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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

No forensic activity has flourished quite so well, has endured 

quite so much change, nor has been the center of so much controversy 

as has debate. In the academic environment, debate provides the axis 

for the entire forensic program; and never has participation in edu-

cational debate been more prevalent than it is today. Debating has 

become an integral part of not only the speech program but also of 

general education, for although it is ordinarily regarded as an extra-

curricular activity, it enjoys an association with related academic 

areas. From universities in medieval times to high schools and colleges 

of today, educational debate has provided training and activity for 

students of every generation. Earliest records indicate that Protagoras 

conducted argumentation exercises with students 2,400 years ago in 

order to teach them to defend themselves in court, and British uni-

versities have long trained future Parliament members in forensics. 

Colonial universities in America required disputation, and literary 

societies revolving around debate evolved from these same universities 

during the nineteenth century. In one form or another, as a requirement 

or as an extra-curricular activity, debate has been an important aspect 

of education since ancient times. * 

^Austin J. Freeley, Argumentation and Debate, rev. ed. (Belmont, 
California, 1966), p. 17. 



A major controversy surrounding debate activity since its 

inception, and growing in intensity during the past several years, 
* 

has been the ethics of debate. As debate has become more highly 

competitive, the matter of ethical considerations has become a focus 

of attention. Few tournaments are presently held which do not in some 

way, at some time, involve ethical decisions; and most directors of 

forensics have found it necessary to be concerned about ethical prob-

lems. Of course, the ethics of persuasion have been of significance 

throughout the history of speechmaking, as the writings of Aristotle, 

Cicero, and other classical theorists attest. Similarly, contemporary 

rhetoricians made mention of ethical factors in public address in 

their writings and in their teachings. Many factors, however, have 

caused a resurgence of heated discussion of ethics in educational debate. 

This is possibly because of the unique, competitive nature of this 

activity, as well as an apparently increasing infraction of whatever 

ethical standards do exist. The major controversy which revolves 

around present-day debate involves, directly or indirectly, the ethics 

of the activity. 

Although it would be impossible to determine all factors which 

affect forensic integrity, one might assume that an individual's code of 

ethics and the direct and indirect influences which confront him through 

debate training and participation are predominant. One such influencing 

factor in the education of a student is the textbook from which he or 

his coach studies debate, particularly those texts which constitute a 

basis for debate and argumentation courses. The purpose of this study 

has been to survey these textbooks in order to determine their treatment 



of forensic ethics. Roth the extent to which modern debate and argu-

mentation textbooks concern themselves with ethical considerations 

as well as the degree to which these texts correlate with recognized 

problems and authoritative views have been of concern. One goal of 

this study has been to determine whether textbooks establish clear, 

unequivocal standards of ethics for debate students to follow. Lastly, 

this study has attempted to determine what is regarded as unethical 

conduct, and whether there is any agreement on an ethical philosophy. 

Specifically, the objectives of this study have been to determine 

1. The ethical considerations contained in debate and argu-

mentation textbooks published between 1932 and 1966, 

2. The extent with which these considerations were treated, 

3. The theories which appear to be predominant, consistent, 

and enduring, 

4. The theories which appear to be changing, inconsistent, or 

obsolete, 

5. The areas of ethical concern as stated by writers, coaches, 

and journalists insofar as literature in the field reveals, 

6. The ways, if any, these areas of concern parallel textbook 

philosophy, and 

7. What practices are, or should be, considered unethical. 

Although this is the first known work to concern itself with a 

comprehensive study of "textbook ethics," other studies of interest 

have been made in the area of forensic ethics. One of the most notable 

is "Ethics in Intercollegiate Debating," a master's thesis written by 

Gary L. Peterson at Ohio University in 1961. He attempted to establish 



current ethical practices in college debating by analyzing selected 

debates, questioning coaches, and recording reactions of debaters. 

Although he considered textbook theory and current trends in journal-

istic studies, his focus was decidedly on present practices as determined 

by extensive and detailed investigation of debates, debaters, and coaches. 

The conclusions of Peterson's 1961 study have been useful in the com-

pletion of the goals of this writing, which has attempted to extend well 

beyond 1961 in analysis of textbooks and journal articles related to 

ethical considerations. At the University of Kansas in 1962, Carl E. 

Larson wrote another thesis closely related in objectives--the deter-

mination of ethical practices among intercollegiate debaters. He 

attempted to extend that which had been discovered by Peterson by 

determining the degree of ethical infraction and the extent of violation 

among practicing debaters. Although Larson's conclusions have stim-

ulated reaction in forensic circles, it is unfortunate that he based the 

results of his study on the ethical views of only sixteen debaters involved 

in only four debates in a single tournament. "Ethical Considerations 

in the Attitudes and Practices of College Debaters," which appeared in 

publication, is a summation of the findings of Larson's study and is an 

evaluation of the implications.^ 

Other studies which have been published concern specific areas 

of debate to which ethics are related. These articles have been decidedly 

instrumental in creating increasing interest in ethical problems as 

well as in causing the forensic community to become aware of the 

^Carl E. Larson and Kim Griffin, "Ethical Considerations in the 
Attitudes and Practices of College Debaters," The Journal of the 
American Forensic Association, I (September, 1964)7 86-90. 



frequency of ethical infractions. J. Vernon Jensen discussed the 

ethics of public address in general in "An Analysis of Recent Litera-

ture on Teaching Lthies in Public Address."'* He surveyed literature 

from 1954 to through N59 in order to determine prevailing views on 

the ethics of persuasion and the relationship of those views to speech 

education in general. Much of the study was relevant to debating, but 

it neither emphasized nor dealt in detail with educational debate and 

ethical problems peculiar to it. The main purpose of the study was to 

impress upon instructors the necessity for teaching ethics in public 

speaking and general speech classes. Clayton H. Schug wrote another 

study in the area of ethics as related to speech education.4 Basically, 

Schug's work discussed reactions to debate as opposed to practices 

therein. Herbert L. James published an interesting report in the spring 

of 1961.** He surveyed the judging theories of over two hundred 

forensic directors in an attempt to determine judging practices used 

in refutation and rebuttal. Several items used in the interrogation 

pertained to ethical considerations. 

Considerable attention has been given the ethical use of evidence 

in the past few years. Two revealing studies have been done with regard 

to this area of debate, an area which has not only created much attention 

3 J. Vernon Jenson, "An Analysis of Recent Literature on Teach-
ing Ethics in Public Address," The Speech Teacher, VIII (September, 
1959), 219-228. 

^Clayton H. Schug, "A Study of Attitude Toward Debate," The 
Speech Teacher, I (November, 1952), 242-252. 

^Herbert L. James, "Standards for Judging Refutation," The 
Register, IX (Spring, 1961), 21-25. 



but which also has agitated substantial controversy. Donald Klopf 

and James McCroskey attempted to determine current ethical prac-

tices and theories in a study published in 1964.^ They based their 

conclusions on interviews with ten debate coaches, as well as the 

results of a survey of representative literature in the field. The 

publishing of "A Study in the Integrity of Evidence" by Robert P. 

Newman and Keith R. Sanders, in January, 1965, added to the informa-

tion concerning the ethical use of evidence. The latter proved note-

worthy in that the authors investigated exhaustively to determine the 

ethical use of evidence at the esteemed West Point National Tournament. 

In addition to the aforementioned studies, which have contributed signif-

icantly to the study of forensic ethics, there have been numerous 

editorial and journalistic commentaries on the ethics of debate. The 

discussed studies concern themselves with the determination of existing 

practice, and the journal articles concern themselves with reflections 

on ethics or suggestions for changes in ethics. This writing, however, 

focuses on the argumentation and debate textbooks in the field and their 

place in the total spectrum. 

To facilitate the understanding of this study, definitions need to 

be stated and limitations need to be clarified. Unless otherwise speci-

fied, this study is presented in the context of educational debate as<^ 

^Donald Klopf and James McCroskey, "Ethical Practices in 
Debate," The Journal of the American Forensic Association, I (January. 
1965), 7-1$ 

7 
Robert P. Newman and Keith R. Sanders, "A Study in the 

Integrity of FMdence," The Journal of the American Forensic Associa-
tion, U (January, 1965), 7-13. 



opposed to substantive debate. Much literature on ethics is pertinent 

to practical advocacy, and there is overlap between this connotation 

and that relative to contest debating. However, this thesis uses the 

terms "debate," "academic debate," and "contest debate" interchange-

ably to mean an oral contest 

in argumentation, held according to established rules, 
the purpose being to present both sides of a controversy 
so effectively that a decision may be reached--not on 
which side was right or wrong but on which side did 
the better job of arguing. 8 

Though it must be recognized that social responsibility is desirable 

in forensic training, this is not of more than incidental significance 

in this particular study. The only "persuasion" of concern herein is 

that deemed necessary and expedient in order to gain a decision in a 

debate contest. This differs substantially from commonly regarded 

"persuasion," which "aims not merely at judgment, but at value judg-

ment--decision--and ultimately at full commitment and actioi."^ 

While perhaps the influencing of belief may be effected through debate, 

this is not considered a primary goal of educational debate. Similari-

ties in the ethics of debate and substantive persuasion do exist, but 

lines of distinction have been designated, except in such areas where 

such delineation appears unnecessary. In this study the term "ethics" 

refers to academic and contest debate practices and means "the moral 

^Russel R. Windes, Jr., "Competitive Debating: The Speech Pro-
gram, the Individual, and Society, The Speech Teacher, IX (March, 
I960), 100. 

^Germain G. Grisez, "The Concept of Appropriateness: Ethical 
Consideration in Persuasive Argument, The Journal of the American 
Forensic Association, II (May, 1965), 53. 
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behavior of debate personnel in matters pertaining to the debate 

situation."'^ This context includes moral attitudes, behavior, and 

conduct which relate directly to the practice of debate. The latter 

terms, through association, often bear ethical labels. In discussion 

of "proof" in debate, "ethical proof" is interpreted apart from ethics, 

per se. It will be considered as "that factor in communication or that 

form of 'proof--which is related to the character or nature of the 

speaker." ^ All other items which might appear ambiguous will also 

draw their connotation from the educational debate context. 

As has been pointed out, this study is not concerned with that 

area of ethical behavior associated with the school of "real life" 

persuasion and debate, nor will it, other than incidentally, attempt 

to correlate educational debate practices with those of substantive 

debate. In fact, the belief that special ethical standards need to be 

established for the contest debate situation provides one of the needs 

for this study. Although it is recognized that debate training may well 

prepare students for the persuasion they will do in later years, the 

ethics of such persuasion are not applicable to this study, as herein 

limited. 

The textbooks included are those published since 1932 which have 

provided the basis for debate and argumentation courses. Some of the 

texts are designed for use by secondary schools, but most are oriented 

lOGary L. Peterson, "Ethics in Intercollegiate Debating," unpub-
lished master's thesis, Department of Speech, Onio University, Athens, 
Ohio, 1961, 11. 

^Kenneth G. Hance, "The Concept of Ethical Proof in Persuasion 
and Debate," The Register, VI (Spring, 1958), 5. 



toward college courses. However, no distinction is made either in 

the textbooks themselves or in the ethical considerations therein. 

It is assumed that ethical practices in academic debate are pertinent 

to all students in all educational levels who participate in debate. 

The 1932 date was arbitrarily established to include those texts from 

which present forensic coaches probably were trained, yet, at the same 

time, to avoid detailed discussion of books probably no longer in use. 

The selections were further limited to argumentation and debate texts 

rather than to persuasion texts. It is not the purpose of this study to 

determine existing ethical practices beyond those which could be 

ascertained from periodical publications and other studies. Rather, 

existing practices are of secondary importance and are used primarily 

to determine correlation with textbook philosophy. 

In order to fulfill the objectives of this study, debate and argu-

mentation textbooks published between 1932 and 1966 were surveyed, 

and intense study was done of treatment of ethics within each text. 

Indexes were explored; tables of contents were examined; chapter 

headings and section titles were reviewed. Most information pertinent 

to ethics was found in studying indexes rather than through the other 

methods. Material was found under many headings: ethics, unethical, 

sportsmanship, fair play, strategy, tactics, personality, code of ethics, 

attitude, conduct, behavior, affirmative obligations, negative obliga-

tions, judging, evidence, language, tournaments, criticisms, rules, 

practices, etiquette, and miscellaneous categories. Only four books 

listed "ethics" in the table of contents, and of those four, two of the 
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sections pertained to the ethics of persuasion rather than to tourna-

ment debating. 

As has Ken previously mentioned, existing practices were 

determined by a thorough examination of studies, particularly those 

done recently in the field of forensics. In addition, journal articles 

were surveyed in order to determine not only existing practices but 

also current views of coaches, educators, and critics. Greater 

emphasis was placed on articles written since 1950; however, material 

directly concerned with the ethics of educational debate was reviewed 

as far back as 1932. Attention was directed toward reports, studies, 

and articles dealing with philosophy of debate, debate in education, 

criticism of debate, and ethical considerations in argumentation and, 

to an extent, persuasion. Ail available writing was studied which 

might reflect current practices and present philosophy in forensic 

ethics. This includes professional journals, educational writings, 

and publications of forensic associations. In each case, tables of 

contents were studied and articles read which appeared relevant to 

the concept of this study. 

In addition, letters were written to The Southern Speech Associa-

tion, The Western Speech Association, The Speech Association of 

America, the Texas Speech Association, the University of Texas 

Interscholastic League, and to the American Forensic Association 

in an attempt to obtain codes of ethics of statements of policy regard-

ing ethics. Despite follow-up letters and re-routing requests to 

persons referred to, this effort proved fruitless. Only two organiza-

tions replied, and they indicated interest in the study but admitted 
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their inability to provide material or information related to it. How-

ever, journal articles contained statements of policy of some of the.se 

professional organizations. In addition, debate codes of ethics of a 

few state interscholastic leagues were found in the same manner. 

Peterson stated in his thesis that associations were reluctant to make 

statements with regard to ethical practices on the theory that ethics 

were either out of their jurisdiction or that they considered a stand-

ardized code u n d e s i r a b l e . 12 He was, however, able to obtain statements 

of undesirability and/or codes of ethics from the organizations. 

While the expected response for this current study was not received 

from any of the organizations, some of the desired information was 

found in journal publications. 

The organization of this study consists of three main parts: 

a discussion of ethical considerations to be found in argumentation 

and debate textbooks; a discussion of ethical considerations revealed 

in professional journals, periodicals, and relevant studies; and a com-

parison of the findings in each discussion. Prefacing the first two of 

these parts, general observations and quantitative statements may be 

noted; supplementary quantitative explanation is included within each 

subdivision. Whenever feasible, an attempt has been made to indicate 

the concensus and deviant points of view. 

Ethical treatment found in argumentation and debate textbooks 

is divided into three main areas. The first is ethical considerations 

related to attitudes and conduct. This section includes a discussion 

12peterson, op. cit., p. 37. 
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of ethos and its component parts, and discussions of a debater's specific 

attitudes toward debate, toward opponents, and toward judges. The 

second section in this chapter concerns itself with ethical treatment 

involving the use of evidence,, and the third, ethical considerations 

as related to strategy and tactic.-. The final section is a miscellaneous 

category which includes ethical treatments in areas other than the 

aforementioned. Included in this fourth section are ethics of coaches, 

ethics of judges, ethical treatment directed toward cross examination 

debate and a discussion of the both sides controversy. 

The treatment of ethics found in periodicals and related studies 

has been divided somewhat differently because of a shift of emphasis. 

In addition to a general introduction, this chapter is divided into seven 

categories. The first discusses the need for ethical standards. This 

includes the stated reasons for concern and reasons for unethical 

practices in debate. The subsequent sections center around unethical 

practices which are found in the use of evidence, in the use of strategy 

and tactics, in attitudes and conduct, in coaching and in judging. 

The final section of this chapter discusses proposed solutions and 

recommendations made by writers and forensic critics. 

The concluding chapter of this study contains a general summary 

including a comparison of ethical treatment to be found in textbooks 

with that found in periodical materials. The conclusion further con-

tains evaluative statements, observations and recommendations. In 

reaching conclusions and in making recommendations, no attempt was 

made to find the answer to ethical problems in debate. This study 

neither pretends to be all-inclusive, nor is it to be regarded as a final 
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evaluation of debate ethics. Rather, it attempts to present a rela-

tively comprehensive .survey of the ethical treatment in the literature 

from which students study debate and the publications which establish 

the traditions in the teaching and coaching profession. Further, some 

effort has been made to ascertain the extent to which debate textbooks 

reflect the ideas contained in other writings. In the realization of the 

need for high ethical standards in debate, this study has been written; 

and in the hope of furthering the best interests of the forensic community, 

it is offered. 



CHAPTER H 

ETHICAL CONSIDERATION IN ARGUMENTATION 
AND DEBATE TEXTBOOKS 

Introduction 

The only consistency appearing in the treatment of ethics in 

argumentation and debate textbooks is the fact of inconsistency. 

Ethics may be found in the form of a code or list of rules, although 

rarely. They may be found under a chapter heading or subdivision, 

although infrequently. Or they may be disguised in the form of ethos, 

courtesy, fair play, sportsmanship, personality, delivery, or integrity. 

The label under which the discussion appears does not indicate either 

the extent or the quality of the content, for several texts with no ref-

erence to ethics, per se, are pervaded with ethical implications. On 

the other hand, texts with subdivisions and direct references often 

limit the discussion to general theory and vague suggestions. In many 

instances, texts relegate ethics to the status of the step child of 

debate, mentioning it as an afterthought or as an aspect requiring 

relatively little attention. Both the manner of handling ethical treat-

ment and the space devoted to it vary to such a great extent that one 

can draw no generalizations. Observations can be made, however, 

which help in understanding the diverse treatment. 

The nature of the discussion of ethical considerations varies 

in accordance with the basic philosophy governing the purpose of debate. 

There is no complete agreement on the basic purpose or specific 

14 
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objectives of the activity. Generally, the texts divide into two schools 

ot' thought; those which concern themselves with educational debate, 

as distinguished from substantive debate, and those which justify 

academic debate only as a stepping stone to persuasion in real life 

situations. Nichols and Baccus state the view of the former: 

Debate is an educational process conducted as a game 
or sport, whose incidental purpose it is to set forth 
the truth about both sides of a controversial problem, 
and whose primary purpose is the personal development 
of the persons participating.! 

On the other hand, another group of authors contend that debate is 

primarily a matter of persuasion and is based upon personal convic-

tion. Epitomizing this purpose is the following: "Above all, every 

good debater must remember one important fact. The ultimate purpose 

of debate is to win the listener. . . ; the debater's attention must be 

centered upon this one vital purpose--the purpose of persuading the 

audience."- Although these authors do not claim this to be the only 

justification for academic debate, all strongly suggest that educational 

debate is basically a means to the end of real life persuasion. The more 

a text is concerned with persuasive argument, the more concerned it 

becomes with the ethics involved. On the other hand, in texts directed 

toward educational debate, ethical treatment is generally limited. 

The proponents of educational debate feel that unethical practices 

^Egbert R. Nichols and Joseph H. Baccus, Modern Debating 
(New York, 1936), p. 34. Other works which embody this philosophy 
include David W. Shepard and Paul H. Cashman, Handbook for Begin-
ning Debaters (Minneapolis, 1961), p. 2; and James B. "McBurney 
ana Glen E. Mills, Argumentation and Debate (New York, 1964), 
pp. 319-320. 

^Harrison B. Summers, Forest L. Whan, and Thomas A. Rousse, 
How to Debate (New York, 1963), p. 22. 



arc prompted by the desire to ixain actual belief. So long as personal 

convictions are not an malpractice can be of little consequence, 

surprisingly, many authors, appear to minimize, or all but disregard, 

the possibility of unethical tactics being employed to win a decision. 

Their lack of specific concern with ethics is justified by stating that 

judges and opponents provide anv necessary safeguards. This observa-

tion is summed up by Rives: 

The authors of textbooks on persuasive speaking consider 
ethics of such consequence that they traditionally devote 
a chapter to the discussion of ethical persuasion. Argu-
mentation textbooks, on the other hantL almost universally 
treat the subject with extreme brevity.^ 

, Considering the amount of criticism unethical practice has 

received from the critics of forensics, it is interesting to note to what 

authors attribute abuse in debate. First, they are quick to remind 

the reader that unethical practices in debate are not an inherent 

evil, as some critics have claimed. Those authors who acknowledge 

misconduct usually attribute it to carelessness or unmalicious error 

on the part of the debater. Deliberate intent is seldom implied. 

Carelessness in research or hasty analysis will sometimes cause 

malpractice. Not only do several authors suggest that poor analysis 

and faulty research are the prime reasons for misuse, but they also 

advocate that debaters who find themselves confronted with question-

able ethical practices by opponents adopt the philosophy that the abuse 

is totally unintentional. ( 

^Stanley G. Rives, "Ethical Argumentation," The Journal of the 
American Forensic Association, 1 (September, 1964), 79. 



17 

A few textbooks concerned with the ethics of debate ascribe 

unethical practice to overemphasis on winning. They state that 

when malpractice exi.srs, it c-in often be traced to an inordinate desire 

for victory. "Winning at all costs" is a problem to which these same 

authors ascribe all the "sins" of debate. "Where winning of debates 

is the chief objective, certain malpractices can be o b s e r v e d 1 " * 

is a statement sometimes found in discussions of the use of evidence. 

This same idea is most prevalent in treatment of unethical tactics 

and strategies. 

A few authors are quite defensive about criticism directed 

toward debate. They either refuse to acknowledge malpractice or 

tend to minimize its prominence. Generally, though, token and general 

statements in reference to good conduct are included with emphasis 

placed not on unethical practices but on the fact that those practices 

are alien to the principles of good debate and, therefore, unworthy of 

detailed elaboration. 

In conclusion, the ethical treatment in a textbook is determined 

by the basic philosophy of the authors. More regard is given to ethics 

when the authors are totally or partially concerned with substantive 

persuasion. Forensic ethics are treated on a more limited basis, and 

they are not so specifically outlined. Although diverse, ethical consider-

ations vary from being fairly comprehensive, to token, to nonexistent.^ 

The feeling of most authors can be described in the words of McBath: 

^William A. Behl, Discussion and Debate, (New York, 1953). 
p. 245. 

^See chart on p. 112 for an overall classification of each book 
studied. 
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"It should be incontestable' obvious that the debater who is--or is thought 

to be--unethical is beyond this book; he is really no debater at all.** 

Ethical Considerations in Attitudes and Conduct 

In all but three of the thirty-one textbooks used in this study, 

reference to the attitudes and conduct of debaters could be found. 

The treatment of this aspect of debate, however, could be said to be 

considerable in only ten of the books; the others merely incorporate 

token or concise statements in discussions of debate procedure or 

general persuasion. 

Of the books concerned with attitudes and conduct, focus is most 

often reflected in discussions of ethos. Ethics are sometimes discussed 

apart from ethos; at other times they are presented synonymously. 

In still other instances, ethos is the only consideration presented. 

Attitudes and conduct, though often incorporated into discussions of 

ethos, are in a few instances handled as entities unto themselves. 

As appears obvious, there is extensive overlap of terminology and 

treatment. Basically, however, treatment of attitudes and conduct 

may be pertinent to ethos and/or ethics or more closely allied with 

debate protocol. When allied with the latter, authors generally mention 

that the ethical appeal of a debater is thereby affected. Increasing the 

difficulty of pinpointing concern, "etiquette," "behavior," and "courtesy" 

are also used interchangeably with attitudes; and conduct, personality, 

and delivery are often integrated. Each may or may not be directly 

6james H. McBath, editor, Argumentation and Debate, (New 
York, 1963), p. 275. 
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allied with ethical implications. The treatment of attitudes by Kruger P 

and Murphy and Ericson® constitute their only concern with ethics; 

however, consideration of attitudes is ordinarily just one aspect of an 

author's regard for the subject. 

Virtually all debate textbooks concern themselves with the role 

of ethos in persuasion, and each couches its discourse in a classical 

context. Authors impress upon the reader the influence that character 

will have upon an audience. In most texts, the terms "audience" 

or "listener" could be interpreted to mean the judge. Such statements 

as follow are not directed toward the forensic situation, but they 

are representative of the views of authors concerned with substantive 

debate: 

The audience will have a tendency to be well disposed 
toward a speaker if it responds favorably to his intelli-
gence and character. But he can lose its good will by 
what he says and does if he is tactless and discourteous 
. . . . He must earn the goodwill of the audience by his 
grasp of the problem, his forthrightness in handling it, 
his tact, and his^ ability to talk in terms of audience 
interests and n e e d . 9 

McBurney and Mills in their Argumentation and Debate typify the 

treatment of ethos in most texts, a treatment which might be applica -

ble to academic debate but which is not directed specifically toward it. 

They paraphrase Aristotle as follows: 

The character (ethos) of the speaker is a cause of per-
suasion when the speech is so uttered as to make him 
more worthy of belief; for as a rule we trust men of 

7Arthur N. Kruger, Modern Debate, (New York, 1960), p. 410. 
8James J. Murphy and Jon M. Ericson, The Debater's Guide, 

(Indianapolis, 1961), p. 94. 
9Behl, og. cit., p. 175. 
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probity more, arid more quickly, about things in general, 
while on points outside the realm of exact knowledge, 
where opinion is divided, we trust them absolutely. . . . 
We might almost affirm that the speaker's character^ 
(ethos) is the most potent of all means of persuasion. 

However, in continuing their discussion of ethos, McBurney and 

Mills do lend advice to the academic debater. They state that the 

speaker's ethos is made up of the material he chooses to use, the means 

in which he chooses to use it, and those factors which project whether 

or not he "is a man of intelligence, character, and goodwill." The best 

way to display good character is through the employment of assurance, 

preparation, intensity, flexibility, sincerity, directness, and properly 

used personal references.** Elaboration of each of these constituents 

of ethos is given. Freeley also emphasizes that a speaker's ethos 

is determined by the choices he makes in regard to factors pleasing 

to the audience. This not only includes character decisions but also 

those related to general personality, poise, and analysis of the audi-
I O 

ence. The matter of choices is also of concern to Glen Mills in 

Reason in Controversy: 

An advocate's ethos. . . is ultimately determined by the 
choices he makes--by the propositions he chooses, by 
his evidence and reasoning, by his attitude, by his emo-
tional reactions, by his language and general demeanor--
indeed b^ all cues or signs which are available to the 
listener.1,3 

l^McBurney and Mills, og. cit., p. 244. 
I I Ibid., p. 246. 

12preeley, og. cit., pp. 240-241. 

l^Glen e . Mills, Reason in Controversy (Boston, 1964), p. 153. 
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Both Freeley*4 and Fos te r^ mention dress and appearance as contri-

buting factors to ethos. 

An unusual approach to ethos is taken by Kruger who feels that 

stress on extralogical appeals by most writers has been excessive and 

misleading. While admitting that character, good-will, and courtesy 

are desirable attributes, Kruger states that "to teach the doctrine 

that such attributes should be persuasive because they are, is both 

illogical and educationally indefensible."^ He asserts that Aristotle 

and those following his theory of ethos are unrealistic in that history 

proves that many speakers with the so-called "desired" qualities 

have had immoral motives. In fact, men of evil purposes have long em-

ployed ethos to further their purposes. 

One can only speculate on the amount of suffering that 
has resulted because people have been persuaded by 
such irrelevant factors as the appearance and manner 
of a man rather than by his ideas and reasoning, the 
only relevant factors.17 

In addition to specific reference to ethos and the means of im-

proving it, some authors discuss attitudes as such. When this is done, 

attitudes are characteristically divided into three areas of concern: 

attitude toward debate, attitude toward opponents, and attitude toward 

judges. The total impression perceived through a debater's attitudes 

14preeley, og. cit., p. 249. 

William T. Foster, Argumentation and Debating, (New York, 
1932), p. 238. 

^Kruger , oj). c i t . , p. 128. 

^Ibid., p. 129. 

» » 
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ic; said to affect not only the audience and the decision but also the 

benefits a debater may derive from forensic participation. It is 

stressed that proper attitudes will often eliminate objectionable debate 

practices and conduct--that these indeed stem from poor attitudes. 

The contribution that debate makes to democratic processes is 

the key factor authors attempt to instill in the debater's attitude 

toward debate. Because debate may ultimately be used to influence 

behavior in law, politics, and business, authors are primarily interested 

in a debater's reflecting proper attitudes in forensics which will 

carry over to real life persuasion. In Oral Decision-Making, Braden 

and Brandenburg summarize some of the attitudes which the good 

debater has toward debating and toward his subject: 

1. He recognizes the importance of debating in demo-
cratic decision-making. 

2. He regards debating as an important link in reach-
ing a desirable course of action. He should not 
regard debating as a means of personal aggran-
dizement . . . . The college debater must keep 
firmly in mind that the only justification for con-
test debating is training. 

3. The debater strives for sound analysis, the best 
on his side . . . . 

4. He develops a love and respect for sound arguments 
and hard facts and a dislike for superficiality. 

5. He abides by the rules. *8 

The relationship of debate to useful citizenship is likewise stressed 

by Gulley, who asserts that honesty is the prime concern of the 

^Waldo W. Braden and Earnest Brandenburg, Oral Decision -
Making (New York, 1955), pp. 476-480. 
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competent debater: " . . . your philosophy of participation requires 

rational, reasonable deliberation for long-term success and not ques-

tionable, expedient manipulation for temporary g a i n . " 19 Honesty and 

openmindedness are themes of several authors in discussing attitude 

toward debate as they emphasize that a free exchange of ideas is 

essential to rational conclusions. With the proper attitude toward 

the purposes and functions of debate, forensic participants will make 

sincerity and fair play the hallmarks of competition. 

When proper attitudes toward debate exist, proper attitude 

toward opponents should naturally follow. According to several 

authors the main problem existing here is that debaters too often 

consider opponents an obstacle to victory rather than not only a 

necessary factor in the debate situation but also a desirable one. 

Suspicion and distrust appear as soon as opponents do, thereby de-

feating the objective of the competition of friendly rivalry. According 

to Courtney and Capp, 

If you take the attitude that your opponents are foes 
that must be beaten at any cost, that they are personal 
obstacles to your right to become a champion, or that 
they are untruthful simply because they oppose you, the 
debate cannot be an intellectual c o n t e s t . 2 0 

Courtesy and fairness toward opponents are all but universally stressed, 

not only during the debate, but also before and after. This conduct 

reflects upon the represented school, the value of the activity, and the 

l^Halbert E. Gulley, Essentials of Discussion and Debate (New 
York, 1955), p. 138. 

^Luther W. Courtney and Glenn R. Capp, Practical Debating 
(New York, 1949), p. 215. 
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impression made by the debaters themselves. Adverse conduct and 

belligerent or condescending attitudes can affect both audience opinion 

and also the decision of a judged * 

As previously stated, much that is related to attitude toward 

opponents could best be termed debate protocol, but authors stress 

that such conduct may well have ethical implications. Among the 

major areas of concern is the conduct of a debater when he is not 

speaking. It is generally agreed that debaters should be unobtrusive 

while others are speaking. A representative code of good manners 

while a debater listens is presented by Bauer in Fundamentals of 

Debate Theory and Practice: 

1. Talk between, not during, speeches. 
% 

2. Write notes to your colleague. 

3. Show proper respect for the opposition. Do not 
reveal your attitudes toward your opponents or 
their case by facial expression or head movements 
that indicate disagreement or d i s p l e a s u r e . 2 2 

Other specific acts to be deplored consist of noisy handling of papers, 

pencils and books, of communicating with the audience, and of display-

ing other signs of poor conduct or sportsmanship. Debaters are en-

couraged to be good listeners as much for their own benefit as for 

extending such courtesy to the opposition. 

McBath exemplifies authors' regard for attitudes while the 

debater himself is speaking. Among violations of good conduct are 

21 
Murphy and Ericson, oj>. cit., p. 94. 

22otto F. Bauer, Fundamentals of Debate Theory and Practice 
(Chicago, 1966), p. 82. 
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sarcasm, belligerence, discourtesy, insincerity, a n d p e r s o n a l r a n c o r . 2 3 

Kruger24 and Q u i m b y 2 5 add to this the manner of addressing the opposi-

tion in an unfriendly way; the use of first names is not encouraged, 

but terms like "the members of the opposition" are likewise deplored. 

No suggestion of preferable substitutes is given. Also given token 

consideration in matters relating to conduct during the debate is 

strict adherence to time limits. 

Tolerance in dealing with opponents is extended to include 

fairness in handling their views. It is here, authors mention, that 

sarcasm and personal attack rather than attack on arguments becomes 

a matter of concern. Smirking remarks, jokes at the expense of the 

opponent, loss of temper, and cheap ridicule are all mentioned as 

marks of discourteous, and possibly ineffective, debaters. Even poor 

sportsmanship on the part of the opposition is not grounds for dis-

courtesy, for proper conduct is too important to one's image and 

believability to be sacrificed for any reason. Even after the debate 

is completed, condescension, ill-concealed bitterness, or obvious 

pride are to be avoided. An objective rather than a personal attitude 

should be maintained toward opponents, and a sincere desire on the 

part of the debater to exhibit courtesy, fairness, and tolerance is to 

be expected at all times. 

^McBath, cj>. cit., p. 277. 

24Kruger, 0£. cit., p. 313. 

25Brooks Quimby, So You Want to Discuss and Debate (Portland, 
1954), p. 115. 
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Generally, the attitudes which authors discuss in reference to 

judges follow the same principles as those for debate and opponents. 

Though rudeness and discourtesy at any time are deplored, the specific 

caution that debaters are given in their relationship with judges regards 

haranguing them after the debate is over. Both lay and expert judges 

must be treated with a friendly attitude, which includes respect for the 

decision. Quimby, in citing a code of ethics set forth by leagues in 

Michigan and Kentucky, states "Never allow anyone, debater, coach, 

or friend, to quarrel with the judges after the decision . . . ."26 ^ n ( j 

McBath supports this: "Concise, courteous questions to obtain con-

structive suggestions from the judge are one thing; to badger him about 

the decision is quite different. "27 Williams further cautions debaters 

that asking for criticism just to find out the decision is inexcusable, 

as is seeking to find out why the judge voted as he did or complaining 

to anyone about the d e c i s i o n . 2 8 Several authors make it clear that it 

is the debater's responsibility to adjust to and accept the judge, regard-

less of who he is. This adaptation is a realistic preparation for real-

life persuasion. The graceful acceptance of criticism, good or bad, 

and the acceptance of a decision, right or wrong, are necessarily part 

of proper attitudes and mature personal development. 

In conclusion, textbook discussion of attitudes and conduct is 

limited mainly to that which is relevant to good manners and amenities 

of debate. Significantly, however, textbooks concern themselves with 

26Ibid., p. 116. 27 M c B a t h , eg, cit., p. 278. 

28Williams, og. cit., p. 25. 
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the ethical implications of conduct more than with any other area of 

ethics. It is the one area for which the majority of authors have at 

least token regard. Most texts include a discussion of attitude and con-

duct within the context of ethos. Usually, this discussion relates to 

classical tradition and general persuasion and only incidentally to 

forensic debate. When attitudes and conduct are treated independently 

of ethos, as is done in a few textbooks, the discussion pertains primarily 

to the academic debater. In these infrequent discussions, forensic 

participants are made aware of the necessity for proper attitudes 

toward debate, toward opponents, and toward judges. The constituents 

of courtesy and fair play are specified, and violations of codes of good 

conduct are outlined. Basically, those texts which give considerable 

treatment to attitudes and conduct attempt to instill in the debater a 

regard for honorable behavior, but more importantly they attempt to 

instill a wholesome and responsible respect toward debate and the 

forensic community. 

Ethical Considerations in the Use of Evidence 

Of concern to some authors of debate and argumentation textbooks 

is the manner in which debaters use evidence. Ethical implications 

are strongly attached to this aspect of debate, for critics of forensics 

often aim their comments toward malpractice in this area. Some of that 

which is mentioned in discussions of evidence relates directly to 

strategy, such as shifting sources, intentionally delaying arguments, 

and strategically timing the introduction of proof. Tactical problems 
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will be discussed in a subsequent section of this chapter. The con-

centration of this section will be on the selection and use of evidence, 

per st\ 

Only nine texttxx>ks give careful consideration to the ethical 

use of evidence. While virtually all texts discuss at length the ways 

in which evidence may be employed and the standard texts of evidence, 

fewer than one-third mention misuse beyond a sentence or two of 

general caution, in reference to reasons for malpractice, Moulton 

states: 

Frequently this method of deception is a result of hurried 
research rather than deliberate misrepresentation of 
evidence. Because research takes a great deal of time 
the advocate-debater is tempted to scan an article or a 
speech in a cursory manner and, as a result, to lift 
quotations out of c o n t e x t . 2 9 

Misuse of evidence is said to include quoting out of context, using 

misleading statistics, misquoting an opponent's statement, changing the 

emphasis of original intent, editing an original quotation to better 

suit the debater's interest, and openly manufacturing evidence. All 

of the aforementioned are discouraged, if not indeed deplored; however, 

detail and emphasis in discussing evidence varies. 

In Decision by Debate a most comprehensive treatment and elabor-

ation on the misuse of evidence is presented by Ehninger and Brockreide. 

Among the items discussed by them--and supported by other authors, 

though discussed to a lesser degree--are the omitting of words or 

sentences from quoted passages, reporting isolated statements, failing 

^Eugene R. Moulton, The Dynamics of Debate (New York, 1966), 
p. 54. 



29 

to date information when this is essential to understanding, and 
Qf) 

failing to state the source when this is essential to proper evaluation. 

Ehninger and Brockreide also make their feelings clear in regard to 

motives for misuse, with statements such as "By failing to mention 

the date he [ the debater^ leaves an impression no less false than if 

he had deliberately lied."^1 And "Deliberate falsification not only 

violates the principles of critical deliberation, but constitutes dis-

honesty of the worst s o r t . " 3 2 

Debaters are cautioned time and time again to quote with exact-

ness and, whenever possible, from the original source. When quotations 

involve the views of an authority, they are warned that such statements 

cannot be taken merely at face value. Instead, they must be properly 

weighed before being used. Too many circumstances can make the use 

of an authority invalid even though he is correctly quoted. Newman 

says it is 
. . . much more difficult to establish willingness to tell 
the truth than it is to establish ability. Self-interest, 
friendship, ideological commitment, obligation and insti-
tutional policy are all potential causes of bias. . . . Naive 
use of highly biased authorities is one of the most frequent 
failings of debaters. Debaters must be familiar with the 
known and probable biases of their witnesses, and be able 
to qualify the evidence they u s e . 3 3 

It should be noted that in discussing standard tests of evidence, 

reference to credibility is made to the source rather than to the 

debater's employment of the material. Ethical factors in this context 

Ibid., p. 117. 32ibid., pp. 117-118. 

^Rober t P. Newrr 
(Pittsburgh, 1962), p. 11. 

Robert P. Newman, The Pittsburgh Code for Academic Debate 
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are not within the control of the debater other than his choice of using 

biased or fallaciously founded evidence, sources, and authoritative 

statements. 

Both Quimby and Nichols consider the employment of personal 

letters as evidence. Whereas Nichols suggests that debaters submit 

personal letters to the opposition at the close of the speech in which 

they are used,^ Quimby states that "the use of personal letters and 

reports of interviews in debate is not considered fair. . . . Even when 

no rules are stated, it is best to stick to printed materials which can 

be verified by and available to o p p o s i t i o n . T h e s e two authors, 

along with Musgrave,^ also consider the use of visual aids and 

materials as evidence. All sanction such use providing that the aids 

are made available to opponents and that they are not distractingly 

placed while opponents have the floor. 

Nichols and Baccus, as well as Courtney and Capp, place the 

responsibility for ethical use of evidence squarely with the debaters 

themselves. The former authors well summarize the views of several 

authors in regard to evidence: 

There has been a great deal of criticism of debate as a 
partisan exercise which teaches the student chicanery 
and mal-practice to attain a decision that is favorable 
to his side. Unfortunately there has been some justi-
fication for criticism which the debate world should heed. 

^Alan Nichols, Discussion and Debate (New York, 1941), p. 109. 

35Quimby, og. cit., p. 119. 

^George M. Musgrave, Competitive Debate (New York, 1945), 
p. 29. 
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Unfair and dishonest methods must be eliminated. . . . 
A debater who is not a sportsman is not a good debater, 
but just an ordinary "dirty player. . . . 

What are reprehensible things in debate in the use 
of evidence? First, there is actual falsifying evidence or 
altering it. One might as well lie outright. Second, there 
is the manufacture of evidence, the faking of quotations 
that do not exist. One might as well steal. Third, there is 
misrepresentation of evidence, making it mean something 
it was never intended to mean by warping it out of context 
and fitting it into a situation it was not written to meet. 
One might as well bear false witness. Fourth, there is the 
suppression of evidence that is not favorable to your 
case. . . . The honest debater faces all the facts coura-
geously a/id ethically. . . . There is no excuse for dis-
honesty. 3' 

Courtney and Capp conclude their summation: "Misrepresentation of 

evidence is inexcusable. The debater must accept the responsibility 

of determining the accuracy of his e v i d e n c e . " 3 8 

Disagreement exists among textbook authors in regard to the 

ethics of the use of emotional proof or the validity of evidence which 

has emotional overtones. Generally, authors involved in this con-

troversy may be divided into two categories: those who contend that 

logic and reasoning are to be preferred and that emotional and motiva-

tional appeals are to be used sparingly, and those who contend that the 

lack of emotional argument and proof is unrealistic and that it should 

not only be used but that it is a desirable vehicle to persuasion. 

Although, once again, this area of concern might be most pertinent 

to the ethics of real-life advocacy, its relevance to the forensic situation 

is considered by many critics and participants to be obvious. 

^Nichols and Baccus, oj). cit., p. 116. 

^Courtney and Capp, og. cit., p. 196. 
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Both Kruger and Musgrave adamantly object to the use of 

emotional argument. They claim that though emotion cannot be 

completely disregarded, it is employed all too often in unethical 

persuasion, and therefore should be discouraged in academic debate. 

Emotional arguments are merely assertions, according to Kruger; 

they are aimed at the masses who find it easier to be emotionally 

aroused than to think cr i t ical ly.^ And Musgrave adds that purely 

emotional arguments should be disregarded. For, although emotional 

overtones may be relevant, emotion per se cannot be considered valid 

proof without logic and evidence for support.^0 Representing the 

opposite end of the controversy are Ewbank and Auer, Ehninger and 

Drockreide, and McBath. States McBath: 

A myth exists that evidence, being "logical," must therefore 
be unemotional. However, evidence is inherently emo-
tional. . . . Persons who object to emotion are objecting 
to the type of emotion employed. They are perfectly 
willing to admit emotions whose implications they prefer. 

Ewbank and Auer claim that a person who gives only facts is as 

inadequate as one who appeals only to e m o t i o n s ; ^ and Ehninger and 

Brockreide strengthen this by saying, "Motives are the premises of 

persuasive argumentation. . . . To say that it is desirable to appeal 

to motives is not enough; it is futile and suicidal not to base a plea in 

some way on motive. 

^Kruger , og. cit., p. 194. ^Musgrave, o£. cit., p. 28. 
41McBath, op. cit., p. 150. 
4^Henry L. Ewbank and Jeffrey Auer, Discussion and Debate 

(New York, 1951), p. 257. 

^ E h n i n g e r and Brockreide, oj). cit., p. 158. 
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The majority of authors feel that conservative use of emo-

tional appeal by the debater is acceptable if it is relevant and if it 

is secondary to logical appeal and reasoning. Although several authors 

imply that improper reliance upon emotional argumentation is ques-

tionable, three explicitly state so. Typical is Moulton: ". . . the 

ethics of debate demand that the speaker be concerned with facts and 

justice. . . . The appeal to the emotions has ethical validity only when 

in the mind of the advocate the cause is justified by the f a c t s . A n d 

Nichols and Baccus place the use of emotion in the forensic context: 

There is universal recognition that emotions are dan-
gerous. . . . No person likes to feel that he has allowed 
his emotions to betray him. For that reason the debater 
must learn to use emotional appeal or rather emotional 
accompaniment to his argumentative thinking in moderation. 
There should be enough to humanize his work, but never 
so much that he drowns conviction with tears and pathos.45 

Only one textbook questions the ethics of logical argument. Shepard and 

Cashman, in their A Handbook for Beginning Debaters, claim that the 

use of deductive argument in the debate situation is undesirable, 

particularly when it is substituted for factual argument and evidence. 

As the only authors to concern themselves with the ethical implications 

of deductive argument, they tell the debater: 

. . . the only ethical way to apply deductive argument is to 
qualify your premises. . . . Deduction can only be concerned 
with probability. Your arguments should be carefully 
qualified with phrases which make it clear that your 

44Moulton, og. cit., p. 161. 

^Nichols and Baccus, op. cit., p. 303. 
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investigations are severely limited. Remember, you are 
dealing with matters of extent and of degree, not with 
absolutes. The debater who habitually oversimplifies 
and under-investigates is the debater who finds it easiest 
to misuse deductive procedures.™ 

In concluding the discussion of the use of evidence in debate and 

argumentation textbooks, it is advisable to view some of the suggestions 

and recommendations made to alleviate the problem of misuse. 

According to many authors proper research is a deterrent to misuse. 

Not only does proper research enable a debater to verify the accuracy 

of his own evidence, but it also places him in a position to question 

the invalid sources or facts of the opposition. There is no substitute 

for research which is systematic, thorough, and accurate. Moulton 

adds to this that an awareness of the fallacies of reasoning will curtail 

carelessness which appears • in inaccurate observation, incorrect 

analysis, omissions, or "failure to consider all of the elements involved 

in a situation of argument."4^ 

As has been pointed out previously, debaters are encouraged to 

quote from original sources., Though there is no way to insure that 

this be done, Newman states that "judges have at all times the right 

to request to see any evidence used,"4® implying that the possibility 

of such request should curtail misuse. Crocker states that the display 

of sincerity and trustworthiness by the debater will increase the 

believability of his evidence: 

46oavid W. Shepard and Paul H. Cashman, A Handbook for 
Beginning Debaters (Minneapolis, 1961), p. 39. 

^Moulton, og. cit., p. 41. 

^Newman, ©j). cit., p. 12. 
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Build up the belief of the audience in your trustworthiness. 
Show them that your testimony, your evidence, is the 
latest available. Support it with other proof. Be fair in 
your quotations.4^ « 

Newman recommends the necessity for establishing credibility of 

authorities quoted. This requires that a debater prove not only an 

authority's ability to tell the truth but also his willingness to do so. 

Newman further suggests that despite widespread objection to ad 

hominem argument, debaters would do well to apply it more often, 

not in attacking their opponents but in attacking the credibility of 

opponents' s o u r c e s . 5 0 The implication is clearly made that were 

sources questioned more often by opposing debaters,then misrepresen-

tation through the use of authoritative statements would occur less 

frequently. Responsibility for pointing out misrepresentation by 

opponents, whether it be authoritative statement or other types of 

evidence, is placed with the debater by Foster as well as by Summers, 

Whan, and Rousse.52 Though they urge extreme caution and courtesy 

in doing so, they claim that exposure by the opponent is an effective 

deterrent to misuse. And Ewbank and Auer place the responsibility 

for evaluation with the listener, stating that no ethical rules can absolve 

him of this r e s p o n s i b i l i t y . ^ Insofar as curtailment of the unethical 

use of evidence as well as unethical practices in general are concerned, 

^^Lionel Crocker, Argumentation and Debate (New York, 1944), 
p. 92. 

50Newman, oj>. cit., p. 10. 

Foster, eg. cit., p. 272. 
52Summers, Whan, and Rousse, oj>. cit. p. 229. 

^Ewbank and Auer, og. cit., p. 258. 
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Ehninger and Brockreide sum up the consensus of opinion. They state 

that the opposing team is an effective deterrent in curbing malpractice 

as many debaters have discovered when they have misquoted or mis-
c 

used evidence: 

One does not soon forget hearing, "Had my opponent 
finished the quotation. . . Since the judge is often 
well informed on the proposition, he, too, is able to 
enforce ethical standards, by penalizing violators. . . .54 

In summation, the ethical use of evidence appears to be regarded 

as significant by only a few authors, while the general use of evidence 

is discussed by virtually all. It would appear that misuse of evidence 

is considered either not prevalent enough or serious enough to warrant 

extensive treatment. Though there is a propensity on the part of two 

or three authors to recognize that the unethical employment of evidence 

can be deliberate, most authors dismiss deception as carelessness. 

They feel that correcting the situation can best be handled by instilling 

in the debater a proper attitude toward research and analysis rather 

than by emphasizing and enforcing ethical principles. In the infrequent 

cases when the existence of deliberate misrepresentation is acknowl-

edged, the unethical use of evidence is said to be a deplorable by-

product of an unhealthy emphasis on winning. In most of these cases, 

debaters are cautioned specifically and warned that opponents and 

judges will detect questionable practices. One has occasion to wonder 

at times if emphasis is not on the unfortunate consequences of detection 

rather than on the ethical principles involved. 

54Ehninger and Brockreide, op. cit., p. 313. 
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Ethical Considerations in Strategy and Tactics 

While nine textbooks make no mention of strategy whatsoever, 

eight textbooks discuss strategy and tactics extensively, and Nichols* 

and Baccus' treatment must be termed exhaustive. Generally speaking, 

authors are either greatly concerned with this aspect of delate or they 

are not involved at ail. While several texts mention strategy offhandedly, 

they are primarily the same texts which have had little to say about 

other previously discussed areas of debate to which ethics may be 

related. In those textbooks concerned with tactical and strategic 

devices, ethical implications are stronger and more pointedly stated 

than has hitherto been the case. In fact, it is infrequent indeed to find 

discussions of strategy which are not imbued with ethics. The basis 

for ethical concern lies in either the author's definition erf strategy 

or his interpretation of it. Herein exists some disagreement and 

certainly substantial diversity. 

In regard to the legitimate use of strategic devices, authors 

associate with one of three views: those like Nichols and Baccus 

examine both legitimate and illegitimate uses of strategy and tactics; 

those like Musgrave, and like Freeley, discuss strategy on the assump-

tion that it is legitimate; and those like A. Nichols and like Courtney 

and Capp suggest that strategy is synonymous with trickery and 

deception and, therefore, is to be condemned.^ Since the philosophy 

SSpage references in these works are not cited, since all are 
discussed in more detail in this section. 
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of strategy is directly relevant to the ethical implications an author 

attaches to it, some basic definitions and concepts need to be examined. 

In defense of strategy, Freeley suggests that problems arise from 

considering strategy as being •"bad." "Actually, of course, strategy 

is inherent in all argumentation s p e e c h e s . H e continues by stating 

that the arranging of material and the manner of presenting the material 

constitute strategy; this arranging and presenting can often determine 

overall effectiveness as well as the ultimate decision of a debate. 

Musgrave states the affirmative attitude toward the use of strategy 

more strongly: 

Strategy. . . is the art of placing one's opponent at a 
disadvantage through a case or an angle of approach 
that he does not expect. . . . Intelligent debaters like 
strategy better and use it more than their less brilliant 
colleagues. In strategic debating the emphasis is out-
witting one's opponents rather than out-plodding them in 
library work.57 

Although Nichols and Baccus fully explain their concept of unethical 

tactics, their basic attitude is that "One cannot remove the element of 

deception and strategy from debate without destroying the challenge of 

the game itself."^® They explain that strategy and legitimate deception 

often provide teams with the only means of winning, and such usage is 

comparable to that strategy employed in football by a physically inferior 

team seeking to gain victory. "Indebate there are times when deception 

and surprise of unexpected strategy are necessary, appropriate to the 

56preeley, 2EL* cit., p. 310. 

^Musgrave, oj). cit., pp. 78-79. 

^Nichols and Baccus, o£. cit., p. 234. 
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subject, the side, and the ability of the team. There are other times 

when it is an unwise choice of method. 

Alan Nichols states the case for the authors who have misgivings 

about strategy: 

The defense of strategy generally takes the position that 
debating is a competitive game, and as such, the debaters 
may seek any strategical advantages over their exponents 
so long as the tactics are fair. The difficulty, ot course, 
is to determine at what point a particular maneuver ceases 
to be fair. No doubt the term "strategy" is sometimes 
applied to justifiable devices; but if we are to judge by the 
artifices to which it commonly refers, its use is always 

questionable.60 

And Courtney and Capp succinctly affirm Nichols' views in one of the 

few statements they have regarding the matter: 
At best there is a nice distinction between strategy and' 
unfair tactics. One should present the arguments for the ; 
side he champions in the most favorable light consistent 
with actual conditions. Unfortunately, strategy often con-
ceals and confuses rather than enlightens."! 

While some authors state that any element of surprise is to be 

condemned, a few feel that surprise, not to be confused with trickery, 

is a stimulating and useful debate technique. Nichols and Baccus find 

themselves in the minority by sanctioning such strategies as "The 

Surprise Attack" wherein the interpretation of the question is unfore-

seen, new or unusual evidence is used for support, or the real objective 

of the debater is left concealed until the opposition has already com-

mitted itself to another point of view. They also regard as legitimate 

"Ambush or Trap Strategy," "The Dilemma Strategy," "Delayed Plan 

59Ibid., p. 235. ^Nichols, oj). cit., pp. 145-146. 

Courtney and Capp, oj>. cit., p. vi. 
% v-
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Strategy," and "Strategy of Adopting the Opponent's Arguments," The 

latter involves using the opponent's case up to a certain point in rhe 

argument, thereby causing the opposition to think their case has been 

admitted or accepted. There are only two strategies which Nichols 

and Baccus define as illegitimate: f i rs t , the one in which debaters 

totally confuse the opposition by using their case except for one 

important variation around which the debate revolves; and second, 

the strategy of being so hazy and indefinite that no issues may he 

forced or d i scussed .^ 

Although Moulton 63 and Musgrave 64 join Nichols and Baccus 

in suggesting the employment of some strategies which are often 

regarded as unethical, most authors are not nearly so permissive. 

The concealing of intended purpose, the delaying of evidence or clarity 

of plan, the withholding of necessary information, the presenting of 

unusual or questionable cases, the evading of basic issues, the trapping 

of opponents into wasting tima, and the offering of involved or incom-

plete evidence are consistently labelled as poor debate and generally 

as unethical practice. 

Most authors agree that affirmative teams are obligated not only 

to interpret the proposition but also to define terms in a fair and 

reasonable manner. Even though some leeway is accorded the aff i rma-

tive in basic interpretation, any unusual or unexpected changes a re 

considered questionable practices. Shepard and Cashman state that an 

affirmative team 

^Nichols and Baccus, og. cit., pp. 243-250. 

^Moulton, og. cit., p. 96. ^Musgrave,og. cit*,pp„ 81 -87 „ 
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. . . is justified in using an untus'-ai or an unexpected 
definition of terms so long as those definitions are more 
accurate than the customary definitions. Debaters con-
tribute little to debate when they introduce bizarre define 
it ions for the purpose of confounding the opponents/'^ 

Courtney and Oapn add that although the affirmative has the right to 

interpret the resolution, they do not have the right to make charge.-

in it; "the affirmative must set forth the essential significance of the 

question at issue.*66 Most of these same authors advocate that except 

in case where it is just impossible to do so, the best course for a 

negative team to follow is to accept the affirmative propose' and 

definitions and to debate on affirmative terms. Negative teams are, 

however, given the recourse of questioning or refusing to accept 

affirmative interpretations if they feel that deviation from what is 

expected is extreme enough. Shepard and Cashman warn that unusual, 

interpretations have been successfully employed in winning decisions 

despite the questionable ethics i n v o l v e d . 6 ? 

Trick cases as such--sometimes difficult to distinguish f rom 

acceptable strategic cases--are universally condemned. Trick cases 

are those which are based on an unusual interpretation of the proposi-

tion or those which, for one reason or another, involve the delay of 

evidence, plan, or argument. (Nichols and Baccus, though cautioning 

against the use of trickery in illegitimate interpretations and evasions,, 

condone the element of delay as strategically advantageous.) The 

majority of authors state that the affirmative not only has the obligation 

65$hepard and Cashman, og. cit., p. 77. 

^Courtney and Capp, oj>. cit., p. 49. 

67Shepard and Cashman* og_„ cit., p„ 94„ 
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of at least proposing some type of plan but also the responsibility of 

presenting that plan early in the debate. The presentation of a plan 

which is so vague as to deny attack or so delayed as to avoid attack 

is considered unethical. 

Negative teams which employ the counterplan technique are also 

warned about legitimate and illegitimate use. Authors state that 

counterplans must be presented in the first negative speech, or at 

least they assert that in the name of good sportsmanship this is where 

the counterplan belongs. Though Musgrave states that the negative 

team can employ the element of surprise to its advantage in presenting 

a counterplan of unexpected nature or by surprising admissions and 

expansion of the affirmative needs .68 most authors, including Musgrave. 

contend that the negative proposal must differ substantially from the 

affirmative plan in order to be valid. Shepard and Cashman add,"a 

negative team is on legitimate grounds in introducing a counterplan 

if and only if the negative assumes the same burden of proof as does 

the affirmative."69 

There also exists a degree of concern with negative teams which 

use the questioning or "shotgun" approach. Although authors state that 

relevant questions in reasonable numbers are to be encouraged, Potter 

sums up the general regard for excessiveness: 

Some negative teams follow the practice of presenting 
the affirmative with a long list of so-called pertinent 

6®Musgrave, o£. cit., p. 88. 

^Shepard and Cashman, oj>. cit., p. 79. 
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questions at the close of the first negative speech, de-
manding that they be answered at once. . . . However, 
when a long list of questions, factual, psychological, 
sociological, and even philosophical in nature is adroitly 
prepared and obviously presented for the sole purpose 
of confusing the opposition, the negative has overstepped 
the bounds of g<x>J sportsmanship.'" 

Bauer points out that affirmative teams sometimes use similar 

strategy. They attempt to gain a time advantage by speaking 
i 

. . . as rapidly as possible in order to present a long list * 
of needed arguments. If the negative is unable to refute 
them all, then the "omitted ones" become the "crucial 
indictments" of the present system.'* 

These strategies as well as any others which tend to confuse rather 

than clarify are labelled as unethical. 

The use of strategy and tactics in refutation and rebuttal, also, ; 

constitutes an area of concern of a few authors. It is to be noted that 

while virtually all authors discuss techniques of rebuttal and refutation, 

the ethical conduct involved is mentioned only by a small minority. 

One main agreement in regard to rebuttal procedure is that no new 

contentions or constructive points are to be introduced in the rebuttal 

speeches. This is not to be confused with new evidence related to 

already established contentions; the employment of a new approach 

or introduction of substantiating proof to arguments already presented 

is definitely regarded as a legitimate course of action by either team. 

The second point of general agreement is in reference to the use of the 

last affirmative speech. It is here, authors contend, that problems 

arise when the affirmative team delays refutation until the negative 

^David potter, editor. Argumentation and Debate (New York, 
1954), p. 76. 

^Bauer, qg. cit., p. 68. 
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no longer has an opportunity to answer attack or when the affirmative 

otherwise abuses the position of being last speaker. Potter forcefully 

states the consensus of feeling on this issue: 

We should like to issue a note of warning to the speaker. 
Realizing that the negative has no chance to answer, often 
the second nt'firmative rebuualist will make sweeping 
generalizations, fahsely accuse the opponent of failing to 
meet the affirmative case, misquote the negative, and in 
general rake unfair advantage of his position as closing 
speaker. Such behavior is unpardonable and displays the 
poorest type of sportsmanship. The audience is quick to 
recognize such unfair tactics and will nzhtly penalize the 
speaker for this breach of debate ethics. '^ 

Musgrave states that judges must disregard delayed refutation which 

is presented in Che final affirmative s p e e c h , ^ but Summers, Whan, 

and Rousse contend that the debaters will have to rely on personal 

adherence to good debate conduct and sportsmanship because "of the 

fact that some judges may not know the rule or fail to observe its 

violation."'4 Possibly because of this judging problem, Newman 

suggests that when a negative team finds itself put to serious dis-

advantage by distortion, misrepresentation, or illegitimate procedures 

in the last affirmative speech, it should ask for the floor and acquaint 

the judge with the breach. But as Newman cautions, "this should be 

done only in extreme p r o v o c a t i o n . " ^ 

Passing remarks are made about scouting by three authors. 

Newman mentions that advanced information obtained through scouting 

Spotter , o£. cit., p. 78. ^Musgrave, og. cit., p. 18. 

'^Summers, Whan, and Rousse, og. cit., p. 17. 

'^Newman, og. cit., p. 22. 
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defeats the purpose of d e b a t i n g , a n d Nichols states that a prohibitive 

rule i s relaxed in most tournaments only because enforcement would be 

impractical, though certainly desi rable . n The view regarding this 

tactic implies tolerance, though not acceptance. However, Nichols and 

Baccus present the interesting idea that the same coaches who object 

most to deceptive strategy also object to scouting, the one tactic 

which will uncover and "render futile" illegitimate d e v i c e s . 

Also considered as "shady" tactics by Shepard and Cashman are 

the gimmicks employed by some debaters to gain "prestige" or to 

disconcert the opposition. These include the overbearing personality, 

the signs of how long they've been debating, the delayed entrance for 

the debate, the request for time to arrange large quantities of material, 

and the ingratiating air .7^ The authors state that such tactics of 

"debatemanship" should not be allowed to divert the attention of the 

opposition or to influence the judge. 

In conclusion, the ethical aspects erf the use of strategy and tactics 

are the concern of only a few authors; however, the treatment by these 

authors is fairly extensive. Further, the relationship between strategems 

and ethics is clearly specified, not merely implied. Not only is caution 

given in regard to the employment of tactics, but also some discussion 

involves what the debater should do to counteract unfair practices. 

Often the result of such discussion is little more than "sticking to 

7 6 N e w m a n , og>. c i t . , p . 7 . 

77Nichols, og. cit., p. 111. 

^ N i c h o l s a n d B a c c u s , eg) , c i t . , p . 2 3 6 . 

7 9 s h e p a r d a n d C a s h m a n , o g . c i t . , p . 8 1 . 
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one's own case" or ignoring devices and forcing "the issue back to 

more important things," but at least an attempt is made to stabilize 

the debater and to les&en the likelihood that he will succumb to traps 

and surprise methods. Many specific examples and instances of 

deception are pointed out by some authors in an effort to provide the 

debater with a picture of both acceptable and illegitimate procedures. 

The basic problem in this area lies in the diverse philosophical 

attitudes of the authors. Although general areas of agreement do exist, 

debaters consulting more than one of the discussed books may well 

find themselves somewhat, if not completely, confused about that which 

is and is not considered acceptable. The area of strategems is a 

delicate one, for the integrity and honor of the debater are as much a 

matter of question as the tactics he employs. Indeed, the personal 

ethical code of the debater is a major determinant in his use of strategy 

and tactics. 

Miscellaneous Ethical Considerations 

It would be impossible to categorize all ethical considerations 

contained in argumentation and debate textbooks. Though some divisions 

appear quite apparent, overlap between the divisions, as well as areas 

which defy specific classification, prevents exclusive categorizing. 

This section will concern itself with ethical considerations on four 

topics which seem to be of significance, yet which do not realistically 

fall into one of the previously discussed areas. These include ethical 

treatment to be found in reference to coaches, judges, cross-examination 

debate, and the debating both-sides controversy. Because each of 



the aforementioned receives only cursory treatment in some textbooks, 

they do not warrant a major division in this study. 

Coaches 

Since textbooks, by their nature, are directed toward the student, 

it is understandable that there would be very limited reference to the 

ethical responsibilities of the director of forensics or the debate 

coach. However, in the four texts which relate ethics to coaching, 

two treatments might be regarded as relatively extensive--that by 

lihninger and Brockriede and that by Nichols and Baccus. McBurney 

and Mills, and Baird, make limited comments regarding the ethics of 

the coach. Most of the attention centers around the responsibility of 

the director to establish and exemplify ethical standards and around 

practices which are labelled as unethical or which often lead to 

malpractice by debaters. 

Baird, who deplores the connotation of the term "coach," writes 

that a director's responsibilities are basically "to inspire rather than 

to command" and to act as "a critic rather than as a member of the 

s q u a d . T h i s is supported by McBurney and Mills: 

One is teaching debate when his efforts enable students 
to become competent debaters of any proposition in the 
future, but he is coaching when he strives merely to 
enable his students to win a given contest. . . . The dis-
tinction is that the director or teacher should direct or 
lead, but not drive or "spoon feed" his students.81 

While not making an issue of the terminology used to designate the 

director of forensics, Ehninger and Brockriede do state that the 

®^Baird, Argumentation and Debate (New York, 1950), p. 312. 

^McBurney and Mills, oj>. cit., p. 360. 
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coach must ever keep educational objectives in mind rather than 

immediate aims of w i n n i n g . **2 

Emphasis on winning is said to he the major reason for over-

coaching, a pitfall in ethical forensic direction. Directors are cautioned 

not to lose sight of the educational aims of debate by regarding winning 

as the paramount objective of forensics. Debaters are to do the work 

themselves rather than to have their cases, reference cards, and 

speeches written and constructed by the coach. "Overcoaching is 
9 *% 

utterly reprehensible* u,> and destroys the fundamental aim of academic 

debate, preparation for real-l ife advocacy. Ehninger and Brockriede 

quote Gladys Borchers: "From debate the debater can take many 

things into life. Unfortunately he can't take the coach. 

Nichols and Baccus add that coaches present obstacles to 

effective debate when they do the following: teach one-sided views of 

debate; specialize in certain types of debating; lead students into 

wrong ideas about debate rules, procedures, and tactics; train debaters 

in incorrect or mistaken precepts; favor tactical and devious methods 

to impede proper decisions; and teach tactics which "defeat proper 

d e c i s i o n s . " ^ 5 All authors agree that the philosophy of a coach will 

determine, to a great extent, the ethical practices of his debaters. 

The image established by the forensics director will often determine 

the goals and traditions of the entire debate program; therefore, faculty 

advisors 

Ehninger and Brockriede, og. cit., p. 310. ^Ibid. 

®4lbid. 8 5 > N i c h o i s ancj Baccus, 92.- cit., p. 369.. 
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. . . must share a part of the responsibility for inculcating 
in students a lively sense of social and ethical concern. 
The/ can promote high ethical .standards by making clear 
to students the code of ethics they should follow and by 
scrupulously exemplifying such standards themselves."" 

Judges 

Comments of discussions regarding the ethics of judging are 

found in eight textbooks. These remarks are directed toward one of 

three groups: judges themselves, tournament directors who are 

selecting judges, and debaters who might become better acquainted 

with the responsibilities entailed in judging. Ehninger and Brockriede 

list among unethical practices to be found in debate the "unethical 

selection and conduct of j u d g e s . T h i s statement is supported by 

several authors who recognize that some of the problems in debate, and 

much of the incumbent dissatisfaction existent, is directly attributable 

to judges and their function in the debate situation. Since a judge is 

considered a major deterrent to unethical practices, it becomes 

obvious that his own ethical conduct must be beyond reproach. If he I 

is to be considered an honest man who is doing his best to render a 

fair and impartial decision, then it is imperative that his integrity be 

unimpeachable. 

Two aspects of ethical judging are emphasized by virtually all 

of the authors who concern themselves with the conduct of judges. First , 

they stress that a judge must be as nearly impartial as possible, and / 

secondly, they emphasize that in academic debate the only rational 

ground for a decision is one based on which team did the better job ; 

^Ehninger and Brockriede, og. c i t o S p, 2 
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of debating. As Freek y states in reference to coaches who judge: 

" [ he responsible director of debate would refuse, as an unethical 

practice, to render a decision on an educational debate on any basis 

other than an honest and rational answer to the question, 'Which team 

did the better debating?' The judge's place in the debate is clearly 

outlined by Musgraves, who is concerned with the judge's evaluating 

the debate and not contesting with the debaters. The judge must not 

consider any argument invalid unless the opposing team does since it 

is unethical to base a decision on an argument the debaters never 

hear. Musgrave sums up his views: 

The judge must base his decision completely on the material 
and arguments presented in the speeches of the two teams in 
the debate. Every argument that is backed by reasonable 
evidence or logic must be accepted by the judge until 
refuted. . . . The entire decision must be based on what 
the teams have said, not on what the judge personally 
believes or on what he considers a good debate case on 
that subject to be.°^ 

Nichols and Baccus list among questionable conduct and practices 

of judges the following: allowing bias toward the subject or debate 

rules to affect the decision; condemning all strategy without consideration 

for whether it might be legitimate; and allowing reputation of team, 

coach, or school to enter into the decision.^ Musgrave adds to this 

list unjust or irrelevant criticism given by the judge at the conclusion 

of a debate.9* Kruger presents a number of judging pitfalls which 

88Freeley, og. cit., p. 25. 89Musgrave, oj). cit., p. 28. 

^Nichols and Baccus, og. cit., pp. 358-365. 

^Musgrave, 0£. cit., p. 113. 
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include several of the items mentioned by the other authors, but lie 

also classifies a few additional judging practices as unethical. They 

are 

Being swayed, subconsciously or otherwise, by such factors 
as sex, coior, religion, or national origin of the speaker,, . . „ 
personal mannerisms, quality of voice, dress, or looks 
of speaker; personal feelings one may have for speaker's 
coach. . . . or a consideration for how the decision will 
affect the standing of one's own t eam.^2 

All authors imply that the ethical conduct of judges not only affects 

the ultimate values to be derived from debating, but also reflects 

favorably or unfavorably on the entire forensic community. 

Cross-Examination Debate 

The reason that ethical considerations in cross examination 

debate are mentioned by only a few textbooks is possibly that much 

that is applicable to standard debate ifr appropriate in this category 

also. A few ethical problems do present themselves, however, in the 

handling of the questioning and answering period, the distinctive 

characteristic of cross examination debating. Bauer,Quimby,and New-

man all make comments related to the behavior, courtesy, and tactics 

to be employed in cross examination debate. Some of their remarks 

are restatements of those mentioned in reference to standard debate, 

but several of them relate particularly to this area. 

Quimby's concern is directed toward the importance of attitude 

to both the questioner and the witness. Debaters are encouraged to 

answer as quickly as possible with respect for the time element, to 

92Kruger, ojd. cit., p. 368. 
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maintain a courteous rapport with the opposition, and to refrain from 

making distracting noises or facial expressions while listening. In 

making it clear that sportsmanship is essential to cross examination 

debate, Quimby states that questions cannot be unfair or confusing; 

though they may be cleverly worded, "they should not be so deceptive 

as to be unfair."93 Bauer reaffirms and adds to Quimby's statements: 

Participants should be courteous, reasonable, and co-
operative with a willingness to deal with the essential 
issues. Discourtesy, unreasonableness, uncooperative-
ness, and unwillingness to deal with the essential issues 
are all marks of poor debating. . . . The questioner need 
not tolerate stalling tactics, and the witness need not 
tolerate long speeches by the questioner.^4 

Both men add that when a participant feels that unfair or unreasonable 

tactics are being employed, he may appeal to the chairman or rise 

to a point of order and so inform the judge; however, such drastic 

action must be handled with care and courtesy, regardless of the 

degree of abuse. Newman succinctly summarizes: 

Both the witness and the questioner should appear to be 
reasonable, cooperative, and eager to get to the t 
at issue. Either one should be marked down for hostility. 

•95 

reasonable, cooperative, and eager to get to the point 
tilit 

obvious stalling, or appearing to browbeat his opponent/ 

Debating Both Sides 

Although the both-sides controversy and the ethical problems 

involved are of substantial concern to the majority of authors, it has 

not been a main consideration of this study. Further, an attempt has 

been made to avoid having the issues of the both-sides controversy 

^Quimby, op. cit., p. 134. ^Bauer, OJD. cit., p. 83. 

95Newman, og. cit . , p. 23. 
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affect or color the general reporting of ethical considerations in 

argumentation and debate textbooks. This has been based on the 

belief that debating both sides of the issue is a procedural and ad-

ministrative decision, not one that lies totally within the discretion 

of the debater. While it is true that a student might refuse to debate 

against his beliefs, it is generally assumed that such a decision would 

be determined by the director of forensics and the overall adminis-

trative policy which guided the debate program; and this thesis is 

primarily a study of what the debater may learn about ethics. However, 

the both sides question is of such concern to textbook authors that some 

statements regarding the ethical considerations involved seem to be 

in order. 

Authors who are totally concerned with substantive debate, of 

course, assert that convictions must determine the side one supports. 

In fact, sincere personal belief affects not only the believability of 

persuasive argument but also the moral worth of the argument. 

Within the academic debate framework, various authors handle the 

situation in three different ways: 1) the large majority who advocate 

debating both sides and do not consider this an ethical issue, 2) two 

authors who feel that debaters should only debate the side which con-

curs with their own personal beliefs, and 3) a few authors who feel 

that in an educational situation debating both sides is defensible, but 

when an audience is involved, personal belief should be a factor. 

The belief of the group who feel that debating both sides is not 

a serious question in academic debate centers around the assertion 

that forensic debate is based upon training in argumentation, not on 
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conviction. They further mention that most debaters don't have, 

indeed cannot have, solid conviction until they have not only studied 

but actively advocated both sides of an issue. Since the academic 

debater seeks neither personal belief nor action from the listener, 

no intellectual dishonesty is risked. Capp and Capp state the views 

of many when they assert that truth may exist on either side of a 

proposition and evaluations may be made of the same evidence with 

different conclusions drawn. They state that the 

. . . debater marshals the best arguments and the most 
valid evidence for his side of the proposition. He does 
not infer, 'This is the side in which I believe'; rather 
he says, 'Here is the most valid case that! have been 
able to devise for this side of the proposition.'™ 

Moulton states that while it may not always be possible to speak on 

either side of an issue with conviction, the conviction of concern in 

academic debate is the validity of the case constructed. Sincerity is 

possible if one is convinced that the construction of the case is sound. 

He also mentions that speaking against one's own convictions may well 

broaden one's views.^ McBurney and Mills point out that a debater 

does not have any choice in the proposition he debates; therefore, his 

own personal advocacy is not really an issue. They state well the 

attitude of most authors toward the both-sides controversy: 

The charge that school debaters are harmed because of 
their being forced to argue against their convictions has 
not been proved. Neither the extent of the practice nor 
its harmfulness has been substantiated. We state that 

96cienn R. Capp and Thelma R. Capp, Principles of Argu-
mentation and Debate (New Jersey, 1965), p. 194. 

9?Moulton, oj). cit., p. 160. 
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the only responsibility of a debater is to set up the best 
possible case for his side in terms of the available proof. 
His convictions are in no way at stake. The rhetorical 
competence which is sought in school debates must not 
be confused with the ethical question of how one may 
use that competence in the policy-determining debates 
of later l i f e . 9 8 

Foster and Behl are the only two authors in this study who are 

adamantly opposed to a debater's speaking on both sides of a propos-

ition. Foster feels that a debater should study both sides of an issue 

but not debate until his convictions are firmly e s t a b l i s h e d . 9 9 This 

statement is made in the context of audience debate, but one must 

assume that these would be Foster's views regardless of whether an 

audience were present. According to Behl, 

The insistence of many debate coaches that students must 
argue both sides of a proposition is probably a major 
factor in developing contentiousness. It is essential that 
the participants be thoroughly conversant with all argu-
ments both pro and con, but the student should be permitted 
to debate the side of his choice. 100 

Unlike Foster, Behl does not really become Involved in ethical con-

siderations. Further, Behl is only concerned with debating both sides 

once a student has reached convictions; however, he does not state 

that convictions should be reached before debating takes place. 

Although he gives little elaboration, Baird states that no student 

should be expected to speak publicly against his conviction of long 

standing, and that a debater should have respect for his own views 

9^McBurney and Mills, og. cit., p. 320. 

99poster, og. cit., p. 277. 

lOOBehl, og. cit., p. 245. 
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while doing preliminary investigation and research. Lack of respect 

for conviction often promotes glibness, which is to be discouraged. 

Overall, however, Baird feels that the problem of conviction exists 

only in isolated cases; generally, debaters are free to speak on either 

s i d e . E h n i n g e r and Brockriede have an interesting treatment of 

this topic. They elaborate on all possible positions, giving no editorial 

comment. Also they include in their appendix a sample debate 

on the both-sides c o n t r o v e r s y . * ^ -phe appendix section is obviously 

for the purpose of presenting the reader with a public debate. The 

very nature of the topic, however, would cause any reader to give 

the controversy some serious thought. 

Insofar as this study is concerned, the most notable thing about 

the both-sides controversy is that its discussion often takes more 

space than other ethical considerations--ones which might be con-

sidered more important to the forensic debater. Further, a few 

books which give little comment to ethics in general do regard the 

both-sides controversy with some detail. 

Finally, there is surprisingly little concern for forensic ethics in 

most textbooks on argumentation and debate; most of the discussion 

occurs in fewer than half of the books used in this study. Treatment 

of ethics is rarely specific and is seldom concentrated in an easily 

identifiable section. Authors not only disagree considerably on what 

*^*Baird, oj). cit., p. 164. 

lO^Ehninger and Brockriede, og. cit., pp. 313-315. 

lO^Ibid., p. 376. 
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constitutes ethical practice but also on the basic purposes of debate. 

As a result, discussions of ethics which do occur are rarely em-

phasized and are often more applicable to substantive debate than to 

the academic forensic situation. 



CHAPTER III 

ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS IN PERIODICALS AND STUDIES 

Introduction 

While a textbook in argumentation and debate must deal with 

many things relevant to forensic debate, of which ethics would be 

only one, an article or research project that discusses ethics is 

likely to be all about that one problem. Therefore, it should not be 

surprising that all the material surveyed in this chapter will show a 

concern for ethical standards, since the author would have hardly begun 

the writing unless he felt such a need existed. However, while the 

studies cited here cover many ethical problems, the periodical articles 

usually are concerned with just one aspect. 

While there is general acceptance of the fact that unethical 

debating is one of the main problems of the forensic world, there is 

great disagreement about what is unethical, and even what should be 

done about a given practice if it is unethical. The discussions are 

much more specific than is the case in textbooks, and more include 

suggestions for reform. While the indictments are not always detailed, 

the recommendations sometimes supply the missing specifics. 

Some articles are aimed at the students, but most are aimed 

at the director of forensics. Unfortunately, those intended for students 

are usually brief in their treatment of ethics. There is also diversity 

in the viewpoints of the writers. Some are open critics of all competitive 

58 
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for en sic s; some are just disillusioned by what they feel to be a growing 

disrespect for ethics; and some support debate against the charges. 

As was the case with textbooks, the viewpoint toward forensic ethics 

is also conditioned by whether the author considers debating sub-

stantive or educational. 

Finally, it is worth noting that although there have been several 

research studies of ethics in recent years, the writers for periodicals 

seldom seem to refer to these, and concentrate their comments more 

on the ethics of persuasion via debate than on competitive debate. 

In this chapter, we shall attempt to describe what has been said 

about those (frequently themselves authors of texts on debate) who 

have written in the journals and those who have done research on 

ethics, in order to prepare the ground for an evaluation of the extent 

to which texts reflect other writings about forensic ethics. 

Need for Ethical Standards 

Of major concern to writers in periodicals is the necessity of 

instilling sound ethical principles in forensics in order to enable 

students to represent themselves honorably in a democratic society. I 

Watkins points out that if we consider debate as training for future 

leadership, the necessity for ethical standards becomes obvious. * 

Karl Wallace in "An Ethical Basis of Communication" focuses almost 

exclusively on the idea that democratic ideals must constitute the basis 

for ethics in speech training. A knowledge of and a respect for these 

1 Lloyd I. Watkins, "Ethical Problems in Debating—A Symposium," 
The Speech Teacher, VII (March, 1959), 150. 
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democratic principles should constitute a basis for all argumentation 

and communication conduct, for in recognizing the power of speech, 

ethical regard becomes essential.2 Speaking in this vein to high school 

students in an article in The Rostrum, Eubank states: 

The power of speech is a tremendous force in the shaping 
of human values. Because of its great potentiality for 
good or evil, skill in speaking should carry with it a deep 
responsibility for its ethical employment. Every generation 
has need anew for those who speak out with genuine honesty 
and whose eloquence is born of a deep seated respect and 
concert for human values and the welfare of their fellow 

man.^ 

Rives asserts that a society demands and establishes certain ethical 

principles and that the American society recognizes three essential 

values: truth, human welfare, and rationality. Placed in the forensic 

context, this view is stated: 
The existence of a free and orderly society dedicated to 
human happiness and welfare requires ethical conduct 
of its members. Our belief that argumentation and debate 
play an important role in the functioning and preservation 
of our free and democratic society requires that we not 
only promote an understanding of the methodology of debate, 
but also that we develop the practices of ethical argu-
mentation. We must become increasingly concerned with 
ethical conduct in academic debating toward the objective 
of establishing a code of ethics for debate.4 

The relationship between ethical practice in debate and the goals / 

and concepts of a democratic society is frequently pointed out as being 

the reason for concern with ethics. However, because of the diversity 

2KarI Wallace, "An Ethical Basis for Communication," The 
Speech Teacher, IV (January, 1955), 1-9. 

^Wayne C. Eubank, "The Ethics of the Advocate," The Rostrum, 
XXXVII (February, 1963), 3. 

4Rives, 0£. cit., p. 79. 
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of opinion regarding what the basic nature of academic debate should 

be and what constitutes unethical practice, the relationship is not easily 

determined. Simply, this difference of opinion is clearly illustrated by 

Nichols and Thompson. The former states that though an intellectual 

game, debate is still a sport, and "as a sport. . . it must be governed 

by rules, and played by sportsmen who obey and are loyal to the r u l e s . "5 

Thompson, on the other hand, says that debating is not a game and be-

cause it is too often regarded as a "contest" instances of malpractice 

result in college and high school competition.6 This diversity becomes 

even more apparent in noting a conclusion of a study of 214 colleges 

in regard to debate aims and objectives. The conclusion states: 

"There is considerable disagreement about aims and objectives among 

a supposedly cohesive interest group."7 

With the existence of such disagreement, it is understandable 

that there is like diversity in determining that which is ethically sound 

practice. To this disagreement, some authors attribute the basic 

problem of ethical awareness. A disregard for ethics is prevalent 

simply because there is nothing on which to base a code of acceptable 

5E. R. Nichols, "American Debating: Beginning a Codification of 
Its Rules and Customs," Speech Activities, VIII (Autumn, 1952), 73. 

6Wayne N. Thompson, "Discussion and Debate: A Re-Examination," 
Quarterly Journal of Speech, XXX (October, 1944), 293. 

^Gerald M. Phillips and Kenneth D. Frandsen, "A Summary of 
Intercollegiate Debate Practices and Attitudes," The Register, VIII 
(College Calendar Issue, 1960), 32. 
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practice. Diggs® and Hancc^ concur with Klopf and McCroskey in 

recognizing that divergent opinion makes the establishment, and con-

sequently the enforcement, of a standard impossible. The latter 

writers state that the problem of clarity in ethics centers around 

variables in that 

Perhaps three variables operate which make it difficult 
to identify or isolate questionable and unethical prac-
tices. . . . These are intent, degree, and the circumstances 
of each individual situation. *0 

They elaborate that their study revealed that most coaches feel that 

a debater's intent must be known before unethical practices can be 

marked as such, and a practice which is unethical under one set of 

circumstances might not be under another.H McLaughlin, however, 

feels that ethical infractions occur not so much because of the dif-

ficulty of determining that which constitutes unethical practice, but 

because "debaters and their coaches simply are not aware of certain 

practices as being violations of the code of fair p l a y . * 12 jt jS inter-

esting to note that McLaughlin's opinion is a minority one. Unlike 

textbook authors who generally do not recognize the reason for 

unethical conduct or who attribute it to ignorance and error, most 

journalists regard the cause with much concern and imply that deliberate 

intent is possibly more prevalent than is admitted. 

8b. J. Diggs, "Persuasion and Ethics," Quarterly Journal of 
Speech, L (December, 1964), 359. 

^Franklyn Haiman, "A Critical View of the Game of Forensics," 
Journal of the American Forensic Association, I (January, 1964), 13. 

10[)onald Klopf and James McCroskey, ojj. cit. p. 13. ^Ibid. 

^ T . J. McLaughlin, "Ethics in Contest Debating," Speech Activ-
ities, VIII (Spring, 1952), 9. ~ 
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I>asica lly, unethical practices are said to occur because the 

very nature of debate offers the temptation, or, as Claude Kanter 

states, the nature of man accepts such temptation, 13 Specifically, 

how eve i , the problem ol forensic ethics is attributed to the competitive 

nature of debate activity and to an oveizealous desire to win. In-

numerable journalists support this idea. Oliver expresses the thought 

that when you want to be honest,' we seem to say, 'you should do 

so-and-so; but when you want to succeed, the mode of thinking should 

be practical rather than ethical.' Rives is quick to note amidst 

all the emphasis on the adverse effect of total engrossment with 

winning, that a desire to win cannot be considered an unethical practice; 

unetnical conduct becomes an issue only when a desire for victory 

causes a debater to resort to devious strategy and disregard for 
1 s 

values. Lakins points out that often the supporters of debate are 

the ones who exert the most pressure upon coaches and students to 

win, and that indeed, job holdings often depend not upon the quality 

of instruction, but rather on the record of the teams.16 Smith adds 

that when pressure is placed upon a coach, this same pressure will 

be transferred to the debaters: 

^Cited in Watkins, op. cit., p. 154. 

Robert F. Oliver, "Ethics and Efficiency in Persuasion," 
Southern Speech Journal, XXVI (Fall, 1960), 12. 

lDRives, 0£. cit., p. 84. 

,,rr
 16Cene Eakins, "Unethical Stresses on Winning," The Rostrum. 

VII (March, 1964), 2. ' 
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Quite often we as coaches are so desirous of winning 
that the teams assimilate some of that same spirit, and 
as a result lose all sight of^the real aims of debating 
in their drive toward decisions.*7 

In addition to an inordinate desire to win, unethical conduct 

is often attributed to coaches' general attitudes toward ethics. In 

outlining practices thought to be unethical while making a speech 

at a professional meeting, Phillips describes the coaches as "rising 

up in arms in protest." In regard to such practices as fabrication of 

evidence, overuse of prepared handbooks, and sophistic vehemence, 

the coaches claimed: 

. . . first, that the malpractices were rare, and second, 
that most of what the writer called mal-practices were 
justified by the nature of debate and were not real mal-
practices at all. 18 

Further, a research paper done at the University of Oklahoma reveals 

that: 

. . . the blame for a seeming neglect of ethical factors 
in the use of evidence and in other rhetorical devices 
stems to a large part from the failure of debate coaches 
and judges to instill a respect for honesty and accuracy 
into debaters J-^ 

In conclusion, whether it be that overemphasis on winning is 

responsible for unethical practices or that a general disregard for 

ethical principles exists among members of the forensic community, 

the fact remains that authors virtually all agree that a need for 

17Carnev C. Smith, "Sportsmanship in Debating," Quarterly 
Journal of Speech, XXIII (February, 1937), 84. 

^Phillips and Frandsen, og. cit., p. 31. 
19Don Beck, "The Ethics of Coaching Debate," unpublished term 

paper, Department of Speech, University of Oklahoma, Norman, Okla-
homa, 1965, p. 4. 
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concern does exist. In recognizing that ethical standards leave much 

to be desired, they are unanimous; in stating what constitutes unethical 

practice, they are diverse. The concern of writers is primarily 

based on a desire to that values are an integral part of dtbate 

and that academic debate be representative of the moral standards 

of a democratic society in which future persuasion will be done. 

I'nethica! Practices in the Use of Evidence 

The misuse of evidence has been the subject of several studies 

done in recent years and constitutes a major consideration by many 

authors who write about ethics of debate. In the articles surveyed in 

this study, few instances can be cited where a writer attributes the 

unethical use of evidence solely to unintentional er ror . In most cases, 

such abuse is either implied as being deliberate or stated as questionable 

regardless of intent. Even when the possibility of ignorance is suggested, 

writers condone the ignorance little more than they do the breach of 

ethics, though they suggest that the degree of infraction may then be 

a matter for consideration. Eubank states that misuse of evidence, 

though unacceptable, is understandable because: 

It is not surprising to me that young Americans are found 
manhandling facts, manufacturing evidence, and attributing 
quotations to unknown authorities. In recent years some 
of their elders have given glamor to such t e c h n i q u e s . 2 0 

He follows with a statement which he feels typifies a debater's attitude 

toward this problem: 

At a tournament not so long ago, a young debater was 
overheard saying to his colleague, 'Can you imagine 

^Eubank, op. cir., p. 3. 
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those idiots asking for my authorities? I'm sure glad 
I remembered some important names to give them'. . . . 
Apparently, the student saw no abridgement of ethics in 
conjuring up authorities when confronted with a chal-
lenge. . . .21 

Although the problem of misusing evidence has been recognized 

for some time, the debate community was startled into n realization 

of its seriousness in 1965 with the publication of a study done by 

Newman and Sanders.22 This report focused on the use of evidence 

in a final debate at the West Point National Tournament, a tournament 

which reputedly epitomizes the finest in collegiate debating. All seventy-

one pieces of evidence used in the debate were compared with original 

sources. After exhaustive measures, sixty-five citations were located. 

The findings are noteworthy: three pieces of evidence were probably fab-

ricated, for no trace or claim of ownership could be found; twenty-three 

pieces of evidence were misrepresentations, as debaters had altered the 

original intent; five pieces, though erroneously documented, were not 

misrepresented; and only thirty-four were found to be completely accur-

ate. Adding to the significance of this study, the negative team had 

charged the affirmative with the unethical use of evidence. Though this 

charge was substantiated by the study, all cases of misrepresentation 

were not attributed to the affirmative. The explanation given by the 

debaters for the infractions was that they had used evidence prepared by 

people other than themselves. Newman and Sanders state what they feel 

to be of major significance: 

2 1 [bid. 

22Newman and Sanders, og. cit., pp. 7-13. 
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We assume that absolute accuracy is desirable in any 
academic activity, including debate! If, as we and others 
have claimed, 'it would seem reasonable to assume that 
a final round of debate should epitomize the finest that 
intercollegiate debating is producing,' there would seem 
to be room for improvement.2 •> 

Another study in the use of evidence was done by Larson at the 1962 

Heart of America Debate Tournament. His conclusions were 

1. Forty-two percent of the evidence employed by the 
subjects was incompletely described or explained, 

2. Misrepresentation of quotations occurred in 5 out 
of 100 citations, 

3. Manufacturing of evidence occurred in 3 out of 100 
citations, and 

4. The fact that 6 of the sixteen debaters. . . engaged 
in unethical presentations of evidence constitutes a 
serious charge against the general nature of the 
college debater's ethics in this particular debate 

situation.24 

It is further worthy of note that since debaters were given the benefit 

of the doubt in many dubious instances, percentages could well have 

been higher than the study indicates. 

In the survey done by Klopf and McCroskey, the following misuses 

of evidence were considered unethical or ethically questionable by 

the majority of forensics directors involved in the study: 

1. Citing opinion or facts out of context in which they were 

written, and 

2. Fabricating evidence (considered unethical by ninety-nine 

per c e n t ) . 2 5 Falsification and distortion are universally condemned by 

writers; they are considered by far the most serious breaches from the 

2^Ibid., p. 13. 24La r s o n > qj>. cit. pp. 53-55. 

25j<lopf and McCroskey, og. cit., p. 15. 
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viewpoint of both coaches and critics. Although regarded by many as 

just "poor debate," a significant number of writers and coaches 

consider the following items as unethical: 

1. Failing to demonstrate qualifications of quoted authorities, 

2. Failing to identify sources of information, and 

3. Using personal letters as evidence.26 

While textbook authors appeared to be greatly concerned about debaters 

quoting from prejudiced and biased sources, eighty per cent of the 

coaches surveyed by Klopf and McCroskey considered the use of such 

sources merely poor debate; only three per cent classified it as uneth-

ical, and only fourteen per cent considered it questionable ethics. The 

use of personal letters is sanctioned by a significant number of coaches; 

and charts, graphs, and the like are accepted by a large majority. While 

some writers classify the latter as questionable, they refer to the ways 

in which visual materials are used rather than their actual employment. 

However, most writers consider the use of personal letters a ques-

tionable practice at best, as do several debate l e a g u e s . 2 7 

The use of emotional appeal arouses controversy. Grisez states 

the case for the condemnation of emotional argument: " . . . persuasive 

arguments which appeal exclusively or primarily to incidental or 

general motives deserve ethical c o n d e m n a t i o n . "28 while not necessarily 

branding the emotionally based argument as unethical, other authors, 

26Ibid., p. 16. 27peterson, op. cit., p. 44. 

28cermain G. Grisez, "Ethical Considerations in Persuasive 
Argument," Journal of the American Forensic Association. II (May, 
1965), 54. 
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generally those concerned with substantive debate, certainly consider 

such use questionable practice. In contrast, only twenty-eight per cent of 

the coaches interviewed by Klopf and McCroskey consider the .substi-

tuting of emotional argument for logical reasoning to be questionable or 

unethical.-^ 

Most points of view regarding ethical practices are from writers 

and coaches; however, debaters classified ethical infractions in the 

use of evidence in a study done by Larson. Interestingly, debaters 

gave practices pertinent to the use of evidence higher priority than 

they did any other considerations. In listing ethical concepts in order 

of decreasing rejection, nine items were listed, the first four of which 

involved the use of evidence. These four were 

1. Manufacturing evidence, 

2. Violating the intention of the quotation, 

3. Misrepresenting the significance of an item of proof, and 

4. Misrepresenting the competence of the s o u r c e . ^0 

Since evidence is the very basis for supporting argument in 

debate, any misuse, intentional or otherwise, cannot help but detract 

from the integrity of a speaker and from the worth of forensic activity. 

The concern that has existed for some time has now been supported 

by studies done to determine the practices of debaters. In the area of 

evidence, malpractice has been noted to a greater extent than possibly 

had been expected. Those in the forensic community are more aware 

lopf and McCroskey, ojx cit., p. 15. 

^Larson, o£. cit., p. 27. 
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than ever that '"absolute accuracy in the use of evidence is the only 

educationally defensible .standard we can hold for academic debating. 

Any lesser objective is unworthy of the a c t i v i t y . " ^ 

Unethical Practices in the Use of Strategy and Tactics 

While the use of evidence is of general concern, its employment 

in the total debate case is also noted by wri ters of journal articles. 

In this reference, the use of evidence becomes strategy. In addition 

to misuse of evidence, other strategicdevicesarediscussed by writers , 

though not so specifically as one might expect them to be. Whereas the 

textbook authors often refer to strategy as a necessary and legitimate 

element in debate, few periodical authors do. Most of them regard 

strategy in an unfavorable light. Even those writers who state that 

some strategy can have worthy objectives usually focus their attention 

on devious procedures and tactics. 

While authors often use the terms "tricks," "unfair tactics," 

and "confusing strategy," many do not explicitly state what is meant 

by these terms. It appears that writers feel that some universal 

definition exists which makes elaboration unnecessary. Much of what 

is considered unethical in the use of strategy has been found in studies 

which pinpoint certain strategic and tactical practices. Most comment 

regarding strategy is concern for the favor it receives over more 

fundamental issues in debate. As Norton states, in present debate, 

Keith R. Sanders, "Toward a Solution to the Misuse of Evidence," 
Journal of the American Forensic Association, III (January, 1966), 7, 



"the debaters really say very little because they concentrate on con-

fusing the opposition, or catching them off guard, with some obscure 

approach. . . .*32 Trick cases or unusual approaches to a topic 

are of primary concern to writers. Here, again, however, they fail 

to specify adequately what is meant by a "trick case." Graham con-

tends that this form of trickery has become so prevalent that it might 

be useful for debaters to exchange briefs before a debate, thereby 

eliminating the element of surprise and placing attention back on the 

basic issues of a t o p i c . 3 3 

Closely allied with trick cases, and sometimes essential to them, 

is the unusual definition of terms. This tactic is considered unethical 

or questionable by seventy-three per cent of the coaches surveyed by 

Klopf and M c C r o s k e y . 3 4 Shannon represents some wri ters by terming as 

"bad tactics" the affirmative's "trying to force onto opponents, or to get 

the support of the audience and judges in the use of, unusual meanings 

of t e r m s . " 3 5 The strategic definition of terms is not to be confused 

with vague and unclear definitions, which may or may not in themselves 

set up a trick case. 

Because of the aforementioned, affirmative teams bear most of 

the cri t icism in the use of strategy. Robinson explained this malpractice 

32Aloysius A. Norton, "Why We Lost (And Why We Will Probably 
Go on Losing)," The Register, IX (Spring, 1961), 27. 

33John Graham, "Dangers in Debate," Journal of the American 
Forensic Association, II (September, 1965), 1031 

3^Klopf and McCroskey, og. cit., p. 15. 

35j. R. Shannon, "Six Sicknesses of Forensics." School Activities, 
XXV (January, 1954), 148. 
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as existing because affirmative teams are expected to prove their 

cases to such an extent that they resort to trick cases and rely on the 

element of surprise rather than proof. Further, he states that as an 

additional tactic, affirmative teams often withhold vital information 

until late in the debate.36 There is disagreement noted among the 

coaches in Klopf and McCroskey's study as to the ethical implications 

of delayed plan or evidence.3? Rives concludes the following about 

affirmative teams: 

. . . it might be that many of the affirmative malpractices 
can be catalogued under the heading of "shysterism." 
They are often deliberate, cold-blooded, premeditated 
attempts to avoid meeting issues head on. . . . It appears 
that negative teams are guilty of a larger number of 
malpractices. On the other hand, it appears that affirma-
tive teams are guilty of the most serious m a l p r a c t i c e s . 3 8 

On other affirmative abuses, the ethics involved are debatable. These 

are: 

1. The affirmative failing to present a plan, 

2. The affirmative waiting to present the plan until the last 

few seconds of she second affirmative constructive speech, and 

3. The affirmative waiting to answer important issues until 

the last rebuttal s p e e c h . 3 9 

While it is recognized that negative teams can and do resort 

to unhealthy strategic practices themselves, few of these practices 

^James L. Robinson, "Are We 'Overlegalizing' School Debate?1 

The Speech Teacher, IX (March, 1960), 113. 

37Klopf and McCroskey, ojk cit., p. 15. 

3&Robinson, 0£. cit., p. 113. 

39|ciopf and McCroskey„ eg. cit., p. I5» 
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ire branded as unethical by the majority of writers, and few of them 

arc grounds for total agreement hv writers. Questionable practices 

most frequently mtntioned are the use of the "shot gun" case and 

the late presentation of the counterplan. Several consider these 

rvo items unethical, but just as many are inclined to regard them 

simply as poor debate practices; some coaches even justify and sanction 

their use. Diversity likewise exists in regard to the negative's 

quibbling over terms, either questioning unjustifiably to gain a time 

advantage or debating definitions without adequate support for their 

refusal to accept them. 

Robinson states that it is an ethical obligation of the negative 

team to accept some burden of proof: "In a policy debate the negative 

should do something more than just 'be against ' . . . . Negatives have 

an ethical obligation to be for something and explain why."4^ Negative 

teams which just deny everything resort to 

. . . the rankest sort of shysterism. To contend that the 
specific arguments are overstated or that some of them 
are questionable is legitimate, if true. A resort to straight 
rebuttal, a denial of each and every allegation, is based 
on the assumption that the question is not debatable in 
the first place or that the ma in justification for debate 
is to test the debater's ability to think on his feet.4* 

Wayne Thompson regards two negative practices as "illegiti-

mate.'' First, he contends that the use of a counterplan is not legiti-

mate. He asserts that counterplans result in loss of time, thoroughness, 

and aim of the debate; they result only in confusion and a multilateral 

focus. The obligation of a negative team should be to attack the 

^Robinson, ogu cit., p. 114. 4 1 Ibid. 
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weakness of the affirmative plan, not to advance one of its own. Secondly, 

Thompson states that "defense of the status quo, with or without repairs, 

is not a valid negative position."42 Though several writers condemn 

the misuse of the counterplan, Thompson is the only one who classes 

its use, per se, as questionable or who asserts that defense of the status 

quo by a negative team is not a valid approach. 

Norton asserts that winning a tournament requires rapidity in 

speaking, which, though universally deplored, has become an essential 

ingredient of success. The ethical implications are obvious in his state-

ment that unless 

. . . a debater can talk faster than Winchell, shuffle cards 
like a lady club-member, and double-talk like Abbott and 

Costello, he hasn't much chance of winning a tournament.43 

Though a series of statements pertaining to strategy and tactics 

employed in cross-examination debate is included in the Klopf and 

McCroskey study, the only writer included in this study who makes 

specific reference to cross examination debate is Robinson. He states 

that "Some of the most blatant malpractices occur in cross questioning 

where students apparently look upon the period as one in which to prove 

the opponent a liar or an incompetent."44 Everything from good debate 

to unethical practice is designated by coaches in regard to the fol-

lowing: 

1. The witness taking unnecessary time in answering questions, 

2. Asking tricky and/or leading questions in cross examination, 

and, 

42Thompson, o£. cit., p. 297. 43Norton, og. cit., p. 114. 

44R0binson, ojd. cit., p. 114. 
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3. The witness conferring with his colleague before asking 

or answering a question.45 

Debaters surveyed by Larson listed the following strategic and 

tactical devices in decreasing order of rejection (These follow four 

other ethical considerations which referred to use of evidence specif-

ically): 

1. Attempting to distract a speaking opponent, 

2. Employing a trick case, 

3. Misquoting opponents, 

4. Appealing to known prejudices of the judge, and 

5. Case- scouting. ̂  

One and three of the above list are usually discussed by writers in 

periodicals in reference to courtesy and attitudes. Case-scouting, 

though deplored by many coaches and leagues, is not a significant 

topic in ethical discussions in periodicals. Likewise, though judges' 

prejudices will be discussed in a later section of this chapter, the 

issue of a debater making direct appeal to a judge is not a matter of 

concern to writers, other than in reference to the use of emotional 

appeals in general. 

In conclusion, although there exists diversity in what constitutes 

unethical strategy, the employment of trickery in any form is condemned. 

Such trickery has been interpreted to mean the use of a surprise 

case, an unusual definition of terms, a barrage of questions, accusing 

4^Klopf and McCroskey, cj>. cit., p. 15. 

^Larson, oj). cit., p. 27. 
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opponents of ignoring issues which they have discussed or accusing 

opponents of making statements which they did not make. Other 

tactics sometimes regarded as questionable are case-scouting, appealing 

to the bias of a judge, unnecessary distraction of or conversation vith 

colleague or opponent, and delayed presentation of evidence, plan, or 

vital issues. Overall, studies are rather specific in stating unethical 

strategy and tactics, whereas authors are more concerned with con-

demning questionable practices in general. They further attempt to 

convey the necessity for regarding strategic abuses as serious in-

fractions, and they generally agree that "every debater must make 

strategic decisions. It cannot be avoided. The effective debater 

also cannot avoid his responsibility to the ethical element of p j r -
-47 

suasion. 

Unethical Practices in Attitudes and Conduct 

Unlike discussions in textbooks, concern with attitudes and 

conduct might be considered to be a secondary consideration by authors 

of periodical literature. Although practices which are related to this 

area are discussed in other sections, the remarks of writers are 

generally limited to caution about fair play and sportsmanship. Very 

little detail is given as to what constitutes a courteous attitude, though 

such an attitude is advocated by several writers. In other words,, 

a writer's concern for good manners is usually made in reference or 

in addition to statements regarding more explicit ethical practices. 

^ M a l c o l m Sillers, "Re-examination of Strategic Debate," Speech 
Activities, VIII (Spring, 1952), 11. ~~ 
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Rarely is this the subject for detailed concern. Attitudes of debaters 

which receive the most attention are those toward opponents. Sarcasm, 

derogatory remarks, heckling, excessive talking with colleagues, dealing 

in personalities, false accusations, and general misconduct are all 

condemned. 

Nichols, in addition to cautioning debaters about insincerity and 

bluffing, gives more coverage to debate decorum than do most wri ters . 

He summarizes the opinions of several with the following: 

The speakers or debaters should be extremely careful 
to avoid any action or conduct that might reflect upon 
their gentility, fairmindedness, or proper conduct. Sarcasm 
and irony are frowned upon in debates. It is always wise 
to appear considerate, fair, and gentlemanly or ladylike. 
Deference and courtesy always make a good impression 
and please the audience and judges. . . .4o 

Conduct which is branded as unethical by Peterson's study includes 

loss of temper, wasting time and exceeding time limits, arguing with 

a judge about a decision, and interrupting o p p o n e n t s . a few authors 

who mention courtesy in passing, remark that in an eagerness to 

instruct in argumentation and reasoning, the concern of coaches with 

basic conduct, unfortunately, is minimal. It might be noted that the 

treatment of this subject area in periodicals is also neglected, but 

this can possibly be explained because of concentration on more serious 

infractions of ethical principles. 

Unethical Practices in Coaching 

The attitude of a coach toward ethical principles will, in the 

opinion of several writers, determine the behavior of his debaters. 

48 Nichols, Ojp, cit., pp. 72-73. 49p et erson, og_, cit., pp. 42-44. 
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[n fact, the director of forensics is said to be the major influence 

in deciding ethical standards, for it is he who controls the program 

most directly. Not only will a coach's attitudes toward actual debate 

practice determine conduct, but so will his relationship with other 

coaches, with judges, and with his debaters. A composite picture of 

the unethical coach is given by A. Thomas: 

While the students are trying to win their debates "at all 
costs," the unethical coach is busy trying to arrange not 
to have his team judged by a certain coach. Between 
rounds he attempts to find out how his team is doing, 
and unfortunately, he sometimes gets a peek at the results 
on the sly from the host coach. Following the last round, 
he gathers his team together in a corner and lends a 
sympathetic ear to the complaints about the tactics of the 
opposing teams. . . . /he7 soothes his wounded debaters 
by assuring them that Judge A was not qualified to judge, 
that Judge B has "never given a decision favoring our 
team."-''®-' 

Brower also states that coaches who criticize decisions have an 

unhealthy attitude, for decisions should not be considered so important 

as to cause dissatisfaction with tournaments.51 Phillips and Frandsen 

contend that because a minority of coaches are over-competitive and 

aggressive about won-loss records, a reflection of doubtful worth is 

cast over the entire debate p i c t u r e . 5 2 Dissatisfied and openly critical 

coaches who thereby transfer such attitudes to debaters do nothing to 

enhance a wholesome forensic environment or to instill ethical conduct. 

In the words of Dobkin: 

SOcited in Watkins, og. cit., p. 15. 
5 1 Edwin C. Brower, "Is the Decision That Important?" The 

Rostrum, XXXVIII (February, 1964), 7. 

52phillips and Frandsen, op. cit., p. 27. 
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The public or private disparagement of other directors, 
students, or geographical areas has no place at the tourna-
ment*. of our Association J"W c s t e r n Speech Association? or 
at those of my oilier professional organization. What 
inevitably happens as a result of the attitude of a small 
but vocal contingent of directors who refuse to believe in 
the integrity, dignity, and worth of their colleagues is that 
some <,>/ their students don the same mantle of citizenship-
ethics.0^ 

While author^ recognize the coach's position in influencing ethical 

conduct, the studies by Klopf and .MeCroskey and Peterson make even 

more specific references to unethical conduct on the part of forensic 

directors . In regard to the former study, a large majority--though, by 

no means a totality--of the coaches considered the following practices 

either questionable or unethical; 

1. Preparing cases for the debaters, 

2. Writing the first affirmative speech, 

3. Listening to potential opponents and recording their cases 

in order to obtain advance information, 

4. Discussing with debaters the case of an upcoming opponent 

whom the coach has already judged, and 

5 . Doing research for the d e b a t e r s . 5 4 

Peterson adds the following unethical practices: 

1. Matching teams in a tournament in such a way as to give 

advantage to home teams or penalty to others, 

53Milton Dobkin, "The Forensic Director and Citizenship,' 
Western Speech, XXII (Fall, 1958), 205-206. 

54Klopf and MeCroskey, 0£. cit., p. 14. 
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2. Selecting judges with known or possible bias which might 

give advantage to a favorite team (when in capacity of tournament 

director), 

3. Judging one's own team, 

4. Publicly protesting decisions, arguing with judge or tourna-

ment director, 

5. Attempting to influence the course of a debate once it has 

started, through signals to debaters or any other forms of communi-

cation, and 

6. Permitting coaching to be done by people other than regular 

members of the school faculty. ̂ 5 

Although Peterson's statements are not unanimously accepted, they are 

representative opinions of several sources. 

As was stated in the discussion of the needs for ethical standards, 

it is generally recognized that the forensic director's role in estab-

lishing, as well as in enforcing, unethical practices cannot be minimized. 

Just as he directs other aspects of debate, ethics must fall into his 

jurisdiction also. While several specific practices by coaches cannot 

be condoned, the major emphasis made by writers is that in exhibiting 

poor ethical conduct himself, the coach violates the best interests of 

his debaters and debate activity itself. 

Unethical Practices in Judging 

When coaches are employed as judges, as is so often the case in 

debate tournaments, their ethics are reflected in still another light. 

55peterson, op. cit., pp. 39-44. 
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In a survey of judging practices of college and university forensic 

directors, Mames arrived at some interesting conclusions. While 

the majority of coaches adhered to what might be termed as "accepted" 

judging standards, a significant minority did not. The importance of 

this is first, that in some cases, ethical practices are involved in these 

judging standards, and secondly, that the survey was taken of forensic 

directors who, it might be assumed, would be well aware of the ethical 

implications involved. Of standards which might be considered to 

have ethical overtones, three of James' findings are noteworthy. Of 

the coaches surveyed, four per cent would not penalize an affirmative 

team for withholding refutation of one or more vital issues until the last 

stand; and thirty-four per cent do not necessarily expect a negative 

counterplan to be introduced in the first negative constructive s p e e c h . 5 6 

Significantly, this minority group creates the basic problem existing in 

the forensic community, that of being unable to earmark certain practices 

as unethical and of being unable to penalize for the infraction of these 

practices. 

Judging practices termed as unethical by virtually all coaches 

in the Klopf and McCroskey study are these: basing one's decision 

on personal belief regarding the topic, and awarding a decision on the 

basis of friendship with the team's coach. Other practices considered 

unethical or questionable by a significant number of coaches are these: 

not writing comments on ballots when space is provided and refusing 

to give an oral critique when time is available and tournament rules 

56james, og. cit., p. 24. 
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sanction one. The only comment made in the Peterson study with 

regard to judging ethics is that "every effort should be made to use 

only competent j u d g e s . " 5 8 

Writing in The Forensic of Pi Kappa Delta, Jenson makes much 

of the problem of ethics in judging. While condemning judges who are 

unqualified, not serious about forensics, and antagonistic toward debate, 

he labels the dishonest judge as being the most dangerous. He claims 

that the dishonest judge is often a coach who gives a team a lower 

rating to make his own team look better or who retaliates for the losses 

of his own team. Jenson further states that judges with bias or prejudice 

toward a certain school are likewise d i s h o n e s t . 5 9 

Since coaches and/or judges are an integral factor in the debate 

situation, their ethical conduct must be recognized. Unethical practices 

on their part have a mushroom effect, because of those students who 

reflect their teachings. Although this group may constitute a small 

minority, their attitudes and conduct are significant enough to reflect 

not only upon the majority, but also upon the public view of forensics 

and the total problem of ethics. 

Solutions Proposed in Periodicals and Studies 

Suggestions for alleviating the problem of unethical conduct in 

debate constitute a large part of what is written on the subject of ethics. 

5?Klopf and McCroskey, og. cit., pp. 15-16. 

58peterson, og. cit., p. 39. 
59Marvin Jenson, "Decay From Within/ The For ensile (January, 

1964), pp. 4-5. 
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There seems to be general agreement that the recognition of unethical 

practices is only half the battle; some definite steps must be taken to 

curtail the rising incidence of infraction and to instill in present and 

future debaters a genuine concern for ethical conduct. Recommendations 

take many forms, from simple editorial comment impressing the 

reader with the need for solutions, to detailed lists of suggestions, to 

specific statements of proposed action. While appearing in many forms, 

proposed solutions are generally handled in one of three ways. First, a 

few authors direct their comments to the debater and attempt to make 

him recognize the ethical responsibility of debate. Second, the largest 

body of comment is directed toward the speech teacher and/or the 

forensic director. In making proposals to him, writers attempt to create 

an awareness of not only his influence in establishing ethical conduct, 

but also of his basic responsibilities as an instructor. Third, several 

writers embody their ideas for reform in a code of ethics which is 

pertinent to all members of the debate situation. In this section, the 

first two of these divisions will be discussed in some detail; repre-

sentative codes of forensic ethics may be found in the Appendix. In all 

cases, the implication is made that any successful solution must come 

as a result of re-evaluation and concerted effort on the part of members 

of the forensic community. 

In reference to elevating ethical conduct, Rives returns to the 

theme so often expressed by writers, that a debater must obtain his 

standards from the moral codes which govern the society in which 

he lives. As an integral part of his debating, he must place honor and 

integrity at the forefront. Rives states that a debater must accept 
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three major responsibilities: 1) to research the resolution thoroughly, 

thereby learning the truth, 2) "to dedicate his effort to the common 

good," and 3} to recognize the necessity of his being rational. The 

preceding are termed "the minimum positive ethical obligations of 

a debate participant in a democratic society. "^0 Besides telling 

debaters that unethical practice can be minimized if they will debate 

only that which they themselves can honestly accept, Baird contends 

that debaters should pledge and live up to a type of forensic Hippocratic 

oath. In describing this oath, Baird states: 

I propose that this oath be a code which would pledge him 
/the debater/ to minimize the practices of bad propa-
gandists. . . It would attempt to control his tendencies 
to overaggressiveness and assertiveness and substitute 
attitudes of genuine good will.61 

Concrete suggestions are given to the debater by Nichols and 

Buehler. The former suggests greater employment of challenging 

the opposition's evidence. Unfortunately, the challenge, a safeguard to 

dishonest statement of evidence, proof, or argument, is too seldom 

used. The advantage to be gained is obviously that "a debater does not 

dare express an opinion he cannot support."62 Buehler advocates the 

adoption of a more scientific attitude by debaters. In substantiating the 

necessity of such an attitude, he states: 

Debate at best gives truth a rough treatment, but down 
underneath the heat of argument every debater should 
strive to cling to that which is designed to clarify real 
issues. In other words, in debate, give truth the best 

^Rives, og. cit., p. 84. 
61A. Craig Baird, "Hie Debater: His Secret Weapons," Speech 

Activities, VIII (Autumn, 1952), p. 61. 

&2jgichols, og. cit., p. 72. 
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passible chance to come to the surface. This calls for 
the scientific attitude--an attitude that is impersonal and 
unemotional, an attitude which condemns the use of sarcasm 
and irony or bombastic oratory, Such an attitude scorns 
the intentional use of words that are highly charged with 
emotion. It insists upon sound evidence, valid authority, 
and logical thought."3 

While many more suggestions concern the conduct of the debater, 

they are directed toward the forensic director and judges as principles 

or methods to be incorporated into instruction and tournament activity. 

In other words, writers obviously feel rhat the success of any recom-

mendation will be proportionate with the coach's desire to see it enacted. 

Several authors couch their suggestions in terms of the responsibility 

of instructors to instill democratic principles into speech activity,, 

ethical conduct being one of the primary principles. In recognizing 

that many students enter a forensic program with little or no recognition 

of the ethical implications of speech, many writers assert that the 

teacher must educate in this area. Haiman contends that debaters 

must be taught to place more emphasis on the rules of the game rr.ther 

than on the end of winning in order that this attitude may be carried 

over into substantive persuasion.64 Typifying comments on the responsi-

bility of instructors to curtail malpractice before it becomes a seriou3 

problem to society, Gray says that teachers 

. . . must instruct those under their tutelage in the social 
implications of those abilities that are being developed, 
ana in the potentialities inherent in those abilities for 
either the good or the evil of society, and then attempt 

6%, C. Buehler, "Ten Commandments for the D e b a t e r T h e 
Rostrum, XXXIV (December, 1959), 7. 

^Haiman, og. cit., p. 63. 
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to inculcate standards of ethics that will contribute to 
their use of tho.se techniques for the well-being of hu-
manity.^ 

Writers who contend that ethical conduct needs to be a concern of 

teachers in preparing students for substantive debate usually recom-

mend that the basis for ethics in forensics should stem from the moral 

expectations of a democratic society. 

Many proposals for action by the forensic director are concise 

statements which basically say, "Let's be more concerned with ethics 

and place more emphasis on sportsmanship and ethical conduct." A 

large number of writers make such suggestions without elaboration 

or detail. However, a significant number of authors have attempted 

to be more specific in their comments regarding solving the problem 

of ethics. As in most other aspects of ethics, great diversity exists 

among writers who make specific recommendations. While in agreement 

on the end sought, writers are not in agreement on specific measures 

to attain the end of ethical conduct. 

In suggesting to coaches what can be done to lessen the problem 

of unethical practice, Graham centers his comments around the neces-

sity of stressing honesty. He states that this can be done by 

. . . an insistence on a careful regard for, and a fair, 
unprejudiced presentation of, facts, avoidance of "fabri-
cated evidence," the application of close logic in drawing 
inferences, the recognition of elements of truth in dif-
fering points of view, an understanding of oogpsing argu-
ment, and a tolerance in honest disagreement."6 

65Graham, og. cit., p. 100. 
66Ibid., p. 104. 
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Klopf and MeCroskey, while recognizing that many variables make 

it impossible to pinpoint unethical practices, contend that a solution 

might lie in coaches'and debaters* recognizing "what practices might 

be unethical or questionable in spite of the v a r i a b l e s . "^7 geek sub-

stantiates with the opinion that regardless of the disagreement on what 

is and what is not ethical practice, a coach should establish minimum 

standards; he should insist upon mutual respect among his debaters, 

and he should exemplify this respect in his own conduct with other 

coaches and judges. Beck further asserts that ethical conduct can be 

better insured by coaches* placing the emphasis of the program on 

educational goals rather than on victories, and in so doing "create 

the kind of atmosphere that is conducive to integrity in debate. "63 

Thompson, too, refers to importance of a cooperative spirit and states: 

We submit that the successful teaching of the philosophy 
of cooperation will eliminate many of the malpractices 

that have promoted criticism of debate.69 

It is to be noted that a number of writers feel that one of the 

answers to malpractice consists of increasing the probability that 

students violating ethics will be caught and increasing the penalty for 

infraction J® Penalties, according to authors, should be given for 

fabricating evidence, subtle discourtesy, incomplete quotations, and 

any distortion of truth. Penalties should not only be exacted, but 

^Klopf and MeCroskey, og. cit., p. 13. 

^Beck, og. cit., pp. 4-6. 

^Thompson, og. cit., p. 296. 

70por example, see Sanders, o*3. cit., p. 7. 
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students .should be made aware of the reason for the penalties. Robinson 

suggests that leagues and tournament directors allow judges to step in 

with questions or requests for rephrasing or for anything else which 

seems to get out of hand.71 (The practice recommended by Robinson 

has been known to occur in at least two instances. At the conclusion 

of a debate at the Northwestern tournament in 1965, a debate judge, 

disturbed by the recently published Newman-Sanders report, would not 

render a decision until both teams had submitted to him for study all 

evidence used in the debate. Also, at the conclusion of the final debate 

of the 1966 Phi Rho Pi National Tournament, a judge publicly requested 

a team to produce documentation for a piece of evidence on which they 

had received a challenge during the debate, but which they had chosen 

to ignore.) in regard to proposals of penalties, Oliver^ and Sanders^ 

both hasten to add that students must be given ethically acceptable means 

for advancing the possibility of winning debates. They must be assured 

that they will win more debates if they are honest than they will if they 

are not. However, these authors suggest that one of the main reasons 

for lack of integrity in present debating is the security in feeling that 

being caught is unlikely, and that, even if caught, the penalty will not 

be prohibitively severe. 

One last specific proposal made by Sanders is that tournaments 

should tape more debates. He advocates that all forensic organizations 

71 

Robinson, og. cit., 115. 

^Oliver, og. cit., p. 14. 

?%anders, og. cit., p. 7. 
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adopt a policy Hi mi la r to that of the National Forensic League, which 

passed the following resolution on January 9, 1965: 

The semi-final and final debates shall be recorded and the 
tapes .sealed against use until June 30 unless required to 
prove or .disprove charges of misrepresentation or unethical 
practice-. /4 

The reasons for the resolution were given as follows: 

Charges of misquotation or distortion of evidence in a 
debate are not uncommon. Unless there is proof of what 
was actually said, those charges cannot be resolved. 
Recording the debates should serve to deter those who 
might lie tempted to take liberties with true evidence as 
well as those prone J;Q make false accusations as an alibi 
for losing a dec i s ion / 5 

In regard to codes of ethics and uniform rules for debate, Nichols 

claims that these are essential to serve as a guide to both coaches and 

j u d g e s , 7 ^ but Jenson claims that, despite the possible desirability, 

difficulties arise in determining what should constitute such a code. 

Even if a code were to be based on the values of society, as some wri ters 

contend it should be, the problem of determining unquestionably what 

the moral concepts of a society are would present itself .7 7 Further 

disagreement on the matter of codes of ethics is to be found in state-

ments by Peterson. He reports that, despite concern for ethical 

standards, 

. . . no college organization or society reporting has any 
definite set of rules or codes pertaining to ethical conduct. 

74Ibid., p. 9. 75lbid. 
7^Clarence A. Newell, "Uniform Rules for Debating," Quarterly 

Journal of Speech, XXXIV (October, 1938), 483. 
77Jensen, og. cit., p. 222. 
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Rather the view expressed by most of these groups was 
that debaters already know these rules and that any attempt 
to compile a "code of ethics" couid be a step in the wrong 
direction. Only eight of the high school groups reported 
either a formulated code of ethics or specific lists of 
instructions to judges about ethical conduct. Organization 

plicit cc officers frequently reported either that an implicit code 
of ethics existed or that violations of ethical qpnduct were 
so infrequent as not to warrant undue attention.7® 

In reporting that debaters feel that any type code would be relatively 

ineffective, Peterson further points out that these same debaters 

feel that some uniform standards need to be established. However, 

many of them implied that 

. . . they did not want to pledge a code, to have their coach 
penalize them, to allow judges power to penalize, or to have 
their opponents evaluate them. Debaters therefore expressed 
their dislike for governing or restricting r u l e s . ™ 

In conclusion, the proposals of writers are many and varied, but 

authors are virtually unanimous in recognizing the need for improving 

ethical standards in debate. Some critics make no distinction between 

democratic ideals and the ethics of forensics, stating that the former 

should provide the basis for the latter. Further, these same authors 

emphasize that society will ultimately be the victim of malpractice 

fostered in debate activity. Other writers attempt to make more con-

crete proposals aimed at either instilling ethical principles or at forcing 

ethical practice. Among these are suggestions to return to emphasis on 

educational objectives rather than winning, to give more regard for 

interpersonal relationships within the forensic circle, to increase the 

frequency with which debaters are expected to produce accurate 

78peterson, gj3. cit., pp. 45-46. 
79Ibid., pp. 116-117. 
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documentation, to levy greater penalties for infractions, and to increase 

the number of taped debates as a preventive measure against ethical 

abuses. Significantly, though all periodical writers point out the dangers 

of misconduct and the need for remedial action, several make no effort, 

beyond an expression of concern, to present specific or detailed 

suggestions--though far fewer than might be expected—who have outlined 

codes of ethics which embody desired practices. No known study has 

been done to determine the effectiveness or the influence of whatever 

proposals or suggestions have been enacted. Indeed, what action 

presently exists in curtailing unethical practices in the debate community 

appears to be limited. 



CHAPTER IV 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

In summarizing this study, it is necessary to recognize first the 

limited treatment of forensic ethics in most argumentation and debate 

textbooks. While it might be said that a few more recent textbooks do 

have a fairly comprehensive treatment, it also must be noted that some 

of these texts focus on substantive persuasion rather than forensic 

debating. As a result, much of that which is found on ethics is only 

incidentally applicable to the academic situation. Not only is there 

limited treatment of ethics, but in all too many instances, there ap-

pears to be an aversion to the use of the word "ethics" or a divorce -

ment of techniques of debate from ethical practice. In many books 

one must merely assume the ethical overtones, in that they are implied 

rather than stated. Further, finding ethical treatments is somewhat 

difficult because authors use so many terms to convey "ethics" to the 

reader, or they make mention of ethics in such a cursory manner that 

any listing in the table of contents or index is unnecessary. Rarely 

are ethics treated as such. Most often, when they appear, they are 

relegated to secondary consideration or terminal comment. Dis-

cussions are often theoretical and vague rather than practical and 

specific; and even when space is given to treatment, only occasionally 

does that space indicate the quality of the treatment. 

While some authors openly ignore ethics, others feel that unethical 

conduct cannot be justified in debate and, therefore, is unworthy of 

92 
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detailed discussion. Tho.>e authors who do recognize that debate ethics 

constitute a problem generally attribute misconduct to carelessness. 

The implication i.s made that careful research and less stress on com-

petitive aspects would automatically curtail what unethical practices 

are existent. Seldom it> deliberate intent a matter of concern to text-

book authors. In fact, many obviously feel that were debate activity 

handled with proper regard for its educational values, ethics would not 

be a problem. Further, since they advocate that it be handled in this 

manner, ethical considerations are given no further discussion in those 

texts. 

Summary of Textbooks 

Of all the areas of debate to which ethics might be related, most 

consideration is given to attitudes and conduct. While seldom are atti-

tudes and conduct specifically designated as ethical problems by authors, 

this area is often the only "ethical" treatment in the book, or at least 

the most detailed. Ten of the texts studied have what could be termed 

as considerable treatment of attitudes and conduct, but virtually all 

books make some mention of the subjects. The main factors in these 

discussions are those relating to ethos, often more pertinent to per-

suasion than to academic debate, and to conduct which constitutes the 

conventions of debate. Honesty and openmindedness, as well as object-

ivity, are mentioned in regard to a debater's attitude toward debate, 

toward his opponents, and toward judges. When specific conduct is 

noted, the following are generally deplored: 
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1. Distracting opponents with noise, facial expression, or by 

communicating with the audience*, 

2. Using personal attack in arguments, 

3. Employing sarcasm, belligerence, or general discourtesy, 

and 

4. Arguing with or badgering a judge. 

Virtually all debate textbooks concern themselves with the use 

of evidence; however, only nine of the textbooks studied give con -

siderable treatment to the misuse of evidence. Although most of the 

authors involved attribute misuse to carelessness, only some of the 

practices generally considered unethical can legitimately be attributed 

to this cause. Considered unethical by most authors are the following: 

1. Quoting out of context, 

2. Using misleading statistics, 

3. Editing quotations, 

4. Manufacturing evidence, 

5. Failing to date sources, and 

6. Failing to identify sources. 

Of concern to a few writers are: 

1. Using personal letters as evidence, 

2. Misusing visual aids material, and 

3. Employing emotional argument or proof. 

Authors suggest that debaters, to avoid misusing evidence, quote from 

original sources, challenge the sources of opponents, display sincerity 

and trustworthiness, and exercise great care in doing research. The 
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emphasis in discussions of evidence often centers around the risk 

involved in misuse rather than the ethical considerations involved. 

If one area of debate is directly related to ethics by textbook 

authors, it is the use of strategy and tactics. Unfortunately, however, 

this treatment is limited to eight textbooks with nine books making no 

mention of the topic whatsoever and the rest making only token com-

ments. Two schools of thought appear predominant in this treatment: 

f i r s t , the concept that strategy and tactics are an integral part of good 

debate, though their misuse is condemned, and secondly, the idea that 

all strategy and tactics a re alien to the best interests of good debate. 

Herein ar ises not only semantic differences in basic terminology, but 

also great diversity about what strategies are acceptable, in fact, 

though there exist a few common elements, few textbooks treat strategy 

in the same manner. The diverse philosophies stem basically from the 

difference between surprise and trickery. On the one hand, some authors 

advocate the first and condemn the latter, while on the other hand, sev-

eral writers treat both as evils. Only occasionally is elaboration made 

on what might be considered strategically sound and what is branded 

as unethical. Although there is no total agreement, considered poor 

debate by most and unethical debate by some are the following: 

1. Concealing one's purpose, 

2. Delaying presentation of plan or evidence, 

3. Using trick cases and/or unusual definitions of terms, 

4. Evading issues, 

5. Wasting time to gain advantage, and 
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6. Purposefully using incomplete evidence or proof. 

Among practices sometimes mentioned as questionable are the fol-

low ing: 

1. Misusing the counterplan, 

2. Using the "shot gun" technique, and 

3. Misusing the last affirmative speech. 

Four textbook authors discuss the ethics of the coach, though 

this discussion is rarely detailed. The texts which treat this subject 

recognize the influence a forensic director may exert in determining 

ethical standards. Primarily, it is noted that overcoaching often 

breeds ethical abuse and that a coach should not only establish and 

enforce minimum standards, but also he should exemplify high standards 

himself. 

The ethics of judging are discussed in eight texts, three discussions 

being rather extensive. Stressed above all other factors is the necessity 

for impartiality in judging. It is emphasized that a judge must decide 

a debate on the basis of which team did the better job of debating rather 

than on the basis of what he would like to have seen or heard. A few 

texts also point out that there is no place for bias toward a subject, 

a school, a team, or a coach in impartial judging. 

While most texts include that which would be applicable to cross-

examination debating in their general treatment of ethics, three 

specifically note ethical considerations in this area. The main practices 

which are discussed are unfair and/or confusing questions and deliberate 

stalling or wasting of time. General courtesy and fairness are mentioned 
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by authors who .state that they are essential to worthwhile partici-

pation in cross examination debating. 

Interestingly, a large number of textbooks give considerable 

space to the ethical problem of debating both sides of a proposition. 

This treatment is extensive in several textbooks and sometimes appears 

in lieu of ethical considerations which might be considered more im-

portant to the forensic situation. Much space is given either to promote 

the philosophy that debating both sides is not an ethical problem in 

academic debate, to advocate that debating both sides is intellectually 

dishonest, or merely to point out the arguments of both sides of this 

controversy. Generally, most authors feel that personal conviction 

is not a matter of concern in forensics and only becomes one when 

substantive persuasion is a factor. 

No textbook in this study gives extensive treatment to ethics in 

all areas of debate, and eight of them give little attention to ethics 

at all. Concern is usually limited to one or two paragraphs at most, 

though occasionally there is to be found a section or a detailed dis-

cussion of ethics. In seven textbooks, ethical considerations may be 

found throughout the book, but here again, not in all sections to which 

they are pertinent. In view of the fact that a textbook provides a main 

source of information on debating, it appears that the value of ethical 

practices to a debater is either assumed to be inherent or is beyond 

the realm of concern of far too many authors. Concentrated and specific 

regard for ethics in argumentation and debate textbooks is more the 

exception than the rule. 
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Summary of Periodicals and Studies 

Writers in periodical literature, while not always specific in 

statements regarding ethics, are decidedly more specific than the 

average textbook author. Articles are generally restricted to one 

aspect of debate to which ethics are related. Once again, however, 

certain diverse philosophies make agreement on ethical issues impos-

sible. The basic disagreements are like those to be found in texts--the 

fundamental purpose of debate and the extent to which academic debate 

is relevant to substantive persuasion. Unlike textbook authors, however, 

journal writers are seemingly concerned about growing ethical in-

fractions as well as the matter of deliberate intent on the part of 

debaters, coaches, and judges. They attribute unethical conduct to 

the competitive nature of debate, overemphasis on winning, pressure 

from supporters and coaches, and poor attitudes on the part of forensic 

directors, which, in turn, are transferred to debaters. 

In the use of evidence, writers claim that there exists a relaxed 

attitude in forensic circles. As a result, deliberate misuse has become 

more prevalent than has generally been admitted. Critical comment fur-

ther suggests that this laxity has proved costly and in danger of jeopard-

izing the value of academic debate. Universally condemned as unethical 

are quoting out of context and fabrication of evidence. Considered 

questionable practices by some writers are failing to qualify an authority 

or to identify a source, using personal letters or misusing visual aids, 

and employing emotional argument instead of logic. 
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Affirmative teams bear most of the criticism in discussions of 

strategy, a term which is equated with dishonesty by most writers. 

Unethical practices which are mentioned, but often not detailed, are 

unusual cases or definitions of terms, relying on surprise rather than 

concentrating on basic issues, and trickery in any form. Considered 

unethical by some authors are failure to present a plan or delaying 

presentation of the plan, delaying the introduction of evidence, and 

abusing the purpose erf the last affirmative rebuttal speech. There is 

no general agreement on ethical practices of a negative team in regard 

to strategy; however, several authors condemn the "shot-gun" technique, 

the late presentation of a counterplan, and quibbling over definitions 

of terms to gain a time advantage. General remarks about tactics, 

which do not appear so frequently as those already stated, are directed 

toward discouraging case scouting, misquoting opponents, and falsely 

accusing opponents of ignoring issues. 

Only limited treatment of ethical considerations in attitudes and 

conduct can be found in periodicals; most authors obviously feel that 

other infractions of a more serious nature warrant greater attention. 

However, in what few discussions do exist, the condemnations are 

similar to those mentioned in textbooks. 

A major concern of periodical writers is the director of forensics. 

The majority of articles are aimed toward the coach, as he is recognized 

as being the main determinant of ethical conduct; furthermore, articles 

usually appear in materials aimed at coaches rather than debaters. 

Much of die criticism of debate is directed toward malpractice by the 
\ 

coach. Specifically criticized are practices such as preparing cases 
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for debaters, doing their research, writing their speeches, discussing 

teams which have been judged, and generally failing to exemplify ethical 

conduct in relationship with other members of the forensic community. 

Most attention is focused on impressing the forensics director with his 

responsibilities both as a teacher and as a coach. It is stressed that 

his being overly competitive--which seems to be too often the case— 

can do little but cause his debaters to be likewise. Writers repeatedly 

state that it is the coach's responsibility to establish, enforce, and 

exemplify ethical standards. 

Judging standards are of concern to some writers for two reasons. 

First, judging has drawn frequent criticism, and second, coaches often 

serve as judges. The problem of being unable to establish definite 

standards in judging has been illustrated in investigations and writings. 

Beyond general recognition that a judge should base his decision on the 

debate rather than personal opinion or bias, there is little unanimous 

agreement among writers or practicing judges. Dishonest judging seems 

to have become a significant problem, second only to the unethical 

practices to be found in debating and coaching. 

Because there seems to be little question among journal writers 

of the prevalence of unethical conduct or of the intent behind such con-

duct, many authors turn their attention to solving the problem or making 

recommendations toward this end. Unfortunately, however, once again 

diversity on what constitutes unethical practice makes solution difficult, 

if not impossible. As a result, many proposals are general in nature, 

more theoretical than specific. Some writers feel that the answer to 
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unethical conduct is to ally debate more with the moral concepts of a 

democratic society, though they admit that the determination of these 
f 

concepts presents difficulty in itself. The main specific proposal is 

directed toward forensic directors, as it is generally agreed that no 

conduct will be any better than what a coach demands or exemplifies. 

Authors suggest that he establish minimum standards and that he be 

more conscious of ethical infractions in his directing and in his judging. 

A few proposals for upgrading ethical practice are quite specific; 

however, several of these are more a police action than a means of 

instilling ethical values. Some deterrents which are suggested are 

increasing challenges of evidence used, giving the judge more power 

to question practices, taping debates to permit investigation of charges 

of malpractice, and levying more severe penalties for misconduct. 

While codes of ethics do exist, most writers recognize that no clear-

cut definition of ethics can be determined and, therefore, no code can 

be all-encompassing. Further, research indicates that most forensic 

organizations not only question the value of codes of ethics, but also 

their necessity. Likewise, debaters are not convinced that any code 

could prove effective. 

Basically, writers in periodicals actively recognize the need 

for ethics in debate, show a concern for laxity in this area, but are not 

in agreement on what constitutes unethical practice or on what can and 

should be done about it. However, they all propose that a need for 

remedial action does exist. The compelling interest in ethics seems 

to arise from three facts: first, that the value of academic debate is 
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severely jeopardized when unethical practices occur; second, that there 

is an increasing frequency in both the number of infractions and the 

seriousness of malpractice; and third, that the habits, attitudes, and 

behavior established in forensics will undoubtedly be carried over to 

the substantive persuasion to be done by debaters in later years. 

For these reasons, critics and writers are protesting current trends 

in ethical conduct and all but demanding that reform in significant 

measure be instigated by the forensic community. 

Conclusions 

This study has led to six main conclusions which synthesize that 

treatment of ethics which exists in much forensic literature, and 

particularly in debate and argumentation textbooks. 

There are basic areas of disagreement which makes difficult 

the establishing and enforcing of ethical standards. 

Ethical considerations are determined by the philosophy of an 

author toward debate, and the "substantive school" and the "forensic 

school" disagree to the extent that no one set of ethical standards can 

be applicable to both. The first group is concerned with the moral 

responsibility of persuasion and conviction, which is not regarded as 

a problem by most authors who write about academic debate. The dis-

agreement on the main purpose of debate further reveals itself in differ-

ing opinions of what constitutes ethical practices. While some authors 

equate ethics with social responsibility and moral obligations in attempt-

ing to influence action, other writers treat ethics solely within the frame-

work of the academic situation with attention focused on behavior in con-

test participation. 
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Even within the two schools of thought, there exists diversity 

of opinion. Some authors consider practices unethical that another 

group simply classifies as questionable and that still another considers 

acceptable. The degree of intent and the circumstances under which 

a violation occurs also affect opinion in regard to certain practices. 

While it might be said that that there are a few practices which are 

generally considered unethical, studies and periodical writings prove 

that disagreement is substantial enough to make isolating unethical 

practices virtually impossible. 

This disagreement is also illustrated by the varying degree of 

concern authors show for debate ethics. While some authors consider 

ethics a significant aspect of debate, the majority of textbook authors 

give it only limited treatment, without special emphasis. Further, some 

authors consider ethics related to some areas of debate and not to 

others; a few treat the subject by itself; and others choose to ignore it 

with the statement that unethical practices have no place in "good" 

debate. It is further significant to note that writers concerned with 

substantive debate are more likely to give a comprehensive and 

integrated treatment to ethics than are those whose writing is aimed 

toward the forensic situation. 

Proposals and recommendations for curtailing unethical practice 

likewise vary. While some are general and related primarily to demo-

cratic principles, others are specific measures of control. Many 

authors who recognize the problem offer no proposal beyond a token 

statement that something should be done. Since few textbooks acknowl-

edge that the problem of unethical conduct is extensive, most merely 
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advocate fair play without clearly outlining what constitutes such 

conduct or what measures can be taken to insure it. Codes of ethics 

have been formulated, but they have often been rejected by forensic 

associations as being unnecessary and by debaters as being ineffective. 

Overall, there seems to be no general agreement on what is unethical, 

what needs to be done, or on what successfully inculcates ethical 

standards. 

II- There, is little correlation between the treatment of ethics 

in argumentation and debate textbooks and treatment in periodical 

writings. 

Writers in periodical literature indicate a definite concern for 

malpractice; they state that the prevalence of unethical conduct has 

grown to such an extent that remedies must be found. Most textbooks, 

on the other hand, appear to disregard the displeasure of the critics 

and do not mention or reflect the findings of studies done in ethics. 

While periodical writers imply that unethical practice is a result, 

all too often, of deliberate intent and a general disregard for ethics, 

most textbook authors, when they mention a cause, more often attribute 

malpractice to unintentional error. Despite the fact that studies suggest 

that unethical conduct is not only prevalent but also openly acknowledged, 

most authors view the problem through rose-colored glasses or they 

choose to be dissociated from it. 

Even though writers in journals reprimand academic circles 

for tolerating existing unethical practice, they make no mention of 

the influence a textbook might have in inculcating ethical standards. 

In other words, not only do textbook authors appear to be detached 
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from writings and studies in ethics, but authors in periodicals seem 

to be oblivious to the influence and responsibility a textbook may have.* 

This possibly partially explains the paucity of ethical considerations 

in most textbooks. However, in view of the extent of criticism of 

debate ethics, it would appear that a director's influence over his 

debaters needs to be supplemented or more clearly directed by textbook 

instruction. It might also be well for textbook authors to remember that 

most debate coaches begin as students themselves and are subject to the 

influence of a text from which they study and from which they may teach. 

III. There are only ji few textbooks to which a director of 

forensics or a debater may look for comprehensive treatment of ethics. 

This study reveals that the following books include ethical con-

siderations as an integral part of the text and contain detailed dis-

cussions: 

Decision by Debate, by Ehninger and Brockriede, 1963 

Modern Debating,by Nichols and Baccus, 1936 

While treatment of ethics is not so extensive as in the two texts listed 

above, treatment in the following books is substantial in some areas and 

particularly suited to the forensic situation (See Table I, Appendix A, 

for details): 

Fundamentals of Debate: Theory and practice.by Bauer, 1966 

Argumentation and Debate, by Freeley, 1966 

The Dynamics of Debate, by Moulton, 1966 

^Interestingly, A. Craig Baird's article "The Debater: His Secret 
Weapons/ published in 1952, demonstrates a concern for forensic ethics, 
yet his book published only two years earlier contains only token re-
marks on ethics. 
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The Pittsburgh Code for Academic Debate.by Newman, 1962 

So You Want to Discuss and Debate, by Quimby, 1954 

The following texts lean totalIv or significantly toward substantive 

debate,and what ethical considerations are included are only incidentally 

applicable to the forensic situation: 

Perspectives on Argumentation, by Miller and Nilsen, 1966 

Argumentation and Advocacy, by Windes and Hastings, 1965 

Oral Decision -Ma king, by Braden and Brandenburg, 1955 

IV. Despite diverse opinion, there are some practices which are 

considered unethical by the majority of authors and critics. 

Practices which are generally regarded as unethical by those 

who mention them are 

1. Quoting out of context, 

2. Falsifying quotations, 

3. Manufacturing evidence, 

4. A coach's doing any of the following: 

, a. preparing cases for debaters, 

b. writing speeches for debaters, and 

c. attempting to influence a debate in progress 

5. A judge's doing either of the following: 

a. basing a decision on personal belief, and 

b. showing favoritism toward a team, school, or coach. 

Practices which are regarded as unethical by many are 

1. Failing to date or identify a source, 

2. Employing a trick case and/or unusual definition of terms, 
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3. Delaying presentation of plan or evidence, 

4. Using incomplete evidence or proof, 

5. Evading issues or wasting time, 

6. Heckling, grimacing, or distracting opponents, 

7. Dealing in personalities or using sarcasm, 

8. Arguing with or badgering a judge, 

9. Using personal letters as evidence, 

10. Misusing visual aids material, 

11. Employing emotional argument or proof, 

12. Scouting cases, 

13. Misusing the counterplan, 

14. Barraging opposition with questions, 

15. Presenting new issues in the rebuttal speech, 

16. Violating the purpose of the last affirmative speech, 

17. A coach's doing any of the following: 

a. doing research for his debaters, 

b. discussing a team he has judged in order to prepare 

his own team for debating the other team, and 

c. making derogatory reference to team, judge, or col-

league. 

18. A judge's allowing any factor other than the debaters' 

ability to affect his decision. 

It is to be remembered that the practices mentioned do not illustrate 

total agreement. Rather, they are considered by a majority of those who 

mention them to be unethical or questionable although not all authors 

and writers refer to each stated practice. 
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V. There is a definite need for more research and studies in 

ethics in order to determine specific violations as well as to determine 

practices which prove most effective in controlling unethical conduct. 
!«•»•,!» Win— i. •• * • ai ..»»» u • i* "' fewn • > » J I H U W " ir «r. . . .JMU .1.X..11.IM 

While there are a few studies which verify the seriousness of 

malpractice, there are, as yet, not enough to support the contention 

that malpractice is universal. More quantitative studies would prove 

useful in determining the extent of unethical practice as well as the 

specific nature of this practice. Most of the studies done thus far 

have been concerned with the use of evidence. Possibly research in 

the use of strategy and tactics, in judging, and in coaching--all areas 

which have drawn critical comment -- would prove illuminating and vital 

to the forensic community. 

Another area which needs research is the extent to which unethical 

practices prove to be effective. As yet, it is not known whether 

unethical practice is self-defeating, or, as critics claim, it provides 

a shortcut to victory. In addition, various methods of control need to 

be tested. Despite the suggestions and recommendations offered by 

writers for curtailing or preventing malpractice, no known study has 

been done to measure the effectiveness of these suggestions. Another 

step could be taken in being concerned not just with police measures 

but also with methods of imbuing ethical standards in the forensic 

community. It would appear that until more study and research is 

done in ethics, the hope of finding agreement and enacting remedial 

measures against malpractice remains a slim one. 
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VI- Certain steps could be taken by authors of textbooks at 

the present time to reflect the concern of writers and to satisfy better 

the needs of the forensic community. 

The first obvious measure is that authors might admit to more 

awareness of the problem of ethics and generally exhibit greater concern 

for discussion of ethical principles. Second, the instruction given needs 

to be of a specific nature, not just theoretical, so that debaters might 

receive minimum standards of acceptable conduct. If, as some authors 

claim, debate is an intellectual game, then it would seem that the rules 

and ethics involved must be clearly and specifically outlined. Or if, 

as other authors claim, the sole justification for academic debate lies 

in the preparation it gives for substantive persuasion, then it would 

likewise appear that ethical conduct should be treated as an integral 

aspect of all facets of the forensic situation. Unfortunately, however, 

this is not usually the case. 

At the conclusion of this study, one cannot help wondering 

whether or not the concern of writers for ethics, the crisicism unethical 

practice has drawn, and the comments of textbook authors are suf-

ficient to make the reader aware that ethics of debate are much more 

than theory and idealistic moralism. The matter of ethics has become 

concrete, if not serious, not only to the main critics of forensics but 

also to most debate directors. This awareness, though possibly not 

as widespread as would be desired, has caused those outside the forensic 

circle to question the worth of academic debate and has caused many 

within the forensic framework to become quite dissatisfied with con-

ditions as they presently exist. 
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One need not read about malpractice in textbooks and periodicals 

to know of its existence. It would be unusual indeed to coach debate 

and not frequently see questionable practices by debaters, coaches, 

and judges which undermine the values of directing forensics and 

participating in debate. Certainly, we hope, unethical practices are 

not yet representative of the majority, although even that has yet to be 

proved. However, increasing incidents of malpractice can be noted 

in tournaments; charges of unethical conduct have become not at all 

unusual; unverified sources and questionable strategy appear quite 

frequently; and students all too often feel that "the end justifies the 

means." The problem of ethics is not peculiar just to textbooks or 

just to writers, for it has become a personal problem for most of 

those engaged in forensics who find it more difficult all the time to 

focus on the benefits and educational experience which might be derived 

from debate. 

There exists a paradox in debate ethics. On the one hand, there 

is real opposition to what appears to be an intolerable trend; yet, on 

the other, there is little information available on what constitutes 

unethical practice. The basic problem in forensic ethics is the lack 

of agreement and direction from those sources which might best provide 

them, namely, the textbooks. Despite growing concern, few authors 

transfer that concern into specific statements and concrete commitments 

in regard to that which constitutes ethics. It does not seem surprising, 

then, that an inability exists in being able to promote ethical practices 

when there exist no basic premises upon which to build specific tenets. 

Indeed, if a debater were to construct a case in the same general manner 
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in which most writers discuss ethics, his value to the squad and the 

length of his debating career would be questionable. The problems 

are many and the solutions to those problems rest, at least partially, 

in having textbook authors recognize what practices exist, what studies 

have been made, what remedies have been--or could be--used, and then 

to give these matters considerably more attention in textbooks yet to 

be written. 
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TABLE I -- Continued 
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APPENDIX B 

THE DEBATER'S CODE 

1. Use no evidence that cannot be verified. 
2. Quote no testimony or expert opinion whose honesty 

or sincerity can be questioned. 
3. Be courteous, polite and respectful to opponents. 
4. Scorn appeals to prejudice. 
5. Take no unfair advantages in order to win. 
6. Quote no second hand opinions. Know your sources. 

Be able to give them. 
7. Solicit no opinions to quote that are not open and free 

to opponents, i. e., keep private letters out of a debate. 
8. Admit truth under all circumstances. 
9. Cleave to reasonableness in all interpretations. 

10. Submit all questions to opponents in writing. 
11. Garble no quotations, or make no incomplete quotations 

to misrepresent meanings. 
12. Be concerned about good sportsmanship in all 

situations. This implies: no whispering; write, if you 
must communicate with your partner. 
(b) Never give appearance of making light of your 
opponents. 
(c) Make no open contradictions; challenge statements 
by asking for the reference or printed authority. 
(d) If you lose a decision, congratulate the winners 
sincerely. 
(e) Accept congratulations with modesty and good 
will.l 

*"The Debater's Code," (author not given) Speech Activities, 
VIII (Winter, 1952), 104. 
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APPENDIX C 

CODE OF THE INDIANA HIGH SCHOOL FORENSIC ASSOCIATION 

1. A speech contest is a friendly contest, not a war 
between enemies. Meet the representatives of the visiting 
school or schools, escort them to their rooms, plan to 
let them try out the auditorium undisturbed, treat them 
in every way as you would treat personal guests. If pos-
sible, arrange a little reception for the speakers, judges 
and presiding officer after the c o n t e s t . . . . Do everything 
to make the visitors feel welcome. 

2. Make every effort to secure fair and impartial 
judges. If a contest cannot be won by performance of merit, 
it is better to lose it . . . 

3. Get the home audience to be absolutely fair and 
sportsmanlike. Give generous applause to the visitors. 

4. Never allow anyone--speaker, coach or friend--
to quarrel with the judges after the decision. The real 
test of adulthood comes in defeat. Learn to lose gracefully 
when you lose . . . . 

5. If two other schools are having a debate, and 
your school is to debate one of them at a later date, do not 
send a representative to take notes on the contest for use 
in your debate later. This is taking an unfair advantage and 
often leads to bitter feelings. In tournaments, no repre-
sentative from one school should listen to a debate of another 
school if these two schools may meet later in the same 
tournament. Spying shall be considered dishonorable. 
Students and coaches should remain impartial after their 
elimination; the transfer of notes as an aid to some par-
ticular team is showing partiality. 

6. Arrange all details of the contest in plenty of 
time so that there will be no delays or misunderstandings 
at the time of the contest . . . . 

7. Keep all letters received on file, and preserve 
carbon copies of all letters written. 

8. Coaches and others present should not by verbal, 
facial or other expression indicate their reaction in such a 
manner as to annoy the speaker regardless of the nature of 
the remarks by the speaker. 

9. A coach has sometimes been known to introduce 
his students to a prospective judge (particularly a college 
judge) for the sheer purpose of influencing the judge s 
decision in favor of that student. Such introduction shall be 
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considered unethical. It shall also be considered unethical 
for a judge to ask a contestant where he is from until after 
his decision is rendered and handed in. 

10. Coaches should recognize that judging their own 
students is not the accepted manner in running a tourney. . . . 

11. The speeches being performed by the students 
should be the honest efforts of the students involved, 
regardless of whether it is debate, original oratory, or 
ex-temp. Assistance in the preparation of extemp speeches 
or listening to and criticism of these speeches before 
delivery for the judge is not the honest effort of the 
students involved. 

12. At a Congress, it is unethical for a coach 
to send notes to his senators or representatives coaching 
them in what to say in the way of arguments to the question 
under discussion. 

13. It is felt that sometimes coaches fill out a 
Speech Registration Blank without ever having checked 
the student regarding his intentions in attending certain 
speech meets. This results in great changes in the list 
on the day or two preceding the meet or even on the morning 
of the meet. This makes certain sections very unfair, 
as sometimes there is only a contestant or two in the 
section. Consideration of the tournament director must be 
given in the filing of such reports. 

14. Debate tournament visitation is encouraged but 
must be by the permission of the teams debating and the 
judge. 

15. In an effort to encourage good sportsmanship 
on the part of coaches and students, a Good Sportsmanship 
trophy is to be awarded at the State Finals this year.* 

1"Ethics of Speech Contests," (author not given) The Rostrum, 
XXXIV (December, 1959), 8-9. 



APPENDIX D 

A DEBATE CODE OF ETHICS 

A Code of Ethics for Debate must, of necessity, reflect 
a philosophy concerning the purpose of debate. This sug-
gested code is based upon the philosophy that: (1) debate 
should be a straightforward discussion of the main issues 
of the proposition, (2) there is no place for any form of 
trickery on the part of either students or coaches, (3) all 
participants and coaches should behave like ladies and 
gentlemen and treat their opponents as such and (4) debate 
is an educational activity designed to improve the research, 
thinking and speaking abilities of the students. 

Audience 

1. The audience should not demonstrate obvious 
support of one school beyond a normal audience response 
to the effectiveness of the speakers. 

2. Debaters should never do anything that calls 
attention to themselves while an opponent is speaking. 
This includes movement at their table, audible communi-
cation and dramatic or audible reactions to the speaker. 

Coaches 

3. The coach should make every effort to instill in 
his debaters the highest regard for truth and honesty at all 
times. Debate is not place for: (1) lifting statements so as 
to alter meaning, however slight the alteration, (2) manu-
facturing of evidence, or (3) misrepresentation in any form. 

4. The coach should never resort to trick cases, 
matching of teams in tournaments in such a way as to give 
advantage to home teams or penalty to other teams, or 
select judges with known or possible bias which might give 
advantage to a favorite team. 

5. Every possible effort should be made to use 
only competent judges. When it is necessary to use a large 
number of judges, such as in tournaments, a positive effort 
should be made to do all possible training of any inex-
perienced judges who may need to be used. 

6. At no time should the coach publicly protest 
decisions, argue a decision with the tournament director, or 
argue with the judge. 
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7. Debate should be recognized as a contest between 
teams and not a contest in the speech writing ability of 
coaches. There is no place in educational debate for 
speeches or cases prepared in detail by coaches and mem-
orized or digested by debaters. Coaches should limit their 
activities to teaching and not do the debater's preparation 
for him. 

8. A coach should never attempt to influence the 
course of the debate, once it is in progress, through any 
form of signals to his debaters or any other means of com-
munication. 

Debates 

9. Courtesy and sincerity should be the rule at all 
times. There is no place in debate for sarcasm or ridicule 
of opponents. 

10. The debater who loses his temper should be 
severely punished. 

11. Honesty is not to be sacrificed. 
a. Statements should not be altered to 

strengthen them or to change their meaning, either by 
direct action or implication. 

b. Statements should not be quoted out of con-
text. 

c. Opponents should not be accused of 
ignoring points which they have discussed. 

d. Opponents should not be quoted as making 
statements which they did not make. 

e. Use of false and manufactured evidence 
should be heavily penalized. 

f. The date of evidence should not be pur-
posely concealed in order to strengthen its effective-
ness. 

12. The debater should listen carefully to his op-
ponents. He must know not only the topics discussed but 
also exactly what they have said about these topics. 

13. There is no place in debate for trick cases, trick 
questions, or trickery in any form. Debate should be an 
honest, sincere, straightforward discussion of the issues. 

14. Debaters should not hinder the normal progress 
of the debate. 

a. They should be ready to take the platform 
when their opponent ceases speaking. 

b. They should not exceed their time limits. 
15. Debaters should not attempt to influence the judge 

beyond normal effective speaking. 
a. Emotionalized appeals beyond the limits 

ordinarily used in good speaking should be avoided. 
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b. The debaters should not make known 
friendships or relationships with others which might 
influence the judge. 

c. There should be no element of "apple 
polishing" between the debater and the judge. 
16. The position of the team should never be in 

doubt. It is not good debating to hide the arguments of 
the team in the hope that a late revelation will work to 
their advantage. This does not mean the entire case must 
be outlined in the f irst speech, but it should be presented 
in an orderly, logical manner. 

17. New issues should never be presented for the 
first time in the rebuttal speeches. This does not prevent 
a debater from replying at any time to issues raised by his 
opponents nor does it prevent the presentation in the rebuttal 
speeches of new and additional evidence in support of his 
position. 

18. A debater should not delay until the last af-
firmative rebuttal the answering of main issues in the debate 
which might well have been discussed earlier. This 
standard should not be so emphasized, however, as to seem 
to prevent effective use of the time of the last affirmative 
speaker. The point at issue is deliberate delay for the 
purpose of preventing your opponents from examining your 
reply. 

19. The debater should not expect his coach to do 
his research and organization of material for him. 

20. At no time should the debaters argue a decision 
with the judge or imply dissatisfaction to him. The judge 
has been asked to give his opinion and should be treated 
with every courtesy even though the debater may disagree 
with his opinion. 

21. Lists of questions asked of opponents should be 
condemned as are other forms of trickery. A question which 
is really significant to the progress of the debate and which 
is designed to improve the quality of the debate should be 
considered ethical. It should be noted, however, that the 
need for such questions is not a frequent occurrence, in as 
much as significant points will ordinarily be covered in the 
normal progress of the debate. 

General 

22. Debate handbooks may be useful as an intro-
duction to the problem, as a crutch against unconsciously 
omitting certain big segments of material in the research 
of the team, and as an indication of sources not readily 
available in local libraries. 
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23. Debate handbooks should not be a major part 
of the debate preparation. In no case should the debater 
rely heavily on the handbook. The publication of handbooks 
furnishing constructive speeches and rebuttals should be 
discouraged in every way possible. 

24. Debate should be regarded as an educational 
activity where skill in speaking, research, and organization 
of material is increased. 

25. Debating both sides of a proposition is quite in 
keeping with the highest ethical standards. Debate is not 
intended as a presentation of personal opinion, the debater 
has not earned the right to speak with authority. It should 
be recognized that it is the obligation of the debater to 
present the strongest possible case within the realm of 
truth and that he is never expected to deal in false evidence 
or argument. He is not even expected to reveal his own 
personal opinion. (It is interesting to note that opinion 
research reveals that the more study the debater has given 
to the problem, the less likely he is to be strongly opinion-
ated. He has come to recognize there is much to be truthfully 
said on both sides of the proposition.) 

26. Many arguments against such things as scouting, 
revealing the cases of teams, etc., lose their point under the 
philosophy of debate expressed here. Such activities can be 
significant only when trickery is involved. Many coaches 
have observed that the tendency toward trickery is most 
often found in the more poorly prepared teams and seems 
to be used as a substitute for thorough training and research. 

27. High standards of public speaking should be 
encouraged at all times. Any tendency toward a special 
debaters "contest vocabulary" should be discouraged. 

*"A Debate Code of Ethics," The Forensic (October, 1961), 6-7, 30. 
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