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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

In 1947 the United States Military Academy began 

the practice of holding an annual intercollegiate debate 

tournament in which schools from all geographical 

regions of the United States participated. In order for 

a school to participate in the West Point Tournament, it 

was necessary for that school to be recognized within 

its own region as having a debate team or debate squad 

with an excellent record of performance in tournament 

competition. The intercollegiate debate programs in 

such schools were effective in this sense: each inter

collegiate program at the time of the school•s selection 

for the West Point Tournament ·had produced a debate team 

and/or debate teams which were capable or winning in 

tournament competition within the school's geographical 

region. Prom these facts it was recognized that if the 

definition of effective debating were limited to mean 

"capable of winning; superior on a five point rating 

scale, such as is used widely in evaluating debating 

performance," the directors of debate whose teams had 

participated in the West Point Tournament would repre

sent some of the directors of effective intercollegiate 

1 



debate programs in all regions of the United States. 

Such a definition of effective debating was therefore 

determined, and the schools attending the West Point 

Tournament were selected for study.1 

1. Statement of Problem 

2 

The nature of the problem under consideration in 

this study is threefold: (1) to determine by question

naire the methods of some of the directors of effective 

intercollegiate debate programs in all regions of the 

United States; (2) to determine by questionnaire the 

philosophy of some of the directors of effective inter

collegiate debate programs in all regions of the United 

States; and (3) to explore the efficiency of a question

naire in surveying the method and philosophy of these 

directors of debate. 

From this threefold division of the problem, five 

purposes are derived. The general purposes are: to 

assemble uncollected data pertaining to the methods of 

some of the directors of effective intercollegiate 

debate programs in all regions of the United States; to 

assemble uncollected data pertaining to the philosophy 

1. See Chapter II for an additional explanation. 
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of some of the directors of effective intercollegiate 

debate programs in all regions of the United States; and 

to provide an exploratory study involving the efficiency 

of the questionnaire method in surveying the method and 

philosophy of directors of debate. The two specific 

purposes of this study are: to report the results of the 

questionnaire in tabular and graphic form with a com

mentary pointing out· likenesses and differences in terms 

of whole response patterns, and to analyze the results 

of the questionnaire showing possible likenesses and 

differences in responses in terms of geographical region, 

size of school, and director's training. 

As a means of limiting the survey, it was decided 

to send questionnaires to only those directors whose 

teams had participated in the West Point Tournament dur-
- 2 

ing the years 1947 to 1953, inclusive. 

2. The West Point Tournament 

"The West Point Tournament is the result of sug

gestions made in l9l~6 by Eastern debate coaches attend

ing an invitational tournament at West Point. The 

2. See Chapter II for a discussion of the reasons 
for limiting the survey and for a discussion of the West 
Point Tournament. 
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suggestion of this group was passed on by the West Point 

Debate Council to over a thousand colleges and univer

sities to determine their opinions on extending the 

West Point Invitational Tournament to include the entire 

nation. The response to our question was overwhelming 

approval. The first West Point National Invitational 

Tournament was held in April, 1947; 1953 marks the seventh 

year of this tournament. 113 

With the exception of the year 1947, the tournament 

has been composed of thirty-four teams, including the 

United States Military Academy, and a team from the school 

which won the tournament the previous year. In 1947 

there were twenty-nine teams which participated in the 

tournament. "Any college or university in the u. s. is 

eligible to enter a team if chosen by its district com

mittee. Local conditions and the judgment of the 

district committeemen determine the method of team 

selection. 114 "Eight committees of seven individuals 

chosen for their outstanding reputations in the field of 

debate, are charged with establishing the criteria for 

3. West Point Debate Council, Seventh West Point 
National Invitational Debate Tournament, April 22-25, 
1953, p. 5. 

4. Ibid., pp. 10-11. 
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selection of teams to be invited to compete at West 

Point, with dissemination of information regarding the 

tournament, with advice to the West Point Debate 

Council as to the tournament topic, procedure, and 

rules, and with actual designation of teams to represent 

each district. Thus there is a District Nominating Com

mittee for each of the eight districts into which the 

United States has been divided for administrative pur

poses. 115 

The eight districts into which the United States has 

been divided are as follow: District I: California, 

Nevada, Utah, Arizona; District II: Washington, Or~gon, 

Idaho, Montana, Wyoming; District III: New Mexico, 

Oklahoma, Texas, Arkansas, Louisiana; District IV: 

Colorado, North Dakota, Minnesota., Iowa, Nebraska, Kan

sas, Missouri, Wisconsin, South Dakota; District V: 

Ohio, Michigan, Illinois, Indiana; District VI: Missis

sippi, Florida, Alabama, Georgia, South Carolina, North 

Carolina, Tennessee, Kentucky; District VII: Virginia, 

New Jersey, West Virginia, Maryland, Delaware, District 

of Columbia, Pennsylvania; and District VIII: New York, 

5. West Point Debate Council, The 1950 West Point 
National Invitational Debate Tournamenta"'ri'a""Brief 
History of Debatin~, April, 1950, p. ~. -
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Connecticut., Vermont, Maine., Massachusetts., Rhode Island, 

h . 6 New Hamps ire. 

A total of one hundred and ten different schools7 
8 

from all regions of the United States have participated 

in the West Point Tournament in the years 1947 through 

1953. 

3. Sie;nificance of the Studl 

A study by questionnaire involving philosophy and 

method of directors of intercollegiate debate programs 

seems significant for several reasons. There is wide

spread interest in method and philosophy of directing 

debate, as evinced by writings in~ Quarterlx Journal 

2£. Speech and the journals of the regional speech 

associations. In addition to the writings appearing in 

periodicals., books on argumentation and debate fre

quently consider philosophy and method in directing de

bate.9 Although much has been written about method and 

6. West Point Debate Council, Sixth West Point 
National Invitational Debate Tournament, April 23-26, 
195~, pp. Io-13. 

7. See Appendix I., Table A for a complete listing 
of schools by year of participation in the West Point 
Tournament. 

8. See Appendix I, Table B for the number of 
schools surveyed within each region. 

9. See 11A Survey of the Literature 11 in this 
chapter. 
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philosophy of directing debate, there is little to 

indicate what directors do and believe in relation to 

their intercollegiate debate programs. This study at

tempts to provide such information from some of the 

directors of effective intercollegiate debate programs. 

In addition to providing a source of previously 

uncollected data about the method and philosophy of 

directors of debate, this study also derives signifi

cance through its use of a questionnaire to assemble 

the data. The questionnaire method of investigation in 

research studies is being used more and more frequently. 

Any information regarding its advantages and limitations 

as a means of investigation should be of value in other 

studies. 

4. A Survey of the Literature 

It is the purpose of this section to survey the 

literature related to the study of the philosophy and 

method of directors of intercollegiate debate programs. 

In this survey of the literature, two general areas of 

writings will be considered: those writings which are 

indirectly related to this specific study; and those 

writin@which are directly related to this specific 

study. 



8 

In 1936 Nichols and Baccus published Modern Debat-
10 in~. Modern Debatin~ provides an historical sketch of 

debating in the United States as well as a consideration 

of the philosophies of directors of debate. The 

historical sketch of debating considers the growth of 
11 

debating from 1892 to 1933. This time period is 

divided into four decades by the authors. It was in the 

fourth decade, 1923 to 1933, that tournament debating 

was developed. Nichols and Baccus conclude their 

history of debating with this statement: "As the debate 

world enters upon its fifth decade considerable con

fusion still obtains as to debate forms and methods, 

ideas and purposes, benefits and values, but a possi

bility appears that the future holds in store a movement 

toward standardization and a better evaluation of the 

many things that debate progress has evolved during its 
12 

first forty years. 11 

Nichols and Baccus in an earlier chapter, 11The 

Nature of Debate--~ Special Characteristics," attempted 

to provide the basis for such a standardization through a 

10. Egbert Ray Nichols and Joseph H. Baccus, 
Modern Debating, (New York: w. w. Norton & Company, Inc., 
1936). 

11. Ibid., pp. 383-391. 

12. ~-, p. 391. 
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synthesis of the philosophies of directors of debate. 13 

The two viewpoints of directors of debate which are con

sidered in this chapter may be summarized as: (1) Debate 

is an intercollegiate game or sport; (2) Debate is a 

problem solving or truth-seeking device~ The conclu

sion Nichols and Baccus reached is: "Debate is an edu

cational process conducted as a game or sport, whose 

incidental purpose is to set forth the truth about both 

sides of a controversial problem, and whose primary pur

pose is the personal development of the persons par

ticipating.1114 

The three viewpoints presented above are reflected 

in the writings of the speech journals. A controversy 

involving the philosophy of debate was initiated between 

Wayne N. Thompson and Hugo E. Hellman by Thompsonts 

"Discussion and Debate: A Re-examination," published in 

~ Quarterly Journal fl!_, Speech.15 Thompson wrote 

"This article ••• will attempt to point out some or·the 

false purposes of debate, to develop a new philosophy for 

13. ~., pp. 22-34. 

14. Ibid., p. 34. 

15. Wayne N. Thompson, "Discussion and Debate: A 
Re-examination," The Quarterly Journal of S,2eech, Vol. 
30 (October, 1944J,PP• 288-299. -
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debate instructions, and to indicate some of the impli-
. 16 

cations of that new philosophy." The conclusions that 

Thompson reached may be summarized as: debating is not 

a game; debating is not a contest; debating is not an 

excuse for sophistry; debating is not properly a form 

of persuasion; debating is more than an exercise in 

public speaking; debating is more than an excuse for 

stimulating research; debate is a technique for testing 

the wisdom of a specific solution. From the last state

ment in the preceding series, Thompson developed the 

following: winning (defining winning as the overcoming 

of an opponent) is not the proper objective of debating; 

debaters should be considered as co-workers and not as 

antagonists; debaters should be considered as investi

gators and not as persuaders; the commonly held idea 

that debate should follow discussion is illogical; de

bate and discussion are not antitheticai. 17 

Hugo E. Hellman took issue with Thompson in "De-
18 

bating Is Debating--And Should Be." Hellman after 

16. Ibid., P• 293. 

17 • .fE..!£., pp. 293-297. 

18. Hugo E. Hellman, "Debating Is Debating--And 
Should Be, 11 The Quarterl;}I' Journal of Speech, Vol. 31 
(October, 19'1I-"ST,-pp. 295-300. - · 
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presenting his refutation to Thompson's position wrote, 

"Our conclusion is that debating is most certainly not 

what Professor Thompson believes (or at least says it 

is). But, you may say, perhaps he is speaking of de

bate ideally--as he thinks it should be. If so, the 

obvious answer is that he should say so--as he does in 

the second part of the piece where he gets down to the 

serious business of setting forth this 'new philosophy.},~ 

Hellman•s final conclusion was put in the form of an 

analogy: "• •• To teach young men not to "debate" in a 

world in which there will be men who will is like teach

ing young men not to fight in a world in which there 

will be men who will take up the sworct. 1120 

At about the same time Thompson and Hellman were 

writing their articles, Kenneth G. Hance wrote, "Many 

and varied are the plans proposed and used in training 

a debate squad ••• I wish here to outline a basis of 

procedure that appears to have educational stature, that 

includes definite progression or development, and that 

can be applied to a variety of circumstances. • • 

19. Ibid., p. 297. 

20. Ibid., p. 299. 

21. Kenneth G. Hance, "Adapting 'The Teaching 
Cycle' To Debatel" The Quarterli Journal of Speech, Vol. 
30 (December, 19~4)-;-I)p. 444-445. -
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The article then considers adapting to debate a teaching 

cycle which includes five steps: exploration, presenta

tion, assimilation, organization, and recitation. Hance 

applies these five steps to the specific training of a 
22 debate squad for a nine week period. 

Much of the writing in the speech journals centers 

around improvements which could be made in tournament 

centered intercollegiate debate programs to increase 

their educational 

this type w-riting 
24 

H. P. Constans, 

nathy. 
26 

value for students. Representative of 

are articles by Wayne c. Eubank, 23 

Henry Lee Ewbank, 25 and Elton Aber-

The article by Eubank and the one by Constans are 

similar in many respects. Both offer specific critic

isms of present intercolleeiate tournament debating. 

22. Ibid., pp. 445-450. -
23. Wayne c. Eubank, "A View of the Forensic 

Situation," The Southern S~eech Journal, Vol. 14 
(November, 1'91f8'), pp. 168- 14". 

24. H.P. Constans, "The Role of Intercollegiate 
Debate Tournaments in the Post War Period," The Southern 
Speech Journal, Vol. 15 (September, 1949), p~38-44. 

25. Henry Lee Ewbank, 11What 1 s Right with Debate 11 

The Quarterli Journal or Speech, Vol. 37 (April, 1951~, 
W. 197-202. -

26. Elton .Abernathy, "Things I Dislike in Debate," 
The Southern Speech Journal, Vol. 15 (March, 1950), 
pp. 215-218. 
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Their criticisms may be summarized as: (1) Insufficient 

time given for criticism and analysis of debates; (2) The 

use of a single national question produces uniformity 

leading to boredom; (3) Tournaments produce tension and 

emphasize winning; (4) A better quality of judging is 

necessary; and (5) Tournaments tend to reduce the number 

of students participating in intercollegiate debate. 27 

The Ewbank article has for its thesis "To train 

students for citizenship and leadership in a free 
28 

society is a great obligation and a great opportunity,." 

Ewbank writes, 11The instruction should include training 

in making and accepting decisions, as well as in dis

covering and presenting evidence, for decisions of one 
29 

kind or another are an essential part of life." 

The article by Abernathy treats specific objections 

in tournament debating under four headings: thought con
".)O 

tent, language, delivery, and attitude.j 

27. Eubank, loc. cit.; Constans, loc. cit. 

28. Ewbank, 2-2.£.. cit., p. 202. 

29. Ibid., - p. 197. 

30. Abernathy, l-2.£.• .21!• 
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There has been only one article published which 

deals specifically with the West Point Tournament.31 In 

1948 Lawrence J. Legere, Jr. discussed in The Quarterly 

Journal 2!._ SEeech the first West Point Tournament. 

Legere•s conclusion was: 

The values of tournament debating 
are multiplied when representation 
is nation wide. The exchange of 
ideas, techniques, and approaches 
to the question, the concentration 
of experience, and the spirit of 
competition all improve when the 
geographical distribution of teams 
is widespread. Until 1947 the only 
national tournaments had been those 
restricted to certain forensic 
fraternity groups; the West Point 
tournament is open to any college or 
university nominated or otherwise 
selected to attend, regardless of 
location, size, or fraternity 
affiliation.32 

The advantages Legere claims for a national tour

nament are denied in a statement released by the 

directors of forensics of the Western Conference Univer

sities. The directors considered the place of tournament 

debating in speech education and their statement reads 

in part, 

31. Lawrence J. Legere, Jr., "The West Point Tour
nament," The Quarterly Journal of S¥eech, Vol. 34 
(February-;-T948), pp. 54-56;· See a so Egbert Ray Nichols, 
West Point Tournament Debates, Vol. I (814 Campus Avenue, 
ITedlands, California, l95IJ. 

32. Legere, !22.• cit., p. 56. 



••• critics, while recognizing the 
significance of debating in a 
democratic society, and the educa
tional value of debate training, have 
deplored the emphasis given in debate 
tournaments to the "awarding of 
trophiesn and the declaring of 
champions." ••• 

The recent development in the 
country of new tournaments of national 
scope would seem to give greater 
emphasis than ever before to the 
"winning of championships" as an end 
of debate training. This development 
has, therefore, stimulated discussion 
among the Directors of Forensics in 
the Western Conference Universities, 
on the place of tournament debating in 
the college forensic program.33 

15 

There are no known studies or experimental works 

which are directly related to the study of method and 

philosophy of directors of intercollegiate debate 

programs. In two instances, however, there have been 

compilations of data indirectly related to such a study 

of method and philosophy. In 1948 Dr. Herbert E. Rahe 

of Willamette University, Salem, Oregon, at a meeting of 

coaches at the West Point Tournament, compiled some 

information related to the number of participants on the 

33. From an unpublished report of! Statement !3x_ 
the Directors of Forensics of the Western Conference 
U'fiT'versitles onthe Place of Tournament Deoating In Speech 
~ducation, adoptea-·May 16,19;3,·ai the Western Confer
ence Meei at Purdue University, LaFayette, Indiana. 
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intercollegiate debate squad, the amount of the inter

collegiate debate budget, 34 and the source of the inter

collegiate debate budget. In 1948 Thorrel B. Pest 

published in The Quarterly Journal of Speech "A Survey 

of College Forensics." 'rhis article was based upon the 

replies of fifty-eight of the one hundred and two 

colleges and universities included in a survey taken in 

January, 1947. "A Survey of College Forensics" presents 

information related to the specific major forensic 

activities in which students participate, the number of 

students participating in each activity, the size and 

budget of the school, and the number of faculty and 

amount of time devoted to intercollegiate forensics. 35 

5. Plan __ of Study 

Chapter II discusses in detail the method of 

gathering data for the study. The reasons for limiting 

the survey are discussed; the means of limiting the sur

vey is considered; the formulation, mailing, and per cent 

of return of the questionnaire are presented. 

34. Herbert E. Rahe, unpublished mimeographed re
port of data from meeting of coaches at West Point, 
May 1, 1948. 

35. Thorrel B. F'est, "A Survey of College Forensics," 
The Quarterly ~~nal 2.£ SEeec~, Vol. 34 (April, 1948), 
pp":"" 158-173. 
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Chapter III presents the responses to the question

naire in tabular and graphic form, with a commentary 

pointing out likenesses and differences in whole response 

patterns., 

Chapter IV analyzes the content of the responses to 

the questionnaire in terms of likenesses and differences 

resulting from geographical region, size of school, and 

director's training. 

Chapter V presents the conclusions and inferences 

drawn from the study. 



CHAPTER II 

METHOD OF INVESTIGATION 

The first two general purposes of this study, as 

explained more fully in Chapter I, are: to determine by 

questionnaire the methods of some of the directors of 

effective intercollegiate debate programs in all regions 

of the United States; and to determine by questionnaire 

the philosophies of some of the directors of effective 

intercollegiate debate programs in all regions of the 

United States. 

1. The Selection of the West Point Tournament As 

A Means of Limitins the Survex 

The initial problem of the study, then, was to find 

a way to limit the number of questionnaires which would 

be sent, and still achieve the purposes listed above. 

The element of time and the cost involved made it impos

sible to survey all directors of debate in the United 

States. Then, too, this study is interested only in the 

methods and philosophies of those who direct "ef.fective 11 

intercollegiate debate programs. Finding such programs, 

of course, could not be insured by the usual random 

18 
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method of sampling. As a means of limit:tng the number 

of questionnaires which would be sent, then, the West 

Point Tournament was made the index of those directors 

of debate who would be included in the survey. 

There are several reasons why the West Point 

Tournament was selected. The tournament has attracted 

widespread comment and interest. It was believed, there

fore, that information regarding the method and philoso

phy of those directors whose teams had attended would be 

of sufficient interest to warrant study. Also, each 

school invited to the tournament had been recognized by 

other schools in its region as having an effective de

bate program in terms of the number of debates won in 

tournament competition. It was felt, therefore, that 

those directors of debate whose teams had attended the 

West Point Tournament could qualify as authorities in 

regard to the methods and philosophies underlying effec

tive intercollegiate debate programs as defined in this 

study. In addition, the tournament had been held for 

seven years, a sufficient period of time to guarantee 

the participation of many schools. A total of one 

hundred and ten different schools from all geographical 

regions of the United States had participated in the 

tournament. 1 

1. See Appendix I, Table A for a complete listing 
by year of the schools which have participated in the 
West Point Tournament. 
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It was recognized, however, that the use of the 

West Point Tournament placed certain limitations upon 

the study. Almost all schools opposed to tournament 

debating, even though they might have effective inter

collegiate debate programs, were automatically eli

minated from this study. This was also true of those 

schools which opposed one team•s alternately debating 

each side of the debate topic, and those which opposed 

elimination tournaments with only one first place winner. 

In effect, this meant that the variety of different 

methods and philosophies studied would be more limited 

than if a broader index were used as a basis for the sur-

vey. 

In other words, this study can make no valid claim 

to having surveyed all or almost all of the effective 

intercollegiate debate programs in the United States: 

neither can it make any valid claim of having surveyed 

~ most effective debate programs in the United States. 

It can only claim that the directors of debate to whom 

questionnaires were sent are among those who conduct what 

can be defined as effective intercollegiate debate 
2 

programs in all regions of the United States. This 

2. See Appendix I, Table B for the number of schools 
surveyed within each region. 
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claim, however, when weighed with other advantages, 

seemed sufficient to justify, in terms of the purposes 

of this study, the selection of the West Point Tourna

ment. 

2. The Questionnaire 

This study is predicated upon the assumption that it 

is possible to determine by questionnaire something about 

the methods and philosophies of directors of debate. The 

problem in the construction of the questionnaire was to 

select a set of questions the answers to which could 

indicate similar and different aspects of method and 

philosophy. Two requirements were therefore essential: 

the questions and answers must indicate in an accurate 

manner these similarities and differences; they must be 

capable of being interpreted mathematically. 

Since the practices and beliefs of individual 

directors of debate are infinitely varied and shaded, it 

was decided to attempt to limit questions to only the 

broader and more clearly defined methods and beliefs. 

Even with this limited intent, it was evident that the 

type of questionnaire requiring only a "yes" or "no 11 

answer would be unsatisfactory. There would be several 

questions involving method which would require the 

director of debate who utilized several different means 
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to achieve his end to give an answer which would be mis

leading or incorrect, if he gave an answer at all. Essay 

type questions could give a clear indication of personal 

practices and beliefs but were deemed to be unsatisfactory 

because individual meanings would be difficult to inter

pret; answers would be extremely difficult, if not im

possible, to correlate; the length of time consumed in 

filling out the questionnaire would be too great; and 

there was even the possibility that handwriting in some 

instances would be illegible. A more practical type of 

questionnaire than either of these seemed to be one which 

would give multiple answers to each question with the 

answerer permitted to choose one or a combination of 

answers. This questionnaire also provided a space after 

most questions for answers that might be different from 

the ones listed. Such a questionnaire was the type 

selected for this study. 

Several requirements, in addition to the two men

tioned before, were imposed upon the questionnaire. The 

questions should not be so numerous as to discourage 

answering. Also, it was decided that those questions which 

asked for information of a variable nature should limit 

the answers to the year or years the school under survey 

attended the West Point Tournament. This limitation by 
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year was thought to be consistent with the method used 

to determine those directors of effective intercollegiate 

debate programs to whom questionnaires would be sent. 

In determining what questions should be asked, the 

following procedure was used. A reading committee for 

all questions was formed. This committee was composed of 

Dr. Donald H. Ecroyd, Mrs. Annabel Dunham Hagood, and 

Dr. T. Earle Johnson. All three members of the committee 

either had directed or were directing intercollegiate de

bate programs. All questions were submitted to this com

mittee. At the suggestion of the committee, questions 

were retained, discarded, or modified, and a few ques

tions were added. 

The completed questionnaire3 was five legal-size 

pages in length, and was composed of fifty-five questions. 

The questions were designed to ·secure the general infor

mation necessary to provide background materi2.l about 

each debate program surveyed, and to provide data con

cerning the method and the philosophy used in directing 

the program. Multiple answers were listed after each 

question, and one or a combination of answers could be 

validly selected in answering almost all questions. In 

addition to the multiple answers, a blank with the 

3. See Appendix II. 
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designation "other" was provided after all questions for 

which it was believed the director of debate might have 

an answer different from those listed on the question

naire. The directors of debate were asked to check as 

many of the answers listed for each question as were 

justified by their own particular programs. The 

directors were also asked to use the blanks designated 

"other" for any answers that were not listed on the 

questionnaire. 

Accompanying the questionnaire was a letter4 which 

explained the purpose of this study. The letter pointed 

out that no school nor individual would be named or 

evaluated as conducting a "good11 or 11 bad" debate program. 

Attached to the questionnaire were the definitions5 

of seven of the terms used in the survey. It was felt 

from the beginning of the study that for the sake of 

clarity some of the terms in the questionnaire would need 

defining. For some of the terms, such as "effective," 

definitions were given from the beginning. Other terms 

were added as questions about meaning were raised by the 

reading committee. The purpose of the definitions was to 

4. See Appendix III. 

5. See Appendix IV. 
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insure that those answering the questions would have a 

more uniform understanding of the questions' meanings 

than would otherwise be true. It was believed that the 

uniformity thus achieved would increase the validity of 

the answers. 

At the top of the questionnaire we1•e directions to 
,,. 

be followed in filling it out. 0 

The questionnaire with the covering letter and the 

accompanying definitionsv~re mailed April, 1953, to 

each of the directors of debate at the one hundred and 

ten schools which had participated in the West Point 

Tournament from 1947 to 1953, inclusive. There was 

only one mailing. 

The names of the debate directors were obtained 

from the yearly reports of the West Point Tournament 

published by the West Point Debate Council.7 In 1949 

6. See Appendix II. 

7. West Point Debate Council, West Point National 
Intercolles;iate Debate Tournament, May 2, 3, 4,-191~7, 
p. 3; Wes't Point Debate Council, Second Annual West 
Point National Intercollegiate Debate Tou1"nament, 
April, 1948, p. 3; West Point Debate Council, Tne 13-5% 
West Point National Invitational Debate Tournament an 
Brief Histori of Debatin~., April,. 1950, pp. l'8-'!9-; West 
Point I5ebate Council, \fost Point National Invitational 
Debate Tournament, AprrrTS-21, 1951, pp. 15-16. Wes~ 
Point Debate Council, Sixth West Point National Invi
tational Debate Tournament, April 23-26., 1952, pp. 10-
13; West Point Debate Council., Who 1 s Who At the Tourna
ment, April 23-26, 1952., pp. 1-5; Wes-:r-p-ornt7'.Je'bate · 
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there was no yearly report available. In this case the 

questionnaires were sent to "Director of Debate" in 

care of the different schools participating. A list of 

schools was taken from the 1950 report of the West 

Point Debate counc11. 8 

Sixty-five of the one hundred and ten directors of 

debate at schools to which questionnaires were sent 

filled out the questionnaires and returned them. The 

number of schools which attended the West Point Tourna-

ment and the number of questionnaires returned are 

listed by year below. 9 

Year Schools Questionnaires 

1947 29 17 

1948 34 16 

1949 311- 25 

1950 34 21 

1951 34 26 

1952 34 26 

1953 34 28 

Council, Seventh West Point National Invitational Debate 
Tournament, Apri1~2~, 1953, pp. 1-~; West Point De
bate Council, Who's Who at the 'rournament, April 22-25, 
1953, PP• l-5. - - -

8. West Point Debate Council, The 1950 West Point 
National Invitational Debate Tournameri"t 'a"na"'°Br'ier 
Bistorl of Debatln~, April, 1953, p. 35.-

9. See Appendix I, Table A for a listing by year 
of the schools which have participated in the West Point 
Tournament. 
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The percentage of questionnaires returned listed 

by year are: 1947, 58 per cent; 1948, 47 per cent; 1949, 

73 per cent; 1950, 62 per cent; 1951, 76 per cent; 1952, 

76 per cent; and 1953, 82 per cent. 

The per cent of the total number of questionnaires 

returned in relation to the total number of question

naires sent is 59 per cent. 



CHAPTER III 

ANALYSIS OF RESULTS IN TERMS OF QUESTION CONTENT 

This chapter presents in tabular and in graphic 

form the results of the questionnaire. Certain con

clusions drawn from these data are also given, and 

certain likenesses and differences are pointed out. 

For purposes of presentation, the data have been 

grouped into four major divisions. Division 1 con

siders general factors effecting the filling out of the 

questionnaire and the consideration of data. Division 

2 contains general statements concerning the over-all 

debate program in the schools surveyed. Division 3 con

siders the squad and the squad meetings. Division 4 

considers squad training and development. 

In some cases the graphs and tables presented in 

each of the major divisions show a total number of re

sponses which either exceeds or falls below the number 

of schools replying to the questionnaire. In those 

instances in which the responses exceed the number of 

schools replying, the excess is accounted for by the 

schools• changing conditions and practices during the 

different years in which they attended the West Point 

28 



29 

Tournament. In those instances in v1hich the number of 

responses is less than the number of schools replying, 

it may be assumed that some schools did not answer the 

specific question from which the table or graph was 

prepared. 

1. General Factors Effecting the Filling Out of 
the Questionnaire and the Consideration of 

Data 

It is the purpose of this section to consider gen

eral factors effecting the filling out of the question

naire and the consideration of data. Included in this 

section are graphs showing the responses of the schools 

surveyed: in terms of the intercollegiate debate program 

records available to directors in filling out the ques

tionnaire; in terms of speech in the curriculum, the 

number of speech courses offered, the number directing 

the intercollegiate debate program, and the debate 

fraternity with which the school is affiliated; in terms 

of the academic degree of the director of debate; and 

in terms of the years in which these schools attended 

the West Point Tournament, and the basis upon which 

these schools were selected as regional representatives 

to the tournament. 

Figure 1 considers the schools surveyed in terms 

of the intercollegiate debate program records available 
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to the directors in filling out the questionnaire. 

A study of Figure 1 reveals that forty-three of 

the directors had available the complete records of the 

intercollegiate debate program for the years under sur

vey. Fifteen directors had partial records available to 

them. Five directors had no records available. These 

five directors and the five directors who checked 

"other" on the questionnaire made their answers from 

memory based upon personal experience with the inter

collegiate debate program1 (see Figure 1). 

Figure 2 considers the schools surveyed in terms of 

the position of speech in the curriculum, the number of 

speech courses offered, the number directing the inter

collegiate debate program, and the debate fraternity 

with which the school is affiliated. 

A study of Figure 2 reveals that a large majority 

of the schools surveyed had a Speech Department (see 

graph 1, Figure 2) and offered a speech major (see graph 

2, Figure 2). An almost equally large majority of the 

schools had only one full time staff member working with 

the intercollegiate debate program (see graph 3, Figure 

2), and few of the schools surveyed had graduate or 

1. From "additional comments 11 made by directors in 
filling out the questionnaire. 
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student assistants helping to direct intercollegiate 

debate (see graph 4, Figure 2). Fifty-nine of the 

sixty-five schools surveyed were affiliated with one or 

the other of the national debate fraternities, and the 

largest number of schools were members of Pi Kappa 

Delta (see graph 5, Figure 2). 

Figure 3 considers the schools surveyed in terms 

of the academic degree of the director of debate. When 

one person held a series of degrees, such as B. A. in 

Speech, M.A. in Speech, Ph.D. in Speech, only the high

est degree is represented on the graph. When one person 

indicated that he held two degrees of equal rank, both 

degrees are represented. 

A study of Figure 3 reveals that the directors of 

debate collectively held fifteen different academic 

degrees in either field or rank. The largest single 

area of study was Speech. A total of forty-four 

directors had some kind of degree in this field. Forty

two of the directors of debate held either an M.A. or 

a Ph.D. in Speech with the larger number holding the 

M.A. degree. One school had a student as the director 

of debate, and another school had no one serving in this 

capacity (see Figure 3). 
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Figure 4 considers the schools surveyed in terms 

of the years in which these schools attended the West 

Point Tournament, and the basis upon which these schools 

were selected as regional representatives to the tourna

ment. 

A study of Figure 4 reveals that twenty-eight of 

the schools surveyed attended the West Point Tournament 

in 1953. Twenty-six of·the schools surveyed attended 

in the years 1952 and 1951. Twenty-one schools partici

pated in the tournament in 1950. Twenty-five attended 

in 191~9. Only sixteen of the schools surveyed attended 

in 1948. Seventeen of the schools included in the 

survey were present at the West Point Tournament in 

1947 (see graph 1, Figure 4). 

Schools have been selected as regional representa

tives to the West Point Tournament in a variety of ways. 

Of those schools surveyed, the largest number, twenty

three, were selected by a regional tournament open to all 

schools within the region. Eighteen schools were 

selected as representatives upon the basis of their 

squads' season records. Fourteen schools were selected 

on the basis of one team's season record at all tourna

ments attended during the year. Twelve schools were 

selected upon the basis of one team's record at selected 
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tournaments. Eleven schools were selected as regional 

representatives to the West Point Tournament through 

an invitational tournament held within the region (see 

graph 2, Figure 4). 

2. G~nera~ Statements Concernins the ?ver-all 
Debate Program in the Schools Surveyed 

It is the purpose of this section to present in 

general terms the beliefs and practices of the directors 

of debate surveyed concerning the over-all debate 

program. Included in this section are a table and graphs 

showing the responses of the schools surveyed: in terms 

of nine factors believed to be directly or indirectly 

related to the financing of the intercollegiate debate 

program; in terms of the kind and number of tournaments 

attended by the intercollegiate debate squad; in terms 

of who accompanies intercollegiate debate teams that 

represent the school; in terms of the kinds of debating 

directors believe to be most beneficial in training for 

"ei'fective" debating, and the kinds of' tournaments 

directors prefer their intercollegiate debaters to 

enter; and in terms of the value directors of debate 

attach to the winning of tournaments, and the beliefs 

directors entertain toward the objectives of inter

collegiate debate as it functions today. 
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Table I considers the schools surveyed in terms of 

nine factors believed to be directly or indirectly 

related to the financing of the intercollegiate debate 

program. These factors believed to be related to the 

financing of the intercollegiate debate program are: 

school enrollment, the intercollegiate debate budget, 

the source of the debate budget, the source of funds 

for the West Point Tournament, the tournament expenses 

of intercollegiate debaters paid by the school, the 

usual method of transportation for intercollegiate 

debaters representing the school, the usual housing for 

intercollegiate debaters representing the school, the 

number of students participating in intercollegiate de

bate, and the usual number of debaters representing the 

school at each tournament. 

Table I is designed in such a way that if one is 

interested in following one particular school's answers 

through all nine factors listed, he may do so. The 

school listed first under "Budget" is also listed first 

under each of the other categories. All factors listed 

are arranged in terms of the school's enrollment. In 

Table I the parenthesis, ( ), is used to indicate a com

bination of two or more answers by the same school. The 

question mark, ?, indicates that a school did not answer 
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that part of the questionnaire related to the material 

presented in Table I. 

A study of Table I reveals that of the schools 

surveyed, the greatest number, eleven, had enrollments 

of (800-1199). Ten schools had enrollments of (2000-

2999), and ten schools had enrollments of (5000-7999). 

A total of forty-one schools had enrollments of less 

than three thousand, but twenty-nine schools had larger 

enrollments than this (see 11Enrollment, 11 Table I). 

Of those schools surveyed the largest number, 

thirty-one, had budgets of (1000-1499) dollars. Eleven 

schools had budgets of (1500-1999) dollars. Ten schools 

had budgets ranging from (2000-2999) dollars. Only :fouP 

schools had budgets which exceeded this amount. Six 

schools had budgets of (800-999) dollars. Eight schools 

had budgets of (500-799) dollars. Only one school 

indicated that its budget was less than five hundred 

dollars. One school did not reveal its budget. In 

terms of enrollment, the most frequent budget for schools 

of less than eight hundred students was from (500-799) 

dollars. For these schools with enrollments of (800-799) 

the most frequent budget was from (1000-1499) dollars. 

For schools with enrollments of more than seven thousand 
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nine hundred and ninety-nine the most frequent budget 

was from (2000-2999) dollars (see 11Budget, 11 Table I). 

Schools were fairly evenly divided with respect to 

the source of their intercollegiate debate budgets. 

Forty-one schools received their budgets from the stu

dent activity fee, but thirty-one schools received 

their budgets from appropriations by the school adminis

tration. Those schools with enrollments of more than 

ten thousand., and those schools with enrollments of 

(500-799) received budgets through appropriations by the 

school administration more often than by the student 

activity fee. This practice was reversed by all other 

schools as grouped by enrollment (see "Budget Source.," 

Table I). 

In financing the West Point Tournament, forty-three 

schools indicated that they received an additional 

appropriation from the school administrationo Twenty 

schools used only those funds provided in the regular 

debate budget for the tournament's expenses. Seventeen 

schools received additional funds through contributions 

from either civic clubs or individuals. It is interest

ing to note that only four of the thirty-one schools 

with enrollments of less than three thousand depended 

entirely upon their regular debate budget to finance the 



West Point Tournament (see "Finance for West Point," 

Table I). 
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When a member of the intercollegiate debate squad 

was representing his school, almost all of the schools 

surveyed paid the following expenses: lodging, food, 

entrance fees, banquet tickets, and transportation. The 

item in this list of expenses which was most often 

omitted was "food." Twelve schools did not pay this ex

pense. Five schools did not pay for banquet tickets for 

their intercollegiate debaters. All other schools sur

veyed paid all other expenses with the exception of one 

school. This school paid only those expenses resulting 

from "transportation" (see "Expenses Paid by School," 

Table I). 

The usual method of transportation used by fifty

five of the schools surveyed was private car. Twenty

two schools frequently traveled by train. Twenty 

schools used a school car as their usual form of 

transportation. It is interesting to observe that al

though twelve schools frequently traveled by plane, only 

six schools traveled by bus (see "Usual Method of 

Transportation," Table I). 

Sixty-one of the schools surveyed indicated that 

the usual form of housing provided for their intercol

legiate debaters representing the school was a hotel. 
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Twenty-seven of these sixty-one schools frequently used 

another form of housing in addition to hotels. Only 

eight schools stated that a hotel was not a part of the 

usual housing provided. Twenty-five of the schools 

indicated that their intercollegiate debaters frequently 

stayed in tourist courts. The intercollegiate debaters 

of fourteen schools stayed in school dormitories. Four 

schools indicated that their intercollegiate debaters 

usually stayed in private homes when representing the 

school (see "Usual Housing," Table I). 

Forty-four of the schools surveyed had twenty or 

more students participating in the intercollegiate de

bate program. Twenty-six of these forty-four schools 

had more than twenty-four students on.the intercollegiate 

squad. The usual number of students participating in 

intercollegiate debate at schools with enrollments of 

less than eight hundred was from twelve to fifteen. Of 

all the schools surveyed only twelve indicated fewer 

than twelve debaters on the intercollegiate squad. Four 

schools had squads of fewer than eight members. Of 

these four schools, three had enrollments of less than 

twelve hundred; one had an enrollment of (2000-2999). 

The large majority of schools with enrollments above two 

thousand had more than twenty-four debaters on the 



TABLE I 

THE SCHOOLS SURVEYED IN 1rERMS OF NINE FACTORS RELATED TO THE F1INANCING OF THE INTERCOLLEGIATE DEBATE PROGRAM 
PRESENTED BY SCHOOL ENROLLMENT 

Number of Enroll-
Schools mentl Budget2 .Budget Source3 Finance for west Point4 Expenses paid by school5 

3 

6 

11 

8 

3 

10 

9 

10 

4 

6 

l 
a less 500 

b 500-799 

0 800;,.1199 

a 

b 

C 

d 

e 

f 

g 

h 

1 

j 

d 1200-1599 

e 1600-1999 

f 2000-2999 

g 3000-4999 

h 5000-7999 

i 8000-10000 

j more 10000 

(ac)ab 

ddcbbb 

eedddddcbd 

fdddedeb 

fed 

ceddedf( cd)hf 

dcgdfeddd 

dhfegddd( de )a 

(ac)ab 

bbab(ab)a 

baababaabaa 

abbaaaab 

aab 

ababbaabc(ab) 

aaabaabab 

aaaabbaaab 

e(don•t reveal)fc aabb 

fffde(bd) 

2 
a less 500 

b 500-799 

0 800-999 

d 1000-1499 

e 1500-1999 

f 2000-2999 

g 3000-4000 

h more 4000 

bbbb(ab)a 

3 
a student 

activity 
fee 

b appropri
ations by 
school 
adminis
tration 

c other 

(abed) {bd)b 

{bcd)a{cd)b(ab)b 

bb(ad)(ac)abb{bcd)(ad) 
ba 
bab(bcd)baaa 

{abcd)bb 

bb(ab)bbaaaea 

(abd)bbbaab(ab)b 

(bcd)a(ab) (ab) (ab) 
(ac) (ab) (ac )bb 

baab 

(ab)baaaa 

(abcde)(abcde){abode) 

( abcde) ( acde) (abode) ( abcde) ( abcde) ( abcde) 

1
abodel1abode)(abcde)(abce){abcde)(abcde)(abode) 
abcde acde){abcde){abcde) 
abode abcde) (abode) ( abcde) ( acde) (abode) ( cde) ( abcde) 

(ace) (acde) (abcde) 

abode) { abcde) (abode) ( aode) ( abcde) (abode) ( a be def) 
abcdef)(abcde)(abcdef) 
ace) (abce ){abode) (abcde) ( abcdef) (abode) (acde) 
abcde). (abode) 
abce){abcde){abode)(acde)(abcde)(abcde)(abcde) 
abode) (abcde) (abode) 

( aode) (abcde) (abode) ( abcde) 

(abode) (abode) (abode) (abcde) (abode) 

4 5 
a fUnds from regular a lodging 

debate budget 
b additional appropri- b food . 

ation by school 
c contributions by o entrance fees 

civic clubs 
d contribu~ions by d banquet tickets 

individuals 
e other e transportation 

f other 



The usual method of transportation
6 

( aef) ( a def' )a 

aaab (ab) ( abe) 

aaa(ef)(bc)(ab)(ade)a(ab)bba 

(ab)a(ade)(ab)a(ab)ba 

(ae)aa 

(ab)aaba{abe)(aef)a(bdef)g 

aa(ef)aa(ae)b(aef)a 

(ade)(ae)(abf)a{aefg)gfba(abdef) 

a ( aef )( ae )a 

e (ad)(ag)a(ae )e 

6 
a private car 

b school car 

c school bus 

d bus 

e tr·ain 

f plane 

g other 

The usual housing7 

(cd)(bcd)b 

(cd)c(cd)ccc 

d(ad)(cd)(cd)d(abcd)accc(bc) 

(bcd)c(abcd)ccccc 

(bc)c(cd) 

cc(cd)c{cd)(cd)(bc)cdc 

ccccc(cd)c(cd)(bc) 

(cd)cdccc(bc)(cd)c(bc) 

c(cd)(bc)c 

cc(bcd)?(cd)b 

7 
a private homes 

b school dormitories 

c hotels 

d tourist courts 

Number of students participating8 

ddb 

ddedfe 

fbeggbdfeef 

fccgfggf 

gfe 

fggcegggb(dfg) 

fegggfggg 

ffgfgegf(cf)c 

fgee 

g(cd)gggc 

8 
a 2-3 

b 4-7 

C 8-11 

d 12-15 

e 16-19 

f 20-24 

g more than 24 

Usual number sent to each 
tournament9 
?(bc)b 

bbcb(ab)c 

df(cd)dcbbbcbb 

ccbcccbb 

bcb 

fbbbbbbbc 

cbbbbbb(bd)(def)b 

bdc(cd)cbb(ab)?b 

cbbb 

ecb?ba 

·9 
a 2-3 

b 1+-7 
C 8-11 

d 12-15 

e 16-20 

f more than 20 
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intercollegiate debate squad {see "Number of Students 

Participating, 11 Table I). 

Forty-one of the schools surveyed stated that the 

usual number of debaters sent to each tournament ranged 

from four to seven. Nineteen schools sent from eight 

to eleven debaters to each tournament. Ten schools 

sent more than eleven. Only three schools sent less 

than four debaters to each tournament {see "Usual Number 

Sent to Each Tournament, 11 Table I). 

Figure 5 considers the kind and number of tourna

ments attended by the intercollegiate debate squads 

under survey in terms of decision tournaments, non

decision tournaments, and tournaments with a subject 

other than the national intercollegiate debate subject. 

A study of Figure 5 reveals that only four schools 

attended less than four decision tournaments a year. A 

total of forty-six schools attended eight or more 

decision tournaments a year, and thirty schools attended 

ten or more decision tournaments per year (see graph 1, 

Figure 5). A much smaller number of schools attended 

non-decision tournaments than attended those with 

decisions. Sixteen of the thirty-seven schools which 

attended such tournaments entered only one a year. 

Three schools entered five non-decision tournaments, and 





46 

no school entered more (see graph 2, Figure 5). An 

even smaller number of schools attended tournaments in 

which the subject for debate was different from the 

national intercollegiate debate topic. Seventeen of 

the thirty-five schools attending such tournaments went 

to only one. It is interesting to note, however, that 

two schools attended more than seven tournaments in this 

category (see graph 3, Figure 5). 

Figure 6 considers the schools surveyed in terms 

of who accompanies intercollegiate debate teams that 

represent the school. A study of Figure 6 indicates 

that in all but a few of the schools surveyed, the de

bate director was the one who accompanied intercollegiate 

debaters representing the school. This was the pro

cedure followed in sixty of th~ schools surveyed. Seven 

schools sometimes used a graduate assistant to accompany 

their intercollegiate debaters. Seven other schools 

sometimes used a faculty member other than the director 

in this capacity. No one accompanied the intercollegiate 

debate teams in two of the schools surveyed (see Figure 

6). 

Figure 7 considers the schools surveyed in terms 

of the kinds of debating directors believe to be most 

beneficial in training for "effective" debating as 
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defined in this study, and the lcinds of tournaments 

directors prefer for their intercollegiate debaters to 

enter. 

A study of Figure 7 reveals that the largest num

ber of directors, thirty-seven, believed that training 

for "effective" debating is best acquired in decision 

tournaments. Twenty-one of the directors surveyed felt 

that the best training for "effective" debating is 

acquired from match debates with other schools before 

school audiences. Fourteen directors believed that the 

best training in 11 effective 11 debating is obtained in 

non-decision tournaments. Nineteen directors felt such 

training could be best achieved either in the classroom 

or in intramural debates (see graph 1, Figure 7). 

Twenty-four directors preferred for their inter

collegiate debaters to enter elimination-decision 

tournaments which recognize only one first place winner 

to each division. Twenty-one directors preferred for 

their students to enter those tournaments which recog

nize superior and effective debating. Thirty-two 

directors preferred for their intercollegiate debaters 

to enter non-elimination tournaments which recognize 

one or more than one first place winner to each divi

sion. It is interesting to note that only six directors 
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chose non-decision tournaments as the kind of tourna

ment they preferred their intercollegiate debaters to 

enter (see graph 2, Figure 7). 

Figure 8 considers the schools surveyed in terms 

of the value directors of debate attach to the winning 

of intercollegiate tournaments, and the beliefs 

directors of debate entertain toward the objectives of 

intercollegiate debate as it functions today. 

A study of Figure 8 reveals that forty of the 

directors of debate surveyed felt that the winning of 

intercollegiate debate tournaments is~ objective of 

intercollegiate debate. Sixteen debate directors felt 

that the winning of tournaments is 2.£_ little consequence 

in intercollegiate debate. But eight directors of de

bate thought the winning of tournaments is one of the ---
.!!!_ajor _objectives in intercollegiate debate. No debate 

director stated that he felt the winning of tournaments 

to be~ 2rimary objective of intercollegiate debate 

(see graph 1, Figure 8). 

Fifty-five of the directors surveyed indicated 

that they felt that intercollegiate debate is operated 

in behalf of the "debater's education." Of these fifty

five directors, seven were willing to speak only for the 

program as operated in their own schools, and others 

pointed out that practices varied widely from school to 
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school. 2 Fourteen debate directors felt that inter

collegiate debate is operated in behalf of the "school's 

publicity." Seven of the directors surveyed indicated 

that they felt intercollegiate debate is operated in be

half of the 11 director•s prestige" (see graph 2, Figure 

8). There were several additional comments written on 

the questionnaire which are related to the objective or 

purpose of intercollegiate debate. Two directors wrote 

that intercollegiate debate is "an intellectual sport," 

"a game we enjoy like football., chess, etc." Another 

director wrote that intercollegiate debate is operated 

in behalf of the "student's prestige." Still another 

director stated that "where winning is stressed," inter

collegiate debate is operated in behalf of the "coach's 

prestige." One director wrote, "Debate should be pro-

moted by the student whenever possible, with the coach 

only as a necessary evil. It is an educational process 

by which we try to solve problems., not to create them 

by forcing the two sides farther and farthe:i:• apart. 11 

Another director stated, "The main justification of 

intercollegiate debate is to give a few superior students 

2. From "additional comments 11 made by directors in 
filling out the questionnaire. 





special training in reasoned discourse and speaking. 

This training develops leadership among the most im

portant people we have today." One director wrote 
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that the purpose of intercollegiate debate is "to 

broaden the student's outlook and sense of fair play. 11 3 

3. The Squ~d and_ the Squad Meetings 

It is the purpose of this section to consider the 

squad and the squad meetings. Included in this section 

are graphs showing the responses of the schools sur

veyed: in terms of the methods used to get students to 

participate in intercollegiate debate, and the basis 

upon which any scholarships granted for intercollegiate 

debate are given; in terms of the beliefs and practices 

of the debate directors in the. granting of academic 

credit for participation in intercollegiate debate; in 

terms of whether or not the director of debate believes 

that membership on the intercollegiate squad should be 

limited to those who meet certain "quality" standards; 

in terms of how debaters are selected for the inter

collegiate debate squad, and how they are removed from 

the intercollegiate debate squad; and in terms of the 

3. Quoted material from "additional comments" 
made by directors in filling out the questionnaire. 
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frequency, length, and personnel of the intercollegiate 

debate meeting. 

Figure 9 considers the methods used in the schools 

surveyed to get students to participate in intercol

legiate debate. Pigure 9 also considers the basis upon 

which any scholarships granted for intercollegiate 

debate are given by these schools. 

A study of Figure 9 reveals that a majority of the 

schools undertook a recruiting program on the college 

campus. Twenty-nine of the schools operated a high

school debate tournament, but four of these schools 

specified that they did not consider the tournament a 

form of attracting debaters to their intercollegiate 

debate programs. 4 Twenty-five of the schools "depended 

upon favorable publicity in th~ newspapers." Eleven 

schools undertook a "recruiting program in highschools. 11 

Those schools represented by "other" on the graph either 

modified their answers, as in the case of the highschool 

tournament, or indicated that they simply announced and 

posted the time of the first debate meeting with an 

invitation to students to participate5 (see graph 1, 

Figure 9). 

4. From "additional comments" made by directors 
in filling out the questionnaire. 

5. Ibid. 
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The majority of the schools surveyed did not grant 

scholarships for intercollegiate debate. Of those 

schools which did grant scholarships, eleven granted 

them upon the basis of 11merit-skill 11 ; ten granted 

scholarships upon the basis of 11merit-skill 11 combined 

with "financial need"; four schools indicated that they 

granted scholarships only upon the basis of "financial 

need." The seven schools represented by 11 other 11 on the 

graph indicated that although intercollegiate debaters 

sometimes received scholarships, the scholarships ·were 

in no way based upon participation or performance in 

intercollegiate debate6 (see graph 2, Figure 9). 

Figure 10 considers the beliefs and practices of 

the directors surveyed in terms of the granting of 

academic credit for participation in intercollegiate 

debate. 

A study of Pigure 10 reveals that thirty-two of the 

directors surveyed indicated that they felt it made little 

difference in establishing an effective intercollegiate 

debate program whether or not academic credit is granted 

for intercollegiate debate. Twenty-seven directors dis

agreed with these thirty-two; they believed that grant

ing academic credit for intercollegiate debate helps in 

6. From "additional comments 11 made by directors 
in filling out the questionnaire. 





establishing an effective intercollegiate program. 

Four directors of debate believed that the granting of 

academic credit hinders in setting up an effective 

intercollegiate debate program (see graph 1, Figure 

10). 

Twenty-four of the schools surveyed did not give 

academic credit for participation in intercollegiate 

debate. Eight schools granted less than four semester 

hours of academic credit for intercollegiate debate. 

Thirty-two of the schools surveyed granted four or 

more than four semester hours of credit for participa

tion in intercollegiate debate (see graph 2, Figure 10). 

Figure 11 considers the schools surveyed in terms 

of whether or not the director of debate believes that 

membership on the intercollegiate squad should be 

limited to those who meet certain "quality" standards. 

A study of Figure 11 reveals that nineteen 

directors of debate believed that some sort of 11quality 11 

standards should be met by those who participate in 

intercollegiate debate. Nine of these directors be

lieved that intercollegiate debate should be limited to 

those with "special" abilities, and another nine 

directors believed that intercollegiate debate should 

be limited to those with "specia1 11 and 11average 11 

abilities. Thirty-nine directors of debate, a majority 
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of those surveyed, believed that there should be no 

11quality" requirements for membership on the inter

collegiate debate squad (see Figure 11). The position 

of these thirty-nine directors, however, should be 

interpreted as modified by those "additional comments 11 

to the questionnaire discussed in relation to Figure 12 

(see the discussion of Figure 12). 

Figure 12 considers the schools surveyed in terms 

of how debaters are selected for the intercollegiate 

debate squad, and how debaters are removed from the 

intercollegiate debate squad. 

A study of Figure 12 reveals that the vast major

ity of debate directors let anyone join the intercol

legiate debate squad who wishes (see graph 1, Figure 12) 

and in most cases he may continue to be a member of the 

squad for as long as he desires (see graph 2, Figure 12). 

Eleven directors "screened" their applicants by holding 

try-outs for those who would become squad members (see 

graph 1, Figure 12). It should be pointed out that in 

many instances the apparent freedom to become a member 

of the intercollegiate debate squad does not insure the 

member that he will represent his school in tournament 

competition. This was made clear by the comments of 

twenty-one directors of debate who wrote in addition to 
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checking the question related to this point.7 Also it 

should be noted that twenty-two of the directors of 

debate who stated that they were willing to adrnit any

one to the intercollegiate debate squad, believed that 

those who were unsuited to intercollegiate debate would 

be removed by the nature of the requirements it imposed 
8 upon them. 

Figure 13 considers the intercollegiate debate 

meeting in the schools surveyed in terms of frequency, 

length, and personnel. 

A study of Figure 13 reveals that at the beginning 

of the debate season the number of directors of debate 

who had their squads meet once a week or less is 

matched by an almost equal number who had their squads 

meet twice a week or more (see graph 1, Figure 13). 

The largest number of debate directors, twenty-eight, 

had their squads meet once a week (see graph 1, Figure 

13). It is interesting to note that as the debate 

season progressed, the intercollegiate debate squads 

in twenty-five schools met more often than at the 

beginning of the season. Almost as many debate squads 

7. From "additional comments" made by directors 
in filling out the questionnaire. 

8 .. ~-



met intensively just before tournaments. Twenty-two of 

the squads continued to meet about the same number of 

times as at the beginning of the season (see graph 2, 

Figure 13). The large majority of debate squads met 

for a period of an hour and a half or longer. Only 

nineteen used one hour for the length of meeting; none 

used less than an hour (see graph 3, Figure 13). The 

length of meeting used by the greatest number of 

schools was an hour and a half (see graph 3, Figure 13). 

The common practice at most schools was to have ex

perienced and inexperienced debaters meet together from 

the beginning of the season. At fifteen schools, in

experienced and experienced debaters were separated for 

a short time at the beginning of the season and then 

were placed together for all remaining meetings (see 

graph 4, Figure 13). 

4. Squad Trainin~ and Dey~lopment 

It is the purpose of this section to consider squad 

training and development. Included in this section are 

graphs showing the responses of the schools surveyed: 

in terms of acquiring knowledge of the debate subject, 

and the value directm:•s place upon a debate handbook; 

in terms of how the intercollegiate debate squad 





acquires debate technique; in terms of how the inter

collegiate debate squad develops the bibliography, 

brief, and case; in terms of three aspects related to 

the preparation and presentation of arguments by the 

intercollegiate debate squad; in terms of the objectives 

of the director of debate in the first intercollegiate 

debate meeting; and in terms of the pairing of col

leagues. 

Figure 14 considers training and preparation for 

effectiveness on the intercollegiate debate squads sur

veyed in terms of acquiring knowledge of the debate 

subject, and the value directors place upon a debate 

handbook. 

A study of Figure 14 reveals that fifty or more of 

the sixty-five directors of debate who were surveyed 

agreed that their debate squads acquired a knowledge of 

the debate subject by the reading their debaters accom

plished on their own initiative, squad discussion of 

the debate subject, and participation in squad debates. 

A majority of the directors stated that their squads 

acquired a knowledge of the debate subject by group dis

cussions on the debate topic, lectures by experts about 

the debate subject, participation in tournament debates, 





discussion of the debate topic by the director, and by 

listening to squad debates (see graph 1, Figure 14). 

There was far less uniformity of agreement among 

the directors on the value of a debate handbook. 

Thirty-two directors felt that a handbook had value in 

its bibliography. Twenty-two directors agreed that a 

handbook had value in "knowing what everybody else 

would know," and in suggestions to beginning debaters. 

Twenty directors felt that there was little value in a 

handbook, and some few of the directors felt that a 

handbook had a "negative value" or did "actual harm. 119 

Only four of the directors indicated that they thought 

there was value in the handbook briefs (see graph 2, 

Figure 14). 

Figure 15 considers the training ~nd preparation 

of the intercollegiate debate squads in the schools 

surveyed in terms of the acquiring of debate technique. 

A study of Figure 15 indicates an almost universal 

agreement among the directors of debate that technique 

was acquired in part from the instructions given to the 

squad by the director. Forty-four or more of the 

directors believed that technique was acquired in part 

9. From "additional comments" made by directors 
in filling out the questionnaire. 





by observing experienced squad debaters, participating 

in decision tournaments, and participating with ex

perienced squad debaters. It is interesting to note 

that fifteen of the directors used debate textbooks 

with their squads for the purpose of acquiring debate 

technique. Also, eleven directors used reference read

ings in debate texts for the same purpose (see Figure 

15). 

Figure 16 considers the training and preparation 

of the intercollegiate debate squads surveyed in terms 

of the development of bibliography, brief, and case. 

A study of Figure 16 reveals that debate biblio

graphies of the intercollegiate debate squad were pre

pared in a variety of ways. There was no general 

agreement about the method of rreparation used, but in 

the largest number of schools, twenty-one, debate 

bibliographies were prepared by students working to

gether. In eighteen schools each student prepared his 

own bibliography, and in fifteen schools the students 

worked with the director in the preparation of a 

bibliography. Eight schools indicated that a biblio

graphy was not prepared by anyone. And in the same 

number of schools, eight, a bibliography was prepared by 

the director or research assistants. In several of the 
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schools marking 11 other," a librarian prepared the in

tercollegiate debate bibliography (see graph 1, Figure 

16). 

A similar disagreement among the debate directors 

is reflected in the methods used in preparing the 

debate brief. In the greatest number of schools, 

colleagues working together prepared the brier. Eighteen 

schools followed the practice of each student preparing 

his own brief, and sixteen schools did not use a debate 

brief (see graph 2, Figure 16). 

More general agreement was obtained in the method 

of preparing the debate case. In the majority of 

schools, each debate team prepared its case with either 

some assistance from the director or with approval of 

the case resting with the director (see graph 3, 

Figure 16). For tournament competition, thirty-three 

schools used a diffel"ent case for each team. Twenty

five schools used variants of the same case. Only 

eight schools indicated that their intercollegiate de

baters used the same or about the same case :for tourna

ment competition (see graph 4, Figure 16). 

Figure 17 considers the schools surveyed in terms 

of three aspects related to the preparation and pre

sentation of arguments by the intercollegiate debate 
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squad. The three aspects considered are: the prepara

tion and presentation of the first affirmative speech; 

the preparation and presentation of prepared arguments 

in different debates; and the preparation and presenta

tion of arguments designed to meet opposing cases both 

in squad meetings and during tournaments. 

A study of Figure 17 reveals that although thirty 

directors of debate indicated that their intercollegiate 

debaters never wrote and learned the first affirmative, 

thirty-seven directors stated that their intercollegiate 

debaters (sometimes,· frequently, or usually) wrote and 

learned the first affirmative. It is interesting to 

observe that no director indicated that the intercol

legiate debaters on his squad consistently wrote and 

learned the first affirmative (see graph 1, Figure 17). 

On twenty-nine squads the intercollegiate debaters 

had prepared arguments which they advanced in about the 

same way in most debates. Seventeen schools followed 

this practice in a f!:J!.. debates, but seven directors 

checked that their debaters did so in uno ~ debates." 

Eight schools had intercollegiate debaters who advanced 

prepared arguments in the same way in almost all -
debates. But the intercollegiate debaters of only one 

school followed this practice in all debates (see graph 

2, Figure 17). Directors in fifty-nine of the schools 
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surveyed stated that they considered opposing arguments 

and how to answer them during the intercollegiate squad 

meetings. The majority of these directors followed 

this practice consistently (see graph 3, Figure 17). 

All but seven of the directors of debate indicated that 

they discussed opposing arguments and cases with their 

debaters during tournaments. Twenty-five of this 

number, however, indicated that this was seldom done 

(see graph 4, Pigure 17). 

Figure 18 considers the objectives of the director 

of debate in the schools surveyed in the first inter

collegiate debate meeting of the season. 

A study of Figure 18 indicates that the directors 

surveyed were fairly well divided in their objectives 

in the first intercollegiate ~ebate meeting. A majority 

of the directors of debate indicated that the first 

meeting for them was used as a time to motivate inter

est in debate, and for the director and squad to become 

better acquainted with each other. Thirty-six of the 

debate directors used the first meeting for a general 

discussion of the debate subject either by students or 

by the director and students. For nine of the directors~ 

the first meeting was a time for an analysis of the 

debate subject by the director. An almost equal number 
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of directors invited experts on the debate subject to 

speak at the first meeting (see Figure 18). 

Figure 19 considers the schools surveyed in terms 

of the pairing of debate colleagues. Those aspects 

related to the pairing of colleagues which are con

sidered are: the objective the director has in making 

the pairings; the method the director used in deter

mining the pairings; the method the director uses in 

pairing two speakers of unequal ability; and the opin

ion the director has regarding the effectiveness for 

tournament competition of a man and a woman paired as 

colleagues. 

A study of Figure 19 indicates that the first 

pairing of colleagues, more often than not, was an at

tempt on the part of the director to discover the 

abilities of the various squad members. Some eighteen 

directors attempted a permanent combination for the 

season (see graph 1, Figure 19). It is interesting to 

note that directors of debate were divided in their 

objectives for any later pairing of colleagues. 

Twenty-seven directors indicated that they attempted to 

concentrate superior debaters into a few strong teams, 

but twenty-four directors indicated that they separated 

superior debaters in order to get as many fairly strong 



teams as possible (see graph 2, Figure 19). A large 

number of directors of debate felt that neither of 

these two practices described their usual objectives 
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in pairing colleagues. In these cases, sometimes there 

was an attempt to get one strong team first with the 

remainder paired to give inexperienced debaters an ex

perienced colleague. Sometimes there was an attempt to 

"pair according to ability at all levels"; sometimes 

there was an attempt to "pair those who work best to-
10 gether"; in several instances the directors of debate 

felt that there was not a strong enough pattern followed 

to justify any answer to the question related to this 

point (see graph 2, Figure 19). 

In the large majority of instances, colleagues were 

determined by the debate direc~or who, in turn, was in

fluenced by the personal preferences of the squad 

members involved (see graph 3, Figure 19). In pairing 

speakers of unequal ability on both the affirmative and 

negative, there was general agreement among the debate 

directors that the ·weaker speaker should speak first 

(see graphs 4 and 5, Figure 19). There were some com

ments, however, concerning the ambiguity of the term 

----------------------------
10. Prom "additional comments" made by directors 

in filling out the questionnaire. 
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"weaker." Several directors of debate were in doubt 

whether "weaker" referred to analysis or delivery. 

"Weaker" was intended to refer to over-all effective

ness. This general ambiguity of terminology is not 

reflected to any large extent in graphs l~ and 5. Some 

answers should be modified to the extent that if the 

speaker is weaker in analysis, he would be placed first 

on the affirmative and second on the negative. Several 

directors of debate also commented that they placed the 

ttsmoother" speaker first on the affirmative.11 Such 

answers as these were placed in the category marked 

nother" (see graphs 4 and 5, Irigure 19). Directors of 

debate were almost equally divided over the effective

ness of mixed teams (a man and a woman debating to

gether) in terms of winning in tournament competition. 

Thirty-three directors believed that mixed teams of 

comparatively the same ability as non-mixed teams were 

equally effective in winning debates. But twenty-five 

directors disagreed.., believing them to be less effec

tive. Only two directors felt that mixed teams were 

more effective than non-mixed (see graph 6.., Figure 19). 

11. From "additional comments" made by directors 
in filling out the questionnaire. 





CHAPTER IV 

AN ANALYSIS OF CONTENT RESPONSES 

It is the purpose of this chapter to analyze the 

content of the responses to the questionnaire in terms 

of geographical region, director's training, and size 

of school. 

In order to make an analysis of the content re

sponses, two preliminary steps were necessary. First, 

it was necessary to establish a series of working 

definitions to be used in determining which of the 

questions included in the survey were related to gen

eral background, to method, and to philosophy. Second, 

it was necessary to abstract questions from each of 

these three categories: general backsrouna, method, and 

philosophy; the abstracted questions were to be used in 

examining any differences and likenesses in responses 

resulting from geographical region, director's training, 

and size of school. 

In determining the relationship of question to 

category, the following definitions were applied: any 

question the phrasing of which includes "believe," or 

80 
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"feel," or 11prefer 11 is to be considered as a question 

related to philosophy; any question which does not 

involve a practice or belief of the director of debate 

which effects the training or practices of the inter

collegiate debate squad is to be considered as a ques

tion related to general background; any other question 

is to be considered as a question related to method. 

In terms of these definitions, the questionnaire con

tains eleven questions related to general background, 

thirty-six questions related to method, and eight 

questions related to philosophy. 

An arbitrary method of selection was used in 

determining which of the questions in each of the three 

categories were to be abstracted for the purpose of 

examining any likenesses and differen0es in responses 

to the questionnaire resulting from geographical 

region, director's training, and size of school. Cer

tain questions did not seem to lend themselves to these 

specified purposes. A study of the graphs presented in 

Chapter III indicated, for example, that some questions 

had answers which were agreed upon by virtually all 

schools; such questions as these were automatically 

eliminated from use in this chapter. Another group of 

questions was designed to furnish information on the 
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years the various schools attended the West Point 

Tournament, and the methods by which these schools were 

selected as representatives to the tournament. Such 

questions as these were not deemed suitable for use 

here. All other questions were considered. 

A total of twenty-seven questions was abstracted 

from the fifty-five questions included in the survey. 

Of these twenty-seven questions, four were related to 

general background, seventeen were related to method, 

and six were related to philosophy. All twenty-seven 

questions were used in analyzing likenesses and differ

ences in responses to the questionnaire by different 

geographical regions and by size of school. One ques

tion which asked for the academic degree of the director 

of debate was omitted in the analysis of responses in 

terms of the director's training. This question, of 

course, served as the basis of division in that analysis. 

The responses of the schools to the abstracted 
1 

questions are presented in three tables. Table A con-

siders the responses from the standpoint of geographical 

region. Table B considers the responses from the 

standpoint of director 1 s training. Table C presents 

1. See Appendix V, Tables A, B, and c. 
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the responses in terms of the size of school. In each 

of the three tables the responses are presented in 

percentage figures. The percentages are derived by 

dividing the number of schools within the group under 

consideration which make a given response by the total 

number of schools comprising that group. 

Inspection of Tables A, B, and C in Appendix V 

shows no particular differences in the percentage re

sponses of directors of debate regardless of region, 

training, or size of school. Similarities are readily 

apparent, however, and of the same order as shown in 

the whole responses presented graphically in Chapter 

III. 

These similarities were further explored by 

regions. A table was prepareq to shov'l any response 

made at the fifty per cent level or above by the 

schools within each of the eight geographical regions. 2 

A study of this table reveals that the responses to 

thirty-six questions were made at the level of fifty 

per cent and above by schools in four or more of the 

eight regions. In terms of responses at this level of 

agreement, a running account of an intercollegiate de

bate program was constructed. A description of such an 

2. See Appendix VI. 
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intercollegiate debate program, including material re

lated to general background, to method, and to philoso

phy, follows. 

1. General Back$rouna3 

There is no standard enrollment (2), nor is there 

a standard budget for intercollegiate debate (3). The 

budget source, however, may be either the student 

activity fee or appropriations from the school adminis

tration, and it is more likely to be the student activity 

fee (5). The school has a speech department (1~8), and 

offers a speech major ( 47). The academic degree of the 

director of debate is not standard, but it is probably 

either an M.A. or Ph.D. in Speech (49). The school is 

affiliated with a national deb~te fraternity, and the 

debate fraternity is probably Pi Kappa Delta (54). The 

director of debate keeps complete records about the 

intercollegiate debate squad (55). 

There is only one full time member of the teaching 

staff working with the intercollegiate debate program 

3. The numbers within the parentheses refer to 
questions asked on the questionnaire. 



(50), and he has no graduate or student assistants to 

help him direct the debate program (51). The number 

of debaters participating in intercollegiate debate 

varies (9), but from four to seven of the debaters are 

sent to each tournament (lo). The number of tourna

ments the debaters attend is indefinite (11), but the 

debaters attend more decision tournaments than non

decision (12). The intercollegiate debaters are not 

likely to enter tournaments in which the subject used 

for debate is other than the national intercollegiate 

debate topic (13). When the intercollegiate debaters 

attend tournaments, they travel by private car (7), and 

they stay in a hotel (8). While the intercollegiate 

debaters are representing their school, the school pays 

for any expense involving lodg~ng, food, entrance fees, 

banquet tickets, and transportation (6). 

To get prospective intercollegiate debaters in

terested and participating in the program, the school 

undertakes a recruiting program on the campus, and 

operates a highschool tournament (15). The school, how

ever, does not usually grant scholarships for participa

tion in intercollegiate debate (17). The director may 

grant academic credit for intercollegiate debate to help 

make an effective program; many, however, do not believe 
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that the granting of academic credit for intercollegiate 

debate makes any difference in establishing an effective 

program (20). 

The director believes that there should be no 

limitations placed upon applicants for membership on 

the intercollegiate debate squad (21). As a result, 

anyone who applies will be admitted to the squad (17), 

and may debate for as long as he wishes (18). 

In the first debate meeting of the season, the 

director attempts to motivate interest in debate, and 

give everyone an opportunity to become better acquainted 

wi tli each other ( 22). How often and how long the inter

collegiate debate meetings are held is not standard 

(24, 25, 26). Inexperienced and experienced debaters, 

however, meet together (27). The director pairs col

leagues for the first time in an attempt to discover the 

abilities of the various squad members (29) .. Any pair

ing of colleagues is probably by the director, but he is 

strongly influenced by the individual•s personal prefer

ence (28). If one of the colleagues is a weaker speaker 

than the other, the director places the weaker as first 

speaker on both the affirmative and negative (31, 32). 

The director may pair a man and a woman as colleagues, 

since he believes that mixed teams of comparable 



ability to non-mixed teams are equally effective (33). 

The training and preparation of the intercollegiate 

debate squad takes several forms. A debate bibliography 

is probably prepared, but who prepares the bibliog1"'aphy 

is not standard (23). 'I1he debater acquires a knowledge 

of the debate topic by reading material on his own 

initiative, listening to experts on the debate subject 

talk with the debate squad, hearing a discussion by the 

director, discussing the subject with other squad mem

bers, participating in squad group discussion of the 

subject, listening to and participating in squad de

bates, and by participating in tournament debates (36). 

Acquiring debate technique is based upon directions 

given by the director, observing experienced squad 

debaters and debating against them, and by participat

ing in decision tournaments (37). The debater probably 

is acquainted with a debate handbook, for the director 

feels it has some value in bibliography (38). There is 

no standard practice followed in preparing a debate 

brief (39). The debaters prepare a debate case as a 

debate team, and are likely to have some assistance from 

the debate director {40). F'or tournament competition, 

the intercollegiate debaters may use either variants of 

the same case, or a different case for each team (41). 
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The first affirmative speaker is not likely to memorize 

his first speech (42), but all of the squad debaters 

have prepared arguments which they advance in about the 

same way in most debates (43). During the intercol

legiate squad meetings, the debate director helps his 

debaters to consider probable arguments that may be 

raised against squad cases (4~-), but during tournaments 

the director seldom discusses opposing arguments and 

cases (45). It is the director who usually accompanies 

intercollegiate debaters to tournaments and debates off 

the campus (46). 

The director believes that training for effective 

debating is usually best acquired in decision tourna

ments (33), and this is the kind of tournament his de

baters enter most often (11, 12, 13). The kind of 

decision tournament which the intercollegiate debaters 

enter is not standard. The director makes little 

distinction between elimination and non-elimination 

decision tournaments (34). The director believes that 

the winning of tournaments is an objective of inter

collegiate debate, although not the primary one, nor 

one of the major objectives (52). In the final analy

sis, the director of debate believes that intercol

legiate debate today is operated in behalf of the 

debater's education (53). 



CHAPTER V 

INFERENCES AND CONCLUSIONS 

In this chapter inferences and conclusions will be 

made in regard to five areas within the scope of this 

study: (1) data pertaining to the philosophy or the 

directors of debate included in the survey; (2) data 

pertaining to the method of the directors of debate; 

(3) procedures used in presenting the data; (4) ef

ficiency of the questionnaire in surveying the philoso

phy and method of directors of debate; (5) subsequent 

studies. 

1. Data Pertaininf, t_o, Philo_sophy 

The data gathered in this study are not sufficient 

to permit an accurate or exhaustive description of 

philosophies of the directors of debate. At the 

beginning of the study, it was realized that individual 

beliefs are difficult to ascertain. As a result, in 

this exploratory study, it vras decided to concentrate 

primarily upon method rather than philosophy. Only 

eight of the fifty-five questions included in the ques

tionnaire were directly related to philosophy. 

89 
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Prom those questions about philosophy, however, 

and from some of the questions related primarily to 

method, leads were obtained which indicate some dif

ferences in philosophy. Although these leads were not 

sufficiently explored in this study to ·warrant con

clusions about the philosophies of different directors 

of debate, it is interesting to note some of the areas 

in which differences in philosophy were indicated. 

Should membership on the intercollegiate debate squad 

be limited or not? The degree to which intercollegiate 

debate programs should be planned by students or by the 

director; the degree to which intercollegiate debate 

programs should be tournament centered or non-tourna

ment centered; and the degree to which value should be 

placed upon the winning of decisions in intercollegiate 

debate are also areas of philosophical difference. 

Still another concerns what should be the objectives 

on an intercollegiate debate program. 

An analysis of the responses to the questions on 

philosophy did not indicate any particular differences 

in responses regardless of geographical region, size of 

school, and director's training. Similarities in re

sponses were readily apparent. 
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2. Data Pertainin~ to Method 

The data pertaining to the methods of the 

directors of debate seemed to be more meaningful than 

that which was related to their philosophies. From 

the responses to the questionnaire, it was possible to 

describe in fairly specific terms the broader features 

of training used by the directors of debate in the 

schools surveyed. 

An analysis of the responses to the questions re

lated to method did not indicate any particular differ

ences in responses regardless of geographical region, 

size of school, and director's training. Again, as was 

the case in the analysis of the responses to questions 

related to philosophy, similarities in responses pre

dominated. Although the agreement of the schools was 

not tested for statistical sienificance, inspection 

seems to indicate that agreement would be of a high 

order. 

3. Procedures Used in Presentin$ Data 

The procedure used in presenting the data seemed to 

offer some advantages. In presenting the responses to 

related questions, graphs were used; the graphs charting 

the responses of related questions were grouped upon one 
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page. This method of presentation appears to indicate 

likenesses and differences clearly in terms of whole 

responses. The table considering nine factors related 

to the financing of the intercollegiate debate program 

in terms of size of school was useful in analyzing re

sponses. Similar tables, it is believed, would be 

helpful in analyzing related responses in terms of any 

given factor. 

4. Effi?iency of the Ques~~onnaire 

The questionnaire appeared to be more efficient in 

surveying the methods of the directors of debate than 

their philosophies. The lack of efficiency of the 

questionnaire in surveying philosophy, probably, results 

from: (1) limitations within_the speoific question

naire used in this survey; (2) the rather intangible 

quality of philosophy. 

The use of the questionnaire in this study re

vealed specific weaknesses within the questionnaire 

which should be corrected. Although multiple answers 

were listed for questions, and more than one answer to 

each question could be validly checked, several ques

tions were structured for an either-or pattern of 

answers. Some directors of debate commented that this 



either-or structure made the questions difficult to 

answer. Although the questionnaire was composed of 

fifty-five questions, and ran to five legal-size 
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pages in length, it was not comprehensive enough to 

follow up leads obtained from questions involving 

alternative methods and beliefs. If a series of ques

tions had been framed for each question involving 

alternatives, more interesting and useful information 

could have been obtained. The length of such a ques

tionnaire may be prohibitive. For many of the ques

tions involving method and belief, more meaningful 

answers would have been obtained by placing the answers 

upon a range. The frame of reference from which most 

questions were asked was tournament centered. Although 

this frame of reference seemed satisfactory for most of 

the directors of debate surveyed, it made the answer

ing of questions more difficult for others. 

There is little way of determining the effect upon 

the validity of responses derived from the definitions 

of seven of the terms used in the questionnaire. These 

definitions were sent to the directors surveyed. It 

is thought, however., that the definitions were helpful 

to those filling out the questionnaire. Two questions 



were not answered by some directors as a result of two 

words which were not defined. The two words were 

"weaker, 11 as applied to "weak:er speaker, 11 and 11mixed," 

in reference to "mixed team. 11 

This study appears to demonstrate the possibility 

of determining by questionnaire the methods used by 

directors of intercollegiate debate programs. It is, 

however, impossible to conclude from this study the 

degree to which it is pl"'acticable to determine differ

ent philosophies by the questionnaire method. It is 

clear, however, that a questionnaire, such as the one 

used in this study, will not reveal very much about the 

philosophies of different directors of debate. 

5. Subsequent Studies 

The philosophy and methods of directors of debate 

remain largely unexplored. Additional studies in this 

field should be of value. 

Several areas for future study are suggested. One 

area of exploration lies in the debate programs of 

those schools which are non-tournament centered. An

other area of exploration would be created by expanding 

the universe constituted by those schools which attended 

the West Point Tournament. One of the conclusions 
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reached in this study needs further exploration. This 

conclusion was that in the schools included in this 

survey there was little difference in responses regard

less of geographical region, size of school, and 

director's training. It would be interesting to test 

this data for statistical significance, and, then, to 

expand the number of schools surveyed to see if re

sponses would still indicate little difference regard

less of region, size of school, and director's training. 

It still remains for future studies to ascertain whether 

or not the philosophies of different directors of debate 

can be determined by questionnaire. 
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APPENDIX I 

A LISTING BY YEAR OF rrHE SCHOOLS SURVEYED, AND THE 
NUMBER OF SCHOOLS SURVEYED WI11HIN EACH 

GEOGRAPHICAL REGION 

Table A: A Listing of the. Schools Surveyed by Year 
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1947: University of Southern California, University of 
Vermont, Wheaton College, Augustana College, 
Texas Christian University, Arizone State Col
lege, Oregon State College, Rutgers University, 
Indiana State Teacher's College, Yale University, 
University of Virginia, University of Utah, 
Louisiana College, United States Naval Academy, 
State College of Washington, Oklahoma Baptist 
University, Gonzaga University, College of St. 
Thomas, University of Mississippi, Purdue Univer
sity, Wake Forest College, Northwestern Univer
sity, Colorado University, University of Texas, 
United States Military Academy, Ohio State Uni
versity, Southeastern State College, Notre Dame 
University, and Pennsylvania State College.1 

191~8: University of Alabama, .Augustana College, Bates 
College, Baylor University, Capital University, 
University of Chicago, Coe College, Colorado 
University, Dartmouth College, De Pauw Univer
sity, University of Florida, Gonzaga University, 
Holy Cross College, University of Kansas, 
Louisiana College, Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology, United States Naval Academy, Univer
sity of Nevada, North Texas State College, Notre 
Dame University, Oregon State College, Purdue 
University, St. Olaf College, Southeastern State 
College, University of Southern California, 
Swarthmore College, Texas Christian University, 
University of California at Los Angeles, Univer
sity of Utah, University of Vermont, Wake Forest 

1. West Point Debate Council, West Point National 
1:;ntercolles;iate Debate Tournament, May 2, ·3,· 4,7:947, 
p. 2. 
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College, United States Military Academy, 
University of Wichita, and Willamette Univer
sity.2 

University of Alabama, Baylor University, 
Ottowa University, University of Vermont, 
University of Notre Dame, University of 
Pennsylvania, University of Kansas, George 
Washington University, University of Arizona, 
Augustana College, Champlain College, De Pauw 
University, University of Montana, St. Mary's 
College, United States Military Academy, North 
Texas State College, Northwestern University, 
Southeastern State College, St. Olaf College, 
Georgetown College, Louisiana College, 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Pepper
dine College, Phillips University, Stanford, 
Temple University, United States Naval Academy, 
Willamette University, Yale University, Univer
sity of Chicago, Pacific University, San Diego 
State College, University of the South, and 
Stevens Institute.3 

University of Alabama, University of Arizona, 
University of Arkansas, Augustana College, 
Baylor University, Bowling Green, Wisconsin 
State Teacher•s College, University of Florida, 
Pepperdine College, Harvard University, Univer
sity of Kansas, Luther College, University of 
Montana, Northwestern University, University of' 
Notre Dame, Pennsylvania State College, Univer
sity of Pennsylvania, Purdue University, Univer
sity of Redlands, Roanoke College, College of 
St. Thomas, University of South Carolina, 
University of Southern California, Southern 
Methodist University, Southeastern State College, 
University of Tennessee, United States Military 

2. West Point Debate Council, Second Annual 
West Point National Intercollegiate Debate Tournament, 
11:"prll, 191ffi, p. 2." . 

- 3. West Point Debate Council, The ~FQ West 
Point National Invitational Debate Tournamen andBrief 
_H,istorl .2f. pebating, April, 1950; p. 35. -
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1952: 
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Academy, United States Naval Academy, Utica, 
University of Vermont, Wake Forest College, 
Washington State Col¼ege, Wesleyan University, 
and Whitman College. 

University of Redlands, Baylor University, 
Bowling Green, University of Pennsylvania, 
Texas Christian University, University of 
Houston, University of Kansas, Kansas State 
Teacher's College, De Pauw University, Florida 
University, George Washington University, 
Princeton University, University of Southern 
California, Pepperdine College, Montana State 
University, University of New Mexico, St. Olaf 
College, Nebraska Wesleyan, Augustana College, 
St. Peters College, Colgate, United States 
Military Academy, St. Martins College, Kent 
State University, University of South Carolina, 
University of Vermont, Holy Cross, Dartmouth, 
Utica, University of Utah, Williamette Univer
sity, University of Mississippi, Bradley 
University, and University of Tennessee.5 

University of Utah, University of New Mexico, 
St. Olaf College, Redlands University, San 
Diego State College, Nebraska Wesleyan, United 
States Military Academy, University of Idaho, 
Central State College, Southern Methodist 
University, Southwest ,Missouri State College, 
Ohio State University, Georgetown University, 
Baylor University, Pepperdine College, 
Augustana College, University of Florida, 
Pennsylvania State College, Holy Cross College, 
Pacific Lutheran, Iowa State College, Illinois 
State Normal, Hiram College, University of 
Miami, University of Mississippi, George 
Washington University, Smith College, University 

4. West Point Debate Council, West Point National 
Invitational Debate Tournament, Aprirn-21, 1951, p. 17. 

5. West Point Debate Council, Sixth West Point 
National Invitational Debate Tournament, April 23-26, 
1952, p. 15. - -



1953: 
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of Southern California, Williamette University, 
Wake F'orest College, Howard University, United 
States Merchant Marine Academy., University or6 Illinois at Chicago, and Wesleyan University. 

Pepperdine College, Occidental College, San 
Diego State College, Idaho State College, St. 
Martin's College, Baylor University, Central 
State College, Louisiana College, University of 
Houston, Kansas State Teachers College, Kansas 
University, Midland College, St. Olaf College, 
Wisconsin State College, Augustana College, Case 
Institute of Technology, Michigan State College, 
University of Notre Dame, University of Illinois 
at Chicago, University of Alabama, University of 
Florida, University of Miami, Wake Forest 
College, Mt. Mercy College, Princeton University, 
St. Peter's College, University of Pittsburgh, 
West Virginia University, State University 
Teacher's College at Geneseo, Holy Cross College, 
United States Merchant Marine Academy, St. 
John's College of Brooklyn, University of 
Vermont, and United States Military Academy.7 

6. West Point Debate Council, Seventh West Point 
National Invitational Debate Tournament, AprIT'22-2~ 
I953, p. 16. -

7. ~., p. 15. 



101 

'I'able B: The Eight Geographical Regions Into Which the United States Is Divided by the West Point Tournament., 
Presented in Terms of the States Included in Each Region., the Number of Questionnaires Sent to Each 
Region., and the Number of Replies to the Questionnaire Received from Each Region 

I II III IV V VI VII VIII 

States California Washington New Mexico Colorado Ohio Mississippi Virginia New York 
Included 

Utah Oregon Oklahoma North Dakota Michigan l11lorida New Jersey Connecticut 

Nevada Idaho Texas Minnesota Illinois Alabama West Virginia Vermont 

Arizona Montana Arkansas Iowa Indiana Georgia Maryland Maine 

Wyoming Louisiana Nebraska South Carolina Delaware Massachusetts 

Kansas North Carolina District of Columbia Rhode Island 

Missouri Tennessee Pennsylvania New Hampshire 

Wisconsin Kentucky 

South Dakota 

Number of 
Question- 12 11 . 13 11-1- 18 9 17 16 
naires Sent 

Number of 
Replies 5 8 10 8 11 6 9 8 
Received 



'"{""Name of Bchool) 

APPENDIX II 

THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

QUES1I1IONNAIRE 

{I:ram'e of Person Fiiling Out Questionnaire) 
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Directions: Please check as many of the answers as you 
need in order to give an accurate answer 
to each question. On many of the questions 
a blank has been left for you to note 
answers that may not be provided on the 

- questionnaire. 

*Certain questions designated by asterisks 
ask for information during the specific year 
or years your school was represented at the 
West Point Tournament. If different con
ditions prevailed in different years, please 
indicate by writing in the year or years on 
the blank provided.for checking answers. 
(Example: 

*2. THE APPROXIMATE ENROLLMEN'r IN THE YEAR 
OR YEAH0 YOUH SCHOOL WAS BEPRESEN11ED AT 
THE WES'r POINT TOURNAMENT WAS 

less than 500 '47 500-799 
1 ~9 800-1199 120CJ-l599 
_ 1600-1999 elS"c.) 

1. YOUR SCHOOL HAS BEEN REPRESENTED BY A DEBA'rE TE.AM AT 
THE WEST POINT TOURNAMENT IN THE YEAR OR YEARS 

1947 1948 1949 1950 1951 1952 == 1953 - - - -- -

*2. THE APPROXH'lATE ENROLL!YLENT IN THE YEAH OR YEARS YOUR 
SCHOOL WAS REPRESENTED AT THE WEST POINT TOURNAMENT 
WAS 

less than 500 500-799 
- 1200-1599 --rE"oo-1999 
- 3000-4999 - 5000-7999 =: more than 10-:;c:5"(:)0 

800-1199 
- 2000-2999 == 8000-10, 000 
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*4.
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rnm APPROXIMATE BUDGET J?OR INTERCOLLEGIATE DEBATE 
THE YEAR OR YEARS YOUR SCHOOL WAS REPRESENTED AT 
THE WEST POINT 1rOURNAMENT WAS 

less than 500 500-799 800-999
- 1000-1499 l5oo-1999 �000-2999 
=: 3000-4000 - more than 40� 

ATTENDANCE AT THE WEST POINT TOURNAI'ifENT HAS BEEN 
FINANCED BY 

funds from the regular debate budget 
- an additional appropriation from the school
- contributions from civic clubs contributions 
by individuals Other:

*5. FINANCIAL SUPPORT FOR '11I·IB INTERCOLLEGIATE DEBATE
SQUAD IS PROVIDED BY 

6. 

student activity fee appropriations from 
1;ne" school administration -other: 

EXPENSES PAID BY YOUR 
DEBATE TRIPS INCLUDE 

lodging food 
:= banquet tTc"Kets 

SCHOOL ON INTERCOLLEGIATE 

entrance fees 
_-i5'ransportation other: 

7. THE USUAL METHOD OP '11l1ANSPORTATION TO AND FROM
1rOUR.NAMENTS FOR YOUR INTERCOLLEGIA?E DEBATERS IS

private car school car school bus 
- bus train'"_ plane -other:

8. THE USUAL HOUSING PROVIDED FOR YOUR INTERCOLLT:WIATE
DEBATERS WHILE ON TRIPS IS

private homes school dormitories hotels 
-- tourist courts - -

*9. THE APPROXIMATE NUMBER OF STUDENTS PARTICIPATING IN
INTERCOLLEGIATE DEBATE IN THE YEAR OR YEAHS YOUR 
SCHOOL WAS REPRESENTED AT THE WEST POINT TOURNAr1IENT 
WAS 

.. 2-3 4-7 8-11
- 20-24- mor'e"'t;han 24 

12-15 _ 16-19 

*10. THE USUAL NUMBER OF DEBATERS YOUR SCHOOL SENDS TO
EACH TOURNA�IBNT IS 

2-3 l}-7 8-11 _ 12-15 16-20
more tnah 20 -



*11. 

*12. 

*14. 

16. 

THE NUMBER OP DECISION 1J.10URNAMENTS YOUR SCHOOL 
ATTENDED IN THE YEAR OR YEARS YOUR SCHOOL ·wAS 
REPRESENTED A11 THE WEST POINT TOURNAMENT WAS 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 := 8 := 9 -io :::i1 ::= more"'Than U-
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THE NUfiIBER Olr NON-DECISION TOURNAMENTS YOUR SCHOOL 
ATTENDED IN THE YEAR OR YEARS YOUR SCHOOL WAS 
REPRESENTED AT THE WEST POINT TOURNAMENT WAS 

1 2 3 · 4 5 6 7 
-S - more'chan ~ - - -

THE NUiYlBER OF' TOURNAfil:ENTS YOUR SCHOOL AT11ENDED IN 
THE YEAR OR YEARS YOUR SCHOOL WAS REPRESENTED AT 
THE WEST POINT TOURNAMENT IN WHICH A DEBATE SUBJECT 
OTHER THAN THE NATIONAL INTERCOLLEGIATE DEBATE 
SUBJECT "WAS USED WAS 
_l 2 3 _4 _5 _6 7 
_ mor'e"'1;han .,,--

YOUR SCHOOL WAS SELECTED AS A REGIONAL REPRESENTA
TIVE TO THE WEST POINT TOURNAMENT ON THE BASIS OP 

an invitational regional tournament 
- an open regional tournament 
- your squad's season-record one team's 
season-record at all tournaments- one team's 
season-record at selected tournaments other: 

IN ORDER TO GET INTERCOLLEGIATE DEBATERS, YOUR SCHOOL 
undertakes a recruiting program in the high 

'"sc"nools depends upon favorable publicity in the 
newspaper~ operates a highschool debate 
tournament - undertakes a recruiting program on 
the campus := other: 

IF YOUR SCHOOL GRANTS SCHOLARSHIPS TO INTERCOLLEGIATE 
DEBATERS, THE SCHOLARSHIPS ARE GRANTED ON THE BASIS 
Oir 

merit-skill financial need merit-skill 
ana financial nee~ other: ----------

17. INTERCOLLEGIATE DEBATERS ARE SELEC1:L1ED F10R YOUR SQ,UAD 
BY THE METHOD OF1 

admitting all who come out screening by 
interviews screening by speaking try-outs 

decisionc51: squad decision of instructor 
- decision of squad and instructor other: 
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18. INTERCOLLEGIATE DEBATERS ARE REMOVED FROM YOUR SQUAD 
BY 

20. 

21. 

their own volition 
standards set by coach 

vote by squad 
"standards other:"' 

failing to meet specified 
- discretion of coach 

failure to meet grade 

----------------
MA.,'{IIVfUM CREDIIJ.' A STUDENT AT YOUR SCHOOL Iv14.Y RECEIVE 
FOR INTERCOLLEGIATE DEBATE DURING HIS UNDERGRADUATE 
YEARS IS 

none 1 semester hour 2 semester hours 
-- 3 seme'st""er hours 11- seme'ster hours more 
'than 4 semester hours --

DO YOU FEEL THAT THE GRANTING OF ACADEMIC CREDIT FOR 
INTERCOLLEGIATE DEBATE USUALLY 
_ helps make an effective debate program 

hinders in the setting up of an effective debate 
program makes little difference in setting up 
an effectTve debate program 

DO YOU BELIEVE 'l'HAT INTERCOLLEGIATE 
limited to those with 11 special 11 

limited to those with "average" 
- limited to those with 11 specialu 
abilities without limitations 

DEBATE SHOULD BE 
abilities 
abilities 
and "average" 

other: 

22. THE FIRST INTERCOLLEGIATE DEBATE MEETING OF YOlm 
SQUAD USUALLY P.tAS AS ITS OB~TECTIVE 

motivating interest in debate getting to 
know one another general discussion of debate 
subject by student~ general discussions of 
debate subject by instructor and students 

analysis of debate subject by instructor 
- speeches on debate subject by "experts 11 

- other: 

23. ON YOUR INTERCOLLEGIATE DEBATE SQUAD A DEBATE 
BIBLIOGRAPHY IS PREPARED BY 

no one instructor each student 
- students~rking togethe~ students working 
w":rE11 instructor research assfstants a 
class other:-------------------



24. AT THE BEGINNING OF THE SEASON, INTERCOLLEGiltTE 
DEBATE MEETINGS OCCUR 
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every day three times a week twice a 
week once a""week twice a mont~ once 
a mont~ other: ----------------

25. AS THE DEBATE SEASON PROGRESSES, INTERCOLLEGIATE 
DEBATE MEETINGS OCCUR 

less often than at the beginning of the season 
- more often than at the beginning of the season 
- about the same as at the beginning of the 
season experienced debaters meet less often 
while inexperienced debaters meet about the same 
as at the beginning of the season intensively 
just before tournaments _ other: _-_______ _ 

26. THE USUAL, APPROXIMATE LENGTH OF INTERCOLLEGIATE 
DEBN.L1E MEETINGS FOR YOUR SQUAD IS 

less than an hour one hour an hour and 
'analf two hours - more than two hours 

27. AT THE BEGINNING OF THE SEASON ON YOUR INTER
COLLEGIATE DEBATE SQUAD 

inexperienced and experienced debaters meet 
together inexperienced debaters meet separately 
and then w'fi'ri experienced debaters inexperienced 
and experienced debaters meet separare-Ty _ other: 

28. ON YOUR INTERCOLLEGIATE DEBATE SQUAD, DEBATE 
COLLEAGUES ARE DETERMINED BY the coach the 
individual's personal preference squad"-v'cite 

other: -

29. DOES THE FIRST PAIRING OF DEBATE COLLEAGUES ON YOUR 
INTERCOLLEGIATE DEBATE SQUAD USUALLY REPRESENT AN 
ATTEMPT 

at a permanent combination for the season 
- to give inexperienced debaters an experienced 
co'Ileague to get experienced with experienced 
and inexperienced with inexperienced debaters 

to discover the abilities of the various squad 
members other: 

30. ON YOUR INTERCOLLEGIATE DEBATE SQUAD, DO YOU HAVE AS 
THE USUAL OBJECTIVE IN PAIRING COLLEAGUES 

concentrating those with superior debating 
'a6'D..ity in a few strong teams separating those 
with superior debating ability"7;"o' get as many fairly 
strong teams as possible_ other: 
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31. IN PAIRING TWO SPEAKERS OF UNEQUAL DEBATING ABILITY 
ON THE AFFIRMATIVE, YOU USUALLY PLACE 

the weaker as first speaker the weaker as 
fI'rst speaker and last rebuttalis-:r;-- the weaker 
as second speaker the weaker as~cond speaker 
and first rebuttali~ 

32. IN PAIRING TWO SPEAIIBRS OF UNEQUAL DEBATING ABILITY 
ON THE NEGATIVE, YOU USUALLY PLACE 

the weaker as first speaker the weaker as 
first speaker and last rebutta11s-:r-- the weaker 
as second speaker 

33. DO YOU BELIEVE THAT TRAINING FOR EFFECTIVE DEBATING 
IS USUALLY BETTER ACQUIRED IN 

the class room match debates with other 
scnools before schooT""audiences intramural 
debates non-decision tournaments decision 
tournamen'l;s other: 

34. DO YOU PREFER FOR YOUR INTERCOLLEGIATE DEBATERS TO 
ENTER 

elimination decision tournaments with only one 
fI'rst place winner to each division non-
elimination decision tournaments withonly one 
first place winner to each division non-
elimination tournaments with more thanone first 
place winner to each division tournaments 
which superior and effective de'5n"ing non-
decision tournaments other: 

35. FOR TOURNAMENT COMPETITION, DO YOU BELIEVE THAT 
MIXED TEAMS OF COMPARATIVELY THE SAME ABILITY AS 
NON-ML~ED TEAMS ARE USUALLY 

less effective more effective _ equally 
'e"f"rec ti ve 

36. ON YOUR INTERCOLLEGIATE DEBATE SQUAD, "KNOWLEDGE" 
OF THE DEBATE SUBJECT IS ACQUIRED BY 

reading material required by the instructor 
- reading material at the debater's initiative 
- lectures to the debate squad by "experts" 
- discussion of subject by instructor discus-
sion of subject by debate squad members - par
ticipation in discussion tournaments on l;Fi'e" debate 
subject group discussion by squad on debate 
subject - listening to squad debates par-
ticipatinµn tournament debates other: ----
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37. ON YOUR INTERCOLLEGIATE DEBATE SQUAD, DEBATE 
"TECHNIQUE" IS ACQUIRED BY 
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debate textbook reference readings in 
"ae'oate texts debate handbook directions 
from instructo~ observing experienced squad 
debaters partic:rpation with experienced squad 
debaters - participation in non-decision 
tournament~ participation in decision 
tournaments -exhibition debating in which in
structor parn'cipates _ other: 

38. DO YOU FEEL A DEBATE HANDBOOK HAS 
little value value in bibliography 

- value in evidence" value in its brief 
- value in "knowing wfia't everyone else will know" 
- value in analysis of question value in 
suggestions to beginning debaters :=other:_ 

39. ON YOUR INTERCOLLEGIATE DEBATE SQUAD, A DEBATE 
BRIEF IS PREPARED BY 

no one instructor each student 
- colleaguesworking together squad as a 
wnole master brief by instructor with 
individual briefs by students each debate 
team with final approval resting with instructor 

other: 

40. ON YOUR INTERCOLLEGIATE DEBATE SQUAD, A DEBATE CASE 
IS PREPARED BY 

no one instructor squad as a whole 
- each debate team squad as a whole with 
instructor's assistanc~ each debate team with 
instructor's assistance - other: 

41. DO THE INTERCOLLEGIATE DEBATERS ON YOUR SQUAD USE 
FOR TOURNAMENT COMPETITION 

the same case about the same case 
- variants of the7:i°ame case a different 
'case for each team two or tn.'ree different 
cases for the squad-=- other: 

42. DO THE INTERCOLLEGIATE DEBATERS ON YOUR SQUAD WRITE 
AND LEARN THE FIRST AFFIRMATIVE SPEECH 

never sometimes frequently =: usually-_ consistently 
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DO THE INTERCOLLEGIATE DEBATERS ON YOUR SQUAD HAVE 
PREPARED ARGUMENTS WHICH THEY ADVANCE IN ABOUT THE 
SAME WAY IN 

all debates almost all debates most 
c:Ie'oates few ae"oates no two debates 

44. IN YOUR INTERCOLLEGIATE SQUAD MEETINGS DO YOU CON
SIDER PROBABLE ARGUMENTS THAT MAY BE RAISED AGAINST 
YOUR CASE AND SPECIFIC WAYS OF ANSWERING THEM 

never seldom frequently usually := consisten:Ely -

45. DURING THE TOURNAMENTS ATTENDED BY YOUR INTER
COLLEGIATE DEBATE SQUAD., THE COACH DISCUSSED WAYS 
OF MEETING OPPOSING ARGUMENTS AND CASES WITH THE 
DEBATES 

never seldom := consisten:Ely 
frequently _ usually 

46. ON YOUR SQUAD., INTERCOLLEGIATE DEBATE TEAMS ARE 
USUALLY ACCOMPANIED BY 

no one the coach a graduate assistant 
to"'"the coach- a facultyrnember other than the 
coach a graduate student _ other: 

*47. IN THE YEAR OR YEARS YOUR SCHOOL WAS REPRESENTED 
AT THE WEST POINT TOURNAMENT, YOUR SCHOOL OFFERED 

a speech major a speech minor some 
courses in speech _ no.courses in speecn 

*48. IN THE YEAR OR YEARS YOUR SCHOOL WAS REPRESENTED AT 
THE WEST POINT TOURNAMENT, YOUR SCHOOL HAD 

a speech department speech as a division 
of the English Department--:__ other: 

*49. THE ACADEMIC DEGREE OF THE DEBATE COACH IN THE YEAR 
OR YEARS YOUR SCHOOL WAS REPRESENTED AT THE WEST 
POINT TOURNAMENT WAS 
AB in __ BS in ___ MA in 
M S in ___ Ph.D in ---
other: 
(Example A B In Speech or r:rA In History etc.) 

*50. IN YOUR SCHOOL THE NUMBER OF FULL TIME MEMBERS ON THE 
TEACHING STAFF WORKING WITH THE INTERCOLLEGIATE 
DEBATE PROGRAM IN THE YEAR OR YEARS YOUR SCHOOL WAS 
REPRESENTED AT THE WEST POINT TOURNAMENT WAS 

one two three four more than 
four 
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*51. IN YOUR SCHOOL THE NUMBER OF GRADUATE OR STUDENT 
ASSISTANTS ASSISTING IN COACHING INTERCOLLEGIATE 
DEBATE IN THE YEAR OR YEARS YOUR SCHOOL WAS 
REPRESENTED AT THE WEST POINT TOURNAMENT WAS 

none one two three four 
- more than four -

I 52. DO YOU FEEL THAT THE WINNING OF DEBATE TOURNAMENTS 
IS 

the primary objective of intercollegiate 
ae"5"ate one of the major objectives of inter-
collegia'te"°debate an objective of inter-
collegiate debate - of little consequence in 
intercollegiate debate other: 

53. DO YOU FEEL THAT INTERCOLLEGIATE DEBATE IS 
OPERATED TODAY MORE IN BEHALF OF THE 

debater's education coach's prestige =: school's publicity _ other: 

54. THE NATIONAL DEBATE FRATERNITY WITH WHICH YOUR 
SCHOOL IS AFFILIATED IS 

Delta Sigma Rho Pi Kappa Delta 
Tau Kappa Alpha _ "otner: 

55. IN FILLING OUT THIS QUESTIONNAIRE YOU HAD 
AVAILABLE 

complete records on the intercollegiate debate 
squad _ partial records on the intercollegiate 
debate squad _ no records on the intercollegiate 
debate squad other: 
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APPENDIX III 

THE COVERING LETTER 

Box 9 
Louisiana College 
Pineville, Louisiana 

To: the Directors of Debate whose 
teams have participated in the 
West Point Tournament, 1947-1953 

Accompanying this letter is a rather long questionnaire 
which I hope you will fill out and return to me. Tae 
length arises from the multiple choice type questions 
used; such questions were selected to save you time. 

1I1he purpose of the questionnaire is to gather material 
to serve as the basis of a thesis in partial fulfillment 
of the requirements for the Master of Arts degree in 
Spe~ch at the University of Alabama. This questionnaire 
is being sent to all schools which have attended the 
West Point Tournament in the years 1947-1953. It was 
felt that the debate staffs at these schools would 
represent qualified experts on debate from all regions 
of the United States. 

Although this study will cover a seven year period, the 
number of coaches to whom questionnaires can be sent 
will be relatively small. For-this reason each question
naire has real significance. Your assistance in helping 
to make possible this study ·will be appreciated. 

No school nor individual will be named or evaluated as 
conducting a "good" or 11 bad" debate program. rrables or 
charts will be prepared to correlate the frequency of 
answers to given questions. No schools nor coaches will 
be identified by name. If you are interested in and 
would like a copy of such a table, I hope to be able to 
provide you with one. 

In different parts of the country we use different terms 
in slightly different ways. I am attaching, therefore, 
to the questionnaire a glossary of some of these terms 
which I have used. I hope that the glossary will be of 
assistance in filling out the questionnaire or at least 
let you know what I meant when I used the terms. 

Sincerely yours, 

Jack M. Carter 
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APPENDIX IV 

THE DE~INITIONS ATTACHED TO THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Effective Debating: 

Tournament: 

Decision Tournament: 

Non-decision 
Tournaments: 

Brief: 

Case: 

Budget: 

GLOSSARY 

capable of winning; superior on 
a five point rating scale 

an announced series of debates 
in which four or more schools 
participate 

teams entered receive wins and/or 
losses 

teams entered do not receive wins 
or losses 

map of total available arguments 
for and against a proposition 

arguments advanced in a given 
debate for the affirmative and 
negative-

funds regularly provided by the 
school for intercollegiate de
bate; excludes specific extra 
appropriations for the West Point 
Tournament 
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APPENDIX V 

A CONSIDERATION OF THE PER CENT OF AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES 
TO SELECTED QUESTIONS IN TERMS OF GEOGRAPHICAL REGION, 

DIRECTOR 1S TRAINING, AND SIZE OF SCHOOL 

\ Table A: A Consideration of Per Cent of Affirmative 
Responses to Twenty-seven Selected Questions 
According to Geographical Region 

Questions I II III IV V VI VII VIII 

3 
a 13% lO;G 11% 

b 13r6 18% 17% 22% 38% 
C 25% 10% 25% 11% 13% 

d 40% 13% 50% 50% 36% 67% 337'0 25% 
e 40% 13% 10% 13% 18% 33% 22% 

f 20% .13% 10% 18% 22% 11% 13% 

g 10% g/o 11% 

h 25% 13% 

9 
a 

b 20% 10% ~ 13% 

C 40% 33% 22% 

d 13% 30% 25% 11% 13% 

e 13% 10% 25% g/o 33% 11% 13% 

f 60% 38% 10% 33% g/o 17% 50% 
g 20% 38% 20% 38% 73% 50% 56% 25% 

11 
a 13% 

b 13% 
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Questions I II III IV V VI VII VIII 

C 13% 

d 10% 

e 20% 13% 33% 11% 50% 
' f 20% 25% g;t 33% 11~-6 38% 

g 20}0 20% 40% 13% g/o 33% 13% 

h 40% 38% 20}0 13% 17% 11% 

i 20% 25% 17% 11% 

j 20% 63% 27% 17% 56% 

k 10% g/o 25% 
1 45% 17% 11% 25% 

12 
a 38% 40% 13% 18% 17% 44% 13% 

b 40% 38% 18% 

C 25% 25% g/o 22% 

d 20% 13% g/o 11% 

e 27% 
f 

g 

h 

i 20% 

17 
a 60% 63% 70% 75% 91% 83% 56% 63% 
b 33% 11% 

C 20% 13% 20}0 13% 33% 11% 38% 

d 
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Questions I II III IV V VI VII VIII 

e 20% 25% 30% 27% 17% 33% 
f 131; 17% 22% 13% 

' 20 
a 100% 50% 30% 50% 55% 33% 22% 13% 

b 10% 17% 11% 13% 

C 50% 60% 50% 45% 50% 56% 63% 

21 
a 13% 10% 50}& g;{; 17% 13% 

b 11% 

C 20% 38% 20% g;{; 11% 1376 

d 80% 38% 60)& 50)& 55% 55% 78% 63% 

24 
a 13% 

b 20)& 10)& 25% % 33% 25% 

C 60)& 38% 30% 25% 18% 33% 44% 25% 

d 20% 38% 50)& 33% 73% 33% 44% 25% 

e 10}& 13% 

26 
a 

b 20% 38% 20% 13% 36% 50% 33% 25% 

C 60% 50% 50% 33% 36% 33% 33% 38% 

d 20% 38% 30% 33% 18% 17% 33% 25% 

e 10% 18% 13% 

27 
a 80% 75% 90% 6370 91% 50% 7Pf/o 6376 

b 20% 13% 10% 25% g;{; 33% 33% 50% 
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Questions I II III IV V VI VII VIII 

C 25% 82% 50% 22% 13% 

30 

' 
a 60% 88% 60% 33% 18% 33ft 38% 

b 20% 25% lOfa 25% 55% 67% 44% 50% 

C 20fa 25% 30% 50% 27% 33% 22% 37% 

31 
a 80% 75% 80% 75% 82% 50% 67% 75% 

b 13% 17% 11% 13% 

C 11% 

d 20% 13% ll7b 

e 25% 20% 13% ~ 17% 13% 

32 
a 100% 63% 70% 63% 73% 67% 78% 63% 

b 10% ~ 11% 

C 13% 11% 

d 257~ 20% 25% % 33% 38;t 

33 
a 13% 50% 17% 11% 

b 40% 13% 40% 50% 18% 33% 33% 38% 
C 387& 30% 13% 36% 17% 22% 13% 

d 25% 25% 33% 
e 60% 75% 30% 33% 73% 83% 56% 50% 
f 20% 22% 13% 

34 
a 40% 25% 80% 33% 18% 17% 33% 3~& 
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Questions I II III IV V VI VII VIII 

b 75% 10% 13% 36% 17% 22% 25% 

C 20% 40% 25% 27% 17% 33% 13% 

' d 40% 13% 40% 33% 18% 50% 22% 50% 
e 13% 25% gfo 13% 

36 
a 20% 25% 30% 25% 25% gfo 17% 

b 100% 75% 80% 88% 91% 100% 100% 100% 

C 60% 38% 50% 63% 82% 83% 67% 38% 

d 40% 38% 60% 75% 8qt 50% 56% 38% 
e 60% 75% 80% / 88% 64% 83% 100% 88% 

f 40% 50% 50% 27% 50% 22% I 13% 

g 100% 75% 80% 88% 27% 50% 67?6 38% 

h 80% 63% 40% 63% 55% 50% 78/fo 3~t 

i lOOJt 75% 90% 88% 64% 50% 78% 75% 
j 40% 25% 60% 50% 27% 33% 33% 

k 80% 63% 70% 75% 45% 33% 67% 50% 

37 
a 40% 38% 40% 25;& 18% 22% 

b 40% 30% 25% 18% 25% 

C 20% 30% 257t 18/fo 22% 13% 

d 100% 100% 100% 100% 91% 100% 100% 75% 

e 60% 63% 50% 100% 64% 837& 8gfo 75% 
f 80% 50% 70% 100% 36% 100% 78% 50% 

g 40% 13% 20% 50% 55% 17% 44% 38% 
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Questions I II III IV V VI VII VIII 

h 80% 63% 90% 75% 73% 50% 7&/o 63% 

i 40% 10% 25% 17% 22</o 
\. 41 

a 13% 

b 10% 18% 339t 25% 

C 63% 6o;t 25% 18% 50% 33% 50% 
d 60% 50% 30% 75% 36% 33% 7&/o 50% 

e 40% 20% 13% 36% 33% 22</o 

42 
a 40% 50% 20}& 63% 7316 50% 22</o 50% 

b 60% 25% 30% 13% 279{; 3396 44% 25% 

C 13% 30% 25% 11% 13% 

d 13% 40% 13% 17% 11% 13% 

45 
13% a 10% 13% 9% 22</o l?d 

..)/0 

b 80% 3&/o 30% 50% 27% 67% 50% 

C 20}& 38% 20% 13% 27% 33% 33d p 25% 

d 13% 40% 13% 9% 22</o 

47 
a 100% 8&/o 100% 88% 82</o 83% 44% 3&/o 
b 11% 

C 13% 13% 17% 17% 44% 3&/o 
d 13% 

48 
a lO<Yti 75% 100}& 75% 82% 67% 449& 50% 

b 13% 25% 9% 33% 44% 25% 
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Questions I II III IV V VI VII VIII 

C 13% g/o 11% 13% 

49 
Ph.D. Sp. 40% 25% 

' 
1096 25% 45% 17% 11% 2570 

M. A. Sp. 50% 30% 75% 27% 50% 56% 25% 

Other 60% 25% 60% 18% 33% 33% 5cyG 

50 
a 80% 75% 100% 63% 45% - I 83% 33% 75% 

b 20% I 25% 25% 18% 17% 56% 13% 

C 13% 18% 

d 11% 

51 
60% a 75% 60% 75% 55% 67% 7f:f5/o 75% 

b 40% 13% 30% 25% 27% 33% 22% 

C 13% g/o 17% 

d 10% 17% 

52 
a 

b 20% 30% 1376 g/o 17% 11% 

C 80% 50% 50% 6376 55% 83% 67% 63% 

d 50% 30% 36% 22% 37% 

53 
a 80% 100% 80% 88% 100% 50% 7'2F/o 8'2F/o 

b 20% 10% 25% 17% 11% 13% 

C 40% 10% 33% 33% 22% 38% 
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Table B: A Consideration of Per Cent of Affirmative 
Responses to Twenty-six Selected Questions 
According to Director's Training 

Questions Speech1 Other2 

3 
a 2:1/o 

b 14% 14% 

C 17% 14% 

d 40% 64% 

e 19% 14% 

f 14% Il1-9t 

g 7% 
h 14% 

9 
a 

b 5% 

C 7% 21% 

d 7% 7% 

e 14% 14% 

f 29% 43% 

g 50% 36% 

1. Includes forty-two schools in which the 
academic degree of the direction of debate is either 
the M.A. or Ph.D. in Speech. 

2. Includes fourteen schools in which the 
academic degree of the direction of debate is non
speech. 
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Questions Speech Other 

11 
a 2% 
b 

C 2% 
d 

e 10}0 36% 
f 11% 28% 
g 14% 23% 
h 24% 
i 10}0 7% 
j 26% 21% 
k 5% 7% 
1 lg% 7% 

12 
a 24% 36% 
b 11% 14;~ 

C 14% 

d 7% 
e 7% 

17 
a 74% 71% 
b 2% 14% 
C 10% 43% 
d 7% 
e 14% 21% 
f 10}0 7% 
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Questions Speech Other 

20 
a 45% 36% 
b 5% 7% 
C 48% 50% 

21 
a 19% 14% 
b 2% 
C 11% 14% I 

d 69% 79% 
24 

a 2% 

b 17% 14% 
C 24% 43% 
d 52% 50% 
e 2% 

26 
a 

b 24% 43% 
C 43% 50% 
d 45% 7% 
e 5% 7% 

27 
a 79% 71% 
b 21% 36% 
C 11% 14~0 
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Questions Speech Other 

30 
a 48% 50}'0 
b 40% 43% 
C 14% TJ6 

31 
a 7<:Y/o 64% 
b 7% 7% 
C 2% 
d 10}'0 7a. ;o 

e 5% 

32 
a 7g7/a 71% 
b 5% 7% 
C 11% 7% 
d 5% 

33 
a 10}'0 14% 
b 40% 21% 
C 17% 28% 
d 10}'0 

e 57% 64% 
f 11% 7% 

34 
a 24% 57% 
b 24% 14% 
C 14% 43% 
d 36% 28% 
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Questions Speech Other 

36 
a 14% 21% 

b 95% 86% 
C 64% 50% 
d 62% 57% 
e 81% 71% 
f 38% 21% 
g 64% 64% 
h 60% 71% 
i 81% 79% 
j 36% 36% 
k 60% 57% 

37 
a 21% 14% 
b 17% 21% 

C 17% 21% 

d 100% 100% 
e 81% 86% 

f 69% 64% 
g 33% 43% 
h 76% 64% 
i 10% 14% 

41 
a 2% 
b 2% 21% 
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Questions Speech Other 

C 33% 5016 
d 69% 5016 
e 19% 

42 
a 62% 14% 
b 21% 64% 
C 1016 21% 
d l(}Jb 21% 

45 
a 11% 7% 
b 43% 43% 
C 31% 21% 

d 11% 21% 
e 1016 21% 

47 
a 8376 71% 
b 2% 7d /0 

C 24% 21% 

48 
a 76% 79% 
b 24% 21% 
C 5% 7% 

50 
a 71% 57% 
b 31% 14% 
C 2% 14% 
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Questions Speech Other 

d 2% I 

51 
64% a 74% 

b 19% 43% 

C 5% 7% 
d 5% 

52 
a 

b 11% 21% 

C 64% 57% 
d 26% 28% 

53 
a 81% 93% 

b 10% 7% 
C 19% 7% 
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Table C: A Consideration of Per Cent of Affirmative 
Responses to Twenty-seven Selected 
Questions According to Size of School 

Questions Less than 16003 1600-49994 5000 and More5 

3 
a 40,G 

I 5% 

b 28% lJ.% 5% 

C 129"& 1370 5% 

d 44% 39% 35% 

e 12% 17% 15% 

f 17% 25% 

(Y' 4% 596 0 

h 4% 596 

9 
a 

b 12% 

C 4% 9% 20}& 

d 24% 4% 5% 

e 16% 9% 15% 

f 28% 26% 25% 

g 20}& 61% 40% I 

3. Includes twenty-five schools with enroll
ments of less than 1600. 

4. Includes twenty-three schools with enroll
ments of{l600-4999). 

5. Includes twenty schools with enrollments of 
5000 and more. 



128 

Questions Less than 1600 1600-4999 5000 and More 

ll 
a 4% 
b 

C 4% 

d 4% 
e 12% g/o 20}6 

f 20}6 13% 10}6 
g 16% 22% 10}6 
h 20;6 13% 15% 
1 4% g/o 10;6 
j 20% 22% 25% 
k 4% 13% 
1 4% 22% 15% 

12 
a 32% 13% 25% 
b 12% 4% 15% 
C 8% g/o 15% 
d 4% 9% 
e 4% 4% 5% 

17 
a 76% 61% 60;6 
b g/o 5% 
C 12% 9% 25% 
d 4% 
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Questions Less than 1600 1600-4999 5000 and More 

e 16% g;/o 25% 
f 8% 9% 5% 

20 
a 44% 35% 45% 
b 4% 10% 
C 56% 43% 30% 

21 
a 12% 17% 15% 
b 5% 
C 12% g;/o 10% 
d 76% 57% 60% 

24 
a 4% 
b 16% 17% 5% 
C 32% 26% 30% 
d 44% 30% 60% 
e 4% 4% 

26 
a 

b 32% 26% 15% 
C 52% 17% 50% 
d 20% 26% 20% 
e 13% 

27 
a 88% 57% 75% 
b 20% 26% 10% 
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Questions Less than 1600 1600-4999 5000 and More 

C 22% 10% 
30 

a 48% 30% 45% 
b 36% 30% 35% 
C 16% 13% 5% 

31 
a 72% 52% 85% 
b 8% 4% 
C 4% 
d 8% 9% 5% 
e 8% 

32 
a 80% l~8% 

I 85% 
b 4% 4% 

C 4% 17% 10% 
d 8% 

33 
a 8% 4% 20% 
b 36% 22% 30% 
C 16% 9% 20% 
d 4% 4% I 5% 
e 56% 43% 55% 
f 8% 13% 10% 
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Questions Less than 1600 1600-4999 5000 and More 

34 
a 36% 13% 30% 
b 20% 26% 5% 
C 24% 17% 15% 
d 32% 35% 15% 

36 
a 24% g:;; 10% 
b 72% 7Srfl 80% 
C 48% 61% 40% 
d 56% 48% 30% 
e 72% 70% 60% 
f 16% 22% 35% 
g 64% 3% 60% 
h 44% 61% 55% 
i 68% I 61% 65% 
j 28% 39% 25% 
k 56% 43% 50% 

37 
a 40% 13% 5% 
b 32% 13% 
C 32% 13% 

d 92% 74% 85% 
e 76% 57% 65% 
f 64% 35% 65% 
g 40% 17% 25% 
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Questions Less than 1600 1600-4999 5000 and More 

h 60% 61% 60% 
i 12% gfo 5% 

41 
a 4% 

b 8% 9% 5% 
C 24% 43% 20% 
d 44% 35% 65% 
e 16% 26% 10% 

42 
a 36% 52% 40% 
b 32% 13% 40% 
C 20% 13% 
a 20% 4% 15% 

45 
a 12% gfo 15% 
b 32% 35% 45% 
C 36% 26% 10?& I 

d 16% 20% 
e 8% 17% 10% 

47 
a 80% 61% 75% 
b lj.% 10% 
C 20% 30% 5% 

48 
a 76% 52% 85% 
b 2lJ.% 22% 5% 
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Questions Less than 1600 1600-4999 5000 and More 

C g;/o 5% 
49 
Ph.D.Sp. 16% 30% 30% 

M.A. Sp. 36% 57% 30% 
Other lt-8% 17% 25% 

50 
92% 57% 40% a 

b 351t 35% 

C 4% 4d ;o 570 

d 5% 

51 
a 92% 70% 35% 

b 8% 22% 40% 

C 4% 10% 

d 10% 

52 
a 

b 8% 13% 15% 

C 7Zf& l~8% 50% 
d 16% 26% I 25% 

53 
a 76% 74% 85% 

b 16% 4% 

C 24% cy/o 



APPENDIX VI 

RESPONSES TO THE QUESTIONNAIRE AT THE 50% LEVEL OR 
ABOVE, ACCORDING TO THE EIGHT GEOGRAPHICAL REGIONS 

Question I II III IV V VI VII VIII 

3 
a 

b 

C 

d X X X 

e 

f 

g 

h 

4 
a X X X X X X X 

b X X X X X X 

C 

d 

5 
a X X X X X X X 

b X X X X 

6 
a X X X X X X X X 

b X X X X X X X X 

C X X X X X X X X 

d X X X X X X X X 
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Question I II III IV V VI VII VIII 

e X X X X X X X X 

7 
a X X X X X X X X 

b X 

C 

d 

e X X X 

f 

8 
a 

b 

C X X X X X X X 

d X X X 

e 

9 
a 

b 

C 

d 

e 

f X X 

g X X 

10 
a 

b X X X X X X 
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Question I II III IV V VI VII VIII 

C X 

d 

e 

f 

11 
a 

b 

C 

d 

e X 

f 

g 

h 

i -X X 

j 

k 

1 

13 
a X 

b 

C 

d 

e 

f 

g 

h 



137 

Question I II III IV V VI VII VIII 

14 
a 

b X X X X 

C X X 

d X X X 

e X 

15 
a X 

b X X X 

C X X X X X 

d X X X X X 

16 
a X 

b 

C 

17 
a X X X X X X X X 

b 

C 

d 

e 

f 

18 
a X X X X X X X X 

b X 

C 

d 

e 
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Question I II III IV V VI VII VIII 

19 
a X X X 

b 

C 

d 

e X 

f 

20 
a X X X X 

b 

C X X X X X X 

21 
a X 

b 

C 

d X X X X X X X X 

22 
a X X X X X X X X 

b X X X X X 

C 

d 

e 

f 

23 
a 

b 
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Question I II III IV V VI VII VIII 

C X X 

d X X 

e X 

f 

g 

24 
a 

b 

C X 

d X X 

e 

f 

25 
a 
b X X 

C X X 

d 

e X X X 

26 
a 

b .x 

C .x X X 

d 

e 
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Question I II III IV V VI VII VIII 

27 
a X X X X X X X 

b X 

C 

28 
a X X X X X X X 

b X X X X X 

C 

29 
a X X X 

b X 

C 

d X X X X X X 

30 
a X X X 

b X X X 

31 
a X X X X X X X X 

b 

C 

d 

32 
a X X X X X X X X 

b 

C 
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Question I II III IV V VI VII VIII 

33 
a X 

b X 

C 

d X 

e X X X 

34 
a X 

b X 

C 

d X X 

e 

35 
a X X 

b 

C X X X X X :x: 

36 
a 

b X X X X X X X X 

C X X X X X X 

d X X X X X 

e X X :x: X X X X X 

f X X X 

g X X X X X X 

h X X X X X X 



142 

Question I II III IV V VI VII VIII 

i X X X X X X X X 

j X X 

k X X X X X X 

37 
a 

b 

C 

d X X X X X X X X 

e X X X X X X X X 

f X X X X X X X 

g X X 

h X X X X X X X X 

i 

38 
a X 

b X X X X X 

C 

d 

e X 

f 

g X 

39 
a X 

b 

C X 
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Question I II III IV V VI VII VIII 

d X X X 

e 

f 

g 

40 
a 

b 

C 

d X X X X X X 

e 

f X X X X X X X 

41 
a 

b 

C X X X X 

d X X X X 

e 

42 
a X X X X X 

b X 

C 

d 

e 

43 
a 

b 
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Question I II III IV V VI VII VIII 

C X X X X 

d X X 

e 

44 
a 

b 

C X X 

d 

e X X 

45 
a 

b X X X X 

C 

d 

e 

46 
a 

b X X X X X X X X 

C 

d 

e 

47 
a X X X X X X 

b X 

C 

d 



145 

Question I II III IV V VI VII VIII 

48 
a X X X X X X X 

b 

C 

49 
Ph.D.Sp. X 

M.A.Sp. X X X 

50 
a X X X X X X 

b X 

C 

d 

e 

51 
a X X X X X X X X 

b 

C 

d 

e 

52 
a 

b 

C X X X X X X X X 

d X 

53 
a X X X X X X X X 

b 

C 
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Question I II III IV V VI VII VIII 

54 
a X X 

b X X X X 

C X 

55 
a X X .x X X X X 

b X 

C 
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