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ABSTRACT

THE INSTRUCTIONAL ETHODS AND LATERIALS USED
IN TEACHING LEASONING AND LVIDENCE
TO HIGH SCHOOL DEBATERS

by John F. Kirn

The purpose of this study was to affirm or deny
certain hypotheses which the writer developed as a result
of his experience in teaching high school debate. The hy-
potheses were as follows: (1) There are particular text-
books used generally by experienced coaches. (2) Debate
handbooks are used frequently as a teaching material.

(3) Clinics and debate tournaments are major sources in
teaching reasoning and evidence. (4) There are some unique
methods and materials being used of which many coaches are
unaware. (5) Experienced debaters are a prime factor in
teaching reasoning and evidence. (6) The teaching of
reasoning and evidence consumes more time than the teach-
ing of other phases of debate. (7) A distinct pattern of
the classifications of reasoning and evidence as taught

by experienced debate coaches should be revealed by this

study.
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The survey was conducted in two parts. A gques-
tionnaire based on the aforementioned hypotheses was sent
to 78 wichigan high school debate coaches who had taught
debate at least for a consecutive three-year period. Part
I asked the coaches to check methods and materials corre-
sponding to classifications of reasoning and evidence that
were used in their teaching. Part II asked the coaches
to explain the methods and materials used in instruction.
In addition, several questions were asked relevant to the
coaches' responsibilities in an effort to establish a cor-
relation between the methods and matefials used in teaching
reasoning and evidence.

Replies to the questionnaire, based on 40 respond-
ents to Part I and 43 to Part II, were compiled, categor-
ized, and analyzed and comprise the basis for the body of
the thesis.

The thesis embédies five chapters: Chapter I
outlines the llichigan High School Forensic Program in ad-
dition to introducing the study. Chapter Il discusses the
procedure used in conducting the survey. Chapter III tabu-
lates and analyzes Part I of the survey, and Chapter IV
tabulates and analyzes Part II. Chapter V presents a sum-
mary and conclusions. |

Conclusions to the hypotheses based on the 43
replies are (1) that there are no particular textbooks used

generally by experienced debate coaches, (2) that debate
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handbooks are frequently used in teaching reasoning and
evidence, (3) that the debate clinics and tournaments are
major sources in teaching reasoning and evidence, (4) that
there are some unique methods and materials used in teach-
ing reasoning and evidence, (5) that experienced debaters
are a prime factor in teaching reasoning and evidence,
(6) that first of all, the amount of time teaching reason-
ing and evidence cannot be affirmed or denied and secondly,
the amount of time varies according to individual cases,
and (7) that there is no distinct pattern revealed of the
classifications of reasoning and evidence as taught by ex-
perienced debate coaches.

Other findings revealed by the study were (1) that

Teacher's Lecture and Teacher's Demonstration are the two

most-frequently-used methods, (2) that Debate Handbooks

and Practice Tournaments are the two most-frequently-used

materials, (3) that analogy is the most-frequently-taucht
classification of reasoning, and (4) that statistics is
the most-frequently-taught classification of evidence.
Analogy and statistics, classifications of reasoning and
evidence respectively, were taught by approximately 90 per
cent of the coaches surveyed. In addition, the forms of
causal reasoning were revealed to be used more often by
the respondents than were the forms of syllogistic reason-
ing.

The study suggests that high school debate in
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Michigan is a poorly planned activity, existing under nu-
merous obstacles., It is with this in mind that the writer
concluded by suggesting several areas for further study

relevant to upgrading the ilichigan debate program.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTICY TO TIHZ STUDY

Philosophy of Forensics

A successful hizh school forensic program usually
revolves around the school administration and the speech
teacher. Assuming that ths school administration is in
favor of, and supports, forensic activities, the program
can become, with the teacher's direction, a vital force
in the lives of students. .

The forensic program plays an important role by
presenting oprortunities for additional experiences to high

school students in the speech program. According to Dr.

Douglas Ehninger, writing in The Sneech Teacher, a worth-

while forensics program has the following earmarks:

1. A sound forensic program is integrated
with curricular instruction in public speaking
and the fundamentals of speech. It should not
be "extracurricular" but "co-curriculer."

2. A sound forensic program is student
centered. The program should exist for the bene-
fit of the perticipants, not for the director's
reputation or for . . . the prestige of the school.

3. In a sound forensic program participa-
tion is regulated by educationally defensible



principles: a. Participation should be spread
among many students. b. Training in debate and
discussion, while aduittedly valuable, nust in no
way be allowed to interfere witihh the student's
general ecadenic achievement. Certainly it does
not justify elther excessive absences or a low
quality of cless work. c¢. . . . as an educator,
the coaca's concern is to build competent and well-
rounded men and womzn, not to train a troop of
hizhly specialized performers.

4, A sound forensic program teaches social
responsibility. This should include specking
only after mature reflection, having a healthy
respect for facts, and striving constantly for
the public zood retiher than selfish ends.
5. A sound forensic program is progressive.
The progrzu is carefully plaenned in advance so as
to provide a balance and fruitful sequence of ex-
periences.
6. A sound forensic program is respected in
the school, the commnunity, and the_region of the
country in which it is carried on.l
The forensic progreim in Illichigan is organized
on a state level through the Ilichigan High School Forensic
Association. This organization is governed by a state manag-
er and a state forensic council consisting of two represent-
atives from each of the following organizations: the lMich-
izan Association of School Administrations, the Lichigan
Secondary School Association, the llichigan Speech Associa-

tion, and the Michigen High Schocl Forensic Association.

The forensic program is divided into two phases.

1Douglas Ehninger, "Six Earmarks of a Sound Foren-
sic Prograu," The Speech Teacher, I (September, 1952),
pp. 237-41.




The first phase is devoted to discussion and debate. League
competition in this area generally lasts throughout the
first semester of the school year. The state discussion
program calls for two meets which are usually held the lat-
ter part of October and the first part of November. The
meets include participants from three to five schools, the
schools being determined by the state manager. A school

is not required to participate in discussion in order to
qualify for the debate progran.

The debate program is so organized that a school
can be a member of a local league as well as a participant
in the state schedule. The number of debates in which a
school competes within the local league is left to the dis-
cretion of the league members. In the state schedule a
school competes against four other schools of similar student
enrollmwent. Tnis schedule is worked out by the state man-
ager according to A and B divisions, A including a pupil
enrollment of more than 499 and B including a pupil enroll-
ment of less than 500.

All schools, regardless of wins and losses, have
the opportunity to be represented in the state eliminations
which are held separately in the A and B divisions. All
schools compete in district tournaments, winners of which
compete in a series of eliminations until one school is
considered champion in each divisicn.

Tlie second phase of the forensic program is



devoted to Spring Forensics. The Upper Peninsula competes

in declawation, oratory, dramatic monologue, dramatic dia-
lozue, humorous reading, narrative reading, extempore speak-
ing, lyric poetry reading, and radio news commentary. Pupils
in the Lower Peninsula compete in declamation, interpreta-
tive reading, humorous reading, oratory, and extempore speak-
ing. The district organization for competition is handled

by the state manager. Each school selects a maximum of

two students per category for district competition. The

two district winners in each category participate in the
regioral contest. Regional competition is the highest-rank-
ing participation in which any forensic student can compete.
Awards are presented to each student taking a first or second
in the district and the regional tournaments.

Having given an over-all view of the general foren-
sic program, the writer wishes to outline the one specific
area of forensics which is the major concern of this thesis:
debate. J. Walter Reeves suggests what should be contained
in a debate course:

I. Proposition for Argumentation and Debate

II. leans of Getting llaterial
ITI. lieans of Analyzing the Proposition
IV. Brief iaking
V. Evidence
VI. Reasoning

VII. ileans of Refutation



VIII. Tne Nature of Persuasion
IX. Style
X. Delivery2
Other authorities writing in this field generally
agree with Reeves. For instance, Karl F. Robinson and
John W. Keltner present a very detailed course of study

that includes these major units.3 In the book How to Debate
4

the authors definitely stress these areas. Although public
speaking books on the secondary level do not stress debate
2s ruch as public speaking, one finds that the chapter on
debate does include these topics in the preparation of a

debate. Examnples of such public speaking books are The

New Better SQeech,5 American Soeech,6 and The Art of Speak-

inr.7 Debate textbooks also cover these units. Some repre-
ERO2N

sentative works are Argumentation and Debate edited by

2J. Walter Reeves, "A Secondary Course in Argu-
mentation," Bulletin of the National Association of Second-
ary School Principals, XXXVI (.ay, 1952), p. 58.

3Karl F. Robinson and John W. Keltner, "Suggested
Units in Discussion and Debate for Secondary Schools,"
Bulletin of the National Association of Secondary School
Principals, AXXVI (.ay, 1952), pp. 72-178.

4Harrison B. Swumers, Forest L. Whan, and T. A.
Rousse, How to Debate (New York: H. W. Wilson Co., 1953),
vassim.

5Andrew T. Weaver, Gladys L. Borchers, and
Charles H. Woolbert, The New Better Speech (New York:
Harcourt, Brace and Co., 1941), pp. 339-62.

6Wilhelmina Hedde and William Brigance, American
Speech (Chicago: J. B. Lipgincott Co., 1955), pp. 230-60.

7E. F. Elson and Alberta Peck, The Art of Spesking
(New York: Ginn and Co., 1952), pp. 363-97.




David Potter,8 Arzunentation, Discussion, and Debate by

9

A, Craig Baird,
10

and Argumentation and Debate by Lionel

Crocker. Thus, a general conclusion may be drawn that
debate should include those units as suggested by J. Walter

Reeves.

Statement of the Problem

From the ten units suggested by Reeves, one could
list numerous studies which should be conducted in order
to improve the effectiveness of teaching debate to high
school students. The writer has elected to limit his study
to instructional methods and materials used in teaching
reasoning and evidence. There are several reasons for doing
this. In the first place, the subject is of primary interest
to the writer. Secondly, reasoning and evidence provide
the foundation for thought and, thus, are pertinent to de-
bating. Thirdly, the writer feels, from his experience

in the field of debate, that reasoning and evidence are

8pavid Potter (ed.), Argumentation and Debate
(New York: The Dryden Press, 1954), passim.

9A. Craig Baird, Argumentation, Discussion, and
Debate (New York: lcGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc., 1950), passim.

loLionel Crocker, Argumentation and Debate (New
York: American Book Co., 1944), passim.




the least-effectively developed and taught of all phases

of debate.

The purpose of this study is to affirm or deny

certain hypotheses that the writer formulated from his ex-

perience in debate. It is hoped that the respondent's

answers will stimulate improvement in the teaching of rea-

soning and evidence. The hypotheses are:

1.

2.

There are particular textbooks used gen-
erally by the experienced debate coaches.

Debate handbooks are used frequently as a
teaching material.

Clinics and debate tournaments are major
sources in teaching reasoning and evidence.

There are some unique methods and materials
being used of which many coaches are un-
aware.

Experienced debaters are a prime factor
in teaching reasoning and evidence.

The teaching of reasoning and evidence
consumes more time than the teaching of
other phases of debate.

A distinct pattern of the classifications
of reasoning and evidence as taught by ex-
perienced debate coaches should be revealed
by this study.

Significance of the Study

Although there have been many studies conducted

and numerous articles written disclosing the strengths and



weaknesses of the debate program, the writer has been un-
able to locate a study concerning the instructional methods
and waterials used in teaching reasoning and evidence.
However, because of their significance and relationship,
several studies and articles are referred to in the follow-
ing paragraphs.

The Speech Association of America has sponsored
the writing of several articles in an attempt to provide
helpful material for the improvement of debate instruction.
One of these articles, "Practical Procedures in Coaching
High School Debate," stresses the use of round table dis-
cussions and practice debates as two methods of helping

debaters learn reasoning and evidence.11

The author, how-
ever, does not deal with particulars concerning the classi-
fications of reasoning and evidence nor the techniques used
in the teaching thereof.

Another study compiled by Robinson and Keltner
involves a detailed outline for a general discussion-debate

unit.12

The outline does not, however, explain what clas-
sifications of reasoning and evidence should be taught.
Lillian G. Polk completed a study of the Louisi-

ana debate program in 1939. The purpose of her study was

llCarney C. Smith, "Practical Procedures in Coach-
ing High School Debaters," Quarterly Journal of Speech,
XXIV (1943), pp. 222-34.

12

Robinson and Keltner, op. cit., passim.




to make specific recommendations for improvements in the
high school debate program. The study was conducted through
three means: 19 personal letters to departmente of speech,
the state high school debating associations, and the debat-
ing societies; the study of 39 states' debate constitutions;
and personal interviews with officers of the National Foren-
sic League and directors of recognized debate programs.

The study revealed that in order for Louisiana to improve
its debate program, the following recommendations would

have to be adopted:

l. Debate should be a part of the high school
official course.

2. The need for trained debate directors is
essential.

3. Coaches should be financially rewarded.

4, Colleges should sponsor clinics and tourna-
ments.

5. Competent judges are needed.
6. Boys and girls should debate in one division.

T. A division between small and large schools
would increase interest.l3

James W. Parkerson's iiaster's thesis dealt with
the analysis of eight representative works of argumentation,

debate, and discussion in order to evaluate the principles

131i11ian G. Polk, "A Debating Program for Lou-
isiana High Schools, Based on Current Debating League Prac-
tices" (unpublished Master's thesis, Agricultural and le-
chanical College, Louisiana State University, 1939), pp.
106-108.
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of logical reasoning as applied to these areas. The works
were written on a general high school level and appeared
between 1929 and 1944. The conclusions to this study were:

l. Debating performs a vital function in modern
education.

2. Debating stresses argument, applied logic,
rather than logic itself--the science of
thinking.

3. Nevertheless, an understanding of syllogistic
logic will enable the debater to handle more
effectively the argumentative process.

4., Persuasion and conviction are equally appli-
cable argumentative techniques,

5. Deduction and induction are important in
argumentative discourse.

6. Deduction and induction are interdependent
processes.

7. Induction is more applicable than deduction
in argumentative techniques.

8. A knowledge of fallacies enables the debater
to deal more effectively with logical reason-
ing.

9. Treatment in text is essentially Aristotel-
ian.l1l4

In iay, 1959, the liichigan High School Forensic
Association surveyed the high school debate coaches in this
state. The findings revealed that only 33 teachers had

bachelor's degrees in speech, whereas 21 had majors in

l4James W. Parkerson, "The Place of Logical Rea-
soning in Representative Works of Argumentation, Debate,
and Discussion, of the High School Level" (abstract of
uaster's thesis, Department of Speech, State University
of Iowa, 1950), Speech Monographs XVII (August, 1950),
p. 247.
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Enzlish and 29 others had majors in fields of history,
mathematics, French, social science, philosophy, psychol-
ogy, chemistry, and natural science. The survey also re-
vealed that of those coaches who had both a bachelor's and
a master's degree, only 8 had both degrees in speech, while
27 had neither degree in speech.15
Becker, Brown, and lurphy discovered that 70 per
cent of the high school debate teams in Michigan were coached
by teachers who do not teach the speech course.16
The Alexander-Thomas survey revealed that debate
coaches would like assistance in solving coaching problems,17
and the Snug study revealed that 69 per cent of the school
administrators and teachers other than debate coaches felt
that "debate needs coaches with better training and a more

wholesome philosophy of debate."18

15"Debate Questionnaire Precis," Forensic News,
No. 1 (September 10, 1959), pp. 8-9.

16Albert Becker, Charles T. Brown, and Jack W.
wurphy, "Speech Teaching in Michigan," The Speech Teacher,
I (March, 1952), pp. 137-40.

17Frederick Alexander and Gordon Thomas, "The
High School Speech Teacher in Michigan," The Speech Teacher,
1X (September, 1960), pp. 189-91.

18Clayton H. Shug, "A Study of Attitude Towards
Debate," The Speech Teacher, I (November, 1952), pp. 242-
52.
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Justification

From the review of the preceding studies it ap-
pears that there is need for further research in an effort
to i1mprove the training of high school debaters.

mlany debate coaches, especially the beginners,
are confronted with the problem of developing an effective
presentation of reasoning and evidence. In some school
systems the debate prozram is an extracurricular activity
that weets during the "spare" time of the coach. In other
school systems the debate program is integrated into the
academic schedule. There are still other situations in
which the debate program is carried out through a related
class, e.g2., a public speaking class. The length of the
debate program is also varied. In some schools debate is
taught for one semester; in other schools, for an entire
year. with various debate programs, one can imagine that
there are many effective, in some instances ineffective,
methods, as well as effective and ineffective materials used
in the teaching of reasoning and evidence.

It is believed that this study will be helpful
to the inexperienced debate coach who would undoubtedly be
interested in knowing something about the methods and mate-

rials that are employed. It is believed that this study
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will also be helpful in assisting the experienced coach
in the evaluation of his program of teaching debate.

It is hoped that this study will prove useful
to colleges and universities which train speech teachers
inasmuch as these institutions will be provided with infor-
mation which should be of help in coping with some of the

problems which so often confront a first-year coach.

Plan of the Study

The procedure of this study was to survey the
debate coaches in the public and parochial schools in the
state of Wichigan in order to compile, categorize, and ana-
lyze the classifications of reasoning and evidence taught
and the methods and materials used in the teaching. In
order to obtain tried-approved or effective methods, the
survey was limited to debate coaches of the Michigan High
School Forensic Association who had taught or coached de-
baters for a consecutive three-year period. This limita-
tion was made with the thought in mind that these instruc-
tors may have a definite plan or course of study which has

been found effective.
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Definitions

Several words which appear throughout the study
are defined in the following paragraphs. The definitions
are provided in order to make for a clear understanding of
the survey.

Llethods.--The definition, taken from Webster's

New world Dictionary of the American Language, is: "a way

of doing anything; mode; procedure; or way of teaching,
investigating, etc." The following parts of this study

will be termed methods: Teacher's Lecture, Teacher's Dem-

onstration, Lebaters' Research, Devaters' Demonstration,

Class Discussion, Panel Discussion, and Guest Expert.

Materials.--The definition, taken from Webster's

New World Dictionary of the American Languaze, is: "notes,

visual aids, and ideas used in teaching." In this study

Debate Handbooks, Assigned Class Textbook, Library of Text-

books, Study Sheets, Study Sheet OQutlines, klovies, Film

Strips, and Summer Clinics are considered materials.

Reasoning.--The word is defined by Courtney and

Capp in their book Practical Debating as "The process by
19
"

which we infer a conclusion from a premise.

19Luther W. Courtney and Glenn R. Capp, Practical
Debating (Chicago: J. B. Lippincott Co., 1949?, p. 114.
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Evidence.--The definition is taken from Practical
Debating: "Any factual umaterial or opinion used to estab-

lish the truth or falsity of a given statement."zo

Organization

The study is divided into five chapters in order
to present the findings in a comprehensible form. Follow-
ing this chapter, Chapter II presents a description of the
procedure used in the development of the survey. Chapter
III tabulates Part I of the survey. Chapter IV is a tabu-
lation of Part II of the survey. Chapter V presents the
results, questions developed from the survey, speculations
and implications, and suggested areas for further study.

A bibliography and appendixes of related and useful mate-

rials follows Chapter V.

201pig., p. 84.



CHAPTER II

PROCEDURE OF TIS SURVEY

The 1958-59 directory of the lidchigan High School
Forensic Association listed 96 teachers who had coached
debate for a consecutive three-year period or longer.
Eizhteen changes were discovered in checking the directory
of the 1959-60 school year. Consequently, in order to stay
within the limitations of the study, 18 changes reduced
the number of coaches gqualifying for the survey to 78.
These coaches represented class A, B, and C high schools,
but not class D and E. Schools under the latter classifi-
cations were not included since there were none that met
the limitations, and, furtihermore, in such schools there
probably would be a lack of students and staff to carry
out a successful debate program.

The classifications of high schools were adopted
from the liichigan High School Athletic Association. These
classifications are determined by the enrollment of the
school: A schools, 900 and over; B schools, 400 to 899;

C schools, 200 to 3%99; D schools, 76 to 199, and E schools,

16



17

less than 75.l

There were 23 respondents in the A classification,
10 in the B classification, and 10 in the C clessification.
The forensic division combines the A and B schools into an
A division and C and D schools into a B division; therefore,
the A division is represented by 33 schools and the B divi-
sion is represented by 10 schools.

The classifications of reasoning and evidence
used in the survey were compiled from the writer's train-
ing and coaching experience and are based primarily upon

four recognized textbooks on argumentation: Arcumentation

and Debate by Lionel Crocker;2 Arzumentation, Discussion,

and Debate by A. Craig Baird;3 Argumentation and Debate
4

edited by David Potter;  and Practical Debating by Luther W.

5

Courtney and Glenn R. Capp.
The questionnaire was constructed during the sum-

mer of 1959 and was tested for reliability by Dr. Willard

Warrington, a staff member of the Office of Evaluation Serv-

ices at kiichigan State University. It was tested for

lBulletin of the Michigan High School Athletic
Associagtion, XXXVI (November, 1959), p. 97.

2Crocker, op. cit., passim.

3Baird, op. cit., passim.

4Potter, op. cit., passim.

5Courtney and Capp, op. cit., passim.
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readability and continuity by three debate coaches in the
Lansing area. with several subsequent alterations the ques-
tionnaire was mimeographed, and mailed.

The survey was mailed in two parts. Part I con-
sisted of a form on which respondents checked the types
of reasoning and evidence taught in relationship to the
methods eand materials used in the instruction. Included
with the form were a personal letter of introduction and
explanation, two letters of endorsement, and, in order to
secure a higher percentage of returns, a stamped, self-ad-
aressed envelope. Part I was mailed early in October, 1959.
Copies of the personal letter and instructions, the endorse-
ments, and the form used may be found in Appendix A.

Part II was divided into three categories: the
debate program, methods and materials used, and the instruc-
tor's over-all teaching program and duties. Although the
questions were not arranged specifically under one of the
three categories, in order to conserve space, the questions
are treated as such in Chapter IV.

Part II consisted of 28 questions. With the ques-
tions were mailed a personal letter of introduction and
explanation, two endorsements, and a stamped, self-addressed
envelope. Fart II was mailed the latter part of October,
1959. A copy of the personal letter, the endorsements,
and the questionnaire may be found in Appendix B.

Where there was no return of Part I, that form,
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alonz with an appropriate personal letter, was enclosed
with the second mailing.

By the end of November, 1959, the writer felt
that there were not as yet sufficient returns from which
to draw conclusions; therefore, a last attempt to secure
a higher percentage of returns was made the first part of
December, 1959,

Endorsements were included in two of the three
mailings, presupposing that influential and well-known speech
educators' recoumendations would result in a greater return.
The endorsements were written by Dr. Fred Alexander, member
of the Department of Speech at Michigan State University
and an active member of the iichigan Speech Association;

Dr. ioyne Cubbage, iianager of the iichigan High School Fo-
rensic Association; and Dr. Emil Pfister, Head of the De-
partment of Speech and Drama at Central WMichigan University,
and a meuber of the Board of the lkkichigan High School Fo-
rensic Association.

Part I brought in a 53.84 per cent return, and
Part II brought in a 55.12 per cent return. As a result
of the three mailings, 54.45 per cent of those questioned
responded to the total questionnaire.

The results of the survey were carefully tabu-
lated on specially prepared forws; responses to questions
were tabulated numerically; that is, all replies to a par-

ticular question were tabulated before progressing to
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another question.
The results of Part I are tabulated and presented
in Chapter I1I, those of Part II,in Chapter IV. Chapter

V presents the summary and conclusions to the study.



CHAPTER III

TABULATION AND ATALYSIS CF PART T

This chepter presents a tebulation and analysis
of the results of Part I of the survey. Althouzh there
were 42 respondents to Part I, tabulations will be made
from only 40, since two replies did not conform to the
questionnaire.

One respondent indicated taat he could not fill
out the forws as requested because, "I seriously question
the value to debating of such extensive logic instructions.”

Another respondent stated:

I cannot answer this. I just don't work this
way. I do not believe you can effectively teach

these things by conscious effort; it must flow out
of the activity.

L4 L . L] i d L4 . L L] L] . . L] L] L] L] L] . L] L] L] . . L] L]

My emphasis has been on subject matter and
knowledze of the subject and we spend a great deal
of time on just learning the facts. Then we strip
away the non-essentials and try to come up with a
consolidated logicel case which will carry the mail
because it is true and is fundamental in approach.

Years of experience have taught me practical
matters of logical approacn, analysis of evidence

and rebuttal methods--always based on the practical-
ities of the situation.

I have never analyzed my methods. . . .

21
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Both of these replies are important, for they
suzgest that some coaches teach more from an "inspirational"
than from an analytical point of view. The survey, however,
was not designed to distinguish and evaluate the methods
or philosophies of teaching reasoning and evidence. The
purpose of the survey was only to discover what types of
reasoning and evidence were used and what instructional
methods and materials were employed in the teaching.

The terms used in the Tables referring to the
classifications of reasoning and evidence were derived from
standard debate and argumentation textbooks, e.g., Argumen-

tation and Debate by Crocker,1 Practical Debating by Courtney
2

and Capp, and Argzumentation and Debate edited by David

Potter.3 No definitions for the terms were provided within
the survey. It was assuwmed that debate teachers who had
taught for at least a three-year consecutive period would
be familiar with the terms, and it was felt that further
insight would be gained from the study if respondents were
free to reply in light of their own training and teaching
experience.

Several coaches, nowever, indicated an unfamiliar-

ity with the terms and, consequently, did not complete Part I.

lCrocker, op. c¢cit., passim.

2Courtney and Capp, op. cit., passim.

3Potter, op. cit., passim.
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Prom those who did complete Part I, it is inferred that a
few were not always certain as to the terminology employed.
In spite of this, the writer feels that the survey had a
considerable degree of reliability. There are definite
reasons to believe that the respondents did not check or
answer the questions in the two-fold survey in a haphazard
or random manner. For exauple:

Part II was designed to explain specifically the
methods and materials listed in Part I. The relationship
between the two parts reflects the respondents' ability
to understand the terminology used in Part I. For instance,
in Part I the respondents checked as to whether or not they
used the various classifications of methods and materials.
In Part II the respondents elaborated as to how specific
methods and materials were organized for teaching the clas-
sifications of reasoning and evidence. The two parts com-
plement each other.

To substantiate further the reliability of the
survey, the writer reviewed representative materials used
by the respondents in order to detect just how comprehen-
sively reasoning and evidence was covered. Textbooks,
though varying in their discussion of reasoning and evi-
dence, did cover the two areas. Ilovies, too, were found
to be helpful in teaching reasoning and evidence. For

example, a movie entitled How to Judge Facts deals specifi-

cally with common fallacies of reasoning. The debate
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nandbooks used by the coaches and debaters should be use-
ful and in certain instances are directly helpful in teach-
ing reasoning and evidence (see page 66). The writer also
reviewed the materials and the program of the fall clinics
which are sponsored by various collezes and universities
and found that they definitely attempt to aid debaters in
learning reasoning and evidence (see page 69 for further
information).

It seems reasonable to conclude, therefore, that
the terminolozy used in the questionnaire was consistently
meaningful, and that the items reported did represent to
the answerer much the same thing that they did to the ques-
tioner. It was the variety of ideas provided by respond-
ents which proved of relevant value and which probably would
not have resulted had limited definitions been posed. There-
fore, throuzhout the study each classification of material
and method used in teaching reasoning and evidence will be

referred to by its special term.

Rankings of the Classifications of Reasoning and Evidence

Tables 1 and 2 contain the rankings of the clas-
sifications of reasoning and evidence respectively. The
figure following each classification indicates the number

of coaches teaching that particular form of reasoning and
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evidence as indicated by tane questionnaire. The second
fizgure following each classification indicates the percent-
age of coaches teaching that particular form of reasoning
and evidence. Both the number of coaches and the percent-

ages are based upon the 40 responses to Part I of the survey.

TABLE 1: RANKING THE CLASSIFICATIONS OF REASONING

Number of Per cent of
Classification Coaches Coaches

A.nalogyocooooooooooooooo.oo000000370000000000000009205
Cause to Effect. ® © 06 060 0600 060 0 0 0 0 00 .35. ® 0 6 6 06 0 0 06 0 0 0 00 .85.5
Example...............0'.....0...33.l.............82.5
Effect to Cause. ® 6 0 6 06006 06 060 0 06 0 0 00 .31. ® 0 0 0606000 0 0 0 00 .77.5
Generalization. ® & 0 0 060 00000 0 00 0 00 030. e 0 6 0 0060 0 0 0 0 00 .75.0
Effect to Effect‘0...0......0..0.270..'0.0.0......67.5
Categorical SyllogiSmMeeeecessceeedececessscsesessb0.0
Hypothetical Syllogism. ® ® 0 060 00 00 .210 ® 0 ® 0 0600 00 00 000 5205
Disjunctive Syllogism. ® 06 0 00 0 0 00 013. ® 0 0 000 0 0 0 0 0 00 .32.5
Enthymeme..O.................C.O. 7......0........1702

Sign..........0.0..0'0...'.0..... 6...............15.0

| Table 1 indicates that analogy was taught by 37
or 92.5 per cent of the coaches, cause to effect was taught
by 35 or 85.5 per cent of the coaches, and example was
taught by 33 or 82.5 per cent of the coaches. The follow-
ing five classifications, effect to cause, generalization,
effect to effect, categorical syllogism, and hypothetical
syllogism, were taught by at least 50 per cent of the
coaches. Disjunctive syllogism, enthymeme, and sign rea-
soning were the least-taught classifications. None of the

classifications was taught by all 40 coaches.
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Table 2 indicates that the most-prevalent clas-
sifications of evidence taught by coaches surveyed were
statistics, examples, authority, and opinions. These four
classifications were taught by at least 80 per cent of the
coaches, and all of the classifications were taught by at
least 50 per cent of the coacnes. As in Table 1, Table 2
reveals that none of the classifications was taught by all

of the coaches.

TABLE 2: KANKING THE CLASSIFICATIONS OF EVIDENCE

Nuwnber of Per cent of
Classification Coaches Coaches

statistiCS.Q.O..........l....0...36....0...0.0...90.0
ExampleeceeesececescsecscscsccccssesosolDeccccssssnneeeBOed
Authority.............l..........35............Cl85.5
Opinions........‘................32..............80.0
Primary or Original SourceS.ceseelTescsssccsecsesebdTeb
Literal and Figurative Analogies.25.ccesescscseseab2.5
Secondary SOUrCEeSeececcccsssscccessllecssscssssccscssdled
Circllms‘tantial.'...'.......0.....20......I....l..so.o

Explanation of Tables 3-40

After having ranked the types of reasoning and
evidence, the writer's next step was to tabulate the methods
and materials used in the teaching process. Tables 3-40
contain in parenthesis after their titles the number of

coaches teaching the particular classification of reasoning
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and evidence. iethods and materiagls are ranked eaccording

to the number of coaches using each. No tabulation was

made to indicate whether a coach used one or several methods
and materials. The figures indicate only the sum number

of tiwmes that a coach or coaches checked a particular method
and/or material. The percentage after each method and ma-
terial is tased on the number of coaches who taught the
particular classification of reasoning and evidence and

is not based on the number of respondents to the survey.

ilethods Used in Teaching the Classifications of Keasoning

The first phase of Part I consists of ranking the

instructional methods used in teaching each classification

of reasoning. The methods are defined as Class Discussion,

Teacher's Lecture, Teacher's Demonstration, Panel Discussion,

Debaters' Demonstrstion, Debaters' Research, and Guest Expert.

TABLE 3: ANALOGY (37)

Number of Per cent of
Method Coaches Coaches

Class DiscuSSiono ® & & 0 0 0 0 &6 0 000 0 00 27. ® 0 6 0 0 0 06 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .73.0
Teacher'S LeCtUrCeeccecccccccccseeldecsccsoccococcceesblel
Teacher's DemonstratioNeeeceeceel3eccccocccccsccesbds?
Panel Discussion. ® ®© 0 0 06 ¢ 00 0 0 0 0 0 o0 .18. ® & 06 0 0 0 0 060 0 0 0 0 0 .48.6
Debaters' Demonstrationeeeececeellececececscccecesslde’
Debaters' Research. ® ® 0 0 0 00 00 0 00 .ll. @ @ O 0 0 0 0 00 0 0 0 00 .29.7
Guest Expert..0.0...0.....".... 1..'.0......0.... 2.7
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As the tabulations for Table 3 indicate, Class

Discussion, Teacher's Lecture, and Teacher's Demonstration

ranked the highest, being used by at least 62.2 per cent

of the coaches. Panel Discussion was used by 18 coaches,

and Debaters' Demonstration and Debaters' Research were

each used by 11 coaches. Only 1 coach used Guest Expert.

TABLE 4: CAUSE TO EFFECT (35)

Number of Per cent of
Ilethod Coaches Coaches

Teacher's LeCtUrCeceeececceccsoseelDeccascscoccnceelled
Class DisCuUSSiONesesescossccosecelToeceocccsncseessdB.6
Teacher's DemonstratioNesecececsecelDeccecccscceneacd?.9
Debaters' ResearCheccecscescssceeelDececsceacsocseceadle9
Panel DisCUSSiONeceesecesvsccsoseelBececccscscsescseceidlel
Debaters! Demonstratione.eeeeeeeeelOceecececccceseesl8.6
Guest EXperteceeseeseescescesscss Beessescecssssses 8.6

The Teacher's Lecture ranked well above the other

metnods in teaching cause to effect reasoning, as listed

in Table 4. Class Discussion ranked second and was used

by 17 of the 35 coaches. [Tezcher's Demonstretion and De-

baters' Research tied for third place and were methods used

by 42.9 per cent of the coaches. Panel Discussion and De-

baters' Demonstration were used by 37.1 and 28.6 per cent

respectively of the coaches. The least-used method was

Guest Expert.
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TABLE 5: £XAUPLE (33)

Number of Per cent of
{dethod Coaches Coaches

Teacher's DemonstratioNeceececceeceelDeecccccssccesselDe8
Class DiscuSSiono ® ® 00 00 0 0 00 0 0 0 0 0 .24. ® 0 0 06 000 00 00 0 o0 .72.7
TeaCher's Lecture‘ ® © @ 06 0 0 0060 0 0 0 0 0 .20. ® & 0 0 000 ¢ 00 ¢ 00 06006
Panel DiscuSSiono ® © 0 0 0 & 00 0 0 00 0 0 .18' ® 6 0 6 000 0 ¢ 0 0 0o .51.1
DebaterS' Research. e & 0 0 0 06 0 060 0 0 00 016‘ ® 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 00 .48.8
Debaters' DemonstratioNeesceeceecelDececcccsccscccsceedded
Guest Expert.‘..o.......I.Q.O...O l.....'..'.'.... 3.0

liore than seventy-five per cent of the coaches

taught example by means of Teacher's Demonstration. Three

other methods, Class Discussion, Teacher's Lecture, and

Panel Discussion, were used by more than half of the coaches.

Guest Expert, as in previous classifications, was the least

used.
TABLE 6: EFFECT TO CAUSE (31)
, Number of Per cent of
Llethod Coaches Coaches

TeaCher's Lecture. ® &6 0 060 6 00 06 0 0 0 00 0220 ® @ 000600 0 0 0 0 00 ‘71.0
Class DiSCuSSionl ® © 0 0 8000 ¢ 08 00 0 0 o0 015. ® 0 0 00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0o .48.4
Teacher's DemonstrationeecececceceelBececssccsccceseedle9
Debaters' ResearCh. ® @ 0 000 0 0 0 0 0 00 013. ® ® 0 06 06 060 0 0 0 0 0 o0 .41.9
Panel DiscuSSion- ® 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 00 0 0 0 0 .ll. ® 0 6 060060 06 06 0 0 0 o .35.5
Debaters' DemonstratioNeeceececcceecellecececcccccncee’ibed
Guest Expert.CO..QQOO...0..00..0. 3..0....0.00...' 9.7

Table 6 lists the Teacher's Lecture as the method

used by 71 per cent of the coaches in teaching effect to
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cause reasoning. Class Discussion ranked second, being

used by 48.4 per cent of the coaches. Teacher's Demonstra-

tion and Debaters' kesearch tied for third place with 41.9

per cent of the coaches using these methods. Panel Discus-

sion and Debaters' Demonstration were used by 35.5 per cent

of the ccaches. Guest Expert as a teachinz method ranked

lowest.
TABLE 7: GENERALIZATION (30)
Number of Per cent of
Method Coaches Coaches

Class DiscuSSiono ® ® 0 0 00 000 0 0 0 0 00 0210 ® 0 0.0 0 00 06 0 0 0 0 00 .70.0
TeaCher's Demonstration' e O 0 0 0 0 0 o 019. ® 0 0606060 0 060 00 0 00 .6306
TeaCher's Lecture. ® © 0 060 0 06 0 0 0 0 0 00 .18. ® © 0 06 00 0 0 ¢ 0 0 0 0 0 .6000
Panel DiscuSSiono ® 0 06 0 06 060606 0 00 0 0 00 015. ® ® 0 06 0 000 06 00 0 0o .50.0
Debaters!' DemonstratioNescecceeeelOceccecccescenceasl’d’de’
Debaters' ResearCho ® © 0 0 00 0 0 0 0 0 00 olOo ® ® 0 060 00 00 0 0 0 0o .33.3
Guest Expert........‘0........... l........‘....... 3.3

Table 7 reveals that 70 per cent of the coaches

taught generalization by Class Discussion. Teacher's Demon-

stration, Teacher's Lecture, and Panel Discussion were

methods used by at least 50 per cent of the coaches. The

netnods Debaters! Demonstration and Debaters' Research were

used by 33.3 per cent of the coaches. Only 1 coach used

Guest Zxpert.
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TABLE 8: EFFECT TO =FFECT (27)

Nuwber of Per cent of
Method Coaches Coaches

Teaciner's LeCctUr€ececeeccsescsoeeellevecccccsssscsssldel
Class DisCuSSiONececsscssccssscceoliecccscscccssceeasdB.l
Debaters' LKesearCheecececccoccsceellecscccccscccssssdBel
Teacher's DemonstratioNeeecececeelOccceccccccsccee’T.O
Panel DiscuSSiONeececcecccsosccccs Tecoosocososcsesdde?d
Debaters' DemonstratioNececeecesee Jeeeccccecccccee’dde’d
Guest Expert...0....00...0......0 3..0.....0......11.1

The third form of causal reasoning, effect to
effect (Table 8), was taught most widely with Teacher's

Lecture. Teacher's Lecture was also the most-used method

in cause to effect and effect to cause reasoning. A dif-

ference of 7 coaches between Teacher's Lecture and the second

and third methods is approximately the same for all three
forms of causal reasoning. It is significant that Debaters!
Research ranked third or higher as a method used in teach-

ing all forms of causal reasoning.

TABLE 9: CATEGORICAL SYLLOGISW (24)

Number of Per cent of
ethod Coaches Coaches

Teacher's DemonstrationeeceececceeelBececcccssssncecesslHel
TeaCher's Lecture. ® ® 0 0 00 6 0 0 00 0 00 0160 ® 0 00 0006000 0 00 066.7
Debaters' DemonstratioNeeecececeee Jececooscocosccosdled
Debaters! ResearCheccecccccecccosee Decocoscococcssssldsl
CIaSS DiscuSSiono ® O 0 00060000 0 00 0 00 5. ® ® 0 0 000000 0 0o .19.2
Panel Discussion. ® © 0 0 0 0 0 0 00 0 00 0 0o 4. ® 0 00 000 0 0 0 0 0o .16.7
Guest Expert.....0.....00000..0.. 2.‘............. 8.3
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The categorical syllogism was the most-prevalent
form of the three types of syllogistic reasoning, but it
ranked only seventh in relation to the other classifications
of reasoning. The two wmethods of teaching it given the

most tallies in Table 9 were Teacher's Demonstration, used

by 75 per cent of the coaches, and Teacher's Lecture, used

by 66.7 per cent of the 24 coaches. Table 9 reveals the

first area in which Debaters! Demonstration has ranked at

least third. Guest Expert ranked last.

TABLE 10: HYPOTHETICAL SYLLOGISH (21)

Number of Per cent of
Method Coaches Coaches

TeaCher's Lecture................14.......0.......66'6
TeaCher's Demonstration. ® ®© 0 & 0 0 0 O 010. ® 0 0 0 00 0 00 0 0 00 '47.6
Class DisSCUSSiONeeeeecccoscccccces Feooeococenononesed2.9
DebaterS' Demonstrationooocoooooo 70.0.0.00000000033.3
Debaters' KesearCheeceeceoecscccses DecococseccaneeealBebd
Panel DiSCussionOOO.....00.000... 2...........000. 9.5
Guest Expert......'.'............ 2...'........... 9.5

Teacher's Lecture ranked first as a method of

teaching the hypothetical syllogism (Table 10), being used

by 66.6 per cent of the 21 coaches. Teacher's Demonstra-

tion was used by 47.6 of the coaches.
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TABLE 11: DI3JUNCTIVZ SYLLOGISI (13)

Nunber of Per cent of
ilethod Coaches Coaches

TeaCher's LectureQOQOOOC LN J ...0.0.100....0..0... ...76'9
Teacher's DemonstratioNeececceccscce Teoesoescocscceedr’e8
Class DiscuSSiono ® ® 0 ¢ 009 00 0 00 00 0o 50 ® 0 0 00 000 0 0 0 0 0 .38.5
Debaters' Demonstration‘ ® 0 06 00 0 0 0 0 5. ® 0 0606 06 060 0 0 0 0 00 '38.5
Debaters' ResearCh. ® ® 0 0 0 90 6 00 0 0 0 00 3. ® & 0 00 000 0 0 0 00 .23‘1
Guest ExpertOQO.l..............'. 2.....0.00..00..15.6
Panel DisCuSSiONececcoscscccsoccoe Llececooccososcocses ol

The first five methods in Tables 10 and 11 ranked
in the same order. Disjunctive syllogism (Table 11), how-

ever, was tauzht by fewer cocaches.

TABLE 12: ZENTHY.ELE (7)

Nuuber of Per cent of
wlethod Coaches Coaches

Teacher's LeCtUrCeeececcccocccccosebDecscccocccsassnseBreT
Teacher's DemonstrationeeccecceceDeccececscccesoccecelled
Class Discussion.....O‘.00.000.0.3..0.0..l0...0...42.9
Debaters' DemonstratioNeeececccecelececccssccccceealB.06
Panel DiSCuSsion.............O...l.........0......14.3
Debaters' ResearcChececececceccceeOececccsscccsssae 0.0
Guest Expert....C....0...l..0...00......0...00.... OIO

The enthymeme (Table 12) was tauzht by only 7
of the 40 coaches. Six of the 7 coaches used Teacher's

Lecture and 5 used Teacher's Demonstration. Debaters!

Research and Guest Expert were not used.
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TABLE 1%: SIGN REASONING (6)

Number of Per cent of
ulethod Coaches Coaches

TeaCher'S LectureOO..........000.6.00.Q.O.......Oloo.o
Teacher's DemonstratioNeecececceccecedecececccesccsaes 66,7
Class DisCusSSiONeesececscecsccscceeslesncscssssesace 0.0
Panel Discussion' ® © 0 000 00 00 00 0 0 0 .3. ® © & 0 06 06 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 50‘0
Debaters' Demonstration.ecececcceelecccesccscccccsoe 3343
Debaters' Research. ® 06 0 0 0 00 0 0 0 0 00 .1. ® & 0 0 0 0 0 0 ° 0 00 00 16.7
Guest Expert.......‘....‘.0..00.00'..0.00..00...0 O0.0

Sign reasoning (Table 13) was taught by only 6

coaches. All 6 coaches used Teacher's Lecture and supple-

mented it with another method other than Guest Expert.

Materials Used in Teaching the Classifications of Reasoning

The second phase of Part I consists of ranking the
instructional materials used in teaching each type of rea-

soning. The materials are defined a3 Assigned Class Text-

book, Detate Handbooks, Film Strips, Library of Textbooks,

lovies, Study Snheets, Study Sheet Outlines, and Summer

Clinics.
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TABLE 14: ANALOGY (37)

Number of Per cent of
Material Coaches Coaches

Debate Handbooks. ® ® 00 00 0600 0 00 0 0 0 0140 ® 0 0 00 0 00 0 0 0 0 0 .37.8
Assigned Class TextbOOko @ ® 00 00 0 00 7. ® 0 0 006 00 00 0 0 0 0 018.9
Study Sheet outlines. ® © 0 0000 090 0 00 40 ® 0000600 06 00 0 0 0 010.8
Study sheets....0..0....0.0...0.. 40..0..00.‘...0.10.8
Library of TextboOKSeesececooooesee Jessoccssscsssss 8ol
Movies..........0.0'....0.l.'.". 10.0..0..0..0.0. 2.7
Summer Clinics. ® 0 0 0 0 0 00 00 0 0 00 0 0 00 1. ® 0 ©@ 6 00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2.7
Film Strips.'........’..‘000000.0 0000000'00000000 OOO

As Table 14 reveals, Debate Handbooks ranked first

in teaching analogy, being used by 37.8 per cent of the

coaches. Assigned Class Textbook was used by 7 coaches;

Study Sheet Outlines and Study Sheets were each used by 4

coaches. Three coaches used a Library of Textbooks. Lilovies

and Sumuer Clinics were each used by 1 coach.

TABLE 15: CAUSE TO EFFECT (35)

Nunmber of Per cent of
Material Coaches Coaches

Debate HandbOOkSo ® ® 6.0 0600 000 00 0 00 012. ® 06060000 000 00 00 340 3
Assigned Class TexXtboOKeseoseooeelleseossoossceceaeseasled
Study sheetSOOOOOOQO0.0.0..000... 5......0..0...0.14.3
Study Sheet OutlineS..eececeeccee decescccocncocesslled
Library Of Textbooks. ® 00 0000 0 0 0 0 3. o 0 060600 00 00 0 0 0 0 8. 6
MOVieSoooooo.oooooooonooooooooooo l..l.........'.. 2.9
Summer Clinics...Q..........O..Q. l...l......"... 2.9
Film Strips........'........00..0 O...QO.'.'O....‘ 0.0
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Debate Handbooks was a material used by 12 of the

35 coaches teaching cause to effect reasoning. Assigned

Class Textbook was used by 11 coaches. Each of the other

materials was used by 5 or fewer of the coaches.

TABLE 16: EXAUPLE (33)

Number of Per cent of
Material Coaches Coaches

Debate Ha-ndbooks. ® & 0 00 000 0 00 00 013. ® © 006000 00 0 0 0 00 039.4
Assigned Class TextboOKeeeooeooe Beoesoosscossecoseelde?
Library of Textbooks. ® 0 06 06 0 0 0 0 0 00 7. ® © 0 & 00 000 0 0 0 00 .21.2
study sheets..'................. 4................12.1
Study Sheet OutlineSn ® 6 060 00 0 0 00 30 ® 0 6 00600 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9.1
MOVieSoooooooooooooocooooooooooc l..............‘. 3.1
Summer CliniCS. ® & & 0 0 0 0 0 0 00 0 00 0 0o 1. ® ® 0 0 0 00 0 0 0 00 0 00 3.1
Film Strips...........O...'.Q... O..'...I.......O. 0.0

In Table 16 Debate Handbooks, used by 13 of the

33 coaches teaching example, ranks first. Eight of the

coaches (24.2 per cent) used Assigned Class Textbook; 7,

Library of Textbooks. Fewer than 5 coaches used any one

of the other materials.

TABLE 17: ZErFECT TO CAUSE (31)

Number of Per cent of
Material Coaches Coaches

Assigned Class TextboOKeeesesoeslleceesescoscesese’rDed
Debate Handbooks.ooaoooooo00oo.olOoo000000-0000-0032.3
Study Sheets.....‘.......’.....0 5.....00.........16.1
Study Sheet Outlines............ 3..0..0000.0.00.. 9.7

Library of TextboOkSeeeeeoeseese 2ecceccsscsscsccs D5
Movies.................0........ 2..............'0 6‘5
Summer CliniCSececceccceccsscsces Lecsscoscscsscase DD
Film Strips................0'0.. O...O......'..‘.. 0.0
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Out of the 31 coaches in Table 17 who taught ef-

fect to cause reasoning, 11 (35.5 per cent) used Assigned

Class Textbook and 10 (32.3 per cent) used Debate Handbooks.

No more than 5 coaches used any one of the other materials.,

TABLE 18: GENERALIZATION (30)

Number of Per cent of
Jaterial Coaches Coaches

Debate HandbOOkSo ® 0 060 00 0 060 0 0 0 00 0130 ® 0 0 0060000 00 0 00 .4303
Assigned Class TeXtboOK.eeesoese Toeoooesccscsccceeldeld
Study Sheet Outlines. ® © ® 00 000 0 00 5. ® © 0 00 000 0 0 0 0 0 0 .1606
Library of TextboOKkSeeeeeeeeosee Cocescsccsccscces
Study Sheets.Q.OO...OOQ.......IO l‘..b............
Iﬂovies........000.000'00.00.0.00 l...!.....‘......
Summer ClinicCSeececccoccccscccoccce Loceososscossccscssce
Film Strips....‘.0.0...0.0.0.0.. 00...........00..

OV O
OWVWWUWW

In Table 18, 13 (43.3 per cent) of the 30 coaches

teaching generalization used Debate Handbooks; 7, Assigned

Class Textbook; 5, Study Sheet Outlines; 2, Library of Text-

books; and 1 each used Study Sheets, lMovies, and Summer

Clinics. No coaches supplemented instruction with Film Strips.

TABLE 19: EFFECT TO EFFuCT (27)

Number of Per cent of
Material Coaches Coaches

Assigned Class TexXtbOOKeeeseeooseTesececcoccccoscerrer
Debate HandbOOkSo ® & 06000 0 0 0 00 0 0 0 .7. ® ® 0 0 060 0 00 0 0 0 0 0o 25. 9
Study sheets.OOOOQ....0..0..000..4.....0000000000.1408
MOVieSoooooo000..000000000.oooo00300000000000000001100
study Sheet Outlines. ® & 06 0606 0 00 0 0 s 0 3. ® &6 0 0 006 006 0 0 00 0 0 11.0
Sllmmer Clinics. ® 0 0 06 0 0 0 0 060 00 00 0 00 .3. ® 000 00 00 0 0 00 .11.0
Library of TextboOKkSeeeeeoesesoceeloscsccccccscnsce (o4
Film strips..........0...l.....0.0................ 0.0
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Tne Assitned Class Texthook ranks first in Table

19, and Debate Handbooks, second, being used by 33.3 and
25.9 per cent respectively of the coaches teaching effect

to effect reasoning. Study Sheets were used by 4 coaches;

Mlovies, Study Sheet Outlines, and Summer Clinics were each

used by 3 coaches. Two coacnes used Library of Textbooks.

Film Strips were not used.

TABLE 20: CATEGORICAL SYLLOGISII (24)1

Nuaber of Per cent of
llaterial Coaches Coaches

Debate Handbooks. ® © & 0 0 0 0 0 00 0 0 0 00 .5. ® ®© 0 00 00 0 0 9 00 00 ‘20.8
Library of TextbOOkSQ ® 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 00 .5. ® 0 0 0 0 06 05 0 0 0 0 0 0 .2008
Assizgned Class TeXtboOKeeeseesososdoossososoaseseaslbs?
Study Sheet Outlines. ® ®@ o &6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .2. e 0 0 0 06 0 060 0 0 0 0 0 0o 8.3
Study Sheets......0.............'l'..............O 4.2
Sulnmer CliniCSo ® 0 0 ¢ 06000 0 060 0 0 0 0 0o .l. ® © 0 000000 00 0 0 0 o0 4.2
Film Strips..............l.0...'.0....'......0..0. 0.0
MOVies..ooooooooooooococoo-ooooocOoooooootooo.oooo OOO

Debate Handbooks and Library of Textbooks were

each used by 5 coaches in teaching the categorical syllogism
as indicated in Table 20. This included only 20.8 per cent

of the 24 coaches. Assigned Class Textbook was used by 4

coaches; Study Sheet Qutlines, 2 coaches; and Study Sheets

and Summer Clinics each, 1 coach.

1The nunber of materials does not equal the nun-
ber of coaches since a coach or coaches sometimes used a
wethod in place of a material and vice versa.
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TABLE 21: HYPOTHETICAL SYLLOGISu (21)

Number of Per cent of
Material Coaches Coaches

Debate HandbOOkSQ ® ® 0 0 0606 0 00 0 0 00 0 0 00 5. ® 6 000 00 0 0 0 00 00 23.8
Library of Textbooks. ® 0 0 0 ¢ 0 06 0 0 0 0 00 5. ® 0 0 00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 00 23.8
Study Sheets............0..0'0..0.5...0..00000000023.8
Assigned Class TexXxtboOKeeeeeosoeeeloosocoscnnssseelde?3
Film Strips........'..............O..O........O... 0.0
MOVieSooaooooooooooooooooo-ooo-oooOoooooocoooooooo OQO
Study Sheet Outlines' ® 0 0 00 00 00 0 00 .O ® 0 0 & 00 00 00 0 0 000 O. o
Smmer CliniCSooooooooooooooooovooOooooooooooooooo 0.0

Table 21 indicates that Debate Handbooks, Library

of Textbooks, and Study Sheets were each used by 5 of the

coaches (23.8 per cent) in teaching the hypothetical syl-

logism. Three coaches used Assigned Class Textbook. The

other materials were not used in teaching this particular

type of reasoning.

TABLE 22: DISJUNCTIVE SYLLOGISW (13)

Number of Per cent of
laterial Coaches Coaches

Debate Handbooks. ® © 00 0000 0 00 0 0 00 .4. ® © & 0 0 00 0 0000 0 000 30.8
Assigned Class TexXtbOOKeeeosoeosoedeseoascssscessenelIal
Library Of TextbOOkSo ® & 0 0 06 00 0 0 0 0 03. @ © 06 0 00060 0 00 0 0 0 0 02301
Study Sheet Outlines ® ®© 0 06 060 0 00 0 0 00 2 ® © 0 0 006 0060 0 00 0 0 00 o0 15 [ ] 4
Study Sheets...‘.....0.0.0000000010...‘.0000.‘.....
Film Strips..t..........l.000.0.0000..........00...

Movies...‘....O.............0.00.0.................

Sllmmer Clinics.....QO............O......l..........

OO
OO
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Only 13 coaches taught the disjunctive syllogism,
and Table 22 reveals tnat none of the coaches used more

than one material. Debate Handbooks was used by 4 coaches

(30.8 per cent); Assicned Class Textbook and Library of

Textbooks each, 3 coaches; Study Sheet Outlines, 2 coaches;

and Study Sheets, 1 coach. PFilm Strips, llovies, and Summer

Clinics were not used.

TABLE 23: EJUHYWEE (7)

Number of Per cent of
iaterial Coaches Coaches

Assigned Class Textbook.....000004000000..00....0.57.1
Library of TextboOKSeeeeseeoseseeelecosscascscosseslBebd
Debate HandbooOKSe.eceseoeooooooccoeloccccsccsccsoncecececclde?
Film Strips.........0.0.......‘Q.O..............ll OCO
i’.'iOVieS...........................O...............- 0.0
Study Sneet OutlineS.eesecoscsceeeOececscoccescesses 0.0
Study SheetSeececcoseccececcoscscceselecensnssccecnssas 0.0
Sumner ClinicSeceescececssoscecsesOecsscsccsscccsas 0.0

Seven coaches taught the enthymeme; Table 23 re-
veals that 57.1 per cent of these coaches used Assigned

Class Textbook as a material. Library of Textbooks was

used by 2 coaches, and Debate Handbooks was used by 1 coach.

Other materials listed were not used.
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TABLE 24: SIGN REASCNING (6)

Number of Per cent of
Material Coaches Coaches

Debate HandbOOkBo ® © 0 0000 00 000 0 00 .20 ® © 0 0 000 00 00 0 00 .33.3
Assigned Class TextboOKeeeeeeooeeelecocoocoscocecosealbeT
Library of TeXtboOKSeeeeesosesosolocscsoscccscscseslbe?
Study Sheet Outlines. ® 0 006 00 0 0 0 0 Ol. ® ® O 060606 006 0 0 0 0 00 016.7
Summer Clinics. ® 0 0000 00600 060 0 0 0 00 .l. ® 0 0 00000 0 0 0 0 00 016.7
Film Strips.&‘l..0..0.‘.0.....0..0.000......00.... OIO
Movies....O..I..QO....'.........OO..'....O...O..O. 0.0

Study SheetSC.ooooocoo..o0oooooooOooooooooooo--ooo 0.0

Table 24 indicates that of the 6 coaches teach-

ing sign reasoning, 2 used Debate Handbooks and 1 each used

Assicned Class Textbook, Library of Textbooks, Study Sheet

Qutlines, and Summer Clinics.

ilethods Used in Teaching the Classifications of Evidence

The third phase of Part I deals with ranking the
instructional methods used in teaching the classifications
of evidence. The wmetnods of teaching evidence are defined

as Class Discussion, Debaters' Demonstration, Debaters!'

Research, Guest Expert, Panel Discussion, Teacher's Demon-

stration, and Teacher's Lecture.
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TABLE 25: STATISTICS (36)

Number of Per cent of
Method Coaches Coaches

Debaters' ResearCheceececccsceceeldecceeccccscsecessbdbeT
TeaCher’S Lecture..‘...........0.22...0.00...‘...061.1
Class Discussion.0.0.....0.0.0..020.00000.0.0'0..055.6
Panel Discussion..000..00.0..'..018...00000..'...050.0
Teacher's DemonstrationeeecececececelBececececsoscceeed0.0
Debaters! DemonstratioNececesceeelBecesccccececeaneed0.0
Guest Expert.o.OOOCOQOOOOOOOOO.Q. 7..000...00..0'.1904

Debaters' Research was used by 66.7 per cent of

the coaches teachingz statistics, as revealed in Table 25.

Teacher's Lecture, used by 61.1 per cent of the coaches,

ranked second. Class Discussion was used by 55.6 per cent.

Panel Discussion, Teacher's Demonstration, and Debaters'

Demonstration tied for fourth place, each being used by

50 per cent of the coaches. Only 19.4 per cent of the

coaches used Guest Expert.

TABLE 26: EXAJLPLE (35)

Number of Per cent of
Method Coaches Coaches

Debaters' ResearChecccececccecceelbBeseccccccocsceslde?
Class DisSCUSSiONeessceoescccosesellocscsoscsccccaseeb0.0
Teacher's DemonstratioNeeeeececeellecececocsoceeeeb0.0
Teacher's LeCtUr€eecececesccscccesceelTocececsccocnseecd8.7
Panel DiscusSSiONececcccecscccecsselBeicecsnscccnesseddsT
Debaters' DemonstratioNeeececcecelBeeeccecocccccsaidlel
Guest Expert...0....0.....‘0‘...0 5.00.0.0....0...14.3
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Table 26 reveals Debater's Resesrch zs the method

used by 74.3 per cent of the coacnes. Class Discussion

and Teacher's Dewonstretion were each used by 60 per cent

of the coaches. Teacher's lLecture, Panel Discussion, and

Debaters' Demonstration were used respectively by 48.7,

45.7, and 37.1 per cent of the coaches. Five coaches, or

14.3 per cent, used Guest Expert as a method in teaching

example.
TABLE 27: AUTHORITY (35)
Number of Per cent of
liethod Coaches Coaches

Class DisSCUSSiONeccescceossccceesldeccsscocsssssesbde]
Debaters' ResearCheiecececcescceecellecececsccoaceneeb0.0
Teacher's DemonstratioNeececseecceeelBececccccccsceeedled
Panel DisCUSSiONecesssccecsscscecslTececscscosecsccesdBebd
Teacher's LeCturCeeceecceccssccescsoelTececcoccsscceceesdB.6b
Debaters! DemonstratioNececceccecelDececcecscccceesd?.9
Guest Expert..l...........‘...l.. 7......0....‘...20.0

In teaching authority Class Discussion was used

by 65.7 per cent of the coaches as indicated in Table 27.

Debaters' Kesearcn and Teacher's Demonstration were used

respectively by 60 and 51.4 per cent of the coaches. Panel

Discussion and Teacher's Lecture tied for third place, being

used by 48.6 per cent of the coaches. Debaters' Demonstra-

tion and Guest Expert were used respectively by 42.9 and

20 per cent of the coaches.
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TABLE 28: OQPINIOSS (32)

Number of Per cent of
Method Coaches Coaches

Debaters' Research...‘...........22.'.............68.8
Class DisCUSSiONecesscesscsccosesllecscccccasscceeebded
TeaCher's Lecture...l.l‘......0501800000....00....56.3
Debaters' Demonstration. ® & 0 0 0 0 0 o 016. ® © 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 00 .50.0
Teacher's DeumonstratioNeeecececeeelbececoosscccoessd0.0
Panel Liscussion.........'...0.0013...0000000000..4006
Guest EXpertececececsecoscscoscscoce DevesosoooonneaslbeT

Debaters' hesearch ranked first in Table 28, being

used by 68.8 per cent of the coaches teaching opinions.

Class Discussion was used by 65.6 per cent of the coaches;

Teacher's Lecture, 56.3; Debaters' Demonstration and Teach-

er's Demonstration each, 50; Panel Discussion, 40.6; and

Guest Expert, 16.7.

TABLE 29: PRIMAKY Ok ORIGINAL SOURCES (27)

Number of Per cent of
lethod Coaches Coaches

Debaters! ResearCheceeccccocsseeelBececcccccsccseecbbe’
Class DisSCUSSiONeceossecscscccesselTecescsccsscseceeab3.?
TeaCher's Lecture"Q....0...0.00017'.0....0..0.0.063.3
Teacher's DemonstratioNeeeececeeeellececccocccccecocecddod
Panel Discussion...0.0.QC.O..0...11..........00...40.7
Debaters' DemonstratioNeececcececee Beoeoesescanesealdeb
Guest Expert.....0......00.....0. 4.‘0.........0..14.8

Debaters' Research was used by 66.7 per cent of

the coaches as a method in teaching primary or original
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sources as snown in Table 29. Class Discussion and Teacher's

Lecture each were used by 63.3 per cent of the coaches.

Teacher's Denonstration and Panel Discussion were used re-

spectively by 44.4 and 40.7 per cent of the coaches. Only

4 coaches, or 14.8 per cent, used Guest Expert.

TABLE 30: LITERAL AND FIGURATIVE AVWALOGIES (25)

Number of Per cent of
Method Coaches Coaches

Class DisCUSSiONeeeeescoescosocesslDesccscssscsssesb0.0
Teacher's DemonstrationeeececcecceelBeccccccccscecesed.O
Teacher's Lectur€esececccccecscccsccellececcscsccsnceesedd.O
Debaters' Demonstrationeeeccececee Jeeeccescoceceees’b6.0
Debaters' ResearChececccccccccccsece Jecooooococooneedbd,O
Panel DisCUSSiONcececeeccccocccsce Beooococcsscccee’d2O
Guest Expert...l................. 3..............012.0

Table 30 reveals Class Discussion, Teacher's Demon-

stration, and Teacher's Lecture, used respectively by 60,

52, and 44 per cent of the coaches, to be the prevailing
methods in teachinz literal and figurative analogies. De-

baters' Research, which ranked first or second in the five

previous classifications of evidence, tied with Debaters'

Demonstration for fourth place and was used by only 36 per

cent of the coaches. Thirty-two per cent of the coaches

used the Panel Discussion; 12 per cent, Guest Expert.
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TABLE 31: SECONDARY SOULKCES (23)

Number of Per cent of
Method Coaches Coaches

Class DisCcuSSiONececccsccccccsccceelTeccceccscccscccsnsalle9
Teacher's LeCtUrCececeeeccovseceoolbBecesccscnncnnsebdb
Debaters! ResearCheeccccccccccceelBececccccscccecssdbed
Teacher's DemonstratioNeececececeeelPececccccscnccceedlel
Panel Discussion................. 9..0.'..0.......39.1
Debaters' DemonstratioNeeccececcee Teoooooooooseaesd0ed
Guest Expert.....l........0.0.0.0 5.00.....0....‘.21.7

As indicated in Table 31, the methods most used

in teaching secondary sources were Class Discussion and

Teacher's Lecture, being used respectively by 73.9 and

69.6 per cent of the coaches. Debaters' Research and Teach-

er's Demonstration were used respectively by 56.5 and 52.2

rer cent of the coacnes. Panel Discussion, Debaters' Demon-

stration, and Guest Expert were the least used with respec-

tive percentages ¢f 39.1, 30.4, and 21.7.

TABLE 32: CIRCULISTANTIAL (20)

Number of Per cent of
Method Coaches Coaches

Class DiscuSSion- ® & 66 060 00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .14‘ @ O 6 0 06 06 0 0 0 0 0 00 070.0
TeaCher'S Lectureo ® & 0 0 00 00 0 0 0 0 0 0 012. ® © &6 06 06 0 06 06 0 0 0 0o .60.0
DebaterS' ResearCh. ® 0 6 6.0 06 0 ¢ 06 090 0 0 0100 ® O 0 0 00 0 0 0 0 0 0o .50.0
TeaCher'S Demonstration. ® & 000 0 0 0 0 9' ® 0 0 0 0 000 600 00 045.0
Panel DiscuSSiono ® 0 0 0 00060 0 00 0 0 0 0o 80 ® 0 0 0 0 00 0 0 0 0 00 040.0
Debaters' DemonstratioNeecececccsee Teoeoesceoccossearde0
Guest Expert.........0.....00.... l..‘........l... 500
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Table 32 reveals that of the 20 coaches teaching

circumstantial evidence, 70 per cent used Class Discussion,

60 per cent used Teacher's Lecture, and 50 per cent used

Debaters!' Research. Teacher's Demonstration and Panel Dis-

-cussion were methods used by 45 and 40 per cent of the coaches
respectively. Seven coaches, or 35 per cent, used Tebaters'

Demonstration; and only 1 coach used Guest Expert.

Materials Used in Teaching the Classifications of Evidence

The fourth phase of Part I ranks the instructional
materiels used in teaching the classifications of evidence.

The materials are defined as Assizned Class Textbook, De-

bate Handbooks, Film Strips, Library of Textbooks, liovies,

Study Sheet Outlines, Study Sheets, and Summer Clinics.

TABLE 33: STATISTICS (36)

Number of Per cent of
Material Coaches Coaches

Debate HandbOOksoooooooooooooooc02000000000000000055.6
Assigned Class TextbooKeeoeseoooso Beooecoosccseesslle?
Library of TextbookSeeeeseooosece Becescsccocscseeells?
Study Sheet OutlineS.cesecececceces 4dececcccsceccsososllel
Study Sheets...'...O.....QO...... l............... 2.8
Film StripSecececscsscccssccccscsccsns Oceceecssecseeses 0.0
MOVies....oooooooooonoooooooo.ooo OQ......Q....... 0.0
Smmer Clinics.'.........l.’.b..‘ O......O........ 000
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Out of the 36 coaches teaching statistics, 20,

or 55.6 per cent, used Debate Handbooks as pointed out in

Table 33. The ranking of Debate Handbooks first may have

resulted from respondents considering it, not as a source
for teachinz evidence, but as a source for finding statis-
tical evidence for debating. Tnis way 21so be true in other
tables. Less than 25 per cent of the coaches used any one

of the other materials. Assi~ned Class Textboox and Library

of Textbooks were each used by 8 coaches. Four coaches

used Study Sheet Cutlines, and 1 coach used Study Sheets.

The other waterials listed were not used.

TABLE 34: ZXALPLE (35)

Nwanber of Fer cent of
material Coaches Coaches

Debate HandbOOkSo ® 0 00 0606 0 00 0 0 0 0 0 0 .21. ® ® 0 0 06060 0 0 0 0 0 0 060'0
Assigned Class TextbOOko ® o 000 0 0 0 0 8. ® ® & 0600606 06 0 0 0 00 .22.9
Library of TexXtbooKkSesesecescccos Toosoooocesseses0.0
Study Sheet OutlinesS.eeeeceeceesee BevescccsocceesslTel
Study Sheets.........‘l00.00...00 3.0.0......‘..0. 8.6
Film Strips.....'.'0....0........ O.........‘....O o.o
MOVies.'........................l O‘..O...O....'.. O.o
Summer Clinics. ® 0 00 0060 00 0 0 0 0 00 0 00 O. ® 6 000 000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0

In Table 34 Debate Handbooks was used by 21 coaches

and was the only material used by more than 50 per cent of

the coaches teaching example. ZEight coaches used Assicned

Class Textbook; 7, Library of Textbooks; 6, Study Sheet

Qutlines; and 3, Study Sheets. PFilm Strips, iflovies, and

Summer Clinics were not used.
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TABLE 35: AUTHORITY (35)

umber of Per cent of
tiaterial Coaches Coaches

Debate HandbOOkSQ ® 0 060 000 00 0 0 0 0 0 0 .17. ® 06 00060 0 00 0 0 00 048.6
Assigned Class Textbook. ® o 00 0 0 0 o olOo ® 0 0060 000 0 0 0 0 0 .28.6
Study Sheet Outlines. ® @ 0 0 060 00 0 0 00 5. ® 6 0 0 0 00 6 0 0 0 0o .14.3
Library of Textbooks. ® 0 0600 0 0 0 0 0 00 3. ® 0 © 0 0000 0 0 0 0 0 o0 8.6
movies......................Q.... 1....0.......... 2.
Study Sheets......l‘.’..l........ 1..0.0.......0.‘ 2.
Sulnmer Clinics. ® 0 0 000000600 0 060 0 0 0 0 l. ® 0 060600600 000 9 00 2.
Film strips......’..0....0.‘..00. O.........'..... OO

(@2Ve NeRNe)

None of the materials listed in Table 35 was used
by 50 per cent or more of the coaches teaching authority.

Debate Handbooks was used by 17 of the 35 coaches. Assizned

Class Textbook was used by 10 of the coaches; Study Sheet

OQutlines, 5; Library of Textbooks, 3; Movies, Study Sheets,

and Summer Clinics each, 1. No coaches used Film Strips.

TABLE 36: OPINIONS (32)

Nunber of Per cent of
llaterial Coaches Coaches

Debate Handbooks.................16...............50.0
ASSigned ClaSS Textbook.......... 80..00.-00.000.02500
Study Sheet Outlines............. 5......0..0000.015.6
Library of Textbooks............. 3...'........... 9.3
Study Sheets..................... 20.00.0.00-.000. 603
Film Strips...................... Oooocooooooooooo 0.0

0.0

0.0

Movies..‘..‘..0.......00....0...0 OO‘.............

sllmmer Clinics‘......0.....‘....' O...........'.'.
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In Table 36 Debate Handbooks was the only material

used by at least 50 per cent of the coaches teaching opin-

ions. Sixteen of the 32 coaches used Debate Handbooks.

Assioned Class Textbook ranked second and was used by only

8 of the coaches. Five coaches used Study Sheet Outlines;

3, Library of Textbooks; and 2, Study Sheets. Other mate-

rials listed were not used.

TABLE 37: PRIUARY OR ORIGINAL SOURCES (27)

Number of Per cent of
ilaterial Coaches Coaches

Debate HandboOKSeeeeoeooooseooseel2ecscosnccsesceansdd s
Assigned Class TeXtboOKeeesesees Deeessonosesnnsealle?
Study b‘heﬁt Cutlines.........-.. 4..0.-.......-..-14‘08
Library of TextboOKSeeoeesseoose Jecscecossssssessllel
Study Sheets....-....00.0..00.00 3................1101
Film StripSeecececcecccccccccccsee Ocecocsecnnscecess 0.0
MOVieSeeeoeseessoecooossssssssee ODeeecconscesnacee 0.0
Smﬂmer Clinica.‘.........D..Q... O..‘.O........... O-O

Of the 27 coaches teaching primary or original

sources (Table 37), 12, or 44.4 per cent, used Debate Hand-

books. Assirned Class Textbook was used by only 6 coaches;

Study Sheet Outlines, 4; Library of Textbooks and Study

Sheets each, 3. Film Strips, llovies, and Summer Clinics

were not used.
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TABLE 38: LITsRAL AND FIGURATIVE ANALOGIES (25)

Number of Per cent of
wlaterial Coaches Coaches

Debate HandboOKkS.sesesesesoeoseseBeccscsasscsesesealdsO
Assizned Class TexXtboOKeeeeooeoeoDeoeoossososccnceeeal0.0
Library of TextbooKSeececececesteosdeccscsosososeeeslle0
Study Sheet OutlineSeeecceccecccsscelessccocsssssscceslls0
Study Sheets...'.................2.....000.00...0. 8.0
Film Strips.......‘..............OQ.OO...O........ O.o
Movies.....O0.0..00..0..0.0..00000.0...0.0.0...... 0.0
Sumner ClinicSeseesccsccccscccseeOececccccscccsses 0.0

Of the 25 coaches teaching analozies, only 19
used materials listed in Table 38. No one material was
used by more than 24 per cent of the coaches. As in pre-

vious tables, Film Strips, Liovies, and Summer Clinics were

not used at all.

TABLE 39: SECONDARY SOURCES (23)

Number of Per cent of
Material Coaches Coaches

Debate Handbooks......‘....... ...9....0.0...00000.3901
Assigned Class TexXxtboOKeesoeseeeebeososoecocosaocneceeeslTed
Study sheets....ooooooooco000-000200000000.0000000
study Sheet Outlines. ® 0 0 0 060 0 0 0 0 00 2. ® 0 0 00 000 0 0 0 00 0o
Library of TextboOKS.eeeeoeeeeseelescoscssesoscsnns
Film Strips.......00.00l...0.00'00.0.0.0.0.0.000..

Movies.......l'......'...........0...............‘

Smmer Clinics..........0..C..‘.‘O............'...

OO~
COOWI

As indicated in Table 39, 9 of the 23 coaches

teaching secondary sources used Debate Handbooks, as a
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material; 4, Assivned Class Textbook; 2, Study Sheets; 2,

Study Sheet Outlines; and 1, Library of Textbooks. A total

of 18 out of 23 coaches used the materials listed.

TABLE 40: CIRCUMSTANTIAL (20)

Number of Per cent of
Material Coaches Coaches

Debate Handbooks. ® 0 0 00 0000000 0 00 .6' ® 00 00606000 0 0 0 00 .3000
Assigned Class TeXtboOKeeeosesoeeebdoeceosoosssceeses0.0
Library Of Textbooks. ® & 000 00 0 00 03. ® ® 00 060000 0 0 0 00 01500
Study Sheet Outlines. ® 0 0 060 00 00 0 0o 2. ® & & 00 00 00 0 0 0 00 .lo.o
moviesootO‘OOOO....O.QO..‘.....OOl..........0.0..O 5.0
Study Sheets..‘...0.0...0...0....1..0...0'...00.0. 5.0
Film strips.................0.0..O.....Q..OC.....O 0.0
Smﬂmer Clinics. ® . & 0060060 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 00. ® 6 0 00 0 0 00 0 0 0 0 o0 o.o

Table 40 reveals the first tiwe that llovies was
used as a material in teaching evidence. (See page 111 for
details on the use of movies as a material in teaching cir-
cumstantial evidence.) Other materials ranking above llovies

include Debvate Handbooks, Assigned Class Textbook, Library

of Textbooks, and Study Sheet Outlines, and Study Sheets.

None of the materials was used by more than 30 per cent

of the coaches. o coaches used Film Strips or Summer

Clinics.
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Summary of ikethods Used in Teaching Reasoning

Sylloristic reasoning.--As a whole, categorical

syllogism ranked seventh, hypothetical syllogzism ranked
eighth, and the disjunctive syllozisu ranked ninth out of
eleven classifications of reasoning. According to this
study approxiuately 60 per cent of the coaches tauzht the
hypothetical syllogzism, and 30 per cent taught the disjunc-
tive syllogism. In teaching the syllozisms the two preva-

lent wetnods were Teacher's Lecture and Teacher's Demonstra-

tion. (Class Discussion, Debaters' Demonstration, and De-

baters' KResearch were of significance. The methods least

used were Panel Discussion and Guest Expert. The enthymeme

was ranked tenth as a classification of reasoning, being
taught by only 7 coaches, or 17.2 per cent. The first-
and second-ranking mwethods used in teaching the enthymeme

were Teacher's Lecture and Teacher's Demonstration respec-

tively.

Causal reasoning.--According to the survey, cause

to effect ranked second, effect to cause ranked fourth,
and effect to effect ranked sixth in the eleven classifi-
cations of reasoning. In teaching causal reasoning the

top-ranked method was Teacher's Lecture, followed by Class

Discussion. "The seven methods were ranked in the same

order for effect to cause and cause to effect. If Debaters!

Research and Teacher's Demonstration had not been in
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contraposition in the rankings of effect to effect, it
(effect to effect) would have been ranked identically with
the other causal reasonings. Beginning with the most-fre-
quently-used method for teaching syllogistic reasoning,

the order was as follows: Teacher's Lecture, Class Dis-

cussion, WYescher's Demonstration, Debaters' Research (the

last two wethods being ranked in contraposition for effect

to effect), Panel Discussion, Debaters' Demonstration, and

Guest Zxpert.

Sign reasoning was taught by only 6 coaches.

All 6 coaches used Teacher's lecture, supplemented by an-

other method or metnods other than Guest Expert.

Analory, isxample, and Generalization.--The three

most-prevalent metnods used in teaching these classifica-

tions of reasoningz were Class Discussion, Teacher's Lecture,

and ‘'eacher's Demonstration. In each table the fourth-ranked

method was Panel Discussion. The methods, Debaters' Rescarch

and Lebaters' Demonstration, were tied for fifth place in

teaching analozy end generalization. In teaching example,

however, Debaters' unesearch ranked fifth and Debaters'

Demonstration ranked sixth, being separated by a difference

of only 1 coach. Guest Expert ranked last in all three

tables.



Summary of Llaterials Used in Teaching Keasoning
D >

Syllozistic Reasoning.--All the materials used

in teaching the categorical, hypothetical, and disjunctive
syllogisms were utilized in one table or another. Debate
Hendbooks ranked first in the teaching of these classifi-

cations, beinz tied for first once by Library of Textbooks.

The use of Assicned Class Textbook, Library of Textbooks,

Study Sheets and Study Sheet Outlines was very prominent

in the totals and, therefore, these materials are assumed
to be instrumental in the teaching process. In only 1 in-
stance, the categorical syllogism, did a coach indicate

the use of Summer Clinics as a method of teaching syllogis-

tic reasoning. Film Strips and llovies were not used. The

teaching of the enthymeme involved three materials: Assizned

Class Textbook, Library of Textbooks, and Debate Hzndbooks.

Of the 40 respondents, 7 taught the entaymeme.

Causal Keasoning.--The prevalent materials used

in teaching cause to effect, effect to cause, and effect

to effect were Assigned Cless Textbook and Debate Handbooks.

Film Strips was not used. The other materials did not

form any pattern in the rankings; however, all seemed to
be useful to soue extent. Sign reasoning was tausht by

6 coaches: 2 used Debate Handbooks, and 4 coaches each

used one material from Assigned Class Textbook, Library

of Textbooks, Study Sheet Outlines, and Summer Clinics.
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Analory, Example, and Generalization.--The most-

frequently-used material for teaching analogy, generaliza-

tion, and example was Debate Hendbooks. In all three tables

the second-ranked umaterial was Assicned Class Textbook.

No pattern of rank developed in using Study Sheet Outlines,

Study Sheets, and Library of Textbooks. Movies and Summer

Clinics were each used by 1 coach. None of the coaches

used Film Strips.

Summary of hiethods Used in Teaching Evidence

In comparing the classifications of evidence to
the methods used in the instruction, one can observe a
closely-ranked number of methods for teaching each classifi-
cation. The study reveals that all methods were well used

witn the exception of Guest Expert.

Debaters' Research ranked first in the categories

of example, opinions, primary sources, and statistics,

whereas Class Discussion was ranked first in teaching anal-

ogies, circumstantial, authority, and secondary evidence.
The next six methods were closely and interchangeably ranked
in the tables. Individual preference seems to be the de-
terminant since no consistent pattern could be deciphered.

Although Guest Expert ranked last in all tables, it should

be emphasized tnat the fisures represent a sizeable 12 to

20 per cent of the coaches surveyed.
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Debate Handbooks ranked first in teaching the

eight classifications of evidence. Assiconed Cless Textbcok

ranked or tied for second in all tables. Study Sheet Cut-

lines ranked third in teaching authority, statistics, anal-
ozies, opinions, primary or orizinal sources, and secondery

sources; Study Sheet Cutlines ranked rfourth in the teaching

of example and circumstantial evidence. Library of Text-

bcoks tied for second in teaching statistics; ranked third
in teechinz example, circumsvtantiel, secondary sources,
and analogies; and ranked fourth in teachiaz authority,
opinions, and primary or original sources.

The use of Study Sheets in teaching statistics,

examples, authority (tied with .iovies and Summer Clinics),

opinions, analogies, 2nd circumstantial (tied with ilovies),

ranked fifth. Study Sheets ranked third (tied with Study

Sheet Qutlines) in the teaching of primary or original

sources and fourth in teaching secondary sources. .ovies
was used in the teaching of authority and circuastantial

evidence only; each was used by only 1 coach. Summer Clinics

was used once, in the teaching of authority. None of the

coaches indicated the use of Film Strips in teaching evi-

dence.



CHAPTER IV

TABULATIOII AND ANALYSIS OF PART II

This chapter presents a tabulation and analysis
of the results of Part II of the Survey. The answers to
these questions provide insight into and an understanding
of the high school debate program and present detailed in-
formation on the methods and materials used by the coaches
surveyed in teaching reasoning and evidence. The number
appearing in parenthesis is identical to its number in the
questionnaire. It is hoped that this procedure will allow
for efficient and exact reference to the questionnaire which

is located in Appendix B.

Question 1 (1): Do your debaters meet daily

during the academic school schedule solely as

a debate class?

This question was asked to discover if there were
a special class for debaters or if debate were taught under
other circumstances. Eighteen responded "yes™ to this ques-

tion, and 25,"no." One coach stated that he had a class

composed of debaters and general speech students.
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Question 2 (2): Is debate tau:zht solely as an

extracurricular activity?

Of the 43 responses, 20 answered in the affirma-
tive and 22 answered negatively. In 1 instance students
had a choice of taking debate as a class or as an extra-
curricular activity. Another response indicated that stu-
dents after the first year were allowed to take debate only
as an extracurricular activity. The coach in the latter
case stated tnat debate during the first year was part of

the general speech course.

Question 3 (3): Is debate taucsht as a unit in/or

tarough another course?

In 28 cases debate was not taught through another
class, but wes purely extracurricular or a class in itself.
Of the 14 affiruative replies, 12 stated debate was tauzht
in connection with a general speech class; 1, an English
class; 1, an English-speech class; and in 1 other instance
debate was a part of a "Performinzg Arts Curriculum" for

advanced students.

Question 4 (4): If debate is tauzht in another

course, wnat is the title of the course?

There were 31 coaches who did not instruct de-
baters through ancther course. Of tae 13 who did, 8 taught

debaters throu;n beginning speech; 2, through advanced
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speech; 1, through "Special English"; 1, through an English
course; and 1 coacia allowed the students to choose between

either a bezinning speech or an advanced speech class.

Question 5 (5): How many days a week do you meet

with your debaters?

In 19 programs debate was taught five days a week.
In 43 prograus debate was taught three days a week. 1In
3 prosrais debate was taught two days a week. In 5 programs
debate was taught one day a week. In 3 instances the de-
bate instruction varied from week to week. One school had
a diversified program with freshmen meeting durinz the sev-
enth hour of the school day for a half hour daily, while
the upper classmen met after school one day a week for an
hour and a half. Two schools scheduled debate for one or
two days; 1 school averaged one to three days; 3 schools
averaged two to three days; 1 school averaged two to four

days; and 1 coach met with the debaters three to four days.

Question 6 (6): How long are the periods when

you meet?

Where the debaters met as a class five days a
week, thne class period averaged anywhere from forty minutes
to sixty minutes in length. In tabulating the other data,

no general pattern could be formed as to the amount of time
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spent on debats outside tae scheduled acadewmic school day.
where the debaters met as an extracurricular activity,
coaches responded in various ways: ‘"extremes," "odd times,"
"five to twenty minutes," "an hour and a half," "five times

a week," and "several hours a week in evening sessions.”

Question 7 (7): Do your debaters receive credit

towards graduation for taking debate?

The purpose in asking this question was to obtain
understanaing of how the aduinistration felt itowards debate.
Of the 24 replies indicating "yes," 8 schools gave credit
even thouzh debate was extracurricular. Eighteen schools
answered '"no," and 1 school stated that credit was given

"sometimes." The cozch in the latter case did not elaborate.

Question 8 (8): On what grade level do you begin

to coach debaters?

Tnis question was asked witah the feeling that
the length of time a student spends on debate could help
determine the teaching methods and materials. It is inter-
esting to note that in the schools surveyed 19 approached
the students in the ninth grade, 18 schools began the de-
bate program in the tenth grade, and only 4 schools waited
until the eleventh grade to develop their debaters. There
were no schools that had a beginning debate class for seniors

only. This does not mean, however, that seniors could not
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take debate. One unusuzl reply read, "We have a reserve
coacn for tihe ninth and beginning tenth zraders; I coach
the tenth, eleventh, and twelfth graders." Another coach
stated, "Whenever we can recruit them."

Question 9 (10): Do your debaters use a library

of textbooks? Yes No If so, please list
the three books most widely used.

The replies to this question were mainly in the
negative. Only 10 schools used a library of textbooks; 30
schools did not. Three respondents misinterpreted the ques-
tion to wean evidence used in supporting debate cases.

There was no definite pattern as to what books were
most commonly used. Twelve books were mentioned, and no one
book received more than 4 nominations. A thirteenth book,

Ar;-unentation end Debate, was listed, but its author was not

given., Table 41 lists the books in alphabetical order with
their number of nominations. A bitliography appears in Ap-

pendix C.
TABLE 41: LIBHZARY OF TEXTBOOKS

Title Mumber of Nominations

Argumentation and Debate--CrocCker.ceececcececccsccsssccessl
Argumentation and Debate-—MCBuI’ney.......................3
Argumentation and Debate--Potter...ceecececccececceeeascaasl
Argumentation and Debate--FoSterecececsccceccscccccssscsesl
Contest Debating——SUllleTrS.cesseesecsccscosscssosscososssssssl
Competitive Debating—-llUSZrave.ceeeesesecccccccossssasessel
Debate Coaching—-Lalman.csesesescecescsccssosssssascscsessl
DiSCUSSiOn and Debate-_sattler.oooooonooo00000000000000004
Discussion Guidebook for High School Debaters--Pfister...l
Essentials of Discussion and Debate--Gulley..eeceececseseel
How to Debate: A Textbook for Beginners—--Summers......e.>
The New American Speech--Hedd€eeeseeoeseosesossasosccnceel
Principals and Types of Speech—-ll0NTrO€.iseeesecccscecsecsescl
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An duconeilstenc exists inm Tovle 41 <daen compered
to so.ne of tias tatles in Part I because soiie coaclics failleld
to £1i1ll out wota Ports I -na IIL.

<restion 10 (11): To your deknaters use on ossigcne

B TN L]

CSATO0L T

The repglies to tils cuestion were euzhatically
"ro!" Out of tuae 43 returns only 3 respondents indiceted
"ses." Iwo coacaes listed So You Tent to Discuss s#nd De-
tote! by Zrooks JuilbyT =2s the text used, @nd enother coccein
indicated How to Dekste by Swauers, Wacn, and llouss oS
tae text.

uestion 11 (12):

- - )
pondents

All res

answered

Do you use film strips?

"no." TFernaps tais would

te a worta, zrea to ceveloyp.

guestion 12 (13):

4

In onl, 4

coaches did rot use the..

instances did coaches use movies;

Do you use uovies?

39

The 1ovies used were obtained

from visual zids departuents of the University of .Idchignon

1, .
Brooks uiuby,

So You Jant to Discuss

ond Lebote!

J.

T g o e
LiSiie s

2.
Ul

Portland,

s rad
e

s, aen,

and Rousse,

deston walch, 1224).

on. Ccit.
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and wichigan State University. One coach used ten short
wovies pertaining to public speaking, research, outlining,
composition, and debate and discussion.

In checking with the University of llichigan and
Wichigan State University, the writer secured a bibliography
of appropriate films which are listed in Appendix D.

Although the question was not asked, 1 respondent
mentioned that tape recordings were used. The respondent
did not elaborate as to the title or the source from which

the tape was obtained.

Question 13 (14): Do you use debate handbooks?
Yes No . If so, please rank in order of
preference (In case of tie use the same number--
1 is highest) ____evidence abstracts, __ strategy,
___briefs, ___ bibliography of authorities, or
others .

In response to the first part, 42 stated "yes,"
and 1 did not reply. Therefore, the writer safely concludes
that debate handbooks are an integral part of debate instruc-
tion as indicated by these coaches.

The second part of the question received only
23 answers, the smallest number of replies of all the ques-
tions included in the survey. Since it was not a separate
question, non-respondents were probably not aware of it.

Of the coaches who did respond, however, the rank-
ing of the units within the handbooks was as follows: the

unit "briefs" ranked first with 11 first-place votes;
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"evidence abstracts" and "bibliography of authorities" tied
for second with 7 first-place votes each; and "strategy"
ranked last with 6 first-place votes. The total number

of first-place votes exceeds the number of respondents to

this question due to some units being ranked equally.

Question 14 (15): Check the handbooks that you
use: Enil Pfister's , Mid-West , NUEA ’
Reference Shelf , Walch , and Others

Forty-one responded to this statement; 2 did not.
One of the respondents stated, "different books different
years." No differential was made between debate handbooks
and discussion handbooks. It was assumed by the writer
that since thne questionnaire pertained to the use of debate
methods and materials that the respondents would interpret
the statement as such. The debate handbooks are listed in

Table 42 according to the number of nominations.

TABLE 42: HANDBOOKS

Handbooks Number of Nominations

Je WesSton WalcCh.eeeeeeeooooesssscscsossccsccoososssssecscesdb
NUEA et eeoeoesooesoosoecssosoosccsosossscssscsssosscssssscssessesdl
ld=-Westeeeeeoeeoeoooencasconse cesecsssesssscsssssscseeell
Reference Shelfieeieeierseeecosoccsscscosscscscssossscsossssscssll
Dr. Pfister's Discussion Guide Book for Debaterse..... .10
Marquetteeceeeeeceeosceeseossecssoosssassccsccscssossoassonssans
National Debate ReSearCheeececececcesscccsosososccssscsoses
Allan Daleeeceeeeececccccssssseosossoosocscoscocssssssssscsas
Hope Varsity's Manualeeeeesoocossecssesssocssscsscansse
CambridZeeceeseeseseessosssseessccssssssssnssssssssscssscs
Chicag0o ResSearCheieeieceeeseeosssscsssesssosssssssssnsans
Ilichigan High School Forensic Pamphlet....cceeeeccceens
NebrasSKaAeeeseseoeooeaesocsssosssosossosscosossssocssscsssssns

H WD S S




Totzling, tae nowinssicns in Teble 41 rnd divid-
lng thiem by tiae nuiter of coaches, one finds that e:ch coesch

¢4 Gifferent published debate hand-

O
a0}

used on vtie wvers:.e

&)

LOQ0KS.

Debate Handlools Review

A brief review of the debate handbooks receiving
7 nownin=tious or sore is .iven in order to drzw particular
counclusicas in Caapter V.

The J. vieston Walch Cowveny publishes several

wenuals. One entitled So You want to Discuss gnd Tehate!

is specifically written to explain the different types of
Jdiscussions end debetes, tiae role of discussants znd debat-
ers, end the classifications of reasoning and evidence that
are used in developing; the case.3 Another annual nranual
presents briefs, a btibliosrepny, evidence abstracts, and
a "Who's Who."4 No mention is made of reasoning and evi-
dence.

The National University Zxtension Association

publishes yearly two volumes on the debate proposition.

The volumes present authoritative speeches on the history

SQuimby, op. cit.

4J. Weston Walch, Debate Handbook on Labor-iian-
ageuent Relations, Vol. II (Portland, waine: J. WNeston
walch, 1959).
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and possible issues of the proposition, quotations, and a
bibliograpnhy from which materials for evidence may be se-

cured.5

The unid-west Debate Bureau's annual handbook6
contains no specific information on the classifications

of reasoning and evidence that might be used. The author,
however, devotes approximately 38 pages to special methods
of refutation, the role of debaters, and fallacies in rea-
soning. The book also contains sample briefs, a bibliog-
rapny, and evidence abstracts.

d. W. Wilson Company is the publisher of The Kef-

erence Shelf.7 The work is published several times a year

on timely subjects. The volumes do not give formal instruc-
tion in the teaching of reasoninz and evidence, but present
background inforuation and representative points of view

on each topic. The books also contain comprehensive bib-
liographies that are helpful in the construction of a debate
case.

Discussion Guidebook for High School Debaters,

ty Dr. kmil Pfis'ter,8 a yearly publication, contains a

5Bower Aly (ed.), Discussion and Debate Lianual,
2 vols. (Columbia, uissouri: Artcraft Press, 1959).

6The Debate Review (Normal, Ill.: Ilid-West De-
bate Buresu, 1959.

Tp
Co‘, n‘d.).

ne keference Shelf (New York: H. W. Wilson

aﬂmil Pfistzr, Discussion Guidz2book for High
School Debaters (ut. Pleasant, .iich.: Central kichizan
Ccllege rress, 1958).




survey suunary of the fundamentals of discussion ana detate.
The handbook presents the duties of discussants aand debat-
ers, an annotated bibliography, significent points of the
present proposition, and the rules for planninzg end judging
a debate. The primary purpose of the guidebock is to as-
sist debaters in organizing the "footwork" that is neces-
sary for successful debating. There is little information
pertaining to reasoning and evidence as used in building
the debate brief.

llarquette University publishes an annual debate
handbook.9 The authors stress the importance of groundwork
or research in understanding the proposition. The handbook
covers in a very illustrative way the duties and responsi-
bilities of the affirmative and negative teams, evidence
abstracts, and roles and tactics of the debate cases. No
uaterial pertaining to reasoning and evidence is included.

Allen W..Dale publishes two volumes. Volume I
is designed with the annual debate and discussion topics
10

in wind. Volume II is designed "to acquaint pupils with

nll

the basic principles of debate. . The books contain

9Hugo Hellman and Joseph B. Laine, The Labor Prob-
lem (Lillwaukee: .arquette University, 1959).

1OAllen W. Dale, Education Problem, Vol. I: De-
bate Handbook (Kansas City: Dale Fublishing Co., 1957).

11Allen W. Dale, Education Problem, Vol. II:
Advanced Handbook (Kansas City: Dale Fublishing Co., 1957),
P. 1.
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classifications of reasoning and evidence as well as tests
for each.

The National Debate hesearch Company publishes
two kinds of handbooks. In addition to a traditional de-

12 a discussion and debate textbookl3 is also

bate handbook,
published. The textbook discusses the "tools of reasoning"

as fact, opinion, example, and statistics.

Question 15 (16): Please check the following

institutions where your debaters attend, fall

clinics, fall tournaments, and surmer clinics.

The purpose of this request was not to discover
that one clinic is more popular than another but to obtain
evidence that the clinics and tournaments are or are not
userful in teaching reasoning and evidence. After the tabu-
lations were made, the writer wrote to four of the insti-
tutions sponsoring clinics or tournaments for meterials
which he evaluated.

The fall clinics are popular. Only 4 schools
did not attend any fzll clinic during the 1959-60 school
year. The reuaining 39 schools attended on the average

of 1.77 per school. The greatest number of clinics

12Jack Solomon, Jr., Labor hianagement Relations
(Cnicago: wWNational Devate kesearch Co., 1959).

l5Nillieun Buys, Jack :urphy, and Bruce Kendall,
Discussion end Debate (Chiczgo: National Debate Research
Co., 1957).
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attended by any one scnool was five. Seven fall clinics
were sponsored by colleges and universities in the state
of lichigan during the 1959-60 school year.

In analyzing materials from four of these clinics,
the wiriter found that the primery purpose of each was to
introduce high school debaters to the discussion and debate
topics. There was a definite secondary purpose, however,
which was to introduce debaters to areas such as "Character-
istics of Good Debating," "Effective Arguing," "Building
the Debate Case," and "Refutation and Rebuttal."

Twenty-six of the 43 schools attended fall tourne-
ments. At only one of the five tournaments held during the
1959-60 school year was a winner chosen. The primery pur-
pose of the other tournaments was to give the novice and
the experienced debater practice in using the elements of
debating.

Sumiler clinics were attended by only 9 of the 43
scnools surveyed. The schools attended clinics sponsored
by Lidchigan State University, liontana University, Northwest-
ern University, and the West Ohio District of the lationeal
Forensic League.

Question 16 (27): How do guest experts assist
in teacning reasoning and evidence?

This question brought several varied and interest-
ing replies. Some coachnes interpreted it to mean guests

brouzht into the classroom, while others interpreted it to
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mean outside speakers, and still others thoucht it to mean
debate judges. Of the 12 replies to this question, 5 re-
spondents statea that "Our only guest experts are those
judges wnom we expect to give an oral critique." In 2
cases, the teacher asked the debaters to analyze and evalu-
ate speakers in public speeking situetions. In 1 instance

a local parish Father lectured on reasoning and evidence,
and in another instance the coach invited a college debate
tean to demonstrate reasoning and evidence through an actual
debate and to answer questions. Two respondents stated that
the professional personnel at fall clinics were very help-

ful in teaching reasoning and evidence. One respondent's

pernuaanship could not be deciphered.

Question 17 (18): Do your experienced debaters

assist in the instruction of reasoning and evi-

dence?

In response to this question 32 coaches answered
"yes," 7 answered "no," and 4 did not answer. Some of the
typical comments were: "3y having the less experienced
present their arguuents and then by having the experienced
debaters acting as critics-judges;" "By explaining to the
rest of the class thne reasoning used in the construction
of their cases;" "Throuzh demonstration and lecture;" "Dis-
cussion groups end sessions where they are leaders;" "Point
out weaknesses of argument, choices of autanority;" "They

work with individuasls giving them illustrations and tell
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them what to look for in evidence"; "By assigning en experi-
enced debater to a group of inexperienced, and by putting
a varsity debater with a beginner in class teams™; "The

buddy systea"; "By coaching debaters."

Question 17 (25): Briefly describe the study
sheet outlines that you use in teaching reason-
ing and evidence.

Question 18 (26): Please describe the study

sheets that are used in teaching reasoning and

evidence.

The two classifications of study sheets were given
to enable tne respondents to answer more accurately. How-
ever, since no distinction was made between the two clas-
sifications, the questions will be answered together. Typ-
ical explenations auwong the 11 who replied were: "Simple
meke-believe cases, usually on simple everyday subjects";
"The different types are indicated with several examples
under each"; "We prepare cases and discuss these"; "I use
materials developed from speech courses that I have taken
and found to be helpful"; "As outlined in teaching speech in
Florida public schools"; "Taken from texts"; "Use Crocker's
fallacies, etc., in ditto form"; ". . . I prepare sets of
examples and have students choose the correct answer. I
point out errors in reasoning or value of evidence"; "The

University of llichigan provides additional outline sheets

whican we use." The study sheets, thus, were composed fronm
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personel training and expsriences, frouwm materials found in

textbooks, =zad from speech departments of higher institu-

tions.
Question 19 (28): Briefly describe demonstrations
that are used by the coach in teaching reasoning
and evidence.
Eizhteen of the 43 returns brought a response

in this area. Some of the replies were: "drawing on the

blackbozrd to explain certain types of reasoning (e.g.,
deductive and inductive)"; "trips to the library"; and
"nieking posters to emphasize or explain a point." Some
unusual methods as explained by one coach are:

I use the book How Well Do You Rate? which has
many sugzgestions in it. Also observation test:
In advanced plan with two boys, they start an
argunent in the middle of the class session,
ending with a blow being struck by one. Then
explanation by each mewber of the class is given
as to what hsppened. The Jjury trial is an ex-
cellent device too. We make up our own. At
times our trials have created a great deal of
interest in the school and it is never hard to
find an audience when a class wishes to organize
one. At times it is particularly interesting
when our student lawyers have an opportunity

to check cases with professional lawyers, who
ere most interested and willing to help, in our
own area.

Other explanations were: "By examples from past
and current debate topics, and everyday situations"; "Teans
misuse various technigues and debaters try to spot them";
"Impromptu constructive talks on each side"; "Presentation

in lozicel step by step form frow outlines written on the
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board"; "Taping and analyzing advertisements."
One comment that was related to this study, but
which cannot be classified under any question within the

questionnaire is:

Iy versity debaters will participate in over one
hundred and fifty debates a year. We develop
our own cases and cases are developed only
through discussion. I never prepere or give

a case directly to my debaters. I stress clear
tainking, extewpore ability, a great deal of
research. . . . Ly people have training in P.A.
announcing, radio work, plays, and talent shows.

Question 20 (19): Approximately how much money

per year is spent on materials?

In order to find out if there was a correlation
between mcney spent on materials and instructional procedure
the question was asked. Tnis question was misinterpreted
or not stated clearly, for the auwount listed included sea-
sonal expenses other than for teaching reasoning and evi-
dence. The high was $500, and the low was $10. The average

as compiled from the 43 replies was $44.45 per school.

Question 21 (17): Of the total time devoted to
the training of debaters, approximately what per
cent is allotted to the teaching of reasoning
and evidence?

The question was asked in order to secure addi-

tional information about the importance of these areas to

the general field of debate. Twelve respondents had no
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idea as to the time devoted to these areas. The extreues
of time spent were from 10 to 75 per cent. Fourteen respond-
ents stated that they felt about 50 per cent of the time
was spent in these areas. Dizht returns indicated at least
75 per cent of the time was spent teaching reasoning and
evidence. Ten respondents stated that they felt approxi-
mately 25 per cent of the time was spent teaching reasoning
and evidence. One respondent stated 60 per cent, while
another stated approximately 10 per cent. In coubining

the figures given by the respondents, it was found that

an average of 47.7 per cent of the instructional time was

spent on teaching reasoning and evidence.

Question 22 (20): Do your debaters have a spe-
cific suumer debate assigniment?
The response was that 11 schools had swnmer as-

signuents, but that 33 did not.

Question 23 (21): If so, what is the assicnment?

The assignment in all 11 cases was to read and
become familiar with the following year's debate topic.
No coach indicated that the sumnimer assignment was to im-
prove the debaters' reasoning ebility, althouch some coaches
felt that the suwumer clinics were of value in teaching rea-

soning and evidence.
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Question 24 (22): Is coaching your only speech

activity?

To this question only 9 of the respondents had
cebate coaching as their sole speech assignment, 32 had

other responsibilities, and 2 did not answer the question.

Question 25 (23): What other activities are your

responsibility?

The two major speech activities were directing
pleys and coaching spring forensics. There were 17 whose
added responsibility was the directing of at least one pley.
Of these 17, 9 directed two plays, and 2 directed three
plays. There were 31 coaches responsible for the spring
forensics. Of these %1 coaches, 16 also were involved in
the directing of at least one pley.

Other duties involving debate coaches were class
advisingz, producing assewblies, supplyinz community prograus,

and coaching comuunity-sponsored speech contests.

Suumary

Coacnes' Environment.--Eighteen of the coaches

surveyed taught debate classes which were a part of the
regular curriculum; 14 respondents taught debate through

another class; and 11 respondents taught debate as an
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extracurricular activity.

It cannot be said that the debate coach has a
dull moment. Along witan teachinz a regular load, 32 of
the coaches surveyed also had other responsibilities. Seven-
teen debate coaches were responsivle for the directingz of
at least one school play, approximately 53 per cent of these
coaches directed two productions, and approximately 11 per
cent (2 coaches) were in charze of three productions. Along
with the directingz of plays, 31 coaches were delezated the
responsibility of directing the spring forensics. Some
of tne coaches, in eddition, were responsible for providing
commmunity progzrams and serving as class advisers.

In 24 instances respondents indicated that the
Board of kducation felt debate so worthwhile that credit
should be given towards graduation. Eight of the schools
represented by these respondents gave credit even though
debate was considered extracurricular. Nineteen of the
schools gave no credit.

Eizhty-six per cent of the coaches indicated that
the training of interested students in debate began in
zrades nine and ten. There were only 4 schools that waited
until the students' junior year before approaching them.
None of the schools developed their debaters in the senior
year. This does not mean, however, that seniors were not
allowed to debate.

uiany of the respondents misinterpreted the question
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concerning the amount of money spent for materials in teach-
ing reasoning and evidence. However, it is interesting to
note theat sone schools spent as little as $10, other schools,
as much as $500, in promoting debate activities.
liaterials.--Debate handbooks were used by 42 of
the 43 coaches. Twenty-three coaches answered only the
second part of the two-fold question. The preferential
rarking of the debate handbook units by the coaches were
"briefs," "evidence abstracts" and "bibliography" (tied),
and "stratezy." Thirteen different handbooks were used.
Those used by 10 or more coaches were the handbooks pub-

14 1uEa,1® ria-west,t® H. w.

18

lished by J. Weston Walch,

17

Wilson Company, and Central liichigzan University.

Only 13 schools used either a Library of Textbooks

or Assizned Class Textbook. There was a wide variety of

textbooks of which the liichigan High School Forensic book-

20

let19 and the books, How to Debagte and Arcumentation and

14Walch, op. cit.

15Aly, op. cit.
16

The Debate Review, op. cit.

17The Reference Shelf, op. cit.

lBPfister, op. cit.

1941i111ian M. Sattler, and ¥. Edd liller, Discus—
sion 2nd Debate (Ann Arbor, lidchigan: Ifdchigen Hign Scnool
Forensic Association, 1959).

20

Summers, Whan, and Rousse, o»n. cit.
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Debate21 werc thes most popular. It can be generally assumed
that both the teacher and the debaters referred to these
books and others which are listed in Appendix C.

ilany ideas were mentioned for developing the

Study Sheets and Study Sheet Outlines. Some of them were

"examples of classifications of reasoning and evidence";
"information taken from textbooks on classifications of
reasoning and evidence"; "simple meke-believe cases"; and
"outline sheets from the University of ilichigan."

None of the coaches used Iilm Strips. However,

4 coaches used a variety of movies, and 1 coach utilized
the tape recorder.

Liethods.--The role of the experienced debater
was an important method in the instructional prosram.
Thirty-two respondents indicated that the "buddy" system,
special demonstrations, and the coaching of inexperienced
debaters were the most helpful techniques in teaching rea-
soning and evidence to the novice as well as to the experi-
encecd debater.

As the study indicates, 39 out of 43 schools at-
tended the fall clinics and over 50 per cent attended prac-
tice tournaments. These high figures probably indicate

that coaches felt prractice and listening to judzes'

21James H. lLlcBurney, James i. O'Neill, and Glen =&.
1iills, Arsumentation and Debate (New York: The llacmillan
Co., 1951).
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criticues were benetficial in teechinz reasoning and evidence.
Nine coacnes sent representatives to swmner clinics.

Eighteen respondents indicated the use of denmon-
strations in teachins reasoning and evidence. Exemples
given by the coaches included "writing on the blackboard,"
"using posters for explanation purposes," "setting up class
situations," "taping advertisements for analyzations," and
"trips to the library."

Twelve respondents indicated the use of Guest
BExpert. In tne majority of these cases, the critic-judge
was considered the guest expert. A parish priest and a
college debate team were used as guest experts bty some of
tne respondents. In 2 instances assembly speakers were
guest experts whom the debaters were assigned to analyze.

Summer assiznments consisted of having the debater
obtain evidence for the following year's debate and discus-
sion topics. Coaches did not mention how the summer assizsn-
ment was used in order to improve the debaters' understand-

ing of reasoning and evidence.



CHAFTER V

SU.LIAAY AND CCNCLUSIONS

The purpose of this chapter is to consider the
hypotheses stated in Chapter I in light of the study, to
present additional findings, to raise guestions provoked
by the study, to point out implications of the study, and
to offer suggestions for further research aimed at improving

wichigan's hizh school debate program.

Discussion of the Stated Hypotheses

The survey, as indicated in Chapter I, was lim-
ited to uichigan high school debate coaches who had taught
debate for at least three years consecutively. The survey,
consisting of two parts, was mailed to 78 coaches, 40 of
whom returned Part I and 43 of whom returned Part II. Tabu-
lations were made of the responses to the questionnaire
in order to determine the methods and materials used in
teaching reasoning and evidence. The hypotheses and find-
ings are as follows:

l. There are particular textbooks used generally

81
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by the experienced debate coaches. The survey revealed

that 15 of the 43 respondents used either Assisned Class

Texthook or Library of Textbooks. The total number of

different textbooks used by these 15 coaches was 14; no
pattern of bookx preference could be detected. Of the 28

coaches not using textbooks, 28 used Debate Handbooks; 25,

Class Discussion; 22, Debaters' Demonstration; 22, Teacher's

Lecture; 21, Fall Clinics and Tournaments; 20, Debaters'

Research; 19, Panel Discussion; 15, Teacher's Demonstration;

5, Summer Clinics; 4, Guest Expert; 3, Study Sheets or Study

Sheet Outlines; and 2, llovies. The hypothesis was not sub-

stantiated.

2. Debate handbooks are used frecuently as a

teaching material. This hypothesis was upheld since all

the respondents used handbooks. An average of 3.4 different
publications of debate handbooks was used by each coach.
Handbooks ranked no lower than third (predominately first)
as a material used in teaching reasoning and evidence.
Preferred units within the handbooks were ranked by the
coaches as follows: (1) "briefs," (2) "evidence abstracts"
and "bibliography" (tied), and (3) "strategy."

3. Clinics and debate tournaments are major sources

in teachingz reasoning and evidence. Approximately 85 per

cent of the schools represented in the survey attended one
or more of the seven clinics conducted in 1959. llore then

60 per cent of the schools participated in at least one of



the five sponsored practice tournaments. The materials
distributed by the various sponsors of the clinics empha-
size tne value and role of reasoning and evidence to suc-
cessful debating. Thus, the hypothesis was affirmed.

4, There are some unigue methods and meterials

beinz used of which many coaches are unsware. The hypoth-

esis 1s answered subjectively, since the writer has defined

the phrase unicue methods and 1naterials to include those

which are unusual, different, and individually used. The
methods and materials suggested are unique because only
two coaches mentioned thew. Awmong the unique ideas pre-

sented, one coach indicated usage of the book How Do You

Rate? in testing a debater's critical thinking. Another
coaca euwployed an actual courtroom situation in which the
debaters applied skills. One coach stated that his debaters
participated in more than 150 debates, and in znother in-
stance a coacn mentioned that his students debated at every
opportunity. DBy these examples it is shown that coaches

do use unique methods and materials in training their de-
baters.

5. LExperienced debaters are a prime factor in

teachine reasoning and evidence. The respondents as a whole

supported this hypothesis. Thirty-two coaches listed ways
in which experienced debaters served to strengthen the
teaching of reasoning and evidence. By presenting debate

demonstrations, by coaching inexperienced debaters, by
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explaining the analytical development of cases, and by lead-
ing discussions, experienced aevaters assisted their coaches.

6. The teachin~ of reasoning and evidence con-

sumwes more time than the teachinsg of other phases of debate.

First of all, this hypothesis cannot be affirmed or denied.
The survey indicated that the averagze debate coach spends
approxiwately 40 per cent of his time teaching reasoning
and evidence through the various methods and materials.
Secondly, the amount of time that one coach devotes to
reasoning and evidence may be considered insufficient or
excessive by others. There are many variables such as the
number of experienced or inexperienced debaters, the ex-
perience of the coach, the orzanization of the debate pro-
gram, and others which help determine the amount of time
allotted to reasoning and evidence.

7. A distinct pattern of the classifications

of reasoning and evidence as tauzht by experienced debate

coaches should be revealed by this study. In Table 1 it

is revealed that 92.5 per cent of the coaches tauzht analogy,
the first-ranked classification of reasoning. The next

two classifications, cause to effect and example, were
taught by approximately 80 per cent of the coaches. Ef-
fect to cause and generalization were taught by approxi-
mately 75 per cent. One classification, effect to effect,
was taught by 67.5 per cent. The classifications of syl-

logistic reasoning were tauzht from a high of 60 per cent
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to a low of 32 per ceant of the ccaches. The two lowest-
ranked classifications of reasoning, enthyueme and sign,
were taught by less than 20 per cent of the coeches.

In Table 2 statistics, the first-ranked classifi-
cation of evidence, was taught by 90 per cent of the coaches.
ixamples and authority were each tauzht by &5.5 per cent
of the coacnes. Xignty per cent taught opinions. Primary
or original sources, literal and figurative analogies,
secondary sources, and circumstantial were all taught by
at least 50 per cent of the coachesa. Thaus, the percentazes
for tne classifications of reasoning and evidence did not

reveal particular classifications that should be taught.

Additional Findings of the Survey

The methods and materials used by the 43 respond-

ents according to freguency of usage appear as follows.

The first-ranked method was Teacher's Lecture, followed

by ‘eacher's Demonstration, Class Discussion, Debaters'

hesearch, Debaters! Demonstration, Panel Discussion, and

Guest Expert in that order.

The highest-ranked material was Debate Handbooks,

followed by Practice Tournaments, Study Sheet Outlines and

Study Sheets, Library of Textbooks, Summer Clinics, lMovies,

and Assigned Class Textbook. However, if Library of Textbooks
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and Assi-tned Clsss Textbook were combined, the percentage

would be as great or greater than Debate Handbooks in teach-

ing the three forus of causal reasoning, sign reasoning,
example, and the four forms of syllogistic reasoning. On

the other hand, Debate Handbooks would still rank first

in teaching analogy and generalization. The combined per-

centage of Library of Textbooks and Assirned Class Textbook

was greater than Debate Handbooks in teaching analogy and

circumstantial evidence, but less for example, authorita-
tive opinion, primary or original sources, and secondary
sources. A possible explanation is that debate handbooks
contain many classifications of evidence other than analozy
and circuuwstantial and, therefore, are useful in explaining
and instructing students. Debate handbooks generally do
not have as many examples of analogous and circumstantial
evidence as they do other types.

Over-all, the causal forus of reasoningz were
checked wore frequently by the coaches than were the forms
of syllogistic reasoning. Cause to effect was ranked second;
effect to cause, fourth; and effect to effect, sixth; out
of the eleven classifications. “The two most-frequently-
used materials for teaching both types of reasoning were

Assisned Classs Textbook and Debate Handbooks.

The classifications of syllogistic reasoning
ranked seventn, ninth, tenta, and eleventh for categorical,

hypothetical, disjunctive, and the enthymeme, respectively.
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The two most-frequently-used methods were Teacher's Lecture

and Teacher's Dewonstroticn, and the two most-frequently-

used materials were Debate Hendbooks and Library of Text-

books for the teaching of syllogistic reasoning.

Anzlogy ranked first as a classification of res-
sonings. Approximately 90 per cent of the respondents tauzht
analogy. Of the two classifications that have not been
discussed, exauple ranked third, being taught by 80.5 per
cent of the respondents. Generalization ranked fifth, being
taught ty 75 per cent of <the respondents. The most-frequent-
ly-used methods for teaching enalogy, example, and general-

ization were Class Discussion and Tezcher's Lecture, and

the most-frequently-used materials were Debate Handbooks

and Assisned Class Textbook.

It is much more difficult to summarize the data
on evidence than on reasoning, as the methods and materials
used in teaching evidence are more closely ranked. The

most-freguently-used method was Debaters' Research in teach-

ing exauple, opinions, primary sources, and statistics.

Class Discussion ranked first for teaching analogies,

authority, and secondary evidence. The most-frequently-

used materiels were Debate Handbooks and Assigned Class

Textbook. However, it should be noted that Library of

Textbooks tied Assigned Class Textbook for second place

in teaching statistics.

Of the coaches surveyed, 18 had debate classes.
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The survey revealed that only 7, or less than cne third,

used an Assirned Class Textbook or Library of Textbooks.

The reason for this is not determined since the writer's
purpose was to discover what particular textbooks were
being used and whether or not a pattern of preferred btooks
could be found.

Cf the 43 respondents, only 9 sent their debaters
to sumwer clinics. It would be interesting to know why
more of the experienced coaches do not take advantage of

this material in teachinz reasoning and evidence.

Questions Developed from the Survey

This particular survey raised as many questions
as it revealed findings. Therefore, the writer thought
it wise to present the questions, answers to which may be
helpful in improving the debate program in kiichigan. The

questions are listed under four headings: Inconsistency

in the Answers to the Survey, Teaching Reasoninz and Evi-

dence, isaterials for Teachino Keasoning and Evidence, and

Adnministrative liatters.

Inconsistency in the Answers to the Survey.--Why

was the enthymeme taught by only 7 coaches? Why did analo~y
rank as the most-frequently-taught classification of rea-

soning? Why were not all the forms of syllogistic reasoning
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taught by an equal nuaber of coaches? Way did not an equal
number of coaches teach primary and secondary evidence?

Teachinz Reasoninz and Evidence.--Since no pat-

tern of reasoning and evidence could be detected, should
all the classifications be taught to high school debaters?
If not, what classifications should be taught? Is it bet-
ter to instruct reasoning and evidence to high school de-
baters throuzh the "inspirational™ or the more traditional
"lecture" method? Which should be taught first, reasoning
or evidence? Or, should they be tausht concurrently? The
writer has serious doubts about the classifications of rea-
soning and evidence waich he enployed in this study, and
about those he has found in textbooks. Are they meaning-
ful or useful? Do they convey the same meaning to most
coaches?

tfatcrials for Teaching Reasoning end Evidence.--

Is there a comilendable textbook for high school debaters?

If not, why not? What should be the contents of such a
textbook? Why did not more coaches use the materials listed
in the survey? Why did hendbooks rank so high as a teach-
ing material?

Administrative llatters.--What are the feelings

of administrators toward debate as a co-curricular activity
and/or as a course having equal status in the regular aca-
demic curriculum? Should the state or national speech or-
gzanigations promote the certification of debate coaches

in order to raise the guality of coaching and debating?
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Speculations and Implications

The study seewms to illuminate very definite wesk-
nesses in the high school debate prozram. The existence
and effect of the wezknesses, however, cannot be substan-
tially proven, nor was it the purpose or design of the study
to prove them. The reason for mentioning them is to acquaint
the reader with a deeper understanding of the debate progran
and to stimulate him into serious thinking and possible
action wanich may assist in elleviating the probleas and
in stren:thening the prozram.

related Zebate studies conducted in lichigen have
revealed that the typical debate coacn is not trained in
the field of speech and is, therefore, probeably lacking
in the forwal knowledge and back:round necessary for ef-
fective coaching.l That, tozetner with the fact that coaches
are responsitle for other curricular and co-curricular ac-
tivities as revealed by this study, probably explains the

teachinz methods--Teacner's Lecture and Teacher's Dermonstra-

tion--most frequently used as well as the nmaterial--Debete
Hdsndbooks--most frequently used. Considering these facts,
the question comes to mind, "How beneficial are the lectures

and demonstrations if the majority of coaches do not use

lBecker, Brown, and llurphy, op. cit., pp. 137-40,
and Alexander and Thomas, op. cit., pp. 139-91.
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materials (other than handbooks), if they lack sufficient
training in debate and speech, and if they are responsible
for other activities®" A related question is "How do de-
baters really learn to use reasoninz and evidence correctly?"

Akin to the idea of poor preparation on the part
of the coach is the variety of methods and materials used.
The variety used even by the experienced coaches may sug-
gest that some standardization should be developed in order
to raise the quality of instruction. In order to allow
more time for teaching reasoning and evidence and to strengthen
the role of debate and discussion in society, the writer
wisnes to suggest a plan.

The writer knows of several experienced debate
coaches wno do not participate in discussion due to the
time required for preparing the debate team, who use only
inexperienced and less-capable debaters for discussion pur-
poses, who regulate the information that is to be used in
discussion so as not to disclose pertinent debate informa-
tion. It is with this situation in mind that the writer's
plan would include a semester for discussion and a semester
for debate. This would allow time for the coach to teach
reasoning and evidence as well as permit time for discus-
sion which is a preliuinary tool necessary for debate.

This plan, however, does not suzgest that spring forensic
activities lack value, but it does suggest that the present

organization of the forensic program hinders the aims and
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objectives of discussion end debate.

what are soue other ways in which the level of
instruction and debate could be upgraded? The general lack
of visual 2ids used in teaching reasoning and evidence seewus
to indicate that an investigation should be conducted to
evaluate their practicality in teaching these phases of
debate.

Perhaps departments of speech in institutions
of higher learning should develop teams of "experts" who
would be able to present demonstrations to high school de-
baters.

Possibly a study could be made of suwamer insti-
tutes that are sponsored by colle;es and universities to
seek information as to what they feel debaters should know.
Froan this, possibly, standardization of course content could
develop.

1t seews to the writer that debate in wichigan
is at & low ebb quality-wise. Frerhaps the members of the
wichigzan Speech Association and the faculties of college
and university speecn departments should begin to think
and act concerning their role and responsibility to the
nih scnools in the state. The writer seriously feels that
all professional speech educators interested in this par-
ticular phase of coununication should stimulate action in
the revision of sreech metnods and curricula which train
teacners for the coacninz of debate and other aspects of

tie foreansie proiram.
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Areas for Further Study

The implications mentioned seem to allow room
for related studies waich should help improve the caliber
of debate coaching and strengthen its relationship to other
acadzuic subjects.

Since the respondents to this survey did not agree
on any particular textbook, and since the importance of
the classifications of reasoning and evidence was not de-
termined, it would be advisable for the Sreech Association
of America to sponsor the writing of a textbook desizned
specificelly for the hizh school debater and debate coach.
The textktook snhould be written so as to be adaptable to
either a rezularly scheduled class or a co-curricular class.

Another interesting and valuable study would be
to determine how the college or university department of
speech could better serve the high school in upgrading the
level of high school debatinz.

A third sugzestion for further study would be to
conduct depth interviews of debate coaches whose programs
are considered excellent.

These suggestions, if carried out, could effect a
strengthening of the debate program as a whole and of the
skills in reasoning and evidence as exercised by each stu-

dent. Debate gnd its allied fields are needed in order
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to sustzin and proomote tne welfare of society in a demo-

cratic netion and in a free world.
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APPENDIX A
Personal Letter and Instructions, the Endorsements, and

Part I of the Questionnaire

Lluskegon Senior High School
Lluskegon, hichigan
October 6, 1959

Dear Colleague:

I am conducting a survey to find out what umate-
rials and methods debate coacnes use in teachinz reasoning
and evidence to their debaters. This questionnaire is the
basis for my .aster's thesis.

The survey is being conducted in two parts. You
will receive Part II the latter part of October. Each pert
of the survey takes approximately fifteen minutes to com-
plete. Your answers will be kept confidential.

You will receive a special copy of the results
for your essistance in helping a graduate student complete
his .waster's requirements.

Here are the instructions for Part I of the sur-
vey:

l. The top list consists of types of reason-
ing and evidence that you probably teach.
You may add other types.

2. The left-hand coluwmn consists of possible
teachinz methods and materials that are
used. rlease feel free to add more or
clarify your answers.

5. Tor each type of reasoningz and evidence
that you teach, check the wethods and
materials that are used in your instruc-
tion.
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I want to thank you for your cooperation.

certainly is appreciated.

Sincerely yours,

John F. Kirn,
Debate Coach

It
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#MICHTGAN HIGH SCHOOL FORZISIC ASSOCIATION
UNIVERSITY CF (ICHIGAN
3501 Adainistration Euilding
Ann Arbor, ..dichizan

September 23, 1959

Dear Debate Coach:

I wish to add my endorseuwent of the study on the teaching
of reasoning and evidence being conducted by one of our
fellow debate coaches, ir. Jonn Kirn.

The results of this uaderteking will be significant only
if eacn debate coach carefully conpletes lir. Kirn's gques-
tionnaire. I urge your cooperation.

Thank you.

Yours sincerely,

sloyne L. Cubbage-
kManazer

wLC/ml
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ConThAL WICAIGAN UMNIVERSITY

Ilount Pleasant, uichigzan
September 25, 1959

To Whom It ulay Concern:

John F. Kirn is an alumnus of Central lichizan University

and is at present a director of forensics at liuskegon.

For his graduate thesis he is making a survey of teaching

methods and materials used in instructing hizh school de-

baters. This study, if completed, will have real value

to speech teachers. Therefore, I am urging that you take

the time to complete his questionnaire and thus be of fur-
ther service to our profession.

Sincerely,

Eunil Pfister, Head
Department of Speech & Drama

EP:Dbb
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APPrENDIX B
fersonal Letter and linstruction, the &ndorsement, and

Part II of the Questionnaire

auskezon Senior Hizh School
uskegon, lMichigcan
October 30, 1959

Dear Colleazgue:
I want to tnank you for your cooperation on Part I of the

survey. At the umoment I do not have sufficient returns

to drew conclusions, but I am sure that is only a tempor-
ary problem.

znclosed is Part Il of the survey. It is necessary to

aave sufficient returns from both parts before conclusions
can be drawn.

The instructions zre included on the survey. DTYlease feel
free to add or clarify your enswers.

Yours truly,

John F. Kirn
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wmICHIGALY AIGH SCAO0L FOHELSIC ASSOCIATION
UJIVIERSITY COF ..ICHIGAN
3501 Administration fZuilding
Ann Arbor, .iichigan

Septeuber 23, 1959

Dear Debate Coach:

I wish to add my endorsenent of the study on the teaching
of reasoning and evidence beinz conducted by one of our
fellow debate coaches, lLir. Jolin Kirn.

The results of this undertaking will be significant only
if each debate coacn carefully completes .r. Kirn's gues-
tionnaire. I urge your cooperation.

Tnank you.

Yours sincerely,

tioyne L. Cubbage
lianager

LILC/ml



LICHdIGAL STATS UNIVERSITY East Lansing

Colleze of Communication Arts - Department of Speech

Septeuber 4, 1959

To Whom It uley Concern:

I am pleased to endorse the research efforts of .r. John
Kirn and to say that the results of this survey will un-
doubtedly be of great value to debate coaches throuzhout
wichigan. I know that they will be made available to
coaciies in &ll uicnigan hich schools and will serve to
answer soue of thne persistent problems that one faces in
tnis job. wmach individual response will, of course, be
important in increasin; the reliability of the study.
Your co-operztion will be most valueble.

Sincerely yours,

Frederick Alexander
Associate Professor
vepartment of Speech
viichigan State University

FA/ juwa
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Questionnaire, Part Il

The following gquestionnaire will te used in gathering infor-
mation for purposes of improving the teaching of reasoning
and evidence to debaters. Your answers will be kept con-
fidential. Thank you for your co-operation.

Nane

last first Wiley 1I'S., l:lss

Hizh School City

Please chneck the answer or fill in the blank that applies
to your situation.

1. Do your debaters meet daily durinz the academic school
schedule solely as a debate class? Yes No

2. Is debate tausght solely as an extracurricular activity?
Yes No

3, Is debate taught as a unit in - or through another
course? Yes No

4, If debate is taught in another course, what is the
title of the course?

5. How many days a week do you meet with your debaters?

6. How lonz are the periods when you meet?

7. Do your debaters receive credit towards graduation
for taking debate? Yes No

8. On what grade level do you begin to coach debate?

9. 1Is evidence tausht before the instruction of reasoning?
Yes No Concurrently

10. Do your aebaters use a library of textbooks? Yes
No If so, please list the three books most widely

used.
Title Author
Title Author

Title Author




11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

107

Do your debvaters use an assizned textbook? Yes
No

Title Author

Do you use filum strips? Yes No

Title Company

Do you use movies? Yes No

Title Company

Do you use debate handbooks? Yes No If so,

please rank in order of preference. (In case of tie
use the same number--#1 is highest) evidence ab-

stracts, strategy, briefs, bibliography of
autnorities, or others

Check the handtooks that you use:

¥mil Pfister's
Mid-west

NUEA

keference Shelf
Walch

Others

Please check the following institutions where your
debaters sttend.
Sunmer
Fall Clinics Fall Tournaments Clinics

Albion

Aliuaa

Central idichigan
Lastern lwichigan
Ferris Institute
wichigan State U.
Nortnern .uichizan
U. of Detroit

U. of iuichigan
Wayne State U.
Vestern uiichigan
Others

Cf the total time devoted to training debaters, approx-

iueately wnat per cent is allotted to tue teaching of
reasoninz; and evidence?

250 50% 75% or % .



1s.

21.

22.

23.

*26.

27.

28.

108

Do your experienced debaters assist in the instruction
of reasoninz and evidence? Yes No How?

Acproximately how much money per year is spent for
materiels?

Do your debaters have a specific swumer debate assign-
wment? Yes o

1f so, wnat is the assignuent?

Is coaching debate your only speech activity? Yes
NO

what other activities are your responsibility?

a. rlays: Yes No How nieny?
b. Forensic: Yes No All Categories? Yes
No

c. Others:

wWhat size school do you teach in? Circle: A, B, C,
D, or E

Briefly describe the study sheet outlines that you use
in teaching reasoning and evidence.

Please describe the study sheets that are used in
teaching reasoning and evidence.

How do guest experts assist in teaching reasoning
and evidence?

Briefly describe demonstrations that are used by the
coach in teaching reasoning and/or evidence.
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*Copies of the study sheets and/or outlines would be
of value to tae writer.
Just return the questionnaire. Thank you for your
co-operation. A copy of the results will be mailed to

you in the imwediate future.

Sincerely,

John F. Kirn



APPEIDIX C
Debate Textbooks which the Coaches of this Study Used in

Instructing their Debaters

Crocker, Lionel. Arzuuentation and Debate. ¥Yew York:
Amnerican Book Co., 1944.

Foster, wWilliam T. Arsumentation and Detatin~. ZEoston:
Houghton ..ifflin Co., 1945.

Gulley, Halbert £. mssentizls of Discussion and Debate.
New York: denry Holt and Co., 19Y55.

dedde, Wilhelmina, and Brigance, . N. The New Amnericen
Sreech. Chicago: J. B. Lippincott Co., 1957.

wcBurney, James H., O'Neill, Jemes i., and .lills, Glen B.
Ar-urmentztion and Debate. New York: .acmillan
Co., 1951.

uonroe, Alan H. Principles of Sveech. 4th ed. Chicago:
Scott, Fores.ian and Co., 13951.

lluszrave, George .l. Competitive Debate: Rules and Tech-
nigques. 3d ed. wnew York: The d. W. wilson
Co., 1957.

Pfister, ®nil k. Discussion Guidebvook for High School
Devaters. ut. rleasant, .wichizan: Central
wlchigan Colleze Press, 13958.

Potter, David (ed.). Arcumentation and Debate. New York:
denry Holt and Co., 1954.

Quimby, Brooks. So You #Want to Discuss and Debate. DPort-
land, kaine: J. weston walch, 1954.

Sattler, Wwilliam .., and .liller, N. Edd. Discussion and
Devate. Ann Arbor, blichiran: Iidchizan digh
School Forensic Assoc., 1959.

ouumers, Harrison B. Contest Debatinz. A Textbook for
Eeginners. Lew York: Hd. #. Wilson Co., 1934.

Sumners, Herrison B., whan, Forest L., and kousse, Thomas A.
How To Debate. 3d. ed. revised. 1953,
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AFPPERDIX D

Liotion Pictures which Are Helpful in Preparing Debaters

Below is an annotated bibliozraphy of movies
taken from the co-catalog of iiichigan State University
and the University of .idchigan audio-visual aids depart-
ments.

How to Judgze Autaorities (1 reel, 11 min.) Collaborator:
william @. Brink, Phu., Frofessor of Education, Northwest-
ern University. when Bill encounters a puzzling conflict
between statements of "authorities," he considers the "in-
ternal evidence" on each autnority, the experience from
which each speaks, and the evidence of his own experience
to reacn sound decisions. §50 B & W--4100 Color. Junior
and Senior High.l

How to Judce Facts (1 reel, 11 min.) Collaborate: William G.
brink, Punv., Frofessor of rducation, Northwestern Univer-
sity. This film teaches coumon errors in thinking to show
the value of dependable inforuation. It helps students
guard against assunptions, false analozies, irrelevant

facts, and words with double meaning. $50 B & W--3100

Color. Junior and Senior High. $2.00 .ISU-ULL.

How to Think (13 reels, 1%+ min.) Collaborate: Carter
Davidson, Pnb., Chancellor of Union University. A traffic
ticket gives Dick cause to do a lot of straight thinking.
By following the film's sucggested procedure for clear and
careful thinking, he is able to solve his problem. The
important elements of concentration, logic, observation,
memory, imagination, and judgzment are all presented as
part of the correct "way to think." §75 B & W--$137.50
Color. Junior and Senior High. %2.50 ISU-ULl.

Tmportance of .lakinz Notes (1 reel, 11 min.) Collaborator:
Harl k. Lougless, rnD., Director, College of Education,

1Obtained only from Coronet Films, Coronet Build-
ing, 65 E. So. wWater Street, Chicago 1, Illinois.

S
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University of Colorado. Students will see how good notes
are taken in oral instruction period and during reading.
They see how to find the key ideas for notes, what sorts

of waterials should be taken down vertvatiu, and when notes
should not be taken at all. %60 B & #W--3110 Color. Junior
and Senior Hizh. $2.00 .:3U-U.l.

Library Organization (1 reel, 11 min.) Collaborator: Alice
Lonrer, Assistant krofessor of Library Science, University
of Illinois. A detailed understandingz of library organi-
zation effects better use of study time. By explaining

the card catalog system and the Dewey Decimel System in

use in one typical library, the filmn provides students

with the means for makin: their library a treasure of in-
formation. 960 B & #W--4110 Color. Junior, Senior, and
College. &2.00 wSU-U.l.

AR alial

Learn to Arpue Effectively (1 reel, 11 min.) Collaborator:
william £. utterveck, Pho., Director, Discussion Service,
Ohio State University. This filw clarifies the role of
persuasive argument. It shows when arzuuents are purpose-
ful, what subjects are good and bad, and what is a basis
for a profitable arzgument. It contrasts the serious use
of good argument against that of irrelevent, unsound argu-
ment. 60 B & d--$110 Color. Junior and Senior High.
w200 1SU-Uul.
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