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ation. Seven had meetings of a maximum
three hours’ duration, while two had meet-
ings of less than an hour. Of these two, one
had meetings four times a month, and one
eight. Six did not reply, or had no set pat-
tern for meetings. Forty-five institutions
had meetings in the afternoon hours, while
twenty-six had their meetings in the evening.
Nine met at odd hours during the morning
or whenever it could be arranged, and five
did not answer.

The number of novices who attended the
initial debate meeting varied greatly among
the eighty-five iustitutions, as might be ex-
pected in a group which reported enroll-
ments ranging from more than 22,000 to less
than 1,000, Twenty-cight schools reported
from eleven to twenty novices at their first
meeting; twenty-three reported ten or fewer
new faces at the initial meeting; fourteen re-
ported twenty-one to thirty; nine reported
thirty-one to forty; three reported forty-one
to fifty; and a fortunate three reported over
fifty. One institution reported 150-200
newcomers at the first meeting, but this
turned out to be the figure for an intramural
program, so it is somewhat atypical. There
appeared to be a rather constant relation-
ship between the size of the school and the
size of the initial turnout of novices.

Most respondents reported a considerable
disparity between the number of novices
who attended the first meeting, and the
number who stayed active for the remainder
of the year. Thirty-four retained between
fifty and seventy-four per cent, twenty-sev-
en retained less than fifty per cent, while
nine retained at least three-quarters of their
initial turnout. It should be noted that these
nine institutions all had small initial turnouts
—none having more than twenty novices at
their first meeting. One school reported a
gain in novices as the year went on. How-
ever, this school had reported a very small
initial turnout, so such a gain is not too sur-
prising. Fourteen
classified.

The survey showed that if the novice de-
bater could be retained for a year, the
chances were good that he would remain
and participate in succeeding years. Forty-
six institutions retained at least three-quar-
ters of the novices who finished their first
year. Twenty-one retained from fifty to

answers could not be

seventy-four per cent, and only five retained
less than fifty per cent. Thirteen answers
could not be classified. The per cent thus
retained tended to be high in both large and
small schools. It would appear, therefore,
that the secret of building up a varsity squad
of considerable size lies in preventing, where
possible, the large dropout during the first
vear. By the end of the first year of debate,
the beginners are likely to be confirmed ad-
dicts.

The instructional patterns of the training
programs varied a good deal. Twenty-six
respondents stated that novices were worked
with entirely in the regular debate program,
experienced and inexperienced debaters alike
participating in the same sessions. Another
twenty-six said that they worked with the
novices separately at times, and in combina-
tion with the experienced debaters at other
times. Eleven always kept the novices in a
separate group. One trained his novices in
a class, four combined classroom training
with participation in the regular debate
group, and fifteen used a triple combination
of classroom training, separate novice groups,

and combined novice-varsity groups. Two
did not reply.
When asked to estimate the relative

amounts of time devoted to “theory” and to
“practice” when dealing with novice debat-
ers, fifty-three replied that they spent more
time on practice, twenty-three believed that
their theory-practice ratio was equal, and
two thought they spent more time on theory.
Those who spent more time on practice did
so rather dramatically in certain cases, al-
most as though they were ashamed of being
“theoretical.” Estimated ratios of “95-5"
and “90-10" were common. One respon-
dent claimed that he spent no time on theory
at all, a procedure which would appear to be
regrettable when working with beginners.
Of course, it is likely that the theory may
have been inculcated through the criticism
of practice debates in many of these cases.
Seven answers couldn’t be classified.

Respondents were then asked what sort of
debating their novices did. Twenty-two re-
plied that they used only the traditional form
of debate; twenty-eight stated that they used
the traditional plus the cross-examination
type: one school limited its novices to cross-
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examination debating entirely; seventeen
used traditional debate, cross-examination
debate, and other varieties; finally, ten stated
that they used the traditional form plus some
variety excluding the cross-examination type.
The varieties other than the traditional and
cross-examination types most frequently men-
tioned were the parliamentary, direct clash,
conference, and heckling types of debate.
Seven did not answer the question.

The next questions concerned the types of
activities that novice debaters entered in
competition with debaters from other schools.
Fifty-seven respondents stated that their
novices participated in both novice and regu-
lar tournaments. Eleven limited their
novices to regular tournaments only, while
eight had them enter only novice tourna-
ments. Eleven did not answer the question.
It is noteworthy that thirty-nine allowed
their novices to present andience debates on
occasion, and that twenty-four institutions
were willing to grant the novice debater
academic credit for all this work. (Thirty-
seven of the schools gave their varsity de-
baters academic credit. )

In answer to a final question, fifty-five of
the eighty-five respondents stated that re-
cruiting and retaining novice debaters was a
problem area in their program. A check
showed that only three of the respondents
from the top-budget schools thought there
was a problem in this area. However, there
appeared to be no pattern for dissatisfaction
below this level. Two schools whose coaches
claimed they retained all novices who turned
out were dissatisfied, perhaps because of

small initial turnouts, The coach of the one
school who lost every one of the three
novices he initially attracted to his program
thought he had a problem. Some coaches
with large squads at all levels were concern-
ed. Others with relatively inactive pro-
grams felt no problem, perhaps because they
just weren't concerned. Thus, the extent to
which a coach believed himself to have a
problem often appeared directly related to
the extent of his ambitions.

To close the survey, respondents were
asked to make any comments they thought
might be helptul or enlightening. The fol-
lowing, selected as typical from the entire
group of comments, may offer solace or
encouragement,

1. “I can’t get women to come out for
debate.”

2. "We have an inadequate coaching staff
for the size of our program.”

3. “The beginners drop fast when they see
the work involved.”

4. “Why don’t more high school debaters
dehate in college?”

5. "Our recruiting is successful, but re-
taining them is hard.”

6. “We are hurt by the weak high school

program in our state.”

7. "It is difficult to hold the interest of
beginners because there are so few novice
tournaments,”

8. “Debate just isn’t a prestige activity
here.”

CHAPTERS—
( Continued from Page 28)

InsTiTuTIONAL—There were twelve people
in the program and seven of these took part
in intercollegiate competition. In all, the
school attended six tournaments. They al-
so sponsored the Annual Wyoming High
School Speech Conference.

GENERAL ReportT—Activity in this chap-
ter was revived during the attendance of the
last Congress. At that time one member
was initiated. Due to the fact that students
participating in the program were not upper-
classmen, none could be initiated last year.
Applicants for initiation of new members are
being sent in now and every effort is being
made to encourage the growth of Delta
Sigma Rho at the University of Wyoming
campus,

MARCH ISSUE—

1. Rule of Congress.

[&+]

. Schedule of Congress.

3. Articles by Tuckers, Smith, Mader
and Akers,
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Delta Sigma

Rho . . . Chapter

Directory

Chapter Date  Faculty

Code Name Founded  Sponsor Address
A Albion 1911 J. V. Garland Albion, Mich.
AL Allegheny 1913 Nels Juleus Meadville, Penn.
AM Amherst 1913 . Garrison Amherst, Mass,
AMER  American 1932 Dale E, Wolgamuth Washington, D.C.
AR Arizona 1922 G. F, Sparks Tucson, Ariz.
B Bates 1915 Brooks Quimby Lewiston, Maine
BE Beloit 1909 Carl G. Balson Beloit, Wisc.
BK Brooklyn 1940 Charles Parkhurst Brooklyn, N.Y.
BR Brown 1909  Anthony C. Gosse Providence, R.l.
BU Boston 1935 Wayne D, Johnson Boston, Mass.
CA Carleton 1911 Ada M. Harrison Northfield, Minn.
CH Chicago 1906  Marvin Phillips Chicago, i
CLR Colorado 1910  Thorrel B. Fest Boulder, Colo.
COL Colgate 1910  Stan Kinney Hamilton, N.Y.
CON Connecticut 1952  Charles McNames Storrs, Conn.
COR Cornell 1911 H. A. Wichelns Ithaca, N.Y.
CR Creighton 1934 Rev. Robert F. Purcell, S. J. Omaha, Nebraska
D Dartmouth 1910 Heroert L. James Hanover, N.H.
DP DePauw 1915 Robert O. Weiss Greencastle, Ind.
EL Elmira 1931 Geraldine Quinlan Elmira, N.Y.
GR Grinnell 951 \gem- Vugdﬁpo_ol 5 o sﬁ[inr;ell, |S-Eo
GW shi n 908 orge F. Henigan, Jr. ashington, D.C.
H iyt 932  Willard B. Marsh Clinton, N.Y.
HR Harvard 909 Cambridge, Mass.
HW Hawaii 947 Orland S. Lefforge Honolulu, Hawaii
| Idaho 926 A. E. Whitehead Moscow, ldaho
ILL linois 906 Klng Broadrick Urbana, Il
IN Indiana 951 E. C. Chenoweth Bloomington, Ind.
I1SC lowa State 909 R. W. Wilkie Ames, lowa
IT lowa State Teachers 913  Lillian Wagner Cedar Falls, lowa
] lowa 906  Orville Hitchcock lowa City, lowa
JCu John Carroll 958 Austin J. Freeley Cievaland’, Ohio
K Kansas 910 E. C. Buehler Lawrence, Kansas
KA Kansas State 951 Manhattan, Kansas
KX Knox 911 Donald L. Torrence Galesburg, |l
MQ Marquette 930 Joseph B. Laine Milwaukee, Wisc,
M Michigan 906 N. Edd Miller Ann Arbor, Mich.
MSU  Michigan State 958  Huber Ellingsworth Eost Lansing, Mich.
MN Minnesota 906  Robert Scott Minneapolis, Minn.
MO Missouri 909 Robert Friedman Columbia, Mo.
MM Mount Mercy 954 Thomas A. Hopkins Pittsburgh, Penn.
MR Morehouse 1959  A. Russell Brooks Atlanta, Ga.
MU Mundelein 1949 Sister Mary lrene, B.V.M. Chicago, |l
N Nebraska 1906 Don Olson Lincoln, Nebraska
NEV Nevada 948  Robert S. Griffin Reno, Nevada
ND North Dakota 911 John S. Penn Grand Forks, N.D.
NO Northwestern 906 Russel Windes Evanston, lIL
o] Ohio State 1910 Paul A. Carmack Columbus, Ohio
0B Oberlin 936  Paul Boase Oberlin, Ohio
OK Oklahoma 913  Roger E. Nebergall Norman, Okla.
OR QOregon 926 W. Scott Nobles Eugene, Cregon
ORS COregon State 922  Earl W. Wells Corvallis, Cregon
ow Ohio Wesleyan 907  Ed Rabinson Delaware, Ohio
P Pennsylvania 909  G. W. Thumm Philadelphig, Pa.
PO Pomona 1928 Howard Martin Claremont, Calif.
PS Pennsylvania State 1917 Clayton H. Schug University Park, Pa.
PT Pittsburgh 1920  Bob Newman Pittsburgh, Pa.
R Rockford 933 Mildred F. Berry Rockford, Ill.
5C Southern California 915 James H. McBath Los Angeles, Calif.
ST Stanford 911 Leland Chapin Stanford, Calif.
SW Swarthmore 211 E. L. Hunt Swarthmore, Penn.
sy Syracuse 910  J. Edward McEvoy Syracuse, N.Y.
TE emple 950  Amelia Hoover Philadelphia, Pa.
T Texas 909 Martin Todaro Austin, Texas
T Texas Tech 953 James E. Brennan Lubbeck, Texas
VA Virginia 908  Robert Jeffrey Charlottesvifle, Va.
W Washington . 1922 St. Louis, Mo.
WA University of Washington 1954 Laura Crowell Seattle, Wash.
WAY Wayne 1937 Rupert L. Cortright Detroit, Mich.
WES Wesleyan 210 Middletown, Conn.
WICH  Wichita 941 Mel Moorhouse Wichita, Kansas
WIS Wisconsin 906 Winston L. Brembeck Madison, Wisc.
w) Washington and Jefferson 917 Frederick Hellegers Washington, Penn.
WM Williams 210 George R. Connelly Williamstown, Mass.
WO Wooster 922 J. Garber Drushal Waooster, Ohio
WR Western Reserve 1911 R. A. Lang Cleveland, Ohio
WVA  West Virginia 1923 F. A. Neyhart Morgantown, West Va.
WYO Wyoming 1917 Patrick_Marsh Laramie, Wyoming
Y Yale 1909  Rollin G. Osterweis New Haven, Conn.
L At Large 1909
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