COLLOQUIUM ON BALLOT CRITERIA:

The Use of Criteria Referenced Ballots for
Individual Events

Kristine M. Bartanen *

In the forensics tournament setting, students receive feedback on
their performances through ballots written by each of their judges. The
benefits of this procedure include the opportunity for each competitor
to have some twenty to thirty different forensics educators respond to
their performances in a given year and offer them assistance in improv-
ing their oral communication skills. The opportunity for feedback is
maximized when ballot forms focus critics' attention on criteria rele-
vant to the event being judges and prompt judges to provide helpful
suggestions. Despite the importance of the written ballot to forensics
education, forensics educators have not studied ballot format. The pro-
ceedings of the 1984 National Developmental Conference on Forensics
notes: "If one area of tournament direction has been ignored, it has
been ballot construction. Quite often, the configuration of the ballot
seems to match the paper available” (Murphy, 88). In order to improve
ballots, the NDCF recommended a set of criteria for evaluation of
speech (informative, persuasive, communication analysis, extempora-
neous, impromptu, speech to entertain, etc.) and interpretation (prose,
poetry, drama, duo, etc.) events. Murphy reports:

These standards of evaluation are intended to provide a framework

of criticism.... [and] will allow students to understand what they

are supposed to accomplish and learn. These standards reflect well
established rhetorical principles which transcend the particular
events. These standards should provide a framework for more

coherent evaluation of student performances (90).

The criteria proposed by the individual events work group were
endorsed by the NDCF and have been used by various tournaments,
including the Pi Kappa Delta National Tournaments (see Hanson,
1985). There has been no study, however, of the effect of the criteria on
comments written by judges, or even of the usefulness of the criteria
themselves. In recent years, forensics educators have also discussed the
merits of adding a "reason for decision” section to individual events
ballots; proponents of such an addition argue that it would prompt
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judges to provide a rationale for the ranking and rating awarded to a
competitor. This study is an initial investigation of some of the forego-
ing assumptions about ballot format. In particular, the research sought
to learn:

Q1: Does articulation of criteria on a ballot affect the content of
judges' comments to students?

Q2: Does a "reason for decision” space motivate judges to explain
or justify their rankings and ratings?

Q3: Are each of the NDCF criteria used by judges or do some of
them appear to be irrelevant or misunderstood?

Q4: Does use of ballot format vary among types of judges, events,
divisions, or levels of rank and rate?

Method

Data were collected by using two-part NCR ballots for all prelimi-
nary individual event rounds at the first Northwest Forensics Confer-
ence Tournament of 1988-89.! Round one ballots listed no criteria,
round two ballots used the criteria proposed by the 1984 National
Developmental Conference, and round three ballots used these crite-
ria plus a "reason for decision™ space (see appendix for copies of the
ballots used). Judges were given no special training before rounds
began. The second copies of the ballots from the nine individual events
were collected and content analyzed. In all, 1002 ballots were studied in
this project.

Demographic information recorded for each ballot included
round, event, judge (director of forensics, assistant, alumni of forensics
competition, other),” division of the competitor, rank and rate. The
total number of comments and the number of comments directed to
each of the criteria, reason for decision, or "other" were counted. The
unit of analysis was a complete thought unit, which ranged from one or
two words (e.g., "good gestures™) to a lengthy sentence or two. Finally,
a judgment was made for round two and round three ballots as to
whether the judge made no attempt to use the ballot format, made
partial use of the format, or made a clear effort to use the printed
format. Inter-coder reliability was 93%. Cross-tabulation, break-
down, and chi-square analyses were conducted using SPSS.*

Results

Q1: Does articulation of criteria on a ballot affect the content of
judges' comments to students?

Using a criterion-referenced ballot clearly affected judges' com-
ments to students. As the first segment of Table 1 indicates, in the
speech events the number of comments as well as judges' attention to
thesis, link, support, organization, and language improved in rounds 2
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and 3 when ballots with criteria were used. The greater focus on these
factors did not negatively impact judge comments on speech delivery.
The first segment of Table 2 contains the results for the interpretation
events. While the total number of comments here did not increase
significantly, use of the criteria referenced ballots did shift judge focus
to factors other than delivery of the program.

TABLE 1

Crosstabulations for Speech Events
(Mean Number of Comments)

Total Thesis Link Support Organ Lang Deliv Other RFD

Rd1 48 029 018 226 049 019 138 012 003
(N = 228)

Rd2 579 053 050 193 083 038 160 017 0.04
(N =229)

Rd3 6.02 052 053 188 081 044 152 053 015
(N = 229)

p= .0000 .0000 .0000 .0068 .0000 .0000 .1919 .00OO .000O
DOF 631 048 046 251 08 040 162 023 012
(n=291)

Asst 453 029 03 173 048 008 128 044 0.03
(N=79)

Alum 511 039 038 170 063 032 139 031 006
(N =207)

Other 518 057 035 158 063 039 153 020 o001
(N=109)

p= .0000 .0029 .2911 .0000 .0004 .0002 .0948 .0220 .0077
Ext 541 044 026 204 092 037 134 025 004
(N =248)

Info 599 047 056 187 064 039 194 025 014
(N =205)

Pers 500 033 041 193 038 012 151 047 001
(N=92)

ArgA 565 052 046 213 073 039 112 025 0.09
(N =99)

CA 543 048 036 264 050 026 112 012 0.02
(N=42)

p= 0035 .2084 .0000 .0205 .0000 .0030 .0000 .0158 .0082
Ch 527 039 035 216 058 032 113 037 0.10
(N = 220)

Int 566 040 041 206 075 032 152 022 0.07
(N =291)

nov 576 059 046 181 081 038 191 023 003
(n=175)

p= 0513 0004 2577 .0391 .0137 .4916 .0000 .0150 .1153
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TABLE 2

Crosstabulations for Interpretation Events
(Mean Number of Comments)

Total Purpose Link Integrity Theme Delivery Other RFD

Rd | 482 031 018 003 051 319 025 014
(N=140)
Rd 2 509 068 042 050 046 28 020 007
(N=140)
Rd 3 517 062 054 028 058 264 028 025
(N=136)
p= 3605 0000 0000 .0000 .0000 .0003 .0000 0002
DOF 557 058 054 037 051 319 025 014
(N=104)
Asst 431 045 018 013 048 264 037 015
(N=89)
Alum 473 061 044 027 037 255 044 0.0
(N=113)
Other 540 049 033 028 033 346 041 019
(N=110)
p= 0000 2362 0000 0053 .1065 .0001 .1126 .3171
Prose 483 063 045 027 044 245 051 017
(N=115)
Duo 508 029 025 016 031 361 029 0.8
I(,'\(')|:51) 512 061 035 023 049 304 033 012

(N=129) 510 046 040 036 035 312 031 014
Drama

(N=121)

p= .7023  .0030 .1232 .0509 .1865 .0004 .0319 .6856

Consistent with these results is the assessment of judges' use of the
ballot format. In rounds 2 and 3,28% of the speech ballots showed that
judges wrote comments in response to the questions posed. An addi-
tional 12% of the ballots showed that judges made some effort to
respond to the criteria by writing a short global response to the ques-
tions and then writing comments in their own format on the right-hand
side of the ballot. Interpretation ballots displayed a similar pattern:
27% contained comments written directly to the criteria and an addi-
tional 19% showed a partial effort to use the ballot format.

Since judges who wrote 60% of the speech ballots and 54% of inter-
pretation ballots did not put their comments into the format printed on
the ballot, it was important to investigate whether having the criteria on
the ballot impacted the nature of their comments nonetheless. Table 3
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indicates that while there were some differences between round 1
ballots and ballots completed by round 2 and 3 judges who did not use
the printed format, no pattern of influence emerges. There is no clear
indication that judges had made mental note of the criteria and used
them in making comments.

TABLE 3

Comparison of Non-Criteria Ballots and Format Non-Users
(Mean Number of Comments)

Speech: Total Thesis Link Support Organ Lang Deliv Other RFD

Round 1 (no criteria on ballot)
(N=228) 488 029 018 226 049 019 138 012 0.03

Round 2 (non-users of ballot format)
(N=139) 532 036 035 202 075 017 158 027 0.04

Round 3 (non-users of ballot format)
(N=138) 5.06 0.25 042 1.72 057 020 128 066 0.05

p= 1549 2050 .0004 .0016 .0062 .8687 .1412 .0000 .493
Speech: Total Thesis Link Support Organ Lang Deliv Other
RFD

Round 1 (no criteria on ballot)
(N=140) 482 031 0.19 0.03 022 344 0.63 0.11

Round 2 (non-users of ballot format)
(N=72) 4.09 043 0.10 0.22 0.17 285 0.28 0.08

Round 3 (non-users of ballot format)

(N=138) 430 0.48 0.31 0.04 0.38 265 0.34 0.10
p= .0269 .1307 .0074  .0000 .0732 .0045 .0002 .7847

Q2: Does a "reason for decision" space motivate judges to explain
or justify their rankings and ratings?

Use of the "reason for decision" space did result in a significant
difference in ballot comments justifying the competitors' rankings and
ratings (see the final column in Tables 1 and 2). More round three
ballots contained reason for decision comments. However, in all, 86%
of the interpretation ballots and 94% of the speech ballots contained no
explicit reason for decision.

Q3: Are each of the NDCF criteria used by judges or do some of
them appear to be irrelevant or misunderstood?
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A summary of the results concerning judges' use of the National
Developmental Conference criteria, displayed in Table 4, shows that
even when the criteria were printed on ballots, some standards
prompted little comment from judges. For example, with the speech
events, more than half of the ballots contained no comment about
thesis, motivational link to audience, and language usage. For the inter-
pretation events, more than half of the ballots contained no comments
about motivational link to audience, maintenance of author integrity,
and theme.

TABLE 4 Judges' Use of
Ballot Criteria

Speech:  Thesis Link  Support Organization  Language  Delivery

Percentage Making No Comment

Rd | 72.8% 84.2 7.0 59.2 82.9 30.7
Rd 2 50.7 55.0 12.2 371 68.1 21.0
Rd 3 54.1 57.2 15.7 44.1 61.1 22.7
Total 59.2 65.5 117 46.8 70.7 24.8
Mean  Number of Comments for Those Who Commented

1.10 117 2.29 1.33 115 1.99
Range (1-3) (1-4) (1-9) (1-6) (1-5) 1-7)
Interp:  Purpose Link  Integrity Theme Delivery

Percentage Making No Comment

Rd1 77.1% 82.9 97.1 84.3 7.1
Rd 2 36.4 58.6 52.9 57.1 6.4
Rd 3 434 49.3 72.8 49.3 4.4
Total 52.4 63.7 74.3 63.7 6.0
Mean Number of Comments for Those Who Commented

1.13 1.05 1.05 115 3.16

Range (1-4) (1-2) (1-2) (1-4) (1-11)

Q4: Does use of ballot format vary among types of judges, events,
divisions, or level of rank and rate?

The second segments of Table 1 and of Table 2 report significant
differences in ballot comments among types of judges. As ought to be
the case, the better ballots were written by directors of forensics. Pro-
gram assistants appeared to be the weakest group of judges in this
study. They tended to write fewer comments; they are less likely to
comment on thesis, organization, and language in speech events; and
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they are less likely to comment on purpose, motivational link, and liter-
ature integrity in interpretation events.

The third segments of Table 1 and of Table 2 show some significant
differences among events. The persuasion ballots contained the fewest
comments, least attention to organization and language, and greater
focus on delivery and miscellaneous comments. Judges seemed least
concerned about motivational link to the audience in extemporaneous
speaking and communication analysis. While communication analysis
ballots contained an expected greater focus on supporting material/
analysis, they, as with the persuasion ballots, contained fewer com-
ments on organization and language. For the interpretation events,
judges gave greater attention to purpose on prose and programmed
interpretation ballots, while duo judges commented extensively on
vocal and physical delivery.

There were a few division differences among the speech events, as
evidenced by the final segment of Table 1. As might be expected, judges
addressed more comments on support-analysis and miscellaneous
matters and fewer comments on organization to championship division
speakers. Novices received more frequent comments about the thesis
of their presentation. Attention to delivery was lower as the level of
competition increased. There were no divisional differences among the
interpretation events. There were also no differences in ballot
comments based on ranking or rating.

Discussion

Criteria Referenced Format. If more and varied relevant comments
are an indicator of better critiques, then use of criteria referenced
ballot forms has the potential to improve a significant proportion of
tournament ballots. While there were more directors of forensics who
used rather than ignored the ballot format, there were a few judges in
other categories who also "complied" with the ballot provided. A weak-
ness of this particular project is that no judge training other than two
pages of event rules was provided. If judges received stronger encour-
agement to use the ballot format, and the criteria and their importance
were explained to judges, then one could hope for even stronger results
(see Hanson, 1989 and Dean, 1988). While some judges may continue to
prefer to use their own format for comments, additional training might
increase the salience of the ballot criteria.

Reason for Decision. While providing a “reason for decision” on
ballots did appear to promote a few more comments justifying students'
placement in rounds, the overall paucity of comments in this category
indicates that more work is needed if forensics educators deem the
reason for decision an important element of individual events ballots.
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The number of comments recorded in this category is, in fact, an over-
estimate of their usefulness as "tough round" gives little clue for
improvement to competitors or coaches. Some judges used the space to
summarize two or three items for improvement in a student's presenta-
tion; while this is very helpful feedback, it is not necessarily justification
of the judge's decision. This observation brings up the tension between
educational and competitive emphases. Placing greater emphasis on
reason for decision emphasizes the competitive aspect of forensics;
perhaps that is more important for championship level speakers. From
an educational perspective, a student may be helped more by a com-
ment such as "You need to do x and y to improve your introduction
than by a reason for decision which reads "Your introduction was
weak."

NDCEF Criteria. The individual events work group which drafted the
NDCF ballot criteria "sought to draw up standards that would preserve
the creativity so apparent in individual events, while providing the
judge with enough information to write useful comments on the
ballot." The work group felt that these criteria "would direct the atten-
tion of judges to the crucial areas of the students' performance"
(Murphy, 87). The results of this research indicate some, but not over-
whelming, fulfillment of those hopes. That several of the criteria are
significantly underused raises several concerns.

First, while lack of comment may, in some cases, mean that student
performance was adequate or good in a given category, from an educa-
tional perspective, such lack of comment deprives students of feedback.
In particular, students miss out on feedback of a positive or reinforcing
type. Students and coaches ought to know, for example, if the judge
could identify the thesis or claim from which the speech was developed.

Second, the low proportions of comments in both speech and inter-
pretation events regarding motivational link with the audience support
a general intuition that judges do not know what to do with this
criterion. Is the judge supposed to report his/her "liking" of or interest
in the topic or selection (a common type of comment)? Or is the judge
to evaluate how the student attempted to link his/her presentation to a
college forensic audience generally? Forensics educators have
discussed on various occasions the importance of audience adaptation
and the difficulty of accomplishing such adaptation in the relatively
"closed environment™” of forensics competition. There are certainly
variations in the ability of students in various divisions and events
("prepared” vs. "limited preparation,” for example) to adapt to the
specific judge and panel of listeners. It seems safe to say that the indi-
vidual events community needs more discussion of and education about
this criterion.
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Third, despite three of the five interpretation event criteria relat-
ing to what have been termed communication or literary rather than
performance elements (Pelias, 1984), the strong emphasis of ballots on
vocal and physical delivery suggests that judges have yet to see oral
interpretation as a forensic event. If we support the argumentative
perspective of forensics, then we ought to encourage judges to make
greater use of the purpose, link, and thematic development criteria on
ballots (see Swarts, 1988 and Verlinden, 1987).

Fourth, at least two of the NDCF criteria deserve revision. The
"use of appropriate language” criterion and, especially, the "maintain
the ethical integrity of the literature™ criterion are threshold standards.
While certainly important, they are the criteria most likely to provoke a
yes/no response from the judge. It would seem more useful to have
speech ballots prompt judge comments on clarity, propriety, and variety
of students' language choices. We ought to do more to educate students
and critics about the importance of stylistic excellence. The weakness of
the integrity standard in interpretation is most clearly seen when a
potential parallel criterion for speech events is forwarded: "Did the
speaker plagiarize his/her presentation?" Of course, we want students
neither to violate author integrity nor plagiarize material. How is a
judge to know if the literature has been abused if he/she has never seen
it before? (A common ballot comment under this category is "I guess
s0.") Perhaps ethical integrity ought to be addressed in event rules
rather than in ballot criteria. What ballots do tend to include are com-
ments about the appropriateness of the literature for the interpreter,
quality of the literature, and commonness of the literature in competi-
tion. While there are difficult biases possible in each of those areas,
perhaps a better criterion for our ballots would be: "Did the interpreter
choose appropriate literature for self, theme, and audience?"

Variations Observed. The relative weaknesses of ballots written by
program assistants is troubling. While it may have been an idiosyncrasy
of the given tournament or year (see Bartanen, 1987), we may need to
be more concerned about training assistant coaches to write better
ballots. Our tendency may be to assume too often that because they
have recently been competitors, graduate assistants and other
assistants know what constitutes a good ballot. They may even write
good "competitive" ballots. Over the years we have spent considerable
time and effort discussing means of training "lay" judge-critics. We may
need to direct similar attention to helping assistants make the transi-
tion from competitors to forensics educators.

Some of the findings with regard to particular events are consistent
with previous research. Extemporaneous ballots studied here appear to
be similar to those examined by Harris (1986). There are similarities, as
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well, for communication analysis ballots (see Harris, 1987; Larson,
1985; and Dean and Benoit, 1984), although this study shows less
emphasis on organization. Again, it is difficult to say that no comment
necessarily means disinterest; perhaps the low number of comments on
organization and language use in communication analysis and persua-
sion—the two "most prepared” speech events—means that student
performances were strong enough in structure and word choice that
judges did not feel a need to comment on those criteria. The greater
attention to delivery in interpretation events is also consistent with
prior research (see Pelias, 1984 and Verlinden, 1987).

Conclusion

This research is an initial attempt to study the usefulness of criteria
referenced ballots. The project would have been stronger if joined with
a two-wave follow-up survey. We should have asked judges at the con-
clusion of the tournament for feedback regarding their use of the vari-
ous ballot forms. Questions about ease of completion; relative value of
the criteria in ranking, rating, and critiquing student presentations; and
use of "reason for decision” would have been both appropriate and
helpful. In addition, we should have mailed a short survey to coaches
shortly after the tournament to gain input regarding their perceptions
of the usefulness of the various ballot forms in coaching their students.
Nonetheless, this research indicates that use of a criteria referenced
ballot—perhaps with a modified form of the NDCF criteria—will
improve tournament feedback for students and coaches.
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Notes

'Ballots ere collected at the Logger Invitational Tournament, held in November
1988 at the University of Puget Sound. Twenty-seven schools participated. Individual
events included extemporaneous, informative, persuasive argument analysis, communica-
tion analysis, prose, duo, and programmed oral interpretation.

2'Other" judges included graduate students in speech communication, communica-
tion faculty members, law students, a high school speech teacher, and friends of visiting
coaches.

%l wish to acknowledge the help of Scott Eagan and Jennifer Verive who assisted with
ballot coding.

*I wish to acknowledge the assistance of Dr. Raymond Preiss who assisted with the
computer analysis.
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A Content Analysis of Public Address Critiques:
In Search of Uniqueness in
Evaluative Criteria and Judging Practices

Scott L. Jensen*

While a number of benefits are inexorably linked to forensics com-
petition, the greatest is pedagogical. Educational opportunities
afforded to forensics students abound, ranging from heightened confi-
dence levels, to improved presentational skills, to greater knowledge of
speech composition and argument cogency. The primary means
through which these ends are achieved are individual coaching and the
adjudication that takes place in tournament settings.

In this study, the adjudication process as it is practiced within indi-
vidual events competition is examined. Specifically, public address
ballots are examined for (1) the number of comments, and (2) the types
of comments. Ballots both with and without event-specific criteria are
examined for differences in each of the aforementioned areas.

Individual Event Judging: Current Research and Opinion

The First National Developmental Conference on Individual
Events was held in August of 1988. Among the concerns discussed at
that meeting was the practice of judging individual events. Tucker
(1989), for example, argued for the use of judging philosophy state-
ments, similar to those used in debate, in individual events. Allen and
Dennis (1989) made a case for a hierarchy of evaluative standards to be
applied in informative speaking, persuasion, and communication
analysis. Jensen (1989) detailed results of a content analysis of original
event ballots. Reporting that most comments were directed toward
content, he suggested that critics both recognize and respond to the
unigueness of public address events—the original nature of the
message being presented.

Not only was evaluative criteria a topic of discussion at the confer-
ence, so too was the role of the individual event critic. Jones (1989)
observed that when a critic is given a set of ballots and asked to critique
a section of competition, “that individual is not merely the judge of that
panel, but has in actuality become the teacher of each student in that
room™ (p. 49). To that extent, Jones argued that “each ballot must be
viewed as a pedagogical tool™ (p. 49).

While the 1988 conference offered a forum for discussion of judg-
ing practices in individual events, the debate was a continuation of past
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discussion. Olson and Wells (1988) have presented a case for soliciting
reasons for decisions on individual event ballots. The researchers noted
that "criteria which are simple enough for lay judges to understand and
apply, yet which provide a fair and useful distinction among speakers in
a round would prove invaluable™ (p. 6). Other research has been
directed at identifying the specific nature of ballot content. Preston
(1983) observed that critics in extemporaneous and impromptu speak-
ing gave nearly identical feedback to students. From these results,
Preston argued both that "judges at the tournament tended to treat
impromptu as mini-extemp,” and that "the results point(ed) to the
need for judges to enforce the rules given for limited preparation
events" (p. 7).

Hanson (1989; 1987) has attempted to clarify further the role
played by critics of individual event competition. In a paper presented
at the First Developmental Conference on the Future Role of Pi Kappa
Delta in the Forensic Community, Hanson addressed the need to
develop clear expectations for critics of individual events. In this vein,
he wrote that, as critics, "we should make an effort to focus on the posi-
tive and to be more instructional in the comments we make on the
ballot" (1989, p. 14). Furthermore, he suggested that tournament direc-
tors make use of ballots providing criteria of evaluation for the critic.

In previous research, Hanson (1987) surveyed forensics students in
an effort to identify their perceptions of what characterizes "good" and
"pbad" judges. Hanson discovered that the number one trait of a good
judge was the writing of “concrete, helpful comments in a sufficient
amount that you can learn from them" (p. 9). Pratt (1987) discussed the
role of the judge in individual events rounds in terms of his/her being an
educator. He asserted that individual event ballots serve the functions
of both judging and coaching. As a function of judging, critics obviously
rank and rate performances, thereby evaluating them in reference to
others in the same section of competition. By coaching, Pratt meant
"evaluating a performance within an educational context by making
comments on its overall quality and by offering suggestions for
improvement in later performances™ (p. 1).

While the role of individual events competition grows as an
integral part of opportunities open to forensics students, so too must
the debate over the role of individual events critics continue. As is
evidenced in this review of research and opinion, the role of the individ-
ual events critic in the overall forensics experience is an important one.
It is upon that premise that the present study is conducted.
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Methodology

Public address ballots for this study are from Fall, 1988, forensics
tournaments held at two regional Midwestern universities—the
University of Missouri - St. Louis and The Wichita State University.
Each ballot pool is used in separate studies, after which results from the
two are totaled.

In each study two different ballots are used—one with evaluative
criteria specific to the event being judged and the other without such
criteria. (See Appendix A for a sample of each ballot used in this
research.) One ballot type was used for all public address events during
a given round. Each ballot was analyzed for the total number of com-
ments, as well as category of comments (delivery, content, or "other,"
meaning topic selection, confidence/poise, and generally positive/
negative comments). Statistical analyses consist of percentages and
mean Scores.

In conducting the content analyses for each study, "any sentence,
phrase, or single word that provides some critique of the speaker's
performance or advice for improvement"” is considered a comment
(Preston, 1983, p. 2).

In each study, the following research questions are answered:

RI Of the criteria and non-criteria ballots, what is the total
number of comments directed toward categories labeled as
delivery, content, or other?

R2 What differences exist in the total number of comments made,
as well as the categorization of comments, as a result of includ-
ing criteria, or not including criteria on ballots?

Results

Each study is discussed independent of the other, after which the
two tournaments are combined. In each study, results are presented for
events represented in the ballot pool, after which all events are totaled.
Study One - University of Missouri - St. Louis

Four individual events are included in this study: persuasion, com-
munication analysis, informative, and after-dinner. For each event, an
equal number of ballots with and without evaluative criteria is ana-
lyzed. Non-criteria ballots were distributed during the first round,
while second round ballots included evaluative criteria.

A total of 50 persuasion ballots were analyzed (see Table 1). Major
differences exist in this event between the percentages of comments in
each category as a result of offering evaluative criteria on ballots. While
delivery-oriented comments dominate those made on non-criteria bal-
lots, nearly 60% of the comments made on criteria ballots were
directed toward content. Additionally, over 100 more comments
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appeared on criteria ballots than on those without criteria, with a mean
total of comments on criteria ballots nearly doubling the mean on non-
criteria forms.

Table 1: Persuasion

Criteria ballots (n = 25)

Content Delivery Other Total

156 73 34 263

59% 27% 13% 100%

6.24 292 1.36 1052
Non-Criteria  ballots (h=25)

51 60 27 138

37% 43% 20% 100%

2.04 240 108 552

Communication analysis ballot totals are based on six ballots for
each round (see Table 2). Results in this event clearly indicate a larger
number of comments (62), mean total of comments per ballot (10.33),

Table 2:
Criteria ballots (n = 6)

Content Delivery Other Total
44 11 7 62

71% 18% 11% 100%
733 1.83 117 10.33

Non-Criteria ballots (n = 6)

14 15 8 37

38% 40% 22% 100%
2.33 2.50 1.33 6.16

and more content-based comments (44) on criteria ballots than on
non-criteria ballots. Communication analysis, while a small event, is
also somewhat unique. It can be argued that if any event is inappro-
priate for an inexperienced critic, communication analysis would be
that event. The nature of this competition is such that an application of
credible methods of rhetorical criticism be made to communication
artifacts. Even for critics who boast a background in forensics, this can
be a difficult event to critique. Perhaps the difference in numbers indi-
cates the value of placing criteria on communication analysis ballots as
a means through which critics can better evaluate the event.

A total of 36 informative ballots were analyzed (see Table 3). Like
persuasion and communication analysis, results for informative speak-
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ing suggest a difference in the types of comments made by critics as a
result of placing event-specific criteria on ballots. However, those dif-
ferences are unique from the previously discussed events. Slightly more
comments (155) appear on informative ballots lacking criteria. How-
ever, consistent with persuasion and communication analysis, more
content based comments are made on ballots with criteria. An interest-
ing result is the significantly larger number of delivery based comments
appearing on non-criteria ballots than on criteria ballots (61 vs. 39).

Table 3: Informative Speaking

Criteria ballots (n = 18)

Content Delivery Other Total
89 39 14 142

63% 27% 10% 100%
4.94 217 .78 7.89

Non-Criteria ballots (n = 18)

85 61 9 155

55% 39% 06% 100%
472 3.39 .50 8.61

A total of 26 after-dinner ballots were analyzed (see Table 4). An
interesting result from the after dinner analysis is the large number of
comments appearing on non-criteria ballots, nearly double the number
appearing on criteria ballots. Furthermore, a far greater percentage of
content-based comments appears on non-criteria ballots than on those
with criteria, whereas the larger percentage of comments on criteria
ballots are geared toward delivery.

Table 4: After Dinner Speaking

Criteria ballots (n = 13)

Content Delivery Other Total
15 20 11 46

33% 43% 24% 100%
115 154 .85 354

Non-Criteria ballots (n = 13)

44 22 17 83

53% 27% 20% 100%
339 1.69 1.30 6.38

Totals for study one are presented in terms of the number of com-
ments by category and total for each type of ballot (see Table 5).
Furthermore, percentages are presented indicating which type of ballot
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solicited the greater number of comments, both by category and overall
totals.

Table 5: Totals for Study One

Total Ballot Pool (n-124) Total

Content Delivery Other 926
498 301 127

304 Criteria ballots (n-62) 513

61% 143 66 100%

48% 52%

194 Non-Criteria ballots (n = 62) 413

3% 158 61 100%
52% 48%

Results from the first study indicate that criteria ballots result in a
larger percentage of comments than do non-criteria ballots. Further-
more, over 61 percent of the total comments directed toward content
were expressed on criteria ballots. These results are notable in that they
support a difference in the direction of, and number of comments made
on ballots as a result of including evaluative criteria on ballots.

Study Two - The Wichita State University

Events analyzed at The Wichita State University forensics tourna-
ment include persuasion, informative speaking, and after-dinner
speaking. Round one ballots include criteria for each event represented
in this analysis, while round two ballots were absent of any evaluative
standards. As in study one, results are presented for each event, after-
which totals for the second study are presented in a separate table.

A total of 40 persuasion ballots were analyzed, with 20 being used
in each round (see Table 6). Several noteworthy results appear at this

Table 6: Persuasion

Criteria ballots (n = 20)

Content Delivery Other Total

88 56 20 164

54% 34% 12% 100%

44 2.80 1 8.20
Non-Criteria ballots (n = 20)

105 50 18 173

61% 29% 10% 100%

5.25 250 .90 8.65

point in the second study. A slightly larger number of comments appear
on non-criteria ballots (173 vs. 164). Furthermore, a larger number of
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content-based comments appear on non-criteria ballots than on bal-
lots containing evaluative guidelines. Likewise, slightly more delivery
based comments appear on criteria ballots than on non-criteria forms.

Results for informative speaking are based upon 46 ballots
(see Table 7). For both criteria and non-criteria ballots the largest
percentage of comments were directed toward content, with the
larger percentage of those comments appearing on criteria ballots.
Although more comments appear on criteria ballots, both totals are
relatively comparable, suggesting little difference in using either
ballot form in informative speaking.

Table 7: Informative Speaking

Criteria ballots (n = 23)

Content Delivery Other Total

119 78 18 215

56% 36% 8% 100%

5.17 3.39 .78 9.34
Non-Criteria ballots (n =23)

89 11 18 184

48% 42% 10% 100%

387 3.35 .78 8

The analysis of after-dinner speaking includes 22 ballots (see Table
8). Although a larger number of comments appear on non-criteria
after-dinner speaking ballots, a greater percentage of comments based
on content appear on criteria forms. A well-balanced distribution of
comments between content and delivery appears on non-criteria
forms.

Table 8: After Dinner Speaking

Criteria ballots (n = 11)

Content Delivery Other Total
34 25 9 68

50% 37% 13% 100%
3.1 227 81 6.18

Non-Criteria ballots (n = 11)

28 29 17 74

38% 39% 23% 100%
255 2.64 154 6.73

Totals for study two are based upon the 108 ballots analyzed in this
second study (see Table 9). Totals show parity in the numbers of com-
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ments made by category and total. While more comments are made in
the area of content on criteria ballots, the difference is marginal. Such
is also the case for the total number of comments, slightly larger for
criteria forms but not significantly so. Results of study two seem to sug-
gest very little difference in the use of criteria or non-criteria ballots in
increasing or decreasing the number of comments made public address
ballots.

Table 9: Totals for Study Two

Content Total ballots (n =108) Total
463 Delivery Other 878
315 100
241 Criteria ballots (n = 54) 447
52% 159 47 51%
50% 47%
222 Non-Criteria ballots (n = 54) 431
48% 156 53 49%
50% 53%

Studies One and Two: Combined Results

Certainly differences exist for studies one and two. Cumulative
include the total number of comments analyzed in this research effort,
as well as totals by category (see Table 10). As was the case in each study,
percentages of comments by category and total are also presented as
they appear on each ballot form. As the combined totals seem to sug-
gest, the slight difference in total numbers of comments weighs in favor
of criteria ballots. However, this number is not necessarily large

Table 10: Studies One and Two Combined

Total ballots (n = 132)

Content Delivery Other Total
961 616 227 1804
Criteria ballots (n = 54)
544 302 113 960
57% 49% 50% 53%
Non-Criteria ballots (n = 54)
416 314 114 844

43% 51% 50% 47%
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enough to suggest an absolute difference. A greater difference does
exist in the number of content-specific comments, with 57% of the con-
tent comments appearing on criteria ballots. A great deal of parity
exists in the percentage of general comments, and of delivery com-
ments, suggesting that perhaps the existence of criteria on ballots
makes little difference in perception of delivery skills.

These results are discussed in terms of their implications on judg-
ing practice. Also discussed are differences that appear to exist or not
exist, as indicated by studies one and two, as a result of placing evalua-
tive criteria on ballots.

Discussion

Initially, two research questions served as the focus for this study.
Objective answers to both questions have already been presented.
However, implications of those answers merit further discussion.

Combined totals of both studies suggest that comments based on
content of public address forensics performances dominates the atten-
tion of critics. Figures extrapolated from Table 10 show that 53% of the
comments analyzed in both studies, and on both ballots, pertain directly
to content, while only 34% pertain to delivery. These results confirm
other content analyses of ballots (Jensen, 1989; Olson and Wells, 1988;
Preston, 1983). This should be seen as a positive outcome of this study.
The uniqueness of public address events is the original nature of what is
presented. To find that most comments are directed toward that
uniqueness suggests that a great deal of integrity regarding the
intended purpose of public address events is being maintained.

Regarding the second research question, results are somewhat less
conclusive. While differences were found in the number and direction
of comments made on both criteria and non-criteria ballots, those
differences were slight. It was expected that significant differences
would exist in both the total number of comments, and in the number of
comments directed specifically toward content. While differences were
found in both of these areas, in neither case were differences large
enough to enable definitive conclusions to be drawn. A possible excep-
tion lies in comments directed toward content. A 14% difference does
suggest that criteria ballots can be effective at soliciting comments
geared toward content. Replication of this research would further con-
firm that suggestion.

Although delivery is, to a certain extent, unique to each public
address event, the primary unigqueness lies in the content of each event.
Persuasion, for example, mandates that students effectively challenge
an audiences' beliefs and values. Communication analysis mandates
that communication artifacts be analyzed through the application of
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acceptable and appropriate rhetorical methods. Comments directed
toward content in any public address event have the high propensity of
attending to the considerations that are important to each event being
performed as it is intended. The more that comments on public address
ballots are geared toward content, the more the integrity of the event is
maintained.

On a similar note, much discussion in past years has centered on
the adoption of evaluative criteria for individual events. All too often,
however, the criteria that is suggested is specific only to the general
category of individual events (interpretation or public speaking) and
not the specific event. To assert that a set of evaluative criteria general
to public speaking can capture the uniqueness of each public speaking
event is to sell short the rationale in having four different public
address events, not to mention two limited preparation events. Some
research exists that illustrates the importance of identifying unique
aspects of each public address or limited preparation event (Allen and
Dennis, 1989; Preston, 1983). While organization, a command of lan-
guage, and use of support material is important to all public speaking
events, support material is used very differently in communication
analysis than in persuasion; data may take on less importance in after-
dinner speaking than in informative speaking. To adopt criteria general
to categories of individual events (public address and interpretation) is
worthwhile. However, to concentrate attention only on those general
criteria is to sell short the intended objectives of each specific event.

There are a number of other results from this research that call for
further discussion. Extrapolations of figures presented in Table 10 show
that an average of eight comments appeared on each ballot analyzed
(7.77). While this number is larger for criteria ballots (8.27) the results
indicate that a greater number of comments should be made to stu-
dents in these events. While it is difficult to suggest the "ideal” number
of comments, the amount of feedback to students certainly has a direct
effect on benefits students accrue during the tournament experience
(Hanson, 1987). It is essential for student growth that whenever possi-
ble, critics record on ballots their reactions to student performances.

Another result that is difficult to explain is the vast difference in
category of comments made in study one and study two, as well as the
difference in the impact of having criteria or non-criteria ballots for
critics. While little difference exists in the total numbers of comments
made on either ballot form in either study, a nearly 10% difference in
the number of content comments made on either ballot form exists
from one study to the other, with criteria ballots used at the University
of Missouri - St. Louis soliciting a higher percentage of content com-
ments than criteria ballots at The Wichita State University. Although
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perhaps a clear explanation for the differences does not exist, a number
of suggestions can be made. The order in which ballots were distributed
differed at each tournament; criteria ballots were used in round two of
the first study and in round one of the second study. It is possible that
order is an additional factor that influenced the direction of comments.
A second possible explanation lies in the judging pool. If one tourna-
ment made use of more “experienced judges” in the events examined
than did the other, the result of including criteria on ballots may have
been effected. It is possible that an inexperienced judge can make
greater use of criteria than can an individual who has experience with
coaching or judging an event. At any rate, a data pool examining several
tournaments would be more effective at identifying the means through
which more content-specific comments can be solicited.

While not significant, differences in comments made on different
ballot forms do suggest a justification for further experimentation with
event criteria placed on ballots. Tournament directors should include
ballots for each individual event that provide event-specific criteria. If
indeed a greater number of comments is made on criteria ballots, and
those comments are directed toward unigque aspects of any one event,
then the potential for student growth, both competitively and educa-
tionally, is great. Results from this research suggest that criteria on bal-
lots do result in the aforementioned benefits.

Not only can criteria on ballots aid in student growth, it can also
benefit critics lacking in coaching or judging experience in a particular
event. It is a nearly universal fact of tournament management that inex-
perienced judges must be used in order to maintain a judging pool ade-
quate enough to host tournaments. An inexperienced, or "lay" judge "is
not inherently incompetent...simply inexperienced in the practice of
judging forensics events" (Jensen, 1989, p. 10). To offer these critics
standards by which they can evaluate a speech is to help them tailor
comments toward important aspects of the event. Students benefit
from meaningful feedback, while the critic is made to feel more confi-
dent in their judging role.

To place evaluative criteria on public address ballots is not an act
that inhibits reactions critics can make to students. The criteria merely
highlights elements of the performance that should be taken into ac-
count when rating students and reacting to their performances. To that
extent, it seems reasonable to experiment with evaluative criteria as a
means through which the forensics experience can be made more posi-
tive for all involved.
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Directions for Future Research

In addition to replications, other avenues for further research
stems from these studies. Research directed toward differences in the
amount of and any type of comments made by lay and experienced
judges would help forensics educators to better coach students who
must adapt to different critics. In addition, such an understanding
would help tournament directors to better adapt their management
practices to the needs of their inexperienced judges pool.

Another area of potential interest lies in correlations that may exist
between rankings/ratings given to students and the number of com-
ments, or category of comments made on those same ballots. Although
not computed as part of this research, it was noticed during the analyses
of ballots that several students who ranked highly in their rounds
received more comments than did those ranking below them. Addition-
ally, students who were both rated and ranked low in their rounds
received more comments categorized as "other," such as reassurance of
their potential, or the competitive nature of that specific round. It
might be interesting and worthwhile to identify any relationships that
exist between ballot content and rating/ranking of students.

Summary

The pedagogical benefits to be accrued through participation in
forensics are not debatable. However, these benefits are not guaran-
teed; they are attained through responsible coaching and judging.
While room for improvement always exists, this research suggests that
we are on the right track toward providing students with a positive
forensics experience.
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APPENDIX A

Persuasive Speaking Ballot

Contestant Round
School Code Number Section
Topic Room

Note to Judges: Please rank each student from 1 to 5, with no ties except for 5th
place. Additionally, rate each speaker from 70 to 100, with ties
allowable on ratings.

Criteria: Please judge the speaker on the following criteria:

1 Delivery - The student should deliver their ideas in an interesting and natu-
ral manner that conveys the mood of the topic without distracting listeners.
Movement should be purposeful and the vocal personality of the speaker
should demonstrate control and variation. If used, visual aids should be
handled well.

2. Topic - The topic should be multi-sided and significant in its impact on a
general audience. The student's subject should also be clearly persuasive or
controversial, with a clear problem being presented.

3. Research and Reasoning - Arguments advanced by the student should be
both sound and valid. Evidence used should have sufficient quality and rele-
vancy to support ideas in an appropriate manner.

4. Language - The student's position on the topic should be clearly illustrated
in the language of the speech. Language should be vivid, specific, and well
commanded. Figurative language should be appropriate to the speech as
opposed to being stylized or forced.

5. Organization - Ideas should flow clearly and logically within a structure
inclusive of a motivating introduction and a focused conclusion. The struc-
ture of the speech should be appropriately motivational for the topic

With this criteria in mind, please use the space below and the back of this form if

needed to provide comments which you feel will help the student improve his/

her performance in this event, and to understand the ranking and rating he/she
received.

Rank1l 2 3 4 5 (no tiesexcept for 5)
Rating: (between 100 and 70)
Judge School

Number of tournaments judged this year
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Informative Speaking Ballot

Contestant Round
School/Code Section
Topic Room _

Note to Judges: Please rank each student from 1 to 5, with no ties except for 5th
place. Additionally, rate each speaker from 70 to 100, with ties
allowable on ratings.

Criteria: Please judge the speaker on the following criteria:

1 Delivery - The student should deliver their ideas in an interesting and natu-
ral manner that conveys the mood of the topic without distracting listeners.
Movement should be purposeful and the vocal personality of the speaker
should demonstrate control and variation. If used, visual aids should be han-
dled well.

2. Topic - The topic for this speech should be significant enough to be of inter-
est to a general audience. While uniqueness in topic selection is valuable, the
subject must appeal to a wide variety of individuals.

3. Research - The student should inform the audience through the use of qual-
ity research. Equally important as the number of sources in the speech is the
quality of the sources cited.

4. Organization - The speech should be both clear and coherent. Main ideas
should be relatively balanced in their development. A clear introduction and
appropriate conclusion should also be present.

5. Language and Development - The language choice should be clear, well-
defined, and appropriate for the topic. The speaker should strive to inform
the audience, and not advocate a position, or clearly persuade the audience
on an issue. If used, visual aids should be purposeful and supplemental, as
opposed to dominant in the speech.

With this criteria in mind, please use the space below and the back of this form if

needed to provide comments which you feel will help the student improve his/

her performance in this event, and to understand the ranking and rating he/she
received.

Rank:1 2 3 4 5 (no ties except for5)
Rating: (between 100 and 70)
Judge School

Number of tournaments judged this year

Have you competed in forensics? In this event?
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After Dinner Speaking Ballot

Contestant Round
School/Code Section
Topic Room

Note to Judges: Please rank each student from 1 to 5, with no ties except for 5th
place. Additionally, rate each speaker from 70 to 100, with ties
allowable on ratings.

Criteria: Please judge the speaker on the following criteria:

1 Delivery - The student should deliver their ideas in an interesting and natu-
ral manner that conveys the mood of the topic without distracting listeners.
Movement should be purposeful and the vocal personality of the speaker
should demonstrate control and variation. If used, visual aids should be han-
dled well.

2. Topic - The student should select subject matter that is appropriate for a
general audience. While the topic should be tasteful, it also should be signifi-
cant to a general audience.

3. Development - The speaker should concentrate the speech on a significant
issue throughout the speech, taking a humorous, or light-hearted approach
to the topic. However, the speech should also include a serious point within
its development.

4. Language and Analysis - This event is a speech event; consequently, the stu-
dent should demonstrate a command of language skills without presenting a
version of a stand-up comic routine. Research is optional, and, if used,
should meet the demands of quality research with clearly qualified sources.
If visual aids are used, they should be purposeful and supplemental, as
opposed to dominant in the speech.

5. Organization - The structure of the speech should flow in a coherent, logical
manner. A well-developed, attention-getting introduction should preface
the body of the speech, while a well-focused conclusion should also be evi-
dent. Additionally, the mood of the speech should be relatively consistent,
understanding that at some point the student will need to advance a point
more serious in nature than other ideas expressed within the speech.

With this criteria in mind, please use the space below and the back of this form if

needed to provide comments which you feel will help the student improve his/

her performance in this event, and to understand the ranking and rating he/she
received.

Rank: 12 3 4 5 (no ties except for 5)
Rating: (between 100 and 70)
Judge School

Number of tournaments judged this year
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Communication Analysis Ballot

Contestant Round _
School/Code Section
Topic Room _

Note to Judges: Please rank each student from 1 to 5, with no ties except for 5th
place. Additionally, rate each speaker from 70 to 100, with ties
allowable on ratings.

Criteria: Please judge the speaker on the following criteria:

1. Delivery - The student should deliver their ideas in an interesting and
natural manner that conveys the mood of the topic without distracting
listeners. Movement should be purposeful and the vocal personality of the
speaker should demonstrate control and variation. If used, visual aids should
be handled well.

2. Subject of Analysis - The student should clearly identify the topic of the
speech. Likewise, the subject of the analysis should be significant enough to
relate to a general audience.

3. Method - The student should clearly explain and justify the method with
which they analyze the subject. The method should originate from a quali-
fied source, and should be appropriate for the artifact being analyzed.

4. Analysis - The conclusions drawn by the speaker should stem from the
application of the rhetorical method. The analysis should couple the appli-
cation of the method with the student's own insights into the effectiveness of
the artifact being analyzed.

5. Organization - A clearly developed introduction and conclusion should be a
part of the organization. Within the structure of the speech the speaker
should also thoroughly develop an explanation of the artifact being
analyzed, the method with which the analysis is being conducted, and the
conclusions to be drawn from the analysis

With this criteria in mind, please use the space below and the back of this form if
needed to provide comments which you feel will help the student improve his/
her performance in this event, and to understand the ranking and rating he/she
received.

Rank: 12 3 4 5 (no ties except for 5)
Rating: (between 100 and 70)
Judge School

Number of tournaments judged this year



162 National Forensic Journal

UM-ST. LOUIS INDIVIDUAL EVENTS BALLOT

Event Round Section Room

Student Name Code

Please write voluminous constructive comments to the competitor in the space
below.

Rank (1-5, no ties) Judge
Rating (100-70) School
Number of tournaments judged in past 3 months

Did you ever compete in this event?



The Impact of Written Ballot Criteria on the Frequency
and Type of Ballot Comments in Collegiate Limited
Preparation Speaking Events

C. Thomas Preston, Jr. *

Scholars and competitors of forensics activities become frustrated
when faced with what they perceive as inadequate constructive written
feedback on ballots. Hanson (1987b) noted in a survey that the type of
judge who offers "concrete, helpful, and truthful comments in a suffi-
cient amount that you can learn from them™ tended not only to earn
more respect from students, but tended to motivate students to make
constructive changes (p. 16). Nonetheless, apparently not all judges
exhibit consistently the behaviors noted above. Lewis and Larsen
(1981) emphasize the need for consistency among judges for individual
events. They state: "Contemporary individual event speech contests
are designed to be educational. All too often, however, the contest
experience leaves the participant more confused than educated due to
inconsistent judging criticism™ (p. 9). Hanson (1987a) has gone so far as
to say, "Perhaps it is presumptuous for critic-judges to assume that
their ballots are contributing to the educational growth of the contes-
tant” (p. 3). Olson and Wells (1988) have noted that students frequently
receive contradictory comments with similar scores, as well as similar
comments with contradictory scores. Hence, while able to offer advice
on how to teach students to adapt to certain critics, coaches may
become frustrated when offering constructive advice to students on
how to adapt to differing judging techniques.

The need for better and/or more consistent judging in individual
events competitions has been the focus of much recent attention
among forensic scholars (Aden, 1990; Allen and Dennis, 1989; Carrier
and Rodier, 1987; Hanson, 1987a, 1987b, and 1989; Jensen, 1988 and
1989; Jones, 1989; Littlefield, 1987; Olson and Wells, 1988; Pratt, 1987;
Preston, 1983; and Sellnow, 1987). Jones (1989) stresses the importance
of ballot-feedback, noting that, by writing a ballot, a critic "'is not merely
the judge of that panel, but has in actuality become the teacher of each
student in that room" (p. 49). This paper seeks to contribute toward an
understanding of what constitutes the remarks read so closely by partic-
ipants after the tournaments.

The question arises, then, as to how tournament directors seek to
promote effective critic feedback. Tournaments ranging from

*The National Forensic Journal, VIII (Fall, 1990), pp. 163-178.
C. THOMAS PRESTON, JR. is Assistant Professor in the Speech Communication
Department at the University of Missouri, St. Louis, MO 63121.
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American Legion high school speaking contests to some major colle-
giate speech tournaments use ballots with criteria printed before the
space provided for judge remarks to encourage this consistency. To
ensure effectiveness and consistency in ballot-writing at tournaments,
a panel discussion at the 1988 Developmental Conference on Indi-
vidual Events at Denver recommended that criteria be used on ballots,
but debated at length what the nature of those criteria should be. Allen
and Dennis (1989) went so far as to suggest that a hierarchical criteria
be developed for the evaluation of informative, persuasion, and com-
munication analysis (p. 53).

As the practice of using criteria on ballots becomes increasingly
debated and widespread, it becomes useful to gain critical insight into
how closely critics/judges follow these criteria. Seeking an in-depth
analysis of one category of events, the present study poses the central
research question, "What impact does printing criteria of judge's
ballots have on the frequency and types of comments judges write on
ballots for limited preparation events?" To answer this question, the
present study first offers a survey of past ballot analysis studies in indi-
vidual events. Second, it explains the method of the study. Third, it
offers and presents the results from the analysis of ballots. Fourth, it
discusses to what extent providing criteria on limited preparation event
ballots proves beneficial to the educational goals of the events studied.

Literature

As indicated by the interest at the First Developmental Confer-
ence, the eighties marked the decade where forensic scholars began to
explore the judging criteria emerging from written comments of
ballots. At the 1981 Speech Communication Association Annual
Convention, Cox, Manchester, and Frank (1981) analyzed dimensions
in criticism of interpretation events. Preston (1983) extended this line
of research to limited preparation events by conducting a content
analysis of 152 ballots from the Nebraska Cornhusker Tournament of
February 25 and 26, 1983. In that study, Preston compared comments
critics wrote on ballots for the two events, concluding that impromptu
was being judged as mini-extemp because ballot comments were so
similar in the two events. Content-analysis of ballots since then has
focused more on a broad range of events. Pratt (1987) conducted a study
involving a sample of ballots, finding that judges were writing an aver-
age of 6.52 comments per ballot, while Carrier and Rodier (1987) dis-
covered a higher average of approximately 11. Olsen and Wells (1988)
discovered from their sample of 211 ballots at national tournaments
that judges were making only 3.36 comments per ballot. Olson and
Wells, as well as Jensen (1989), have noted that perhaps ballot design
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and the addition of criteria might lead to better judging. While contrib-
uting in other areas, these studies nonetheless offer at best a partial
explanation of why judges comment in what ways, specifically in limited
preparation events ballots. Pratt's sample, for example, involved only
50 ballots from limited preparation events, whereas out of the 211
ballots in the Olson and Wells study, only 33 were extemporaneous or
impromptu ballots. While its entire sample did consist of limited prepa-
ration events ballots, Preston's (1983) study did not yet address how to
encourage judges to treat impromptu and extemporaneous speaking
differently. The remainder of the studies have either focused on
original prepared events or on interpretation events. Even among
these studies, only Jensen addresses whether judging behavior can be
altered by criteria being written on the ballots.

The limited preparation events offer additional problems for com-
paring non-criteria ballots to criteria-ballots. First, the brevity of the
speeches offers the critic less material to critique than a ten-minute
prepared event. Hence, it is not surprising that Olson and Wells (1988)
found only 2.36 comments per limited preparation ballot, or one com-
ment fewer per ballot, than in ballots for other events. Second, the
differing rules for the events suggest that impromptu should be judged
differently from extemporaneous if each event is to meet any unique
educational objectives. However, no study has established thus far
whether ballot-criteria and/or ballot design can address these event-
specific problems.

Other questions that must be explored in order to address whether
ballot criteria lead to better written ballot criticism include the follow-
ing: What types of comments do judges make to speakers on each type
of ballot, for each event? How many comments of each type per ballot
do they make? What percentages in each category of comment do they
make? Do the proportions of comments in categories follow similar
patterns on the two types of ballots? Alternatively, do they follow the
instructions of the criteria in a way that differentiates them from the
comments made on blank ballots? Will judges make fewer comments if
there is less space on the front to write?

In proffering the above queries, the present study does not "praise
the number of comments found on ballots even though a comment may
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be classified as a single word."! Rather, it contributes to the field of
forensics scholarship by post-analytically examining the number of
ballot/comments reflecting various areas of emphasis. Providing this
information should offer forensics participants an empirical picture
representing the nature of comments students receive in these events.
For purposes of focus, certain questions are assumed to reside beyond
the scope of this study. For example, questions concerning the "quality*
of a particular comment are left to the philosophers, and questions
concerning "positive and negative"” feedback to students are left to
future study. Regardless of the stand one takes on what constitutes a
good comment, knowing empirically what types of comments occur now
provides a necessary starting point on the road to improved ballot feed-
back. This article's findings represent such a starting point.

Method

To answer the above questions, 3,069 comments from 447 ballots
were analyzed. The sample of ballots was taken from extemporaneous
and impromptu contests at three tournaments during the 1988-89
forensics season: The Gateway Individual Events Tournament at the
University of Missouri-St. Louis, the Mel Moorhouse Invitational at
Wichita State University, and the Missouri Mule Tournament held at
Central Missouri State University. At each tournament, one prelimi-
nary round was administered using ballots without criteria (see Appen-
dix 1), while another was administered using ballots with criteria (see
Appendices Il and I11). To discourage bias, judges were not encouraged
to pay special attention to the ballots any more than they would have
been at any other tournament. The sample thus contained 79 extempo-
raneous ballots without criteria and 83 extemporaneous ballots with
criteria; it also included 145 impromptu ballots without criteria, and 140
with criteria provided. Thus, the total sample included 224 ballots with-

YIn a paper presented at the Second National Developmental Conference on Indi-
vidual Events at Denver, Colorado, Aden (1990) offers an excellent rationale for new
standards governing each individual event. However, his paper's allegation that Preston
(1983) and Jensen (1988) promote quantity over quality in ballot feedback ignores the
scope of the two studies. As in the present study, both studies do recognize the need for
critics to tell students both why a certain action was right or wrong and how the student
could either continue a desirable behavior or discontinue an undesirable behavior. But
for the discussion of such qualitative factors to gain any practical value, it becomes
necessary to gain some idea of what types of comments students actually receive in what
frequency now, within the limitations of the sample. As the Preston and Jensen studies
seek explicitly to give some unprecedented measure of what types of comments actually
occur, qualitative discussion of individual ballot-comments fall outside the realm of
these studies, except to explain the nature of the categories. Of course, this is not to deny
the value of future studies discussing qualitatively the direction individual comments
should take, or that some comments are of more value than others to certain partici-
pants.
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out criteria, and 223 with criteria. A small difference in the sample size
was due to a few no-show ballots, whose records were eliminated from
the samples for averaging purposes. Thus, the statistical analyses com-
paring means among samples were conducted using formulas for differ-
ing sample sizes.

Upon reading the ballots, the number of comments was counted. A
comment is defined as any sentence, phrase, paragraph, or single word
that provides some critique of the speaker's performance or advice for
improvement. Structurally, the term "comment™ as used in this study
parallels closely Bormann's concept "fantasy theme"—the smallest
unit of analysis (Bormann, 1972). Consistent with the earlier studies by
Pratt (1987) and Olson and Wells (1988), the main criterion for counting
what a judge writes as a "comment" is that it contains such a single
thought for analysis, whether the thought be a word, phrase, sentence,
or paragraph. For example, "It's best to use notecards rather than legal
pads" and "good!" were both counted as single comments because they
both relayed a single message. On some occasions, a sentence contain-
ing two clauses would reveal different messages. For example, the sen-
tence, "You've talked a good deal about the debates, but you did not
provide the information sufficient to back your claims,” would be
counted as two comments. While it praised the depth of the speaker's
analysis of a presidential debate in the first clause, it critiqued the
speaker to be more thorough in the information presented in the sec-
ond. However, sentences such as, "Because of your humor, | was at
ease," would be classified as a single comment.

All comments on all ballots were then broken down into content
categories. An inductive method was used to generate these categories,
with new categories created each time a comment appeared that did not
appear in a previously encountered classification. All categories,
including miscellaneous, were used for statistical analysis. While the
names for the categories of comments were similar to those found in
the Preston (1983) study, the categories were, nonetheless, post-
analytically derived. The reflection of the 1983 results in terms of
category generation, of course, confirms the importance of those
categories. The categories were defined as follows:

1. Delivery—any comment addressing any issue related to either
physical presentation of materials, as opposed to the materials them
selves. Examples: "Good, smooth delivery." "The rate was very good."
"Very nice conversational style." "Good that you were not dependent
on notes."”

2. Specific Analysis—any comment addressing explicitly the
quality of the way a speaker handled specific content in the speech.
Examples: "You shouldn't make it so obvious that you preferred Bush
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in this year's election.” "(you need to) detail more reasons for price
increases.” "Your position contradicts all published opinion about the
first presidential debate."

3. Organization—any comment related to the structure of the stu-
dent's speech: Examples: ™Y our speech was difficult to follow." "Sign
posting needs to be clearer.” "Work on your transition.” *Good job of
telling me where you are going with this.” "Stick to your original out
line."

4. Analysis (general)—any comment assessing the student's analy-
sis but not referring to specific content in the speech. Examples: *Your
overall analysis was good." "You miss the general thesis of this topic."

5. Introduction—any comment that focuses on the introduction of
the speech. Examples: ""Your intro was outstanding." "Good preview of
your main points." "Nice attention-getter."

6. Supporting material—any comment questioning or applauding
the student's sources and/or examples. Examples: "You made a lot of
assertions that needed to be backed by evidence." *"You need more evi-
dentiary support for your position.” ""Y'ou use too many personal exam
ples.”

7. Conclusion—any comment related to the student's conclusion
of a speech or closure. Examples: "'Nice referring back to your introduc-
tory remarks in the conclusion™ and "A summary at the end would be
helpful.”

8. Generally positive—any comment that offers encouragement to
the student's overall performance as opposed to a specific aspect of
performance. Usually the last comment on a good ballot, although it
could be used to encourage anyone. Examples: "You are a marvelous
speaker." "Good show!" "Stick with it."

9. Time allocation—any comment that refers to the way a student
uses his or her time either before or while speaking. Examples: *You
need to use more of your prep time.” "You need to spend more time
with the second point.”

10. Miscellaneous—any comment not fitting into any of the above
categories, or comments falling into more than one category simulta-
neously.

After the ballots were read and comments counted, all of the data
were broken down further by event and ballot type for comparative
purposes. First, for each event, a frequency count was made of each
category, with number of comments, number of comments per ballot,
and percentage of comments made on a certain category of comment
noted.

Then, for each event, two statistical analyses were performed on
the data to determine to what extent the critics made similar comments
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to contestants from non-criteria-ballots to criteria ballots. First, for
each event, the category totals for the two samples were correlated
using Pearson's r to determine the overall strength of the similarity in
comment type from one type of ballot to the other. Then the results
were correlated between events. Second, t-tests were conducted to
compare average numbers of comments per category per ballot in each
event. For each comment category, the mean number of comments per
ballot for non-criteria-ballots were compared to the mean number of
comments per ballot for criteria-ballots using the t-test for statistical
significance. The t-test measure enables us to ascertain whether judges
place more emphasis on a particular judging criterion which was either
included or omitted from the criteria written on the ballot. For each
category, then, our null hypothesis would be that t = 0, or that there
was no significant difference in the average number of comments in a
category between the criteria and non-criteria ballots. A .05 level of sig-
nificance was established as sufficient to disprove the null hypothesis.
Thus, when t > 1.960 or t < -1.960, a change is noted below between
the criteria and noncriteria ballots for an event.

Results

Analysis of the ballots yielded the following breakdown of the 3,069
comments:

Table 1
Extemporaneous Speaking
Ballot Type
Without Criteria With Criteria
Type Of Comment # #bal. o #  #/bal. %
Delivery 196 248 215 138 1.66 24.3
Specific Analysis 146 185 205 95 114 16.7
General Analysis 78 .99 109 85 102 14.9
Support 71 .90 9.9 72 .87 127
Introduction 65 .83 9.1 51 .61 9.0
Organization 50 .63 7.0 57 .69 10.0
General Positive 43 .54 6.0 20 .24 35
Time Allocation 30 .38 4.2 15 .18 2.6
Conclusion 29 37 4.1 30 .36 53
Miscellaneous 5 .04 0.8 6 .07 1.1

Total 713 903 100.0 569 6.86 1000
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Table 2
Impromptu Speaking
Ballot Type
Without Criteria With Criteria
Type Of Comment  # #/bal, % #  #bal %
Delivery 244 168 253 216 154 26.2
Introduction 134 .92 139 67 .48 8.1
Specific Analysis 120 .83 124 93 .66 113
General Analysis 119 .82 123 135 .96 16.4
Organization 109 73 113 94 .67 114
Support 78 54 8.1 103 74 125
General Positive 61 42 6.3 41 .29 5.0
Time Allocation 52 .36 5.4 37 .26 4,5
Conclusion 35 24 3.6 26 19 3.2
Miscellaneous 12 .08 1.2 11 .08 1.3
Total 964 665 1000 823 588  100.0

Note: Totals for comments per ballot and percentages may not equal sum of the
categories due to rounding.

The Pearson's correlation between the two types of extempora-
neous ballots derived from the results noted in Table 1 yielded .947, and
a similar correlation between the two types of impromptu ballots
derived from the results noted in Table 2 yielded .917. When the
frequency distributions were correlated between events, Pearson's r
was .899 between extemporaneous and impromptu ballots without
criteria. This finding confirmed the 1983 finding that without criteria on
ballots, judges make little if any differentiation between the two events
in terms of their ballot comments. However, writing different criteria
on the ballots to distinguish the two events did not induce comment
differentiation between the two events; in fact, Pearson's r actually rose
to .952 when the criteria ballots for each event were compared. Hence,
despite an overt attempt to make the criteria for extemporaneous
speaking different from those for impromptu speaking, the comments
followed patterns more similar for each event when the criteria were
added.

The t-tests comparing the mean numbers of comments per
category per ballot between the ballot types yielded six significant
results. In extemporaneous speaking, significant declines on criteria
ballots were noted in the mean number of comments made in four cate-
gories; generally positive, where the mean number of comments per
ballot fell from .54 to .24, and t = 2.432 with 160 degrees of freedom;
specific analysis, where the mean number of comments fell from 1.85 to
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1.14 and t = 2.318 with 160 degrees of freedom; delivery, where the
mean number of comments per ballot fell from 2.48 to 1.66 and t =
2.782 with 160 degrees of freedom; and time allocation, where the mean
number of comments per ballot fell from .38 to .18 and t = 1.988 with
160 degrees of freedom. In impromptu speaking, two significant results
were noted. Mean comments per ballot pertaining to introduction
declined markedly from .92 to .48 when criteria were introduced, with t
= 4.491 with 283 degrees of freedom. The only significant increase in
means noted in the study was in impromptu supporting material, where
t = - 2.054 with 283 degrees of freedom. There, the mean number of
comments per ballot rose from .54 per ballot on the non-criteria ballots
to .74 per ballot on the ballots with criteria.

Along with the differences in a few of the categories, significant
declines were noted in the overall average numbers of comments for
each event. In extemporaneous, the decline in comments from 9.03 per
ballot to 6.86 was also noted in a t-score of 4.275 with 160 degrees of
freedom. In impromptu, where the decline was less dramatic, going
from a mean of 6.65 without criteria to 5.88 with criteria, the difference
was nonetheless significant. Here, t = 2.690 with 283 degrees of free-
dom.

Discussion

Two major sets of implications arise from the above results—the
first macroscopic, and the second microscopic. In terms of the overall
patterns, three observations might be made. First, the results indicated
that the proportions of comments in categories follow similar patterns
on the two types of ballots, and they do so for each event. Second,
impromptu speaking continues to be judged as extemporaneous speak-
ing if the analysis of critic comments provides any indication. In fact, the
correlation between the two events increased on criteria-ballots,
although criteria were introduced that clearly instructed the critic to
stress supporting material more in extemporaneous speaking. Third,
for each event, the overall total number of comments to students
declined significantly, although the ballots clearly instructed the critic
also use the space on the back of the ballots.

In terms of the specific categories, the average numbers of com-
ments per ballot declined significantly in generally positive, specific
analysis, delivery, and time allocation categories when criteria were
introduced on extemporaneous ballots. Although the declines were
perhaps expected in that "time allocation” and "“generally positive™
were deliberately omitted from the criteria ballots, the significant
declines in specific analysis and delivery occurred despite their being
stressed in the criteria or extemporaneous speaking. The category
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results were equally perplexing in impromptu speaking. The number of
comments on "introduction” did decline substantially with the term if
not the concept being omitted from the criteria impromptu ballot.
Nonetheless, the average number of comments per ballot in "support-
ing material" increased significantly for this event, despite each ballot
stressing that it was “extemp,” not "impromptu,” that called for more
supporting material. "Creativity" never really appeared as a category,
as one might expect if that category on the criteria impromptu ballot
affected judge-comment behavior. Finally, it is essential to note that in
six of ten categories of extemporaneous comments and that in eight of
ten categories of impromptu comments, there was no significant differ-
ence between the comments made on criteria and non-criteria ballots.

Both the general and specific patterns of judge-comments indicate
that in this study, the use of criteria on ballots neither changed signifi-
cantly the nature of the material judges wrote on ballots nor brought
about a differentiation between comments made on extemporaneous
and impromptu ballots. Rather, the proportions of comments in cate-
gories followed similar patterns on the two types of ballots in each
event. The few differences noted by the significant t-scores seemed to
result from factors other than the criteria, since the changes did not in
each case occur in the direction expected from what was stressed on the
ballot-criteria. From these results, criteria as used in the present study
would appear to be of limited use either for encouraging more effective
judge feedback or for encouraging ballot feedback that differentiates
between the objectives of the two events.

Olson and Wells' (1988) study found that judges were making fewer
comments per ballot than those in other studies. Their finding should
come as no surprise since the Olson and Wells sample contained large
numbers of ballots from the Interstate Oratory contest and American
Forensic Association's National Individual Events Tournament. Both
of these tournaments used miniature "card-type™ ballots with very lim-
ited writing space. The present study's finding that judges made fewer
comments per ballot on the criteria ballots would appear to confirm the
implied earlier finding that when given less space to write, critics will
provide less feedback to the students, even when urged to write on the
back of the ballots.

Implications for Research and Practice

Bormann (1980) has defined special theories as "style specific
formulations which relate to the communication practices of communi-
ties clearly bounded by patterns of general usage™ (p. 4). For an exam-
ple of such a theory, he notes that "a typical textbook on public speaking
provides an artistic special theory of communication that is concerned



FALL 1990 173

with a group of communication episodes characteristic of set occasions
in contemporary North American culture” (p. 4). Clearly, theories
about the judging of extemporaneous and impromptu speaking fit into
the category of special theory as defined by Bormann—in fact, they are
even more "special” in the context of the competitive forensics tourna-
ment.

Most critics at tournaments, who are experts in these texts, should
be quite familiar with the "style specific artistic formulations.” Even
inexperienced judges should be familiar with the rules of public speak-
ing. Critics, therefore, usually write ballots according to accepted
criteria without the criteria being provided for the critics. Thus, the
results of the present study indicating that the specialized critics of lim-
ited preparation events ignore what they perceive to be needless
criteria, are not so surprising. These results would appear to call into
question the conclusions reached at the 1988 Denver Conference call-
ing for criteria-laden ballots as a solution to insufficient critic feedback.

The present study's findings should be interpreted with several
limitations in mind. First, they left unanswered the possibility that in
future study, the criteria ballots might appear in an 81/2" X14" size in
order to eliminate writing space as an intervening variable. Second, the
scope of the study excluded the possibilities that judge training in the
criteria might promote a difference in feedback. Third, since each tour-
nament avoided students speaking twice in front of the same judge in an
event, the study is limited in that different judges were used in each
round. Fourth, each tournament offered debate. Thus, perhaps the
judge pools at all three tournaments had perhaps more persons with
debate background than do tournaments offering only individual
events. While the precise impact of these limitations on the results
remains uncertain, future ballot analyses should look for ways whereby
they maybe avoided without compromising the authenticity of examin-
ing real critic behaviors at real tournaments.

Several quantitative and qualitative questions remain for future
research: Is there a need to differentiate between impromptu and
extemporaneous judging criteria? If so, how can this difference be
achieved in the comments received by students? Why do critics choose
to ignore criteria in writing? Are critics' notions of effective extempora-
neous and impromptu speaking so ingrained that any criteria or training
would be ineffectual in terms of affecting feedback? Do criteria on
ballots help put the apprehension of the lay critic to rest, or would a
separate handout or workshop work better? Do criteria make a differ-
ence when accompanied by judge training? Will different criteria forms
than the ones used in the present study yield different results? Do crite-
ria ballots where space is left between each criterion work differently
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than the ones in the present study? Finally, how do ranks received
relate to positive and negative comments made to the speakers in these
categories? While this study has shown what judges are teaching about,
speech coaches still need to explore the relationship of positive and
negative comments to behavior, and whether those comments are con-
sistent with the ranks given.

Whether judges and speech coaches agree with competition philo-
sophically, it has become an important part of the forensic endeavor. As
long as they compete at tournaments, students will examine closely their
ballots. Thus, the ballot may become the pedagogical tool for the speech
coach. Ballot-criteria are often offered as means whereby ballots can
guide judges to be more consistent teachers. The present study, how-
ever, has shown that in and of themselves, criteria on ballots bring
about little if any difference in the types of comments critics make to
students in the limited preparation events, and that printing criteria on
ballots actually decreases the total average number of constructive
comments per ballot critics offer students. Because of the continued
need to promote criticism of students that is event- specific, instructive,
and consistent, ballot analysis should continue in the areas of extempo-
raneous and impromptu contest speaking. Since comments are read by
students more closely than criteria are read by critics, knowing what
written feedback appears on ballots and being critical of the conse-
quences will continue to be an important research prerogative for those
interested in improving the learning experience enjoyed by com-
petitors.
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APPENDIX I-Noncriteria Sample Ballot, Used in Both Events

Individual Events Ballot

Event Round Section _ Room

Student Name Code

Please write voluminous constructive comments to the speaker in the space
below:

Rank (1-5, no ties) Judge
Rating (100-70) School
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APPENDIX II-Extemporaneous Speaking Ballot Sample
with Criteria

Extemporaneous Speaking Ballot

Contestant Round
School Code Number Section
Topic Room _

Note to Judge: Please rank each contestant from 1 to 5, with no ties except for
fifth place. Please rate each contestant from 70 to 100.

Criteria: Please judge the speaker on the following criteria:

1 Topic and goal—Was the topic selection appropriate? Did the speaker
take a clear stand on the issue?

2. Organization—The student should provide a clear and meaningful
structure, with logical development.

3. Support—The student should exhibit a strong knowledge of current
events by strongly backing claims about the topic assigned with evi-
dence. Sources should be cited.

4. Specific Analysis—The student should effectively and critically explain
the facts relevant to the topic.

5. Delivery—The student should show ability to think on his or her feet,
with delivery enhancing the student's ideas.

Supporting material and the ability to demonstrate critical awareness of current
affairs are essential to this event. This event is distinguished from impromptu
speaking, where general interest discussion is stressed.

Comments: (use back of ballot if needed)

Rank (1-5, no ties but 5) __ Judge _
Rating (100-70) School
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APPENDIX Ill-Impromptu Speaking Ballot Sample With Criteria

Impromptu Speaking Ballot

Contestant Round
School Code Number Section
Topic Room _

Note to Judge: Please rank each contestant from 1 to 5, with no ties except for
fifth place. Please rate each contestant from 70 to 100.

Criteria: Please judge the speaker on the following criteria:

1 Clarity in Thesis—The student should develop a clear goal for the
speech, with a purpose clearly determined.

2. Organization—The student should develop a clear and meaningful
structure, with logical development.

3. Creativity—The student should support the points he or she makes with
creative examples.

4. Language—The speaker should demonstrate a command of language
and style, showing an ability to think with language.

5. Delivery—The speaker should show ability to think on his or her feet,
with delivery enhancing the student's ideas.

Creative ideas and a clear, enjoyable, and enlightening discussion of general
interest ideas are essential to this event. Impromptu is not mini-extemp, since it
does not require cited evidence or a special understanding of current events.

Comments: (use back of ballot if needed)

Rank (1-5, no ties but 5) __ Judge _
Rating (100-70) School



SPECIAL TOPIC

Why Forensic Coaches Quit:
A Replication and Extension

Mary Gill*

One frequently hears that the life expectancy of a forensic coach is
six years. Even though coaches and directors are the individuals making
this statement, the idea of such a limited time involvement should
cause concern. Juxtaposed to this statement is the frequent mention of
the nature of forensic education today. Many believe that time, travel,
and competition demands cause coaches to burn out quickly.

While some would like to believe that the nature of forensics has
dramatically changed, much literature suggests that the concerns of
today have been the same concerns of yesterday. In 1974 the National
Development Conference on Forensics, known as the Sedalia Confer-
ence, authored a document stating the goals and objectives of forensic
education; in 1984, the second conference was held. At each of these
conferences, directors of forensics, administrators, and concerned indi-
viduals gathered to discuss the nature of forensic education and to plan
how to guarantee its success for the future (Ziegelmueller, 1984).
Among the concerns addressed were the nature of the activities, com-
petitive standards, judging issues, and ethical concerns.

While these works are familiar to most forensic coaches, few may
realize that the debate over what forensic activities should provide for
students and demand of coaches and students dates much earlier than
the 1970s. For example, Lillywhite (1950) argued that the competitive
standards emerging with forensic practices focused away from the edu-
cational value of the events and on the individual "star" performer.
Quimby (1963) similarly questioned the value of considering directing
forensics to be a profession, since a profession presumed a broad intel-
lectual education and specialized training. He argued, however, that
forensic practices had evolved into an elitist society and should not be
considered a profession. Rives and Klopf (1965) later postulated a
decline in positive regard for forensic activities and sought to discover
why debate coaches quit.

Despite the earlier debates, individuals involved with forensic edu-
cation today continue to consider its merits. Frequent grumblings are
heard over the demands of the job, the nature of competition and its

'The National Forensic Journal, VIII (Fall, 1990), pp. 179-188.
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educational value, budgetary concerns, ethical standards, and
staffing problems (Attaway, 1977; Friedley, 1983; Thomas &
Hart, 1983; Ulrich, 1984; Ziegelmueller & Parson, 1984,
Ballinger & Brand, 1987; Aden & Kay, 1988).

Given that questions remain, the present study,
representing a partial replication and extension of Rives and
Klopf's (1965) study, attempts to determine the concerns
associated with the life of a forensic coach. Specifically, this
paper addresses the leading issues in the life of a forensic coach,
attempts to discover the major reasons why forensic coaches are
not satisfied with the profession, and speculates on the areas of
concern for the future.

Issues Facing Forensic Coaches

Despite focus differences among debate and individual
events, both areas face similar concerns. McBath (1984)
established that forensics is an educational activity concerned
with examining problems and communicating with people.
Clearly, whether one is a debate or individual events coach,
consideration of the activity's educational merit remains
constant.

Forensic coaches are concerned with several similar key
issues regardless of the area of the country in which they coach.
Numerous articles have appeared in such journals as The National
Forensic Journal and have discussed various issues concerning
coaches. For example, articles have appeared discussing the
educational value of the activities (Ballinger & Brand, 1987;
Aden & Kay, 1988). Apparently, educational value is important
in considering the merit of forensics.

Closely related to the educational value of forensic education
is the concern over ethical standards employed within forensics
(Friedley, 1983; Thomas & Hart, 1983; Madsen, 1984; Ulrich,
1984). Madsen, for example, argues that several ethical
approaches may be used. Coaches may see that a Quintillion
approach—"a good man [sic] speaking well"—is most
appropriate. Others may view the confines of the events offered
or the program as the end unto itself. Finally, one may view
participation in forensics as a training program for valuable skills
applicable beyond the immediate competitive setting.

Competitive standards have also received substantial
attention (Keefe, 1985; Rasmuson, 1985). For example,
Rasmuson concluded that positive attributes are observable
regarding competitiveness, but that more research needs to
consider whether the effects of the current competitiveness is
primarily positive or negative. Thus, competitiveness is not
inherently evil; the threshold of when it becomes harmful,
however, has not been investigated.
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While the literature establishes several key issues concerning the
forensic community, other factors are also important in considering the
satisfaction experienced by coaches. For example, many coaches are
heard lamenting the long hours spent coaching with little time for any-
thing else, the tiresome travel, the lack of support by colleagues on
their campuses, the lack of training or preparation to be a coach, and
meager compensation for their efforts. While some may argue that
these concerns are less weighty than concerns over ethics or competi-
tiveness, the issues of time and travel demands, support and compensa-
tion, and preparation for the profession may likely be the concerns that
are more fundamentally considered when one considers his or her satis-
faction with coaching. Walsh (1983) concluded that these issues warrant
serious attention if forensic programs are to survive and grow.

Faced with similar situations occurring in the 1960s, Rives and
Klopf (1965) attempted to discover reasons why debate coaches quit. In
their survey of college speech department chairs, forensic directors,
and National Forensic League chapter sponsors, key reasons were
established. While several areas were represented, the responses may
be grouped into the following categories: time, workload, travel
demands, levels of compensation, preparation for coaching, non-
recognition and support, competitiveness, and ethical concerns. In an
attempt to replicate and extend Rives and Klopf's (1965) study, this
study was undertaken to determine if similar reasons account for why
coaches quit or are dissatisfied with forensic education at the college
level. As a result, the following research question was posed: What
factors account for coaching satisfaction among individual events and
debate coaches at the college level?

Methodology

Design

The experiment consisted of a correlational analysis of eight pre-
dictor variables (time, training, travel, workload, compensation, sup-
port, competition, and ethics) with the dependent measure being
satisfaction. Based on the results of a Pearson correlation, a stepwise
regression analysis was performed to determine the strength of the pre-
dictors.

Subjects

The membership of the American Forensic Association (AFA) was
subdivided into members who were actively involved with forensic pro-
grams at the high school level and at the college level. Since the aim of
the study was to examine coaches' satisfaction with coaching, current
graduate student coaches were omitted from the list. It was postulated
that beginning graduate student coaches would not have the experience
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with which to assess adequately the reasons why coaches were or were
not satisfied or why they might quit. The remaining members involved
at the college level were assigned a number. From this designation, a
stratified random sample of 100 college members was selected.
Seventy-three usable surveys were returned, representing a 73%
response rate.

Materials

A survey which asked coaches to respond to 36 statements about
current forensic practices affecting coaches was designed. Subjects
were asked to respond to each statement using a Likert-type scale
ranging from "1," representing strong disagreement, to "5," represent-
ing strong agreement.

Statements for the survey were devised based on Rives and Klopf's
(2965) findings of why coaches quit. Only those areas of relevance to the
college coach were included in the survey. Areas of concern which have
been modified from the time of Rives and Klopf's (1965) study were
also taken into account. Categories that emerged as the leading areas
of concern for why coaches quit were concerns over time, training,
travel, workload, compensation, support other than pay, competitive
standards, and ethical standards. Measures of these categories were
applied to satisfaction as the dependent variable.

Scale Assessments

A Cronbach's Alpha was calculated for each of the nine scales.
Four scale items made up each of the variables. With the exception of
the statements regarding training and workload, the items were
collapsed across the four statements to arrive at a reliability coefficient.
The following reliabilities were obtained: time = .75, training = .29,
travel = .53, workload = .58, and satisfaction = .55.

Further investigation into possible reasons for the rather low relia-
bilities was conducted.! The analysis performed on the scales repre-
senting training and workload revealed that for each category the
statements did not correlate significantly to one another such that
larger reliability coefficients did not emerge. Subjects did not view all of
the statements in a similar manner. The scale items that did not corre-
late were eliminated from further analysis. Five items were eliminated
in this process, and the remaining 31 items were grouped according to
the nine categories outlined by Rives and Klopf's (1965) study.

Results
Demographic Analysis

Respondents were asked to identify certain demographic informa-
tion. For example, respondents were asked to identify their sex, number
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of years coaching, primary areas of coaching, type of school employed
at, and tenure status. Of the 73 surveys returned, the majority of
respondents were tenured males who were working in a public four-
year institution, had been coaching for more than fifteen years, and
coached either all individuals events or debate. The results of the
demographic analysis are reported in Table 1.

Table 1
Demographic Analysis
Characteristic Number Responding

Sex

Male 53

Female 20
Years Coaching

0-5 years 7

6-10 years 16

11-15 years 19

More than 16 years 31
Areas Coached

Interpretive events 5

Prepared public address 5

Equal coaching all events 13

Debate 46

Do not actively coach 4
Type of school

Junior college 7

Private four year 22

Public four year 41

Other 3
Tenured Position

Number tenured 44

Number in tenure line 60

Correlational Analysis

The scale items for time demands, travel demands, competition,
and workload were coded to reflect the appropriate negative relation-
ship to the statements about satisfaction. For example, one statement
about satisfaction read, "Coaching is the most rewarding profession." A
response of 5, indicating strong agreement, meant coaching was
regarded positively. On the other hand, statements about time
demands, travel demands, competition, and workload were worded in
such a way as to indicate that if subjects responded with a 5, they
perceived these items to be a negative element associated with coach-
ing. As a result, negative perception statements were recorded.

A Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation was calculated for each
scale item and group. As can be seen in Table 2, four categories signifi-
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cantly correlated with satisfaction. The time coaching demands,
travel concerns, training concerns, and competition were
significantly correlated with satisfaction. Time demands, travel
demands, and competition were negatively correlated while
training was positively correlated. As the time and travel
demands, and competitive standards increase, satisfaction
decreases. With training, however, as it increases, so does
satisfaction. Support, ethics, compensation, and workload did
not significantly correlate with satisfaction.

Table 2

Zero-Order correlations Among Variables
Independent Measures Satisfaction

Time -.36**
Travel -, 28 **
Training, .34%**
Competition -26*
Support .09
Ethics ] 14
Compensation -.10
Workload -.04

Note. Statements for time, travel, competition and workload were
coded to reflect the negative relationship of these statements to the
wording of the satisfaction statements.

*p < .05

**p < 01

Regression Analysis

The data was submitted to a stepwise regression analysis to
identify predictors of coaching satisfaction. The order of entry
into the equation was based on the results of the correlational
analysis. Time as a variable of coaching was a significant predictor
of satisfaction, accountinzq for 11 percent of the variance (Beta = -
.281 = -1.98,/> < .05, r* adj. = .11). The time required to coach
forensic activities was perceived as the variable which predicted
satisfaction with coaching. As the time is viewed to be excessive,
satisfaction decreases. Travel (Beta = -.04, t = -.46, n.s.), training
(Beta = .22, f = 1.74, n.s.), competition (Beta = .14, t = 1.06,
n.s.), support (Beta = -.07, t = -.50, n.s.), ethics (Beta = -.03, t =
-.26, n.s.), compensation (Beta = -.09, t = -.79, n.s.), and
workload (Beta = .131 = 1.07, n.s.) were not significant
predictors of a coach's satisfaction. Low scale reliabilities may
have accounted for travel, training, and competition not
emerging as significant predictors of satisfaction despite their
significant correlation with satisfaction.
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Discussion

This study investigated what factors affect satisfaction among
forensic coaches. Overall, the time spent predicts satisfaction with
coaching. In general, these findings suggest that time is the most impor-
tant reason why coaches quit forensic education.

This finding is particularly interesting given the information pub-
lished in forensic journals. As discussed earlier, much has been written
about competitiveness, the educational value, and ethics. These vari-
ables, however, do not appear to be as important as the time required in
determining whether a coach will remain a coach. Thus, greater atten-
tion should be devoted to ascertaining the threshold of what is an
acceptable time demand. While this will certainly vary among individu-
als, identifying of a generalized zone of reasonable time demands may
aid in establishing guidelines for several of the other variables
addressed in this study. For example, time may have been viewed as the
most significant predictor since it supercedes a discussion of competi-
tive standards or the educational value of forensics. After one has
determined the time that should reasonably be expected from a coach,
these other issues may become a matter for concern.

Although not significant predictors for satisfaction, travel, train-
ing, and competition were significantly correlated with satisfaction.
These results indicate several important considerations. First, consid-
erations of travel demands, training needs, and competitiveness, are
operationalized differently for individuals. Thus, while this study has
determined that travel, training, and competition are significantly
correlated to satisfaction, the level at which each of these variables is
viewed as positive or negative remains a mystery. Further investigation
should examine at which level the travel demands, concerns over the
amount of training received, and competitiveness creates a negative
environment. Through this discovery we would have a better under-
standing of our success in reaching the educational objectives of
forensic education.

Second, as discussed earlier, much of the literature has focused on
concerns over ethics. While this is certainly an important issue, ethics
emerged as a lesser concern than the time demands associated with
coaching. Ethics, for example, debated frequently and at length first by
the American Forensic Association and in later years by the Cross
Examination Debate Association, does not seem to be a significant
concern among coaches when considering satisfaction with coaching.
Thus, while ethics may be an important issue to the forensic com-
munity, it has little impact on coaching satisfaction. Apparently, suffi-
cient discussion over ethics has occurred, resulting in a lesser need to
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focus on ethics and a greater need to address the more
pragmatic elements of coaching. This standard is exemplified
in the importance of time demands, travel concerns, training
issues, and competitiveness. Whether for the individual
responding or for what is observed around him or her, training
was significantly correlated to coaching satisfaction. Thus, it
appears that lack of adequate training will result in a shorter time
spent coaching. As with a number of variables affecting the life
of a coach, training may manifest itself in other variables. For
example, lack of training may significantly impact on the time
required to coach, since the coach may spend a substantial
portion of time developing skills and knowledge of the events.

Competitiveness is perhaps the most interesting finding of
this study. While the data does not support that competitive
standards predict a coach's satisfaction, competitiveness is
significantly correlated with a coach's satisfaction. When
considering the plethora of information printed in the journals
offering new and better ways to become more competitive
(Geisler, 1985; Dreibelbis & Redman, 1987; Reynolds & Fay,
1987; Swarts, 1988), the finding that competitiveness is
significantly correlated with, although not a predictor of,
satisfaction would suggest that much of this discussion may not
aid the struggling coach. Indeed, coaches find competitiveness to
be a reason to question their involvement in forensic education,
as Attaway (1977) and Quimby (1963) have suggested, then a
continuation of journals devoting portions of their space to
how to be more competitive or achieve a higher standard of
competition seems self defeating.

While workload, support, competition, and ethics were not
significantly correlated with satisfaction, they warrant
mentioning. Surprisingly, although time demands were
significantly correlated with satisfaction, workload was not.
The statements identifying workload specifically addressed the
teaching demands in addition to coaching, paperwork involved,
and exhaustion which may occur. Apparently, the work is not
viewed as excessive or as decreasing satisfaction. Further
investigation to explore the relationship between time
demands and workload may help determine the appropriate
threshold of time involvement in coaching.

Encouraging for every coach are the results examining
support and satisfaction. Support addressed the cooperation and
appreciation from colleagues both inside and outside of
departments. Although important for morale, subjects did not
perceive a general lack of support from departmental and
campus colleagues.

Similar to support is the issue of compensation. One
statement specifically addressed whether subjects believed they
were sufficiently compensated for the work they do. This item did
not significantly corre-
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late with satisfaction. The remaining items addressed the issue of
whether forensic coaches should be treated similarly to athletic
coaches. Subjects' responses indicated that they do not believe forensic
coaches should be compensated in the same manner as athletic
coaches.

Ethics was the final variable which did not significantly correlate
with satisfaction. The statements reflecting ethics were direct state-
ments regarding ethical practices. Respondents did not indicate a
statistically significant concern over ethical conditions. This finding is
surprising given the time devoted to discussions on ethics. Given that
the Cross Examination Debate Association has been most recently
engaged in humerous discussions on ethics, a sample drawn from this
population may yield different results.

Although none would argue that the nine categories are important
to coaches, time demands was the only variable found to be a significant
predictor of a coach's satisfaction. Further investigation into the level
at which this variable and other variables impact on coaching should be
conducted. It appears that the pragmatic concerns of coaching are more
immediately important to coaches.

Conclusion

This study represents an attempt to determine why coaches quit in
the 1980s by examining what contributes to their satisfaction. From its
findings, those most involved in forensics should be more concerned
with the pragmatic practices of day-to-day living as a coach and less
concerned with variables such as ethics and competitiveness. Further
investigation should focus on the level of acceptable time and travel
demands. Additional investigation into the lifestyle of a forensic coach
should also be sought, such as an investigation which focuses on ways by
which this lifestyle can be made more sustaining than the anticipated
six-year maximum.

NOTES

'Further analysis was performed on all scale items. With the
exception of the five items deleted representing training and workload,
no other items were deleted. Eliminating other items did not
significantly alter the reliability coefficients emerging during the
original analysis. In many cases, two of four scale items significantl
correlated with each other. This result may indicate that today's coac
makes finer distinctions among items regarding support, for example,
than the coaches studied by Rives and Klopf. Further investigation
and refinement of these items should be done to develop more reliable
scales for future studies.
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FORENSIC FORUM

Some Questions About Questions in Contest Rhetorical
Criticism: A Response to Levasseur and Dean

Timothy L. Sellnow and C. T. Hanson *

The debate over whether or not to include a questioning period in
contest rhetorical criticism is as old as the event itself. While some
argue that such questions "serve a viable educational purpose”
(Levasseur & Dean, 1989, p. 151), others insist that the questioning
period often results in a "forensic horror story" (O'Rourke, 1985,
p. 165) for competitors. Since the national Forensic Association voted
to remove the questioning period at its Individual Events Nationals,
this debate has intensified. Those who supported the questioning
period view the decision to discontinue it as a threat to the educational
objective of the event. Those who endorsed dropping the questioning
period insist that it was no longer serving as a valuable asset to the
event. Although we agree that good questions can contribute to the
learning experience in contest rhetorical criticism, we do not believe
that the educational value of the event has been weakened by eliminat-
ing the questioning period. In the following paragraphs, we address
some of the speculations about the impact of eliminating the question-
ing period. We discuss the role of questions in the general context of
education, and in the specific process of training young critics. Finally,
suggestions for future experimentation are offered.

Questions and Education

Initially, we suggest that the process of "questioning” students
during a round of competition, regardless of the event, is amoral. In
other words, oral questioning can serve a positive end or a negative end.
When used appropriately, questions might serve a positive purpose.
When used inappropriately, they might serve a negative purpose. In
this portion of our essay, we offer two observations from an educational
perspective. First, we argue that oral questions can and have served a
negative purpose by creating an atmosphere of unhealthy anxiety for
competitors. Second, we reject the claim made by Levasseur and Dean
(1989) that oral questions are "better suited for rhetorical criticism than
any other individual event"” (p. 154).
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Threatening Atmosphere

It is important to note that we agree with Levasseur and Dean
(1989) when they reject the argument that questions should be elimi-
nated because they "impede tournament timing" (p. 153). The matter
of tournament administration is irrelevant to the legitimacy or illegiti-
macy of questions. Tournament managers can arbitrarily schedule
fewer speakers in rounds of rhetorical criticism if they wish to accom-
modate questioning periods. Our concern is that oral questions as they
have been used in contest rhetorical criticism have created a threaten-
ing atmosphere for students.

The questioning period, as it was used at the Individual Events
Nationals, allowed each judge to ask one question. The nature of these
questions, however, varied greatly among judges. Unfortunately, the
questioning period was abused by many judges. Reynolds (1985)
describes the discomfort such abuse can pose for contestants when she
states, "The question-answer session is more often than not a grueling,
defensive experience for competitors when it should be both positive
and constructive” (p. 174). Carl Rogers (1983) cautions us to consider
the possible negative consequences for the student [contestant] when
the teacher [judge] governs the communication situation by placing the
student in a "state of fear." In the case of oral questions during contest
rhetorical criticism, students are threatened with "public criticism and
ridicule” and "the fear of failure” (p. 186). Even more disturbing is
Rogers' claim that "this state of fear appears to increase as we go up the
educational ladder because the student has more to lose™ (p. 186). If
questions in contest rhetorical criticism produce such anxiety, why do
some students ask that they be continued? Perhaps the "personal satis-
faction” of having "beaten a pompous judge,” as described by O'Rourke
(1985, p. 166) actually serves to motivate veterans of contest rhetorical
criticism to advocate the continued use of questions. Still, the question
remains: How many students have quit competing in or avoided contest
rhetorical criticism altogether because they felt threatened by the ques-
tioning period? If students turn away from the event because of the
questioning period, what educational purpose are the questions serv-
ing?

Diverse Applications

Levasseur and Dean (1989) suggest that, because contest rhe-
torical criticism asks "for so much in so short a time," it is the individual
event best suited for questions (p. 154). We agree that contest rhetori-
cal criticism is a demanding event. We contend, however, that the
demands of the other individual events are such that they are equally
worthy of having question periods. For example, in oral interpretation
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events, students are asked to unravel a plot and develop characters
within ten minutes. Similarly, public speaking events require contes-
tants to create a sense of understanding or develop a set of adequate
arguments for accepting a controversial position on a public issue
within the same ten minute time limit. We agree with Manchester
(1985) when he states, "The forensic community must embrace the
notion that all national events are unique and sufficiently complex to
challenge the student's [sic] development as communicators (p. 172).
Simply put, the topics of the rhetorical criticism event are not necessar-
ily any more extensive than those of other events. All events require the
use of a critical perspective.

Questions and the Training of Young Critics

Levasseur and Dean (1989) claim that the question period serves to
"encourage more knowledgeable rhetorical critics” (p. 152) and that
without the encouragement of questions, "students will cease to
possess such knowledge" (p. 153). They consider the argument that stu-
dents will continue to conduct research about their artifact and
method, beyond what is necessary to write the speech, to be rooted in
"idealism" (p. 153). We contend that such student research is not ideal-
istic. We argue instead that it is a realistic and essential component in
the process of training young critics. Specifically, we contend that
describing such research as idealism fails to recognize the vital ele-
ments of motivation, reasoning, and responsibility in the process of
teaching students the art of rhetorical criticism. The elements are
described in the following paragraphs.

Motivation

Andrews (1989) explains that the initial step towards training stu-
dents to be effective rhetorical critics is to develop in them a "wise skep-
ticism™ (p. 178). He explains that, by developing this skepticism,
students will become "better consumers and producers of communica-
tion" (p. 183). Andrews' observations are consistent with those of
Brock, Scott, and Chesebro (1990), who claim that criticism is fostered
by observations of circumstances which “cry out for explanations.” They
label this human need to evaluate and understand our world, “the criti-
cal impulse” (p. 10). Contest rhetorical criticism affords students the
opportunity to apply formally their critical impulses to messages they
believe are in need of explanation. Thus, contest rhetorical criticism is a
formal means of helping students to perfect their critical impulses. It is
the critical impulse which should motivate students to explore both the
theories and the circumstances surrounding the rhetorical artifact or
act which has made them curious. If oral questions are substituted for
the critical impulse, the educational value of the event is suspect.
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Therefore, it is our position that a genuine curiosity on the part of the
students toward the communication they analyze is a real and necessary
ingredient for test criticism.

Reasoning

An additional aspect to be considered concerns the act of reasoning
in criticism. Foss (1989) contends that rhetorical training helps students
to "become inquisitive about the symbol use around them—to make
habitual the asking of questions about the nature and functions of sym-
bols" (p. 191). To meet this goal, Foss advocates a question-asking
approach on the part of the rhetorical critic. Such an approach is fitting
with the previous discussion of wise skepticism and the critical impulse.
Students begin and develop their rhetorical criticisms by forming ques-
tions. The reasoning process within a contest rhetorical criticism is
manifested in the questions and related answers generated by the stu-
dent. Hence, the process of rhetorical criticism itself is a process of ask-
ing and answering questions. These questions should be developed as
the students direct their critical impulses toward the rhetorical artifacts
or acts they select for analysis. Why, then, would the quality of a stu-
dent's analysis be diminished if a judge does not ask oral questions
following a performance? Such outside questions may, if asked appro-
priately, encourage students to alter their presentation for future
contests. They should not, however, serve as the driving force behind
the research efforts of the student. At best, these questions serve only
to supplement the continuous questioning carried out by the students
themselves. Further, when contest rhetorical criticisms foster ques-
tions for judges which are not answered in the speeches, judges can
articulate such questions on their ballots. Simply put, we see no unique
advantage to verbalizing such questions at the conclusions of competi-
tors' presentations.

Responsibility

A third aspect of training the critic concerns the teaching responsi-
bility of the coach. Gronbeck (1989) offers a demanding goal for the
teacher of young rhetorical critics. He states "Rhetorical training is
education for life" (p. 189). Gronbeck insists that, as educators of young
rhetorical critics, we should strive to improve their abilities to describe,
contextualize, and make judgments about the messages around them.
He insists that the true means by which we should evaluate our success
or failure in training young critics is through the observation of the
"reasoned personal and collective judgments” our students make
throughout their lives as they are confronted with socio-political situa-
tions (p. 189). Coaches of rhetorical criticism can make a major contri-
bution to this goal. To do so, coaches need to engage in
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thought-provoking dialogue with their students. Such conversations
should, at the very least, begin when the student identifies an item for
analysis, and continue throughout the season of competition. Coaches
diminish the significance of such dialogue when they limit it to strategic
conversations about potential questions from judges. This limited
scope fails to emphasize the importance of applying such concepts to
the students' life experiences. If coaches are willing to meet the respon-
sibility of giving their students "education for life,” the questioning
period is not necessary. Conversely, coaches who are not willing to
accept this responsibility and, instead, strategically train their students
to "beat™ the questions judges might ask, fail to meet the educational
objective of contest rhetorical criticism.

Suggestions for Future Research

In 1985, Denise Gorsline addressed the abuse of questions in con-
test rhetorical criticism by stating, "We can change our behaviors or we
can change the product” (p. 167). In 1989, the NFA decided to change
the product by eliminating the question period. The NFA has not
discouraged, and we contend that it should not discourage, the contin-
ued experimentation with questions in all individual events. It is, in fact,
our hope that forensic educators will continue to experiment with ques-
tion periods in all of the individual events. Whenconducting such
research, however, we might all do well To review what Pamela J.
Cooper (1988) has written on the process of questioning students in the
educational setting, as well as what she has to say about the expecta-
tions we communicate when we make use of questions (pp. 124-146;
247-259). In essence, Cooper suggests that questions can add to or
detract from the educational growth of the student either by fostering
interest or by creating a hostile environment for the student. We
believe that perfecting the use of question periods in forensic competi-
tion is a worthy challenge.

Well-planned questions asked by conscientious judges can supple-
ment the educational objective of contest rhetorical criticism. The
membership of the NFA have, however, found sufficient reason to
discontinue their use. While this is a disappointment to some and a
victory for others, we remain convinced that the educational value of
contest rhetorical criticism has not been diminished.
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The Question in Rhetorical Criticism:
A Response to Levasseur and Dean

Keith D. Green and Larry Schnoor*

In the Fall, 1989, issue of the National Forensic Journal, David
Levasseur and Kevin Dean presented arguments in favor of the use of
the question in Rhetorical Criticism. The arguments presented identi-
fied important reasons why questioning was valuable; however, equally
important arguments as to the disadvantages of questions were
omitted. To provide for a balanced discussion of the use of questions at
hand, this essay will offer support for the opposing position: that the
return of the questioning period to Rhetorical Criticism is simply
unwarranted. To arrive at this conclusion, two avenues will be explored:
1) an overview of the controversy at hand will be presented to establish
perspective and to set parameters for the argument; and 2) an argu-
ment supporting the removal of the question will be advanced.

To begin, there are two factors vital in understanding the scope and
importance of this issue. First, it is important that we remember that
the concern over the use of questioning in Rhetorical Criticism is an
Individual Events National Tournament issue only. The action taken at
Upsala in April, 1989, has no regulatory authority in the operation of
any tournament anywhere else in the country. There are those who
might argue that since NFA has removed questioning from the event,
individual directors of forensics will now remove questioning from their
respective invitational tournaments. This is most certainly a possibility;
however, invitationals traditionally offer rules, formats, and events
different from those used at the national level. Thus, any argument
about impact on invitations is moot; these are tournament host deci-
sions. We must keep the argument in perspective; and we are talking
about one tournament only.

Moreover, we suggest that invitational tournaments are the more
appropriate place for the use of the question, if it is to be used at all. By
the time of the national tournament, rhetorical criticism should have
been evaluated sufficiently to provide answers to questions raised dur-
ing the year. Also, since one purpose of questioning is to stimulate stu-
dents to consider revisions in their criticisms, we wonder how many
criticisms are actually revised after the national tournament is ended.
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A second aspect of this controversy which is crucial to achieving
perspective is the understanding that each of us may argue a position
based on different value hierarchies. We can certainly all agree that the
concept of questioning students has educational value; however, for
these authors, tournament operation and event equity is of higher
value. This is in no way intended to demean the value of posing a ques-
tion to a student. Rather, it is an attempt to balance educational value
with fairness and tournament pragmatics. The importance of this issue
is that the conflict is not over the value of questioning, per se, but it is
over questioning balanced with other tournament concerns. Thus, the
value of the guestion should not be the focus, but rather the relative
merit of its use when weighed against other variables. With this over-
view in mind, we can develop a more precise discussion of the reasons
supporting the removal of questions from student competition, and we
will show that questioning in rhetorical criticism does not achieve a
healthy balance with other concerns of forensic competition.

From a tournament administration perspective, we can't deny that
the use of questions increases the amount of time needed to complete
each round of competition. As all tournament managers know, being
able to anticipate the length of a given round is vital to effective tourna-
ment operation. Without this ability, the scheduling of judges, rooms,
students, and the entire tournament becomes increasingly difficult. Dr.
Christina Reynolds, Executive Secretary of the National Forensic
Association and Tournament Manager, reported that removing the
question period from each round of competition has increased the
effectiveness of tournament operations (1990). Given the size and com-
plexity of IE Nationals, actions which decrease the complexity of oper-
ating the tournament must be valued highly and given careful
consideration.

Second, from a fairness perspective, there are two concerns. Since
the use of questioning had been at the discretion of judges in the round,
it is a feature which is unevenly applied in each event. Not all judges
asked questions; and if they did, many did not ask questions of all con-
testants. Thus, judges' uneven application of questioning may actually
have created inequities in the round itself. Those students being ques-
tioned had that additional time to clarify, in some way, their positions;
those students left unquestioned did not.

Furthermore, even if judges did choose to employ the question, the
danger of abuse existed. As Harris asserted, "Not only are tournament
schedules totally devastated by such practices, but the renown of rhe-
torical criticism finals as a model for the 'Inquisition’ quickly turn nov-
ices away from an important educational experience” (1987, p. 24).
Although idealistically all judges treat students with tact and consider-
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ation, to assert that such abuse did not occur would be hiding one's head
in the sand. To sanction this avenue for abuse certainly seems inconsis-
tent with strong educational goals.

Additionally, the presence of questioning was inconsistent with
other events; not, as Levasseur and Dean assert, establishing a false
dichotomy (p. 153), but rather, the equitable application of tournament
procedures to all events. Rules of events such as time limits are estab-
lished, among other reasons, to encourage fairness in the structure of
the event itself. Since questioning was unevenly applied by judges, the
structure of the event allowed for inequities rather than guaranteed
fairness.

Third, from an educational perspective, it appears that questions
taught students that lack of clarity and completeness within a given
time-frame was acceptable. This stance is certainly contrary to basic,
effective public address. Virtually any textbook on speech preparation
will stipulate that the final product must fit within the given time-
frame. Use of the question suggested that time limits could be "fudged"
a bit, and that the rhetorical effort might be completed after the fact.
Levasseur and Dean assert, "A complete and concise rhetorical criti-
cism is impossible within a ten-minute time-frame. "At least with ques-
tions, judges can compensate for the time limit and explore areas
which the student simply could not address™ (p. 154). If students
cannot address these areas within the speech, to allow them to be
addressed after the fact violates the basic parameter of "fitting the
time limit."

Finally, the entire issue of the question is highlighting a symptom
of an underlying problem in Rhetorical Criticism: we as coaches/judges
may be demanding too much to be accomplished in the ten-minute
time-frame. As Levasseur and Dean acknowledge in their essay, “In no
other event do we ask for so much in so short a time...." In short, we
ideally expect a twenty-five page journal article condensed into a ten-
minute insightful and invigorating