansas State Teacher 

College students not directly concerned with debet..... 

purpose of this validation was an attempt to make certain 

the instrument was as precise a. po.sible and was valid. 

The validation showed no need tor revising the queBtionnair..... 
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y.is 0 carr1ea out by two 

statistical procedure.. (1) Order 

Coefficient of Correlati 3 (2) -test for lysi 

of Variance. 24 

• The population for 

this study was limited to those student. and their 

ligible to represent their respective high school 

as AA, A, and B State Debate Tournaments in 1963 

(Appendix C). 

The rat.ionals for this decision was the pmmise. if 

these student. had demonstrated their debating activiti 

11 enough to represent their respective high schools at 

the state tournament, they were more likely to be able to 

recognize a larger number of values in debating than tho 

ith abilities of a lesser degree. This does not imply that 

only state debaters can recognize value8, it is 8imply based 

on tne a.8umption the8e students may have become more de.ply 

23 
~.. • 88. 

2~~., p. 180. 
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l't ~........ to 1at 

t 1 

involv • 

tudents in 01 

, 24 u in class B high 

chool•• reoeivea the 

q tionnair d class A, and 6 director 

f oJ-alie Chool•• 1 mailing was lOS questionnair 

to students and 2 ire. to directors of debatQ. 

was a letter from th, 

ia committee members of th 

in1n9 the purposes of th 

project indices , , 

had not r onded. 

date of 1l1n9, tollow-up 1 

G) .• Two weeks after 

nt to those who 

InterDretation ~£ nata. When the questionnaires had 

been returned and tabulat.~, the data were analyzed by th 

pp1ication of two statistical techniques. The Spearman-

gl:UJrown Rank Order Coefficient of Correlat1on~:J ( 0-1 - 2 )
ii-I) 

2SIbid., p. 88 
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usea to determine the consistency 9f agreement between 

tudents within their three classes, the director 
I 

ithin their three classe., ~d b~tween tho different 

classes of 

-

students and director. (Appendix B) • 

•+ 
\ 

ratings for valu•• among"different claaa.s of high school 

atudent. was run a. wae ananalyailil of variance of th 

ratings for values among different cla••ea of high achaol 

debate director. (AppendiX: I). 

resented and interDretid in ChaDtar III. 

26 o.~., ~. 

lyei 



PRESEm'A DilTBRPRETATION 0 ,TA 

The Droblem of this studY was to determine if any 

correlation exist. between	 the rating of debate values by 
-

-

directors of debate and .t~~ent.of debate in the high- - , 

school. of Kansas. The nul-I "hypothesi. was that there would 

be no significant diffcu:enc8s 'b~etweeD director. ratings ofI 

values and debaters I ratings of debate values.
 

pearman-Brown Bank Oraer corr~ation was used to
 

f any correlation existed.
 

debAte in. C,UI@CI 

~ school., debAte J.A £401151 

.IW;W sc;hools J 

~ schools Rot Kansas? 

Examination of Table I tween the ratings of debat 

Val.ues by director. of debate in claas , ClAS8 d 

c1aa high schools of Kansas rev 81Q'Dificant 

relationship ere found. us, th ub hypothesis that 
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iff.reo bAt:wAAn d.1reoto 

ificat10ns 0 

I 

p 

.5516 
6 B .3531 

.2426 

lanation for the lack of significant 

a divergence of 

debate training. It i8 not unlikely coaches in smaller 

chools have had little, if any, formal experience in 

tinCl. Obviously, there would be a di.parity in the 

rating of ·values u between thoae who bad little or no 

rience and tho.. who had much forenaic baOk9~ound and 

training. 

• 

tl 

e no sicmiI:1Canul 

ratina. 0 

9 
9 
6 

ioh schoole 

difference. could be the coache. have sucb 
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schools; 

JI':W,....... "" , 

of 
p 

21 .8241 
48 25 B *.7945 
21 A 2 **.720 

* Significant at 1 l.ev
.* Sianificant at 5 r cent level 

4 



students s! debate 
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A......,.. schools, 

TABLE III 

CORRELATIO: 
, A, 

Classification Students 
of 

Coaches P 

9 .42 
A 21 6 -.120 

6 .5260 

Ihawn, ther no ficant f 

coxre.LII1:,,1.on_ ypo is thatindicated by 
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30 

there wo b ,0 sianif t Q1rterenCBs between rating 

V1\J.uua between of 

no 8 biah -
8 t istent. wi• 

b 

- ible r 

be offered in 1anation. ~though the term llvalu-" 

£i n tuay, atill diffioult to giv 

preci 0,;.010:0.1.IOD at ~ o (val ) to 

11 thl V ing interpretations 0 

th ff.ct tin correlation... 

It i Iso ibIs th tudenta had Iher agreement 

if they emphasized 1 -.-1 . .,. , 19, poi
 

n
 fiaenee, n' r IS, r tisfaetory 

jU8tment _bile the teacher ized th r 

c va1u ucb number 14, r , number 1... , 

or the truth, or number 1... , ina bo i of 

!S8U.... 

'1'h r i the possibilIty r val 

not fo lly recognized by t tudents until veral 

years arter their training_ 
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There were• 

only three values with significant variance. value number 20, 

"debate 1s valuable in heloing better understand the view­

oints of people with whom you workr value number 18, "seeing 

both sides of an issue, n and value number 19, "gaining poi 

elf-confidence. u Debate coaches showed the most 

greament on va~ue n~er 2, "debate is helpful in phrasing 

concepts in olear and concise language." Their greatest 

disagreement was on value number 20. 

plausible explanation tor agreement on these thr 

be that almost every academic araa can 01 

their particular subject gives these same values. Th 

uea are 80 much a by-product at the educational 

that it is difficult to separate anyone of tb 

three and say 1t applies specifically to debate. 1.t i 

tirely possible academicians within several different 

ould agree that these three values are a by-product 

of their specific area of 'knowledge and research. It is also 
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i 

int t to no o r r to th 

Cardinal c1pl.. of Bducat.1.on. 

VA.LUBg Among Coaches s 1 ,bows th 

analysis of varianc D9 ts in c rison to th 

coach riance on identical value. It is int tlng 

to DO that the value aD WIUCll th tudant 

,ost agr int w val on whi the coach 

disagreement-number 20, "debate belps in 

bettl naing Viewpoints of people with whom you work. II 

th 

• 

ue with which the student 

t-number 3, U gaining qual!tie. of goo 

leadership·-' value on which the coaches had clo. 

greement. -ratio for coach•• was .1965, fo 

.2529. Qth value on Which the studen 

gr 

,ch agr 

nt--n r 15, uIDCUU.Dlij tl.factory 80cial jU nt"­

shown on • low coach which 

indicat they greement over is Va.LU.... 

, •do27 
( 
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v
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IV ( ~nu.a) 

nt at* 
.t at** 
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StlMMARy. I COMMENDA'l'I• 

I. 
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-­ be no 

8ign1ficantcorrelat!on between d.U:ectora I ratings of d8bat, 

, ratings of the•• values.
 

tudent and coach particioants in the 1962-63 Sti
 

ournament in ala•• AA, Ai and B high schools of
 

re selected for this study. Bach was given a 11B 

of debate valu•• to rate in term. ot their degree of import­

nce. opportunity was qiven for students and coaches to 

ite in values they thouaht should be 1nclud 

II. COBCWSI 

yei. a ranlUDg8 between director nd 

Correlation
 

nd th -teat for al.ysis 0 riane...
 

carri out b e 

1. 

z • 
in cl , l\aD.aaa lncuca no 

rel 'n~pH. u., e 8 ,ypothesis therealgnl 

igh sahool 

ors of d 



ould b t fferencis·b.tween rector'" •9 

f debate VILLUIIS c iflcation8 of 

high school eDt. • 

2. 

la8 

the ratings 
1. 
tudent 
.choola, 

Kanaas?cl 

atudent 1.. .Chool. • 
iqhe.~ aqreement va.Lu.s. U t t. 

.d coache. f clas8 .choo~. 1 t point of 

9reemen~ ( -.1204). 



On the basis of the rho calcu.lations I there was no 

ignificant difference between the qroups. The null 

hypothesi. there woul 

between the ratings of values between debate students and 

f claas AA, A, and B high schools was aoceptg~• 

• of Valu 
chool 

ignific............. 

Thes ia valu.able 1n helping 

under. o:1Dt you work", 

n r 18, i n iasue ", and number 19, 

"gainin ia .d 1 c•• II 

ly.i. 0 h. tings5. 
Coaches 

only I'val.u." With • alQn1~lcant F ratio 

nUJD1)er 3, "gaining qua~itl.s of good leadership. 

6. W'r1te-in VUuea. 

Several students wrote in additional value., however, 

nalysis showed these vuue. to be identical in meaning 

with tho.e listed on the auestionnaire. 
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III. BBCOMMENDATIaN3 

1.. .tudy showed that there i. little correlation 

- of debate r'valu•• " between coaches an 

tudenta ana among ooaChes. liOWever, Ulere was some agr 

t amonQ student. on the "value" of .....__-... 

- -­ t the following propositions for 

further 8tUClya 

___v..- .........""""".... lng the ratings given eacb valu
• 

by coaches and debatara. Thi. would 

aVailable more information concerning th 

1£1c Q1sagr_~~. 

2. A follow-up of this study w1th similar per.onnel 

could	 prove valuable in showing wbether or not 

t8 and coaches changed theJ..r emphaai 

• they mature. The result 

could then be compared in an effort to stabilize 

our subjectivity in discu88ing debate nvalu••• II 

3. Research could be conducted to determine why 

is d1.aQre.mant amana coaches and, more 

iticalJ.y, what the diaac:rreemant is. 
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RAT .TE VALi 

t Qpplies to you.Please cU'e 
, 
le 

chool: Cl A, Class B 

D IONS: 
to which debat

of value
lease 

Lber 

One of tho poorest One of the better 
2 or 3 courses or 3 courses 

1 2 3' 4 5 

In your opinion, debate activity is valuable in: 

1 2 3 4 5 reason
 

1 2 3 4 5 sectnR both sides of an issue
 

1 2 3 4 5 gainin
 elf-confidenc"
 

1 2 3 4 5
 oints 0 ople 

1 ~ 3 4 5 di t and opinion 

1 2 3 4 5 analyzing and 1nfluenci ludiences 

1 2 3 4 5 search1ng e th 

1 2 345 rating nts into 

1 2 3 4 5 gaininll a more c ourself 

1 2 345 objective in lSSllJ 

ource 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 345 10.ct 

nt and 
1 

1 2 3 4 5 phrasln2 your ~oncepts in cl and concise langua 



1 2 3 4 5 develooinR a tlonin2 attituae 

1 2 3 4 5 stimulating your interest in questions of public 
concer 

1 2 3 4 5 extracting information trom source terials 

1 2 3 4 5 utiliZinR library facllit 

l23l.5 f ~ood leadership 

1 2 3 4 5 tlsfactory social adjustments 

1 2 345 rving aa a motivation for you to do better 
rk 1n your other cours 

In the space rovided below, feel fr to write in and rate any additional 
values not tioned above \mich you f 1 are inherent in debate activity. 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5
 

1 2 345
 

1 2 3 4 5
 

1 2 3 4 5
 

Pie check the activit in which you either have, or are participating. 

IC (band, chorus, en 1e, etc.) 

PUBLICATII (yearbook, school paper, etc.) 

SPEECH (debate, dec1am, ete.) 

D~~TICS (plays, etc.) 

(basketball, track, etc.) 

STUDENT GOVEBNHENT (student counCil, etc.) 

leER IN ANY se TIV1TY(N. F. L. , Ii'. H. A. J Pep 
Club, etc.) 





~IDATI' Q1m)TIONNAIltE 

• 

r valul;.. t 

on th 
th 

Thank you. 

ch 



RAT SCALE AtE VAtU 

Please circle the response that applies to you. 
s A. Class B 

DIRECTIO 

degr2e 
or haD 

1 2 3	 5 

Very little than Averaae val' ave avera A 8uperior amount 
value lu	 Iu of value 

1 2 3 4 5 Debate has R.iven you training in reasoning 

1 2 3 4 5 Debata fo~ces you to both G of ~n issue 

1 2 3 4 5 Dabat~ aelf-conf1dence in ,peaking 

1 2 3 4 5 D~bate t 

111 

ou how to work with of:.'lCir people and to better 
understa ir v1ewpo.intlJ 

1 2 345 you about collecting and judging information, 
between fact and opinion 

1 2 3 4 5 Debate has given you training in analysing and influencing audiences 

1 2 3 4 5 Deb 6bt you to ch for truth 

1 2 3 4 5 b'on you train in bow to think quickly as ~'1el1 as 

1 2 3 4 5	 Debate has provided training in or and integrating many 
arnumente into a couar(mt whole 

1 2. 3 4 5	 Debate training haD Riven vou 2l ina of yourtielf 

1 2 3 4 5	 Debate has taufdlt you to 

1 2 3 4 5	 Deb:J.b teaches you to pull to r .d materials dr from 
a var:Lety ()f sources 

experiences have taught you to support your position, 
nt ~nd carefully documented factual mato~1al 

1 2 3 4 5 

t iss1les 

(turn to next page) 



le of Debato Valuer;; 

you to phrale your concepta in clear and conebe 

1 2 3 4 5 Debate teaches you to develop a questionning attitude and ha. 
aroused your interest in questions of public f;onccrn 

1 2 3 4 5 Debate has taught you to scan newspaper and magazine articles 
haw to 'tet the material out of them tn a minimum of t~ 

1 2 345
 

)~OUI 2 3 4 5 te 

I 2 3 4 5 Your _
social adjustnlen

d mo tisfactory 

In the space provided below. ill Bny Bddit 1 values not 
ti! training.ntioned above. which you f 

I 2 S 4 5 

I 2 3 4 5
 

I 2 345
 

I 2 3 4 5
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THE KANSAS STATE TEACHERS COLLEGE - EMPORIA
 

May 7, 1963 

Dear Debate student 

As a graduate student of speech at the Kansas state Teachers 
College of Emporia, I am conducting a study of debate values. 

This study is limited in the respect that only schools who 
participated in this years state Debate Tournaments are eli ­
gible. You can see that it is important to have as many 
returns as possible. 

will you please rate the values on the enclosed rating sheet 
and return it to me in the enclosed self-addressed envelop. 

As a typical student I am afraid I am battling a May 17 dead­
line. I would appreciate hearing from you as soon as possible. 
A summary of the results of the study will be forwarded to 
all who participate. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely 

~#'dB:-J"-
Terry W. Williams 

Enclosure 

"1t'1urt itptdt, itPIID1tJ9-. AI 





THE KANSAS STAT TEACHER COLLEGE - EMPORIA
 

May 7, 1963 

Dear Debate Student 

Enclosed you will find a rating scale of debate values which 
is a part of a research project being conducted by Mr. Williams. 

The Department of Speech here at Kansas State Teachers College 
feels that this project will be valuable to debate students 
and we urge you to complete the form and return it as soon 
as possible. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely 

~tJ~ 
Richard A. Hildreth 
Associ~e Professor of Speech 
Thesi£A.dvisor 

George R. R. Pf 
Professor of Sp'ech 
Thesis Committee member 

enc 

"'W/ud k ptdt, k PIdJ!lJ9-. "
 





THE KANSAS STATE TEACHERS COLLEGE - EMPORIA 

May 7, 1963 

Dear Debate Coach 

As a graduate student of speech at the Kansas state Teachers 
College of Emporia, I am conducting a study of debate values. 

This study is limited in the respect that only schools who 
participated in this years state Debate Tournaments are eli­
gible. You can see that it is important to have as many 
returns as possible. 

will you please rate the values on the enclosed rating sheet 
and return it to me in the enclosed self-addressed envelop. 

As a typical student I am afraid I am battling a May 17 dead­
line. I would appreciate hearing from you as soon as possible. 
A summary of the results of the study will be forwarded to 
all who participate. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely 

/UJIrt##'Jt~r 
Terry W. williams 

enc 

"'W/ud k fNdt, k pII/)109-. 11 





THE KANSAS STATE TEACHERS COLLEGE - EMPORIA
 

May 7, 1963 

Dear Debate Coach 

Enclosed you will find a rating scale of debate values 
which is a part of a research project being conducted by 
Mr. Williams. 

The Department of Speech here at Kansas State Teachers 
College feels that this project will be valuable to debate 
coaches and we urge you to complete the form and return it 
as soon as possible. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely 

~(/~~ 
Richard A. Hildreth 
Associate Professor of Speech 
Thes~dvisor 

'~'L/H'P:' 

R. pf1a 
Prof~ssor of spee.lh 
Thesis Committee ~ember 

Enclosure 

"WIud k fJi"t, k PIdi109-. "
 





ISTRIBlJTION (Jg COAC 

Class AA Class A Class B 
Value N ... 9 N ... 6 N = 6 

1 42 3.5 25 10 30 2 
2 37 15 25 10 29 7 
3 37 15 24 15.5 30 2 
4 35 17 21 19 24 17 
5 43 1.5 27 1 23 19 
Q 39 12.5 20 17 29 7 
7 32 19.5 26 2.25 27 13 

41 5.5 26 2.25 28 11 
9 32 19.5 21 19 23 19 

10 40 9 25 10 29 7 
11 43 1.5 26 2.25 29 7 
12 40 9 25 10 29 7 
13 40 9 25 10 26 15.5 
14 40 9 2S 10 29 7 
15 41 5.5 25 10 27 13 
16 42 3.5 25 10 29 1 
17 40 9 26 2.25 20 2 
18 39 12.5 24 15.5 26 15.5 
19 37 15 21 19 27 13 
20 34 18 25 10 23 19 



UlWl!fll DISTR.IBUTION 

Class A Cl 
Value N .. 48 N = 21 N :s 2S 

1 235 1 99 3 110 4.5 
2 225 4.5 100 2 112 2 
3 231 2 101 1 113 1 
I. 193 15 67 16 98 16 
5 185 17 38 14.. 5 105 9.5 
6 225 4.5 96 8 110 4.5 
7 184 18 79 18.5 103 11.5 

229' :3 97 6 109 6.5 
176 19 80 17 89 20 

10 218 6 94 10 101 14 
11 216 S3.5 90 11.5 105 9.5 
12 217 7 98 4 109 6.5 
13 207 11.5 97 6 103 11.5 
14 212 10 95 9 102 13 
15 207 11 .. 5 97 6 1 
16 216 8.5 88 14.5 111 3 
17 199 14 78 20 96 17 

203 13 89 13 100 15 
19 167 16 90 11.5 90 19 
20 162 20 79 18.5 93 18 





2 FOB. F RATIOS (U4' COACms AIID DEBAT" 

C 

Class AA 
N = 9 

Class A 
N = 6 

Class B 
N "" 6 

Value X X
2 

X X2 K X2 

1 3-4 c 12 
6·5 = 30 

40 

3·16 "'" 48 
6.25 ." 150 

'i9G 

1-1 
1·4 
4·5 

~ 

= 
= 

1 
4 

20 
25 

1­ 1 .. 
1-16 = 
4-25 "" 

1 
16 

100 
117 

6-5 = 30 
30 

6·25 ::I 150 
EO 

2 3-4 "" 12 
5·5 = ~ 

37 

3·16 
6.25 

... 

.. 
48 

150 
198 

1·2 
2-4 
3-5 

"" 
"'" 
"" 

2 
8 

15 
25 

1·4 
2.16 
3·25 

.. 
= 
= 

4 
32 
75 

111 

1-4 = 4 
5.5:;;0 25 

29 

1-16 
5-25 

= 
"'" 

16 
125 m 

3 3-4 .. 
5·5 "" 

12 
II 
37 

3·16 ... 
5.25 ... 

48 
125 
173 

1-1 
1·3 
4.5 

"" 
== 
== 

1 
3 

20 
24 

1·1 
l·g 
4·25 

"" 
:= 

"" 

1 
9 

100 
110 

6·5 = ~ 
30 

6-25 .. 150 

4 2·3 "" 
6.4 "" 
1-5 = 

6 
24 
5 

35 

2·9 
6.16 
1·25 

"" 
"'" 
= 

1B 
96 
25 

D9' 

1·1 .. 1 
1.3 = 3 
3·4 "= 12 
h5= .2 

21 

1·1 
1.9 
3·16 
1·25 

= 
== 
"" 
"" 

1 
27 
48 
25 

101 

1-3 ... 3 
4.4 = 16 
1- 5""' 5 

~ 

1.9 
4.16 
1-25 

::I 

== 
a 

9 
64 
25 

5 2-4 
7-5 

= 8 
= 35 

2-16 
7-25 

= 32 
= 175 

20i 

1-2 
5·5 

= 
= 

2 
25 
27 

1-4 
5.25 

"'" 4 
= 125 

129 

1-3 := 

4.5 = 
3 

20 
23 

1-9 
4·25 

= 9 
= 100 

109 

6 1-2 a 

3-4 .., 
5-5 "" 

2 
12 
25 
39 

1·4 
3-16 
5-2.5 

... 
"" 
== 

4 
48 
ill 
177 

1·1 = 1 
1-3 =: 3 
2.4 =: 8 
2.5 = 10 

22 

1·1 
1.9 
2.16 
2·25 

= 
... 
"" 
= 

1 
9 

32 
aQ.
92 

1·4 ::: 
5-5 .. 

4 
25 
29 

1-16 
5.25 

= 
:= 

16 
12 
ill 

7 1-2 = 2 
4.3 = 12 
2·4 = 8 
2.5 a 10 

32 

1·4 
4.9 
2.16 
2·25 

... 
"" 
"" 
"" 

4 
36 
32 
SO 

122 

1·2 ;= 

h4= 
4.5 =­

2 
4 

20 
26 

2"4 
1.16 
4.25 

:= 8 
= 16 
:= 100 

124 

3-4 "" 
3.5 = 

12 
15 
27 

3·16 
3.25 

"" 
= 75-123 

8 4.4 = 16 
5.5 = 25 

4i' 

4·16 
5·25 

"" 
= 

64 
1:ll 
139 

1·2 = 2 
1-4-= 4 
4.5 = 20 

26 

1·4= 
1-16 "" 
4-25 ... 

4 
16 

100 
iT 

2·4 :::0 

4.5 ::: 
8 

20 
28 

2.16 
4.25 

"" 
co 

32 
100 
ill 



.- -	
Clast 
.. • 

_ 2 
X X

2 
X X2 

9	 1.2 = 2 1.4 = 4 1.1 :2 1 1·1 ::: 1 1.2 = 2 1.4 
OIl	 ... a3.3 c 9 3.9 27 - 3 1.9 9 2.3 • 6 2.9 11.3 

1;.4 ::: 16 [;.16 = 64	 3·4 =:I 12 3·16 • 48 3.5 • 15 3.25 • 75 
1.5 :::	 5 1.25 ::> 25 1·5 => 1~25 :: l5 23 101.2. 

32 120	 21 83 

10	 1.3 .. 3 1.9 ... 9 1.1 = 1 1.1 = 1 1.4 = 4 1.16 ::: 1 
3.t~ = 12 3.16 ... [~	 1·4 ... 4 1·16 ::> 16 5.. 5 c ~ 5·25 ... 125 
5.5	 25 5.. 25 125 4.5 ::: 20 4.25 clOD 29 141 

40 182 25 117 
I:: co 

11 2·4 = 8 2.16 ... 32 1·1 ... 1 1·1 ::: 1 1.4 .. 4 1·16 = 16 
7·5 ... 35 1.25 = 115 5·5 = 25 5.25 ::.: 125 5.5 a 25 5.25 .. 125 

43 207 26 126 29 ill 

12	 5.4 ... 20 5.16 I:: 80 1.1 ... 1 1·1 ... 1 1·4 = 4 1.16 a 16 
-5	 '" 20 4.25 ... 100 1·4 = 4 1·16 == 16 5.5 = 25 5.25 ... 125 

40 iBO 4.5 ::: 20 4·25 "" 100 29 m 
E 117 

13	 5.4 ::: 20 5.16 = SO 1.1 ::: 1 1.1 ... 1 1.1 ... 1 1·1 ... 1 
4.5 ::> 20 4.25 ... 100	 1.4 ... 4 1·16 ... 16 5.5 a 25 5·25 ... 125 

40 180 4.5 ::: 20 4.25 ... 100 26 126 
B 117 

14	 2.3 ... 6 2·9 = 113 1·1 .... 1 1.1 .. 1 1.4 => tl- 1·16 ... 1 
1·4 "" 4 1·16 = 16 1·4 ::: 4 1·16 = 16 5·5 = 25 5.25 c 125 
6·5 ::: 30 6·25 = 150 4·5 • 20 4·25 a 100 29 141 

40 164	 25 117 

15	 4.4 ... 16 4·16 = 64 1.1 D 1 1.1 ... 1 3.4 ... 12 3·16 
5.5 ::: 25 5.25 = 125	 1.4 "'" 4 1.16 ::: 16 3.5 = 15 3·25 ... 75 

41 m 4.5 ...	 20 4.25 = 100 21 ill 
25 ill 

16	 3·4 = 12 3·16 == 48 1·1 ... 1 1·1 ... 1 1·4 ::: 4 1·16 = 1 
6.5 ... 30 6.25 = 150	 1·4 = 4 1.16 ... 16 5.5 ::: 25 5.25 D 125 

42 198 4.5 = £Q. 4.25 :::	 100 29 m 
111 

11	 2.3 a 6 2.9 :::; 18 1·1 :: 1 1·1 = 1 6·5 = 30 6.25 = 150 
1.4 =	 4 1·16 ... 16 5.5 = 2S 5·25 == 12. 
6.5 - 30 6.25 ::: 150 26 ill
 

40 is
 



co. 

Class A ClallB B 
N = 6 

2 2 X2Value X X X X X . 
ICI:IS18 1·3 3 1.9 • 9 1.1 = 1 1.1 1 1·3 ::= 3 1.9 - 9 

4·4 = 16 4.14 ... 64 1·3 • 3 1.9 '"' 9 2·4 :;: 8 2·16 = 3 
IS1.·5 = 20 4.2.5 ... 100 (•• 5 20 4.25 :2 lOa 3.5 == 15 3.25 :2 15 

39 173 24 110 26 it=' 

19 1·2 =0 2 1.4 ... 4 1.1 • 1 1.1 .. 1 3.4 co 12 3.16 '" 
:25.4 ::= 20 5.16 80 1.3 ::; 3 1.9 = 9 3.5 = 15 3. 

3·5 = !L 3.25 ::: 75 3.4 .., 12 3.16 a 48 27 
37 159 1-50:: .2- 1·25 

2 

0 4-3 = 12 4·9 == 36 1.2 ". 2 1.4 4 2·3 = 6 2.9 = 1"" 
co 

2.5= 10 2.25 = 50 3-5 15 3·25 = 75 1·5 = 5 1.25 z: 25 
3.t. ::: 12 3·16 48 2·4 == 6 2.16 = 32 3·4 = 12 3·16 = 

c-34 "134 25 lIT 23 9i" 





STUD 

Class AA Cltlss A Cl 
N = 21 N = 25 

Value X X2 X X2 X X2 

3·3 = 9 3·9 ... 27 1· 2 c 2 l·l~ 4 2·1 ::z 2 2~1 ... 4'" 
5·4 ::: 20 5"16 • 80 2-3 co 6 2~9 =:: 18 1-2 

40"5 os 200 40"25 ... 1000 1"4 4 1-16 :c 16 5"4 • 20 5-16 = 80"" 
r=229 1107 17,,5 ... (;5 17,,25 =ill 17-5 85 17,,25 a 425 

97 463 109 511 

a	 a ::: ::z9 3"1 • 3 3"1 .. 3 3"2 6 3"4 12 1"1 1 1"1 1 
:a2"2 ::: 4 2"4 = 8 5"3 .. 15 5"9 • 45 3"2 6 3"4 :::> 12 

15"3 a 45 15"9 = 95 6"4 = 24 6"16 C~ 96 9"3 • 27 9"9 • 81 
16"4 :: 64 16"16 c 256 7"5 a 35 7"25 = 175 5"4 == 20 5"16 == 80 
12"5 = 60 12"15 = lS0 '80 328 7"5 ... 35 7"25 175co 

176 542	 &9 349 
10 1"1	 ::z 1 1"1 == 1 1·1 = 1 1·1 ,.. 1 1-1 1 1-1 = 1"" 

::I	 '=3"3 =:: 9 3"9 == 27 7-4 28 7"16 = 112 2'2 ::z 4 ';..-4 
12"4 == 48 12"16 == 192 13"5 co 65 13"25 ::: 325 4-3 .. 12 4-9 36"" 
32,,5 == 160 32-25 = 800 94 4j8 6,,4 = 2l. 6,,16 = 96 

1020 12,,5 c 60 12,,25 :z 300 
ffi m 

11 5-3.	 IC: 15 5"9 .. 45 ~·1 = 1 1"1 ::: 1 2·1 "" 2 
lC ==14-4 56 14·16 co 224 5"3 15 5"9 ::: l.5 2"3 c 6 .~" 

9-5 c 145 29-25 r: 725 1"4 • 4 1-16 co 16 8-4 = 32 
16 994 14"5 ::: 70 14-25 = 350 13"5 = 65 13"25 

90 ill 105 

12 ::-1 ... 2 2-1 • 2 1"'2 ... 2 1"4 4 2"1 = 2 2"1"" 
1-3 .. 3 1"9 ~ 9 l.-4 == 16 4-16 a 64 1 r 3 III 3 1"9 

:;::13"4 a 52 13"16 = 208 16"5 ... 80 16-25 • 400 6"t~ 24 o"lu 
32.. 5 =:	 160 32.. 25 ... 800 mr 4m 16,,5 = 80 16,,25 

217 IOi9 109 507 

= 
a 

-

13 2"2 .. 4 2"4 = 8 1"1 = 1 1"1 =:: 1 2"1 ::z 2 2"1 ... 2 
16-3 = 48 16"9 ... 144 4"4 a 16 4"16 • 64 2"2 ::z 4 
31-5 = 155 31- 25 = 775 16"5 ... 80 16"25 = ~ 6-4 .. 32 

207 921	 465 ;:::97	 13-5 ..!-. 
103 

14 1-2 - 2 1·/~ ;::: 4 1"1 • 1 1-1 ... 1 1"1 co 1 1"1 l; 1 
~7°3 ...	 21 7"9 = 63 1"3 = 3 1-9 ... 9 2"2 4 

;:::	 :=11-4 = 44 11"16 = 176 4·4 16 4"16 ... 64 4"3 12
 
29-5 = 145 29-25 ci 725 15-5 = 15 15-25 = 375 5-4 := 20
 

212 %8 95 449 13,,5 = 6
 
102 

lo4 ... 
4-9 




