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Forensics is an educatlonal activity primarily concerned with using an
argumentative perspective In examining problems and communicating with
people, An argumentative perspective on communication involves the
study of reason giving by people as justification for acts, beliefs,
attitudes and values. From this perspective, forensics activities,
including debate and Individual events, are laboratories for helping
students to understand and communicate various forms of argument more
effectively In a varlety of contexts with a varlety of audiences.

If forensics is Indeed an educational actlvity, then the "coach" should be
qulded by the desire to provide the best education possible to forensic
competitors. The experlImentation and Inncvation, which have characterlzed
competitive debate since Its inception in this country serve as testimony that
most coaches have taken serlously their educational responsiblllﬂes.2 Foren-
sic educators have primarlly pursued ftwo complementary concerns: The study of
argument and the devetopment of dellvery skills. There has always been
deagreemenf on the relative Importance of these two goals. Even in the early
1900's criteria for judgment In academlic debate reflected this tension,
"/S/ometime a basis of fifty percent was suggested for argument and the same
for delivery, sometimes it was sixty for argument and forty for delivery, or
even seventy-five and Twenfy—five."3

Even today, the question of emphasis Is still with us, as indicated by the
way educators view thelr roles. Although the categories are overly simplified,
coaches have divided themselves into two broad cemps. These categories reflect
different pedagogical assumptions of what the purpose of & forensic education
should be, and Imply the standards a critic should use In evaluating a debate.
First, many educators view themselves primarily as "teachers of argumentation."
These educators follow a tradition, exemplifled by Whately and Perelman, which
focuses on logos or reason giving. Consequently the debate round is
interpreted as a confest of arguments and the judge serves as a critic of
argumentation.

The second category eminates from a tradltion more closely aligned with
concerns of Blair and Winans. This tradition views the goal of forensic
education within a public speaking model. These "teachers of public address,"
emphasize the ethical and pathetic forms of proof which Induce audience
adherence. Consequently, the debate judge evaluates the style and delivery
skills as an integral part of any declslon.

0f course, all debate coaches recognize the importance of both the
argument and performance factors, but the underiylng assumptions of each
tradition suggest the prominence each factor plays In pedagogical appllication.
Consider the practices which each model emphasizes. The first class of
scholars requires a primary role for research in their educational systems.
This emphasis stems from the understandlng that the research abllities required
of highly competitive Intercollegliate forensics provide the student with skills

critical to the creation, dliscovery and understanding of arguments. Likewise,
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the second class of scholars emphasizes the search for "all the avallable means
of persuasion" [n reference to a particular audience. Thus, analysis, humor,
style, etc., are of primary concern fto such educators.

Never theless, we see today an Increasingly polarized worid in the forensic
community. "Teachers of argument" too often are known only as NDT coaches.
Those educators who emphasize de!lvery and style are increasingly lumped in the
category of "CEDA only." The feud which separates "CEDA people™ from "NDT
people"™ Is as useless and artificlal as the separation of argument and
dellvery. An advocate should be tralned In both the study of argument and the
skills necessary for persuasive delivery. |t is not the purpose of the authors
to deny the differences In focus of CEDA and NDT debate, It Is rather to
celebrate It, We are concerned that forensic coaches often fail to appreclate
the role performed by each of the debate formats and the value of each. This
lack of understanding Is harmful for the actlvity in general and for the
student in particular.

This. past spring, Jack Howe Issued the "Report of the Executive Secretary
of CEDA - 1982."4 In his report, a genulne concern Is expressed as to the
future direction of CEDA debate. He reminded CEDA coaches of the roots of the
actlvity, stressing the goals of "communicative dellivery, a balance among
evldence, argument, and analysis, audlence appeals and appropriate demands on
students' time and energy." Because we agree that CEDA focuses on unigue
educational goals, we find the concern expressed In the report encouraglng.
However, Howe's report Is also somewhat disconcerting. The point of view of
the report can be interpreted In no other way than displaying an extreme
"ethnocentrism.”™ One symptom of this ethnocentric attitude is the espousal of
the position that CEDA, by maintaining the "true" values of debate, will save
the activity from Itself. In other words, CEDA represents what is good in
debate and NDT represents what is leading to debate's demlse. Howe states:

To those students who now debate CEDA with no regard for a communi-

cative delivery and who belfeve that the key to success in CEDA is

the amassing of hoards of evidence to the dlsparagement of argumen-

tation and analysis and who persist in distorting our debate topics

so as to make a mockery of them, | suggest that there is an alterna-

tive form of debate avallable: It Is called NDT. Since you have

not left it In spirlt, then why don't you rejoin it in acfuallfy?5
By Implication, then, [f you want to speak poorly, engage In bad argument and
analysis and distort the activity, you are an NDT debater. If you Insist on
bad practices, join the mlsdirected. Needless to say, we take offense at this
comment and believe that such causes serious Injury to the activity.

Unfortunately, we belleve that dichotomous thinking Is increasingly
characteristic of debaters and coaches allke. Comments often heard at
tournaments are typifled by the following:

"CEDA Is saving debate from the excesses of the narrow and self-serving

NDT types," or

"CEDA 1s for those who cannot make It in 'real'! debate."

This categorical thinking is also refiected In Howe's affectlonate

references In the report to the "CEDA clan's" commitment to solidarity and

7



openness. By implication then, there must be a closed exclusive "NDT cian"

exlstant in the forensics community. The reference to clans are by their very
nature per jorative. Classification of CEDA and NDT into clans makes it more
difficult to think holistically In terms of a "debate community." |t Is such
attitudes which are key to understanding the trends which so disturb Professor
Howe.

There is a growing consensus that forensics has changed In the last
decade. Tradltiona! debate has suffered In terms of particlipation vis-a-vis
other forms of forensics competition.® This decline has been explained by many
in the "CEDA clan™ as a fallure of NDT to reflect the "Impor tant" factors of a
forensics education, namely dellivery and audience appeal.7 Given the
perspective of the hlstorlcal debate between advocates of each pedagoglical
position, we find this excuse less than sa’risfac‘rcry.8 An alternative
hypothesis would suggest that NDT has changed for more fundamental reasons.
First, NDT became more and more Insular, excluding other styles of debate.
Success was defined In terms of national circult competition and squads became
Increasingly speclallized to meet the challenge. Secondly, the Information
explosion and the need to find ways of accommodating the data deluge changed
the acﬂvi‘ry.9 One response to numerous cases and Information availability has
been shifts in theory and practlices to maintaln argumentative equillbrlium. NDT
debate now requires the knowledge of sophisticated gamesmanship In rounds, The
use of varlous theoretical Mparadigms™ which enable many of the complicated
maneuvers In rounds has not been without positive effect. Such developments
have, for example, stimulated related work in argumentation theory and lead to
caretul review of the assumptions underlylng the acflvlfy.10 The problem, of
course, Is that such development often works agalnst other goals, such as
providing a forenslcs education to a broad range of students. Thus debate
becomes an activity for the select few. Increased sophistication necessarily
means higher "entry barrlers." Obtaining a level of proficiency which equates
wlth success requires long Internship perlods. As a consequence, participation
has decline. It Is almost as though we have a sign on the door which reads,
"Only the very brightest and already tralned need apply." in many instances
CEDA has provided debate opportunities without excessive "entry barriers." The
separatism of CEDA, however, threatens this very strength.

The message here should be very clear for those working to develop CEDA
debate. The "practices" of NDT, which are so strongly objected to, are the
result of "causes" which Increasingly typify CEDA debate.

The adoption of a solitary debate style within programs necessarlly ralses
the caliber of what It takes "to-play-the-game" successfully. As Mentry
barrlers" are ralsed the successful CEDA debater can be expected to have an
extensive high school background. Speciallzation and Increased sophistication
s spurred by the "closed system" and the cycle (fed by pursuit of the mythical
national title) enters Into a splral not uniike NDT. We are sure many in CEDA
would defend trends of Increased sophistication and theory development but they
should be prepared to be far less critical of NDT's shift In emphasls and

recognize the Implilcations for what Howe refers to as the "under lying
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sfrengths™ of CEDA. Malntalning realistic "entry barriers", emphasizing a
public speaking model and resisting the evidence expiosion ask not for a
rejectlon of NDT but rather urge persuasively for programs which do both.

At the risk of belng accused of viewlng CEDA and NDT hierarchically,

we are suggesting that the "underlylng strengths" of CEDA can best be
malntalned when there Is strict adherence to those goals while other outlets
are made avalflable to the highly experlenced and motivated students.

Debate has long been an activity with few "rules" for conduct. Perhaps [t

s time that CEDA consider restrlcting, through more formal structures, the
practices allowed. This would clarify judging criteria and guarantee CEDA's
adherence to certain goals. Concomltant would be a recognition of the
dlfferent goals of tradltional debate and allow !t to reflect a more natural
evolution. NDT and CEDA would be viewed as supplementary activities within a
single program, each contributing different educational goals to the student.

It should be clear by now that both NDT and CEDA debate operate from

different pedagogical models, each offer Ing Important contributions to a
complete forensics education. The schism between debate communities imposes
blinders on evaluating the contribution of each debate style for students. In
add!ition, excessive ethnocentrism functions to threaten the very goals that
CEDA has traditionally promoted. It is our contention that the best solution
is one which offers diversity within programs, not Just among programs.

When programs make the cholce to offer one or the other.of the activities,

It Is often a carefully considered decislon. Clrcumstances do dlctate that
some student opportunities cannot be provided wlthin a glven program but far
too often the cholce represents [Ittle more than a ratlionalization. We have
heard many excuses and few compellIng arguments for the |imlted program.
Consider the following:

1. We only do "™X" because the other is morally bankrupt or teaches the
wrong skills. Throughout thls essay, we have addressed contrlbutions
to be made by both forms of debate and can only wonder at the director
who has found "truth."

2. Our program only has the resources to do "X", The |imited resources
each program has to expect Is a serlous concern of and often dictates
hard choices. While resources may |Imit the number of teams that can
effectively be served by a program, this does not seem to be an
argument why all teams must be entered CEDA or NDT. Sometimes
tournament patterns dictate what Is the best use of dollars and time,
but if programs were Integrated and consequently selected tournaments
which rewarded this diverslity, this problem would soon dlsappear,
Even now, there Is a trend In tournaments, including many which have
been exclusively national NDT tournaments, to offer both. Another
absurdity could be solved by consol idating national competitions in a
way that would not require travellng to different ends of the counitry
In the same year.

3. As directors, we only have the time and expertise to do CEDA or NDT.

In some Instances this may be the case, hut as Director of Forensics
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and educators, coaches could and should have expertise In both

argumentation and communication theory. Rather than being a reason to

limit a program, this seems 1o argue for better quallflied coaches.
Broad based debate programs provide a number of advantages fo the activity and
to students which an elther/or program Inhlbits.

First, Integrated programs would sirengthen the idea of a "debate
community™ as opposed to warring camps. In a time when the activity Is
threatened economically and academically, working cooperatively can only
strengthen the community. The cues are abundant that such a reapproachment is
possible and It Is time to sefze the moment. Arguably the NDT community,
through elitist attitudes, has been uninterested in the concerns and values of
CEDA debate during the last decade. Such attitudes on the part of NDT schools
are changlng with the reallization that debate must be mare broadly based to
survive. Many programs which have traditionally offered only NDT are now also
partictpating fn CEDA, whereas there are few MCEDA schocis" making an effort to
offer a meaningful NDT experience. The exclusive attitude among NDT coaches
surely was one of the catalysts for CEDA's growth but the response among CEDA
people has been no less exclusive or el lt]st.

It Is our position that the ethnocentrism s no more justlified when
practiced by CEDA programs than 11 was when practiced by NDT programs. Last
February, In an open meeting the Natlonal Debate Tournament Committee held at
Nor thwestern Unlversity, a frank discussion of primarily "NDT coaches"
concluded with the unanimous adoption of the following resolution:

That It (NDT Committee) ask the AFA to estabiish a committee to find

ways and means of promoting a dlalogue among all components of the

college forensics community concerning the state and future directions

of the activity. This AFA committee should, at a minimum, bring

together leaders to the CEDA and NDT debate communlties in order to

attempt to find common ground for future goals.11

We do not know the speclfic outcome of this partficular resolution but
offer It as In Indication that an atmosphere for reapproachment exists.
Failure to recognize the opportunity and retreat Into an exclusive "CEDA clan"
Is to Invite the same conditicns which reduced NDT's appeal.

Second, Integrated programs offer Increased opportunities for students.
Without a doubt CEDA can provide sklils wlthin a communication model
emphasizing public disclosure. CEDA aiso has been a place for students to
learn fundamenta! debate skills wlthout discouraging the novice competitor.
These advantages do not demonstrate, however, that NDT should be abandoned., As
detalled eariler, NDT provides outlets for many students and uniguely
emphasized argumentation theory. Our concern Is with those programs which
subscribe to the faise dichotomy and provide thelr students only one type of
opportunity. It Is as equally reprehensible to be unconcerned with communi-
cation skills as [t is to keep the especially skilled student consistently
debating agalnst the less skilled or debating before critics far less sophlsti-~
cated In argument., It may win the program frophies or sweepstakes points, but
the educational rationezle is compromlsed.

Third, Integrated programs necessltate an environment where practices In
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NDT and CEDA are mutually beneflclal. Rather than students learning to
dlstrust each other and finding securlty In thelr Isolation, an Integrated
program forces Interaction. Whenever people Interact, there is a tendency for
understanding to Increase and for each party to learn from each other.

To the extent CEDA and NDT have merlts and |imitations, their Interaction
should serve to moderate and strengthen practices in both. Thelr symblotic
relationship In an Integrated program has healthy Implications for theory and
practice.

The above arguments should not be Interpreted as attacks on CEDA as an
Integral part of the "debate communlty." We have both been demonstrably
commltted to CEDA, What prompted thls discussion Is a sincere bellef that CEDA
can provide unique opportunities In debate, as can NDT. We value educationally
useful alternatives and hope that CEDA and NDT thrive In a supportive atmos-
phere. We are convinced that the devisive tone found In the Executive
Secretary's Report Is harmful to students and CEDA itself. A stronger "debate
community" will be formed when programs embrace the beneflts of each debate

style and celebrate thelr differences.

NOTES

'Forenslics as Communication: JThe Argumentative Perspectlve, ed., James H.
McBath (Skokie, 111.: Natlonal Textbook Company, 1975), p. 11.

2p short history of the change and Innovation which occurred fn the
forensics community Is found In L. Leroy Cowperthwalte and A. Cralg Baird,

"Intercol leglate Debating" In A History of Speech Education In Amer ica, ed.,
Kar! A. Wallace (New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 1954), pp. 259-276.

3EgberT Ray Nichols, "A Historlcal Sketch of Intercollieglate Debating: 1",

Quarterly Journal of Speech 22 (April, 1936), as quoted In Cowperthwalte and
Balrd, p. 218.

4Jack H. Howe, Report of the Executlve Secretary of CEDA, May, 1982, p. 1.
5Howe, p. 1.

6see the Fall 1979 issue of Speaker and Gavel, "Forensics In the Seven-
tles: A Retrospective". The entire Issue ls a discussion of trends In the
last decade.

70ne concern often expressed by those working primarily with CEDA is that
NDT falls to reflect the communication curriculum and ignores Important
communication skiils. 1+ Is accurate to observe that delivery skills
associated wlth publlc speaking have decllined but inaccurate to assume that all
communication skills are Ignored by NDT. Faules, Rieke and Rhodes observe that
"Although a great proportion of the speaking that people do Is not public, 1t
does not necessarily follow that publlc speaking Is less Important than It once
was, even though values have changed 1n terms of oratorical dellvery. But
there Is a need for a re-evaluation of priorities. It can no longer be assumed
that public speaking s unequlvocally the most important goal of forensics
programs. Student behavior which resuits In Increased capacity to communicate,
per suade, solve problems and make declslons in the less publicized (but no iess
impor tant) small conferences, negotlations and Interviews are equally important
to education." Don Faules, Richard Rieke and Jack Rhodes, Dlrecting Forensics:
Contest and Debate Speaklng, (Denver, Colo.: Norton Publishing Co., 1976),
p. 48.

8Many coaches are sincere In thelr concern wlth trends In debate and

undoubtedly the move to "save debate from Itse!f" Is founded on legitimate
reservation. It Is often helpful, however, fo brlng some perspective to the
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predictions of the eternal pessimists, In the first and second decades of
intercolleglate debate In Amerlca concerns were ralsed that sound susplciously
close to present day explanations of "cause-effect" in forensics' demise.

In the first decade of this century a "block system" was Introduced to
enhance clash In debates. According to Cowperthwalte and Baird (p. 267), "with
this method, all debaters, except the first affirmative speakers, were directed
to prepare paragraphs or 'blocks! of arguments on all the conceivably Important
Issues that might arise during a debate, By committing these 'blocks! to
memory, the debater could, during the course of the debate, select and assemble
such 'blocks' as would resuit In a direct challenge to the opponents! case.
Blocked rebuttal answers were |lkewlse prepared In advance."

Criticism as early as 1913 "|ed by persons no less prominent than Theodore
Roosevelt and WIlllam Jennings Bryan, questioned the moral soundness of
coaching methods, then prevalent, of requiring college debaters to argue on
both sldes of a question . . .® (p. 270). Cowperthwaite and Balrd go on to
note that “educators centered on what many of them thought to be an unheal thy
stress upon winning the judges' declslons. Widespread dissatisfaction was
expressed over the choice of judges and Judging methods." (p. 270)

Concerns for the future of the activity are best directed toward positive
suggestions rather than finding satisfaction In defining and celebrating
current practices only as negative.

9Increased avaitability of Information alone has made debate a different
activity. It will not be long unti! computer storage and computer information
searches will be a tool of every debater. Already many squads are employlng
the computer for evldence storage and block composition., A couple of squads
are even experlmenting with portable terminals, carrled to tour naments, to
enable Immedlate data access.

TONDT and CEDA have encouraged publications In national forenslcs journals
and numerous convention programs which have contrlbuted to our understanding of
debate and argument. Often these efforts are preceeded and stimulated by
practices In actual debates. The gamesmanship of "paradigms" in NDT debate
has, for example, enabled the examination of the varlious condltlions necessary
for assent to an argument. Considerations of burdens of proof, presumption and
the functlons of propositions within various "argument flelds™ has been
Instructive.

71Mlnufes, "National Debate Tournament Commlttee Open Meeting,"
February 12, 1982, Northwestern University, p. 8.
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