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THOMAS A. BYRNE
1902-1964

Thomas A. Byme, a distingnished
member of the Marquette University
Chapter of Delta Sigma Rho, died
February 6, 1964. Mr. Byrme had
been city tax commissioner of Mil-
waukee, Wisconsin for 23 years. He
received his bachelor of arts degree
in 1924, graduating cum laude, and
his law degree in 1927 from Mar-
quette University.

As a student at Marquette in 1925,

he and his teammates on the debating
squad defeated the Cambridge Uni-
versity of England team. One Cam-
bridge debater was A. Michael
Ramsay, who is now Archbishop of
Canterbury.

Mr. Byrne was a member of numer-
ous professional societies and served
as an officer in many. In 1958 he was
elected to the Executive Committee
of the National Tax Association.
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PRIMARY SOURCES AS DEBATE EVIDENCE

James C. McCroskey axp DonaLp W. Kropr
Pennsylvania State University and University of Hawaii

Most of us have heard the story about the elders of the medievel church
who became embroiled in a disputation over the number of teeth in a
horse’s mouth. Unable to find a copy of Aristotle’s works, they turned to the
classics for the answer. A novitiate in their midst intimated that they could
go to the stables, open a horse’s mouth, and count the teeth for themselves.
After a severe chastisement for suggesting such an indecent, unscholarly
activity, they banished the unfortunate one from their membership and
returned to their search in the classics for an answer they never found.

Today the “elders” of the debate coaching profession seem to be reacting
like the medieval church elders on the issue of what constitutes worthwhile
primary debate evidence. They, too, want to avoid looking in the horse’s
mouth.

Primary evidence, like interviews or letters, has won general acclaim
among research and public speaking text writers as the best evidence for
settling an issue. Auer states this position:

We commonly distinguish between primary and secondary source mate-
rials, and emphasize the desirability of uncovering the former.!
Brigance adds his support:
Whenever possible, go and see for yourself or write and find out first-
hand. ... If you need specific information that others have first-hand, often
you can get it by writing a letter.2
Crocker emphasizes the value of primary evidence:
The public speaker often denies himself a fund of useful information by
not writing to agencies and authorities in the field. . . . One wants to know
more about a particular phase of the problem and discovers that only by
writing to the author of other articles can he find what he wants.3
McBumey and Wrage view the excellence of primary evidence in terms of
probable audience reaction:

. . if yon can report from “the horse’s mouth,” the audience is likely to
attach higher importance to your report than it would to second-hand state-
ments.4

Debate coaches, however, would cast aside these suggestions, if the results
of a study recently completed by the writers are truly representative.

Five hundred fifty-eight of the nation’s college and high school debate
coaches were surveyed regarding their attitudes toward the ethics of forty

17. Jeffery Auer, An Introduction to Research in Speech (New York: Harper
& Brothers, 1959), p. 29.

2 William Norwood Brigance, Speech; Its Techniques and Disciplines in a Free
Society (New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 1961), p. 199.

3 Lionel Crocker, Public Speaking For College Students (New York: American
Book Co., 1956), p. 198.

4 James H. McBurney and Ernest J. Wrage, The Art of Good Speech (New
York: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1953), p. 122.

5 For a complete report of this study see “Ethics in Debate,” Journal of the Ameri-
can Forensic Association, Vol. 1, No. 1 (January, 1964), pp. 13-16; “NFL Debate
Directors’ Attitudes toward Ethics in Debate,” The Rostrum, Vol. 38, No. 5 (Janu-
ary, 1964), pp. 5-7.
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practices which can occur in academic debate.5 The coaches were asked to
decide whether each item was (1) ethical and good debate procedure, (2)
ethical but bad procedure, (3) ethically questionable, or (4) unethical. One
item included which concerns primary evidence was: “Using personal letters
as evidence.” We expected this item to be overwhelmingly supported by
people trained in public address and debate. The reverse was the case. Eighty-
six percent of the high school respondents and 72 percent of the college
respondents considered this item unethical, questionable, or bad debate pro-
cedure. In short, a vast majority opposed the use of personal letters as debate
evidence.

Most debate text authors appear to disagree. Huber, for one, endorses the
use of correspondence to obtain support material and infers that it is accept-
able to use it in debate. He says:

When particular information is needed and a personal interview is out of
the question, one may gather information by writing either to authorities
in the field or people working in the area with which your proposition is
concerned . . . letters will be helpful in gathering materials for analysis,
for understanding the audience, and for obtaining good support material.

Freeley does not specifically recommend the use of personal letters as
evidence, but his approval is implicit in his treatment of correspondence. He
tells us that:

Correspondence is often a fruitful source of information . . . [most organi-
zations] are willing to answer thoughtful letters asking intelligent questions
in the area of their concern.?

Braden recommends writing authorities and asking their opinions.8 We
assume that if the authorities reply, he would not oppose the use of that
reply in debate.

The strongest and most direct statement in favor of this type of evidence
is provided by Ehninger and Brockriede. They state:

Consultation with experts through correspondence or interviews, when
properly planned and conducted, often proves unusually valuable. It is a
source of information too little used by most beginning debaters.?

Perhaps two practical concerns cause the coaches to oppose the idealism of
speech authors on the use of letters as primary evidence. The first is fear of
fabrication. Certainly, personal letters can be forged. But secondary source
materials also can be forged. In fact, fabricating evidence cards would seem
to be easier than fabricating those personal letters which are written on
letterhead stationery. A few years ago one of the writers urged a debater to
use a personal letter written to him by a noted labor law authority, which
exposed frequently distorted evidence from this authority’s often-quoted
book. Unfortunately, the first time the debater used the letter to point out
how the authority’s views were being distorted, the judge berated the
debater for the usage of unethical evidence, even though the letter was
available for examination.

6 Robert B. Huber, Influencing Through Argument (New York: David McKay
Co., 1963), pp. 70-71.

7 Austin J. Freeley, Argumentation and Debate (San Francisco: Wadsworth
Publishing Co., 1961), p. 44.

8 Waldo W. Braden, Argumentation and Debate, James H. McBath, ed. (New
York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1963), p. 71.

9 Douglas Ehringer and Wayne Brockriede, Decision By Debate (New York:
Dodd, Mead & Co., 1963), p. 38.
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The second concern seems to be the belief that personal letters are not
available to all debaters and, as a consequence, those who use them have an
unfair advantage. Certainly this may be true. But nothing prevents all
debaters from obtaining such primary evidence if they choose.

These concerns over the use of personal letters would be reduced or elim-
inated if this method suggested by Newman would be followed:

Personal letters are admissible as evidence, since their authenticity can be
verified by the letterhead and their eredibility attacked; but they must be
submitted to participants requesting to see them. 19

We believe the time has come for coaches to reevaluate their position on
the use of this evidence. Securing this type of primary evidence, like opening
the horse’s mouth and actually counting his teeth, is sound research technique.
The use of material gathered in this fashion should be encouraged in debate.

' Robert P. Newman, “The Pittsburgh Code For Academic Debate” ( Pittsburgh:
University of Pittsburgh Press, 1962), p. 10.
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THE PROBLEM OF THE PRIMA FACIE CASE:
A REPLY TO MR. MARKGRAF

Rosent L. Scorr®

In the November, 1963 number of the Speaker and Gavel, Professor Bruce
Markgraf set before us a modest proposal, ie., that the sccond negative
speaker in a traditionally patterned debate might assert, “T submit that the
affirmative has failed to prove a prima facie case.” This challenge would be
sustained or overruled by the judge. Mr. Markgraf claims two advantages
for the proposal. First, the “convention.” which he believes derivative from
courtroom procedure, would “help make debate even more realistic and
practical than it is presently.” The second [ find implied rather than directly
asserted—it would shorten and enliven some dull, pointless debates in which
negative teams are “forced to attack cases which by themselves do not logically
stand” and judges arc forced “to sit by idly.”

I find myself in nearly complete disagreement with the case Professor
Markgraf has made. But at least his proposal. if accepted, would throw into
bold relief the question of what prima facie means, a gquestion which I do not
find simple and to which T once addressed an article.? Not all argumentation
texts use the term and most of those that do, T have argued in the article
mentioned, give definitions which are vague and probably circular. Most
debaters T have heard use the term seem to mean ronghly “zood case.” 1
would contend, then, that when o judge would hear such a challenge under
the Markgraf proposal he would have at best a scant notion of what the
debater meant. His sustaining or overruling the challenge, at any rate, would
depend on his own meaning for the term.

Let me make clear an assumption about judging intercollegiate or inter-
scholastic debates. The only question that the judge should ask in making a
decision is, “Which team did the better job of debating?” An analogous
question most emphatically is not the basic query for a jndge or a jury to ask
when directing a court case. I have often voted for an affirmative team
which did not in my opinion make a prima facie case for the proposition.
One is probably seldom happy in trying to decide which is the poorer debating
—failing to make a prima facie case or failing to seize upon the peculiar
weakness of such a case. But ordinarily there are also other questions the
judge will ask himself about the general quality of the debating he has
heard in rendering a decision. However, if one disagrees with this basice
point of view toward debate judging, one might very well disagree with my
attitude toward prima facie questions.

In making any analogy. one must consider dissimilarities.  We have
already pointed to one which applics to the comparison of academic debating
and courtroom debating. In reference to prima facie questions, we should
recognize that the courts have in the written law and in precedent a body of
rather well-defined requirements which help decide whether or not a par-

*Mr. Scott (Ph.D., University of Hlinois, 1955) is professor of speech and theatre
arts and Director of Forensies at the University of Minnesota.

L Bruce Markgraf, “The Prima Facie Case: A Modest Proposal,” Specker and
Guavel, Vol. 1, No. 1 ( November, 1963 ), pp. 27-28.

2%0n the Meaning of the Term Prima-Facie in Argumentation,” Central States
Speech Journal, Vol. X11, No. 1 (1960), pp. 33-37.
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ticular set of arguments is acceptable on its face.? College and high school
debaters do not have this advantage except insofar as the stock-issue analysis
serves the purpose in regard to propositions of policy.

“The affirmative has not argued that the supposed problems are inherent
in the present system.” This charge, which reflects stock-issue analysis, as-
serts in effect that the case is not prima facie complete even though the neg-
ative may not realize this implication. As a matter of fact, we often hear the
negative make arguments which come down to “the affirmative has not pre-
sented a prima facie case.” These instances demonstrate that attacks on
cases which are not complete and/or consistent (a phrase which I contend
can odinarily be substituted for prima facie) may not be artificial or “forced.”
If under the present practices a judge is “forced to sit by idly” wondering why
the negative doesn’t say, “This case is not acceptable on its face,” he might,
if Mr. Markgraf’s proposal were to become conventional, be moved to ask a
negative who makes the challenge, “Just why do you believe that it is not a
prima facie case?” That is, he might be so moved if he is interested in under-
standing what a particular negative speaker means and in evaluating his argu-
ment.

Although a case which is not prima facie does not require rebuttal in a
close sense of the word, it does in ordinary debate require a reply. Pre-
sumably the affirmative is unaware that the case presented is not acceptable
on its face. Should the negative debaters assume that without further expla-
nation every listener (or at least the judge) will also see what the affirmative
debaters have failed to see? A good debater should be able to point out the
incompleteness and/or inconsistency of the affirmative’s contentions and
will probably wish to do so. (If non-prima facie becomes a conventional
challenge, should a judge assume that the debater making it understands the
force of the charge against a particular case or that he’s just taking a I-have-
little-to-lose-anyway risk?)

My own opinion is that every negative should form the habit of considering
each case he hears as possibly failing to be acceptable on its face. The fact
that he “cannot learn objectively what the judge is thinking” will not neces-
sarily keep him from doing so. If he decides that the case is not prima facie
acceptable, he should consider replying in this manner: “Let us assume that
everything the affirmative said is true. Even so, it does not follow that we
should accept the proposition because. . ..”

Prima facie questions are fundamentally logical questions, i.e., they refer
us to the form of the argument. Accepting the premises, does the conclusion
follow? For example, it seems to me that a majority of the affirmative cases
which I have heard this year in support of the proposition Minnesota high
schools are debating (Resolved: that social security benefits be extended
to provide complete medical care) are not prima facie.

Most of these cases come down to the following sequence. The cost of
medical care is high and going higher. Comparatively the income of persons
over 65 years of age is low. Therefore, these persons are unable to provide

8 William T. Foster gives an interesting example of this fact. If a farmer should
sue a railroad for damages resulting from a burned field, it would be enough for his
lawyer to prove that a fire did occur and that it was kindled by the engine. He
would not be required to prove that any member of the crew was negligent or that
the engine or any equipment was defective. The elements of the prima facie case
(the fire and its source) have been set by practice for this category of claims (see
Argumentation and Debating [New York, 1945], pp. 247-249).
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adequately for their own medical care. This is only the “need,” to use the
jargon of stock-issue analysis, but we need not go further since it is here that
the problem lies. A possible negative response is, “Even if these two con-
tentions are true, the conclusion does not necessarily follow.” But a negative
speaker will probably want to explain why he does not think that conclusion
follows. As a judge, I would much prefer to hear his explanation than to
sustain or overrule a conventional challenge as Mr. Markgraf modestly pro-
poses be possible.

What I have tried to illustrate I call the “first level™* of prima facie ques-
tioning, i.e., is the case considered as a whole acceptable on its face? Each
contention in turn may be taken as a unit and considered from the viewpoint,
prima facie? This second level of prima facie questioning makes possible the
interesting prospect of the affirmative’s turning the charge against the neg-
ative. For example, a negative may contend that since the income of persons
over 65, when one takes into account the fact of tax advantages and lower
family size, compares very favorably per capita with the average incomes of
persons under 65, therefore, older persons certainly can provide readily for
their own medical care. As a matter of fact, I heard a negative make this
argument on the proposition referred to above. The affirmative could reply
that this argument is not prima facie. It assumes that persons under 65 can
provide readily for their medical needs, which has not been argued and need
not be accepted. Further the argument assumes that the medical needs of
both age groups are comparable, another assumption that need not be ac-
cepted.

This final illustration raises another point. Lawyers talk about prima facie
evidence. A third level of prima facie questioning asks, “What sort of data
are sufficient to establish an alleged fact as a fact? Again legal usage has
some well-established conventions which ordinary argument does not have.
An attack which asserts that “the data are not sufficient to establish the fact
alleged” always in my opinion needs explanation in ordinary argument.

Thus I would conclude that the term prima facie might be useful, but it
points to systems of analysis which must be understood and applied. The
arguer will be unwise if he assumes that everyone will see a case, contention,
or a set of data as he does. Further, he will be unwise if he assumes that his
listeners will necessarily share his knowledge of particular schemes of anal-
ysis. He will, therefore, not simply peg his refutation on a few technical
terms.

It is the job of a debater to make cogent replies to arguments. It is the job
of his teachers to help him learn to do so. The task of judges is to evaluate
the quality of the debating he does.

Incidentally, although I failed to mention it earlier, 1 do not believe that
Mr. Markgraf made a prima facie case for his modest proposal. Would I
have been wise to have simply said this at the outset? Well, I chose to make
my case on other grounds. But the alternative course certainly would have
saved time.

4 Scott, op. cit., p. 34.
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THE ORIGINS OF INTERCOLLEGIATE
FORENSIC COMPETITION
IN SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

Often we tend to think and act as though the current way of doing things
had always been the accepted way and that any change would be undesirable.
Although the tournament structure as we know it has been in use for about
25 years, it should not be assumed that this is the only way to handle a
forensic program. Indeed, we may find “new” ideas by examining what has
been done in the past. This paper has just such a purpose. Through exam-
ination of available records, correspondence, and personal interview, a brief
sketch of the competetive forensic program in southern California at the tim
of the century has been constructed. This specific case is fairly typical of
the collegiate forensic programs of that area.

Around 1900, with the exception of the Prohibition Oratoricals mentioned
later, there was no regional or national forensic organization or competition.
On the local level, except for the prohibition group, the sole organization and
competition was the Intercollegiate Oratorical. The Intercollegiate Oratorical
Association was founded in the fall of 1891 when students from three schools
which now have D.S.R-T.K.A. chapters—the University of Southern Cali-
fornia, Pomona College, and Occidental College—met and agreed to hold an
Intercollegiate Oratorical Contest. The first such contest was held in May,
1892. The contest was the major part, but still only a part, of the evening’s
program. After an invocation there was a number played by a string quartet.
The first oration was presented. This was followed by a declamation, the
second oration, and a vocal solo. The third oration was given and followed
by a piano solo while the judges reached their decision. The climax of the
evening was the announcement of the results and the presentation of a cash
award of $25 to the first-place speaker, a student from U.S.C.

This pattern was followed annually for the next several vears. The eve-
ning of the Intercollegiate Oratorical Contest among the three schools was a
gala occasion. Except for the vears when the contest was held in Claremont,
a large public hall in downtown Los Angeles was secured for the contest.
The hall was lavishly decorated with ivy and floral displays. Audiences for
the oratoricals were large, often filling the aunditorium to capacity. These
audiences included not only almost the entire student bodies of the three
schools but also a large representation from the general public. The students
usually sat in school groups and were quite vocal in their support of the
speakers. Often they were led in cheers especially prepared for the oceasion,
which in itself led to competition among the three schools. These contests
were free to the public until 1901, when a 25 cent admission was charged.

The judging was done by a group of six men, usually ministers and lawyers.
Oceasionally a public figure such as a senator or congressman took part in
the judging. Three judges evaluated the composition from written manu-
script. The other three judges evaluated the delivery of the speech. A system
of comparative, competetive ranking was used. The winner was the speaker
who had the lowest total score when all six rankings were added together. In
general, this ranking pattern is followed in judging today.

The Intercollegiate Oratorical was preceded by a local competition in each
of the three colleges to choose a representative to compete in the intercol-
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| legiate contest. For example, at Occidental College, while the Home

‘ Oratorical Contests were usually held in April, the month preceding the
Intercollegiate Oratorical, preparation for the contest began in the fall. In
early October six speakers were chosen for the Home Oratorical. Selection
consisted of speakers submitting a statement of their desire to enter the con-
test. ' When more than six speakers so announced, the number was cut to the
required six by the Oratorical Association with the advice of the faculty. This
problem seldom came up due to the fact that a class or a literary society
seldom had more than one entry. In fact, in one year when a literary society
had two strong orators this fact resulted in the breakup of the society and the
formation of two new societies. One of the new groups was even named
after the orator around whom it was founded.

The selected speakers spent about six months preparing their speeches.

These speeches were written out and memorized. Most of the six months
was spent in composing the speeches. Often various members of the faculty
aided the students. The practice of delivery was not as thorough. While
some help was available, it was not the extended advising which occurred in
regard to the composition. The shortage of aid in regard to delivery is most
clearly demonstrated by the petition presented to the Occidental College
Faculty by the Student Senate and seconded and forwarded to the trustees
by the faculty in March, 1895 requesting that a full-time elocution teacher
be appointed to, among other things, aid in the preparation of orators.

Except as indicated above the faculty took no active part in the oratorical
contests. All the arrangements for the contests and the administration of
them were handled by student organizations. The Intercollegiate Oratorical
Association handled the Intercollegiate Oratorical while the college orator-
ical associations were in charge of the Home Onratoricals. It must be stressed
that this student responsibility was total. The students arranged for the audi-
torium, decorated it, secured judges, and wrote the rules under which the
contests were run. Today all these arrangements are almost always handled
by faculty forensic directors.

The support for both the Home and the Intercollegiate Oratorical Contests
was great. The audiences and their reaction has already been indicated. An
enthusiastic student body and college community was vitally interested in
the contests. The college papers expressed keen interest. Editorials ex-
horting the contestants to work harder in their preparation were frequent.
By the time the contests were held six or seven months after the earliest
articles had appeared, interest had reached a high point due in part to the
continuing publicity. Even the college administrations were actively inter-
ested in the contests, and the college presidents almost always attended. The
Occidental College catalog usually devoted about a page to the oratorical
contests and often even included the results from the previous year.

The second competitive forensic event to be held was the Prohibition Ora-
torcial Contests which started in 1903. The same three schools—U.S.C.,
Pomona, and Occidental—were involved at the outset, and in 1905 Whittier
College was added to the group. The contests were run by the college Pro-
hibition Leagues and the Intercollegiate Prohibition League. The total
structure was the same as that of the oratoricals with only two important
differences. The first was that the cash prizes were larger. In 1908 the
winner of the Intercollegiate Prohibition Oratorical was awarded $100. The
second difference was that there was regional and national competition. The
winner of the Intercollegiate Prohibition Oratorical in southern California
went to the West Coast Prohibition Oratorical, and the winner at that contest
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took part in a national contest. The west coast contest was held at the school
which had won the previous year. For example, in 1907 the contest was held
in Whittier due to the fact that Whittier College won the west coast contest
in 1908. Ocean Grove, New Jersey, was the popular site for the national
contests.

An interesting feature of the prohibition contests which deserves mention
is the administration of the regional and national contests. These contests
were not administered by students. However, these administrators were not
necessarily members of any academic community. They were, rather, mem-
bers of the national Prohibition League which sponsored both the college
leagues and the contests. Thus again the responsibility for the administration
of the contests was taken out of the hands of the faculty. It should be noted
that the prohibition contests have a modern counterpart in the Women’s
Christian Temperance Union oratorical contests. These contests have a local,
state, and national structure similar to that of the Prohibition League contests
and are administered by the W.C.T.U.

Although it was strictly secondary in importance, competition also took
place on many levels in debate. Debate activity was sponsored almost exclu-
sively by the literary societies which were the students’ principal center of
academic and social extracurricular activity. The usual form of such intraso-
ciety debates was a parliamentary form similar to that of the Oxford Union in
which two assigned speakers would present opposing positions on a proposi-
tion and the rest of the group would then join in the debate. The principal
speakers usually summarized the arguments at the end, and a formal vote
would be taken which would accept or reject the proposition and thus deter-
mine the winner of the debate. Topics for these debates covered almost the
entire field of knowledge from philosophy to science to literature and back
again. Topics were both questions of policy and questions of fact: both
“should” questions and “is” questions. Often the principal speakers would
draw their topics and sides from a hat immediately prior to speaking. Thus,
in a real sense these debates were also impromptu speaking contests, partic-
ularly for the affirmative speaker. Occasionally the topics were announced in
advance.

A more formal type of competitive debate took place between societies.
One society would challenge the other to a debate on a given topic. The
challenged society would accept and choose the side which it wished to
defend. An evening would be arranged, and often an entire college student
body would attend. These debates were not conducted in a parliamentary
fashion. Each society would select a three-man debate team which would
spend the two or three weeks between the challenge and the debate preparing
their speeches. The three-man debate form involved three constructive
speeches on each side and a single rebuttal for each team. The topics were
similar to those used in the intrasociety debates in that they were questions
both of policy and fact and that they dealt with a variety of subject matter.
Also like the intrasociety debates a topic was usually used only once.

The first intercollegiate debate in southern California was in May, 1905,
between Occidental College and Whittier College. The only information re-
corded about this debate is that Occidental College won. The first debate of
which there is a detailed record was in December, 1905 between Occidental
College and Pomona College. The debate was arranged for by the Oratorical
Association. The Pomona students issued the challenge, and the Occidental
students chose the sides. The topic dealt with government subsidy of the
merchant marine which, like so many other topics, is still with us today. The
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arrangements for the debate to be held at Claremont were completed in
October. At that time preliminary intramural contests began to select the
three best debaters in each college. The elimination debates, judged by the
faculty, did not include rebuttals since the contest was among individuals
rather than between teams.

From the time of the original challenge until the debate not a single issue
of the weekly Occidental College paper failed to contain at least one article
and/or editorial about the debate. This publicity reached a climax in the
issue before the debate which contained a story about the debate covering the
entire front page and an editorial as well. This publicity campaign was met
by an overwhelming lack of interest which was in marked contrast to the
student support for both the oratorical contests and the society debates. Only
eight Occidental College students, including the three debaters, attended the
debate at Claremont, which was probably just as well since the three lawyers
judging the debate awarded the decision to Pomona College.

To summarize, a list of some of the major differences between today’s
practices and the competitive forensic program in southern California around
the turn of the century is in order.

(1) As opposed to a program run by faculty members, the forensic pro-
gram was almost entirely in the hands of the students. With the exception of
the regional and national prohibition contests the entire responsibility for the
program rested with the students. The total responsibility of the faculty was
to offer occasional advice and criticism.

(2) In comparison to the meager public support of the forensic program
today, competitive events were as eagerly and actively supported as are
today’s football games. The forensic program in 1900 was a part of almost
every student’s life.

(3) Rather than debate, oratory was the important competitive event.
Debate was strictly of secondary importance and apparently more important
on the intramural than the intercollegiate level.

(4) While today’s speakers may compete almost every weekend and speak
many times in each competition, the speaker in the 1890°s had few oppor-
tunities to speak. He might spend an entire year working on an oration or
debate speech which would be delivered only once.

(5) Finally, unlike today, the structure in which competitive forensic
events took place was relatively simple. There was no network of administer-
ing, no professional leagues, organizations, and honor societies, nor, with
the exception of the Prohibition League, was there any national topic or com-
petition.

Published by Cornerstone: A Collection of Scholarly and Creative Works for Minnesota State University, Mankata,



Speaker & Gavel, Vol. 1, Iss. 3 [], Art. 1

88 SPEAKER AND GAVEL

FULL OF SOUND AND FURY?
. THE ROLE OF SPEECH IN PARLIAMENTARY DEBATE

ToMm Jounson
Rockford College

There seems to have developed in America a commonly held myth that
discussion or debate on the floor of a deliberative assembly is of little
consequence, that for most people the question has been settled long before
debate is over; and hence that the role of public speech on the floor of a
deliberative body is of little significance.

Since the vast majority of deliberative groups in America are at least
remotely modeled after Congress and utilize a parliamentary authority, the
procedure which invariably can be traced back to Congressional rules, it
may be helpful to examine debate and discussion in Congressional delibera-
tions, treating any conclusions as trends affecting smaller parliamentary groups
now and perhaps more significantly in the future.

Near the end of the 1951 session, Matthew Neely, Senator from West
Virginia, pointed to a stack of Congressional Records piled high upon his
desk which included the session record and, with verbal flourish, accused his
colleagues of being “irresponsible windbags.” Comparing the United States
Senate to the tower of Babel, he urged all Senators with speeches at hand to
deliver them during the recess “in highly secluded places . . . where the only
auditors will be hoot owls, turkey buzzards, and shitepokes. These, when
vexed, as they certainly would be, could take the wings of the morning, noon
or night and fly far, far away.”

While the Senator in this case may have been more colorful and candid
than his colleagues would be apt to be, essentially this opinion would be
shared by a significant percentage of his fellow Senators who are forced, at
at least theoretically, to listen to the vast amount of verbal discourse which
supposedly is debate but for the most part boils down to plain and unadorned
talk.

Likewise, discussion within the House of Representatives is oftentimes
also of little significance. Thomas B. Reed, the long-time and controversial
Speaker of the House, once after listening for hours to a series of seemingly
trivial speeches, gave rise to the classic description of what some consider to
be the exception rather than the rule. “They never open their mouths,” he
audibly remarked to the Sergeant at Arms, “without subtracting from the sum
of human knowledge.”2

These opinions of Congressional speech quality are by no means reserved
exclusively for the Congressmen themselves. Raymond Moley, widely read
columnist in Newsweek magazine, has characterized much Congressional
speaking as consisting of “flagrant appeals to the stomach and pocketbook . . .
irrelevant lint-picking, and canned, ghost written speeches—all clothed in
jargon which only partially covers the stark nakedness of thought.” The
Congressional Record, he continues, consists of little more than speeches

1 Donald R. Matthews, U. S. Senators and Their World (Chapel Hill: The Uni-
versity of N. Carolina Press, 1960), p. 243,

2 Edward Boykin, The Wit and Wisdom of Congress (New York: Funk and Wag-
nalls Company, Inc., 1961), p. 165.
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“written by hack assistants, embellished by voluminous insertions of stuff
clipped from newspapers.”™

DeAlva Stanwood Alexander, in his classic volume History and Procedure
of the House of Representatives, attempts to explain the reason for the quality
of speeches by painting ont that a vast amount of oratory on the floor is
delivered to an empty house and is intended not to win votes in Congress
but rather to win them at home. The custom of allowing a member to revise
his remarks for the Congressional Record gives him an excellent opportunity
to impress the voters at home since the Record gives the impression of a full-
scale speech before an enthusiastic House. While the Hansard, the official
record of the British Commons, marks any changes with an asterisk, no such
device is used in Congress and hence “much that is spoken is never printed
and much that is printed has never been said.”™

Samuel W. McCall, himself a Congressman, in his Life of Thomas B. Reed,
states that “the petty practice of editing the report of speeches by inserting
‘applause” and ‘laughter” in the printed version has made the House appear to
be a very stupid sort of body, going wild with enthusiasm over eloquence the
cheapest and most fustian, and convulsed with “langhter” over jokes the point
of which years of subsequent study have failed to disclose.™

Thus the character of the Congressional Record is such that Congressmen
at times are apt to use the floor of Congress a means for publicity via the
record. Since almost every Congressman is apt to have use for this device,
there are seldom any objections to the request for unanimous consent to make
a speech on any subject during the “morning howr” which lasts from noon
until 2 p.ar. Reciprocity seems to rule the day.

The House is the most indulgent of audiences. “It smiles at feeble jokes,”
one observer remarked, “encourages with occasional applause, and conceals
an inclination to laugh if an impassioned orator upsets an inkstand or sets a
glass of water flying over his neighbor. Even the bore is held sacred lest in
the struggle for relief from tiresome talk the right to free speech be lost.”
Jefferson’s Manual, originally designed as rules of the Senate and since
adopted for the House, makes specific provision that “No one is to disturb
another in his speech by hissing, conghing, spitting, speaking or whispering
to another. . .. 77

The story is told that when Mr. Gladstone introduced his first Home Rule
Bill on the floor of the British Commons he was forced to complain pathetically
that “it struck a fatal blow at the liberties of debate and at the dignity of Par-
liament.” When objection was taken, the opposition prevented his speech by
“yelling continuously for one hour.™®

Thus, in addition to the character of the Record, the nonskeptical attitnde
of the membership itself as developed through history reinforces such speech.
While it is apparent that this attitude of indulgence is designed in part to allow
members to make speeches for political consnmption at home, another cause
is a sincere attempt to preserve free speech and prevent overly rapid action.

As early as August of 1789, Elbridge Gerry, representative from Massa-

5 Raymond Moley, “Perspective,” Newsweek, July 31, 1961, p. 84.

t DeAlva S. Alexander, History and Procedure of the House of Representatives
( Boston: Hounghton Mifflin Company, 1916}, p. 291.

5 Ihid.

% Alexander, op. cit., p. 290.

7 Jeffersonw’s Manual (House Document No. 413), p. 152,

% Alexander, loc. cit.
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chusetts, rose during discussion on the Bill of Rights and commented, “The
Gentlemen seem in a great hurry to get this business through. I think, Mr.
Chairman, it requires further discussion; for my part, I had rather do less
business and do it well, than precipitate measures before they are fully
understood. . . . 7 This attitude is even more prevalent in the Senate, which
points with pride to its reputation as the freest debating society in the world,
explaining perhaps why it is extremely hesitant to invoke cloture in a fili-
buster situation.10

Another consideration which may help explain the quality of speeches is
their authorship. Needless to say, Congressmen in general and Senators in
particular are for the most part extremely busy men and as a result have
little time to write speeches. Even those men who do not read from manu-
script, as many do, and who “write their own” speeches have most of the
work done by staff assistants in their offices. Kenneth Kofmehl, in his recent
book Professional Staffs of Congress, reports that in many cases even the
office does not do much of the actual writing, rather “the office was little more
than an assembly plant,” receiving parts from administrative agencies, com-
mittee staffs, lobbyists, and others. Often, he points out, a staff aid will
merely ask for finished speech drafts from several places and combine them.11
This being the case, it should be a surprise to no one that the quality at times
leaves something to be desired.

Consequently, due to personal considerations, the character of the Congres-
sional Record, the method of preparation, and the tradition of free speech on
the floor of Congress, a good number of speeches are of little significance,
change no one’s mind, and accomplish very little. Senator Carter Glass went
so far as to observe that he never knew of a speech in Congress to change a
single vote.!2 As a result there seems to be a generalization of wide accept-
ance that floor speaking is all but worthless, and that Congress is no longer
the Great American Forum that it once was. This generalization, while
perhaps true in a great many cases, is not justified. Indeed, speech can and
does play an important role in many instances.

While most of the time Congressional debate lacks color and drama and
while in most cases it changes no one’s vote, still it does have several important
functions. First, it is an important means of communication between mem-
bers of like view. Oftentimes, especially with controversial legislation, there
are two opposing coalitions in operation, and internal communication is dif-
ficult. B. M. Gross, in his book The Legislative Struggle, states that “signals
passing between leaders and followers are by no means always given behind
the scenes. Floor statements are often the quickest and most effective method
of passing the word around.”3

In addition, arguments expressed over and over again often reinforce views
of the various members of each coalition. “He really didn’t feel strongly about
it at first,” one staff assistant remarked concerning his boss’s attitude toward
a controversial bill. Only as the fight progressed and he had to argue for the
bill and defend it from attacks, did he become convinced that it should pass.”14

® Alice Sturgis, Learning Parliamentary Procedure (New York: McGraw-Hill,
1953), p. 59.

10 John B. Anderson, from an unpublished letter included in the appendix.

11 Kenneth Kofmehl, Professional Staffs of Congress (Lafayette, Indiana: Purdue
University Press, 1952), p. 172.

12Boykin, op. cit., p. 283.

13 B. M. Gross, The Legislative Struggle (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1953), p. 366.

1¢ Matthews, op. cit., p. 248.
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Debate also plays an extremely important role in overall strategic consider-
ations since it is often an effective means for delaying the final vote. In so
doing, added time is made available for lobbying and intrahouse negotiations.
Delay through debate will also in some instances allow an absent member to
come to vote when his vote would be decisive and allow public opinion to
apply pressure upon Congressmen to vote a certain way. Likewise, delaying
or threatening to delay a bill by extended debate, i.e., filibuster, is often an
effective means of obtaining concessions from the bill’s supporters. Conse-
quently, in this way, speech by its length if not its subject matter can play a
decisive role in determining policy.15

In addition, debate is extremely important for future consideration. As
Gross points out, “For the winning side, help in the task of keeping the cam-
paign alive until victory is won in the other house, in the conference com-
mittee, or at the stage of presidential signature.”

Gross also observes that the original Congressional debate can have im-
portant results after the bill becomes law. “An innocent-sounding explanation
of a section or clause, totally ignored by most members of Congress, when first
made, may later be used as proof of ‘congressional intent” and become highly
important in administrative and judicial decisions.”8

“Finally, despite much folklore to the contrary,” Donald Matthews observes,

. speeches do influence votes.” While in most instances debate influences
and reinforces beliefs, providing rationalizations for voting a certain way, on
almost every bill there are some members who are unable to make up their
minds, especially in light of the fact that debates and floor amendments have
raised new and unanticipated questions. “A sizable number of senators,”
Matthews continues, “may be susceptible to a skillful speechmaker who pro-
vides them with a simple, appealing, and defensible justification for voting
his way.”17

Senate Minority Leader Everett Dirsken, writing in 1963, stated that “it
depends upon the subject matter befor the Senate as to whether a speech
actually accomphshes a change of viewpoint or sharpens the conviction of a
Senate member with respect to a given bill . . . on some occasions a carefully
prepared speech, not delivered from manuscrlpt, has actually changed a good
many votes and in two cases certainly in the last session determined the fate
of the pending bill.”18

In addition to Dirksen there are a great number of excellent speakers in
Congress who deliver speeches of significance far above mere political dis-
course. “To hear a Clinton Anderson expound on atomic energy, a Hubert
Humphrey on agricultural problems, a Mike Mansfield on foreign policy, a
Eugene Milliken on taxation, a Robert Taft on labor, or a Joseph O’Mahoney
on antitrust legislation is to be impressed by their mastery of highly complex
and technical fields. It may not be debate, but it is political talk of a very
high order.”?

In conclusion then, although many speeches are apt to be little more than
“the dreary drip of pointless twaddle,”2? still speech can play an important
role even on the floor of such a complex institution as Congress.

15 Ibhid.

16 Gross, op cit., p. 367.

17 Matthews, op. cit., p. 249.

18 E. M. Dirksen from an unpublished letter included in the appendix.
15 Matthews, op. ¢it., p. 247

20 Alexander, op. cit., p. 296.
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The critics of Congressional speech may with justification echo Shake-
speare’s words describing typical legislative oratory as “a tale told by an idiot,
full of sound and fury, signifying nothing,”?! to which the speakers could
promptly and properly reply with Dirksen himself, “So long as mankind exists,
the spoken word in whatever form will be effective in its impact on human
conduct.”22 And both are right.

21 William Shakespeare, Macbeth, Act V, Scene 3.
22 Dirksen, loc. cit.
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A NEW LOOK AT ETHOS AND ETHICAL PROOF

Doxavrp O. Onsox
Jon~ L. PETELLE

A concept reexamined is not a new method of research. Yet in many
instances we believe it is not only desiruble, but also necessary, to reevaluate
old concepts long taken for granted and examine them anew in the light of
contemporary thonght. Such is the case with the Greek concepts of ethos
and ethical proof. What we propose to do is not redefine the terms of ethos
and ethical proof but rather approach them in a different manner; to examine
them not so much in a rhetorical sense but rather with a sociological point of
view, and consider them as essential elements in the communicative process of
interaction,

Confusion has long existed over the concepts of ethos and ethical proof as
to whether they are synonyvmous or dichotomous.! The term ethos, as it was
derived from the ancient Greek language, meant a custom, habit, or usage.
To define this term in the same way and put it in 20th-century vernacular, we
would say it refers to social mores or class consciousness. The term ethos,
however, as we shall point out later, does not carry this same interpretation
today.

As we turn to the Greek master of rhetoric, we find the concept of ethos
conveyed in rather subtle shades of meaning. Rather than identifying ethos
with social custom or widespread acceptance, Aristotle speaks of this phenom-
enon as being the character of man. The three aspects which most readily
gain our belief are intelligence, character, and goodwill.2 The character of the
man, remarks Aristotle, *. . . is a cause of persuasion when the speech is so
uttered as to make him worthy of belief; for as a rule we trust men of probity
more, and more quickly, about things in general, while on points outside the
realm of exact knowledge, where opinion is divided, we trust them abso-
lutely.” While the character of the speaker as a factor in creating trust and
effecting persuasion may be in part a function of past behavior, this in itself
is insufficient, for this trust should be “. . . created by the speech itself, and
not left to depend on antecedent impression that the speaker is this or that
kind of man.™

At this point, therefore, while not explicitly saying so, we can observe how
Aristotle is subtly distinguishing between ethos and ethical proof. The ethos,
or character of man, contends Aristotle, “. . . is manifested in choice; and
choice is related to the end or aims.”™ Thus, the establishing of character or
ethos of man is a function of choice which in turn is dictated by the end or aim
of the speaker. The three factors which gain our belief then (intelligence,
character, and goodwill), and their relationship to ethos and ethical proof,
now become clear. The character of man, in its broadest sense, is ethos. The
means by which this ethos is established is through the display of intelligence,
goodwill, and the establishing of character itself within the speech. Ethos
T William M. Sattler, “Conception of Ethos in Ancient Rhetorie,” Quarterly Journal
of Speech, Val. 14, 1947, p. 55.

* Aristotle, Rhetoric, Book 11, Chap. 1, Trans. by Lane Cooper, Appleton-Century-
Crofts, Inc., New York: 1932, p. 92.

“ Ibid., Book 1. Chap. 2, pp. 8-9.

 Ihid.

3 1hid., Book I, Chap. 8, p. 46.
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(character), therefore, is manifested in choice (intelligence, character, and
goodwill) and the specific choice, or means, is dictated by the end or aim of
the speech, the speaker, or both. We may conclude then, that Aristotle did
recognize and acknowledge the separate concepts of ethos and ethical proof.

While the contemporary rhetorician acknowledges and indeed makes use
of many of the Aristotelian principles of rhetoric, one may also observe a
shift in emphasis in certain areas today. While Aristotle, in his analysis of
the speaker and the audience, constructed the beginnings of a psychological
framework which pervades the rhetorical situation, he tended to consider the
speaker and the audience as separate entities. While we may consider these
elements to be separate entities, sociologically speaking we must also consider
them as interacting elements. To take this approach then, we must consider
ethos and ethical proof as important factors in the total process of communi-
cative interaction. By approaching ethos and ethical proof from a sociological
standpoint, we believe the rhetorician can come to a more complete under-
standing of what these concepts involve in the interaction process today.

In essence, we believe we may speak, in part, of ethos today in essentially
the same terms as did Aristotle—the character of the man. But this in itself
does not convey to us a greater understanding of what this concept represents.
It is through ethos that the speaker represents himself to his audience. To
better understand what is involved in this representation, we might examine
the meaning of ethos through the philosophy of G. H. Mead’s concept of the
“T” and “Me.” The “Me,” according to Mead, is the social self of the individ-
ual. It is the self in interaction with society. The individual becomes a truly
social being when he begins to be able to differentiate between the “I” and the
“Me.” In essence, we might contend that the “Me” of the individual is society’s
image of the individual. Or, we might also say that the “Me” of the individual
is Mead’s way of expressing the ethos of the individual. A person’s full com-
prehension of the concept of the “Me” involves the ability to take the role of
the generalized other. That is, to be able to place himself in society and ex-
amine and see himself as society sees him. When the individual is able to do
this, then he is able to understand the concept of “Me.” An understanding by
the speaker of his ethos, image, character, or self, then, involves taking the
role of the generalized other and understanding the phenomenon of the “Me.”
Only when the speaker does this, will he really be cognizant of the audience’s
reaction to him and to the image he purports to represent. Only then will
he be able to analyze himself as to the most effective means by which he may
represent himself to his audience.

The difference between the Aristotelian concept of ethos and a sociological
concept of ethos, then, is fundamental. While the Aristotelian approach tends
to regard ethos as man himself, a sociological interpretation is that ethos is
the manifested image of man and in so doing takes into consideration how this
image is perceived. Thus, a psychological approach involves a greater degree
of emphasis upon the processes of interaction. Another basic difference be-
tween a sociological vs. Aristotelian concept of ethos is that through the
sociological approach, the image of the speaker, as perceived by the audience,
is not only dependent upon the immediate situation but is also, in part, a
function of predetermined attitudes and opinions. These attitudes and opin-
ions are, indeed, just as important for the speaker’s consideration as anything
he may do during the speech. While we should not disclaim the contributions
of Aristotle on this subject, we should at the same time be willing to view
ethos from a more extended interpretation. Turning to ethical proof, we find
that while the sociologist’s views on ethos (image) may be more sophisticated
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than was Aristotle’s, when we consider the concept of ethical proof we find
the rhetorician to be more advanced in his thinking.

Proof, maintains Webster’s dictionary, “. . . is the effect or result of evi-
dence; evidence is the medium of proof.” Ethical proof, therefore, is that
type of proof which is the result of ethical evidence or, in the case of the
speaker, that evidence which is so designed as to enhance the ethos of the
speaker. Ethical proof, according to Aristotle, then, was that evidence (intel-
ligence, character, goodwill) which was presented to augment the ethos
(character) of the speaker. To restrict ethical proof to intelligence, character,
and goodwill, however, seems to be a rather severe limitation. If ethical proof
is that evidence specifically designed to enhance the ethos of the speaker,
then might we not consider this term in greater dimension? Might we not, for
example, consider ethical proof to be everything that affects the speaker’s
image before as well as during the speaking situation? Might we not contend
that ethos is a function of ethical proof and as such is based upon such factors
as who the man is, what he is reputed to be, what he has or has not done, what
positions he has held, his dress and manner of appearance, his style of speak-
ing, indeed anything and everything which reinforces, negates, or modifies in
some fashion, the audience’s image of him?

What we are really saying, then, is that while the field of sociology allows
us a more complete or at least a clearer picture of what ethos is, we are unable
to derive from the sociclogist a set of rules or even general advice as to how
one may better control this image before an audience. Aristotle, on the other
hand, while expressing a less complete concept of ethos, did attempt to for-
mulate the means by which this ethos could be enhanced. Today’s rhetorician,
therefore, in attempting to come to a more satisfactory explanation of these
concepts of ethos and ethical proof, would do well to make use not only of
what the ancients have given us, but add to this what new knowledge we have
at our disposal.

For purposes of this paper, then, perhaps we can clearly define what we
mean by ethos and ethical proof and establish the relationship between them.
Ethos is the mirror of the man; it is his self, his character, his image, in essence
his being as it is perceived by an audience. Ethical proof, on the other hand,
is the means by which a speaker portrays his image before an audience; it is
everything the speaker either consciously or subconsciously does which results
in a perception of his image by other persons.

Now that we have defined the phenomenon, we are confronted with the
question the rhetorician has been wrestling with for centuries. What process
is necessary for the speaker to understand and thus better control his image
before a group? Any attempt to construct such a methodology of image
control involves a consideration of the concepts of ethos and ethical proof,
not so much in a rhetorical sense, but rather that these concepts be consid-
ered within a sociological frame of reference. Let us try, then, to sociologically
establish the steps required in such a process of image control.

Certainly the most important of these steps involves a factor already men-
tioned; the need for self-analysis, the need for an awareness of one’s image
through the process of taking the role of the generalized other and perceiving
the self, in as much as it is possible, with the same cognizance as it is perceived
by the audience. Such a process is admittedly difficult, but it is not a new
process. Rather it is an activity engaged in from the time of early childhood,
and is merely a facet (granted a most important one) in the total process of
socialization. Take a young child for example. The child makes his needs
known from the time of birth. As he grows older, he makes these needs known
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with greater degrees of sophistication. For some time, however, the child
sees everything with relation only to himself. He is only aware of the exis-
tence of an “1.” At some point in the maturation process, he becomes aware
that the image he holds of himself is not necessarily shared by others. At this
stage, the “Me” or social self is born. Essentially, then, this is what the speaker
must do in order to realize what image he does present to an audience and in
order to present the image he desires. An understanding of one’s image, there-
fore, while requisite to sustained snccesstul communication is not an overnight
product. Rather, it is the result of gaining maturity, experience in social
interaction of all kinds, understanding of human behavior, and a willingness
to closely serutinize one’s self. Self-analvsis then, is the first step in the process
of image control.

The second step in this sociological process involves a careful audience
analysis. Much of the andience’s perception of the speaker’s image will be
based upon the general frame ol reference from which that particular group
operates. That is, the attitudes, social mores, cultural, social, political, and
religious climate will all have played their part in helping this particular
group regard the speaker in the manner in which they do. Thus, the second
step is for the speaker to understand his audience.

The third step naturally follows from the second. That is, once the speaker
has a reasonably sound understanding of himself and of his audience, he must
once again take the role of the generalized other and by this process of role
taking attempt to make certain generalizations about himself. The more ac-
curate the speaker is in his predictions of what the audience’s perception of
his image is, the more successful he will be in controlling his image. Accurate
role taking, however, is not a simple process and as we previously pointed
out, is a result of added maturity, experience in various instances of social
interaction, and an understanding of one’s self in particular and human be-
havior in general. Once this point is reached, the speaker can then examine
the various means available to him which will allow him to present to his audi-
ence the image he desires. As we have defined it, the combination of rhe-
torical and sociological means the speaker chooses to present his image before
an audience becomes his ethical proof.

To enumerate specilically the constituents of ethical proof would be an
endless task. As we have already indicated, ethical proof is everything the
speaker does in influencing the audience toward his image. The crucial
question, therefore, comes to this: Given a particular image the speaker
wishes to present, what means does he choose? Again the question has an
infinite number of answers, for the specific answer will vary from individual
to individual and from sitnation to situation. Perhaps our point may be
illustrated from an episode in Moss Hart's Act One. As a nineteen-year-old,
lacking experience and confidence, Moss Hart faced an amateur theatrical
group one night as their new director. Totally lacking in experience of this
nature, Hart could feel the distrust and insecurity the group had in him. Re-
alizing his future relationship with the group depended upon the initial
image placed before the troupe, Hart in his best style of role playing, played
the part of a tough, caustic director whom he had observed in rehearsal. The
ruse was successful and Hart won his audience. Now we are not advocating
that the public speaker is an actor; nor are we implying that it is necessary
or desirable for him to deceive an audience. Our point is merely that there
are means available to the speaker to present the image he desires once he
has decided upon what image he wishes to present. The politician, for ex-
ample, after analyzing his audience and deciding that the “plain folks device”
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would be the best approach, continues by identifying with his audience, by
establishing common ground with them, and so forth.

The speaker will, of course, attempt to present the image most favorable
to his predetermined end. Rhetorically and sociologically, the image he de-
cides to portray will be the result of his self-analysis, his audience analysis,
and his role taking. The means throngh which he intends to represent this
self will be those he feels most likely to represent this image most success-
fully. Behind all of this, however, lurk a number of ethical questions. To what
extent does the speaker’s end justify his means? To what extent, if any, does
the speaker compromise his principles and ethical mores in order to present
the image he feels would be most favorable before a given audience? To what
extent does the speaker present only a part of what is his true self and allow
the other part to be what he believes his andience would like to see? The
answers to these questions are not forthcoming from these writers. The an-
swers to these questions must be pondered by each individual and found for
himself. We may point out and identify such concepts as ethos and ethical
proof; we may analyze them and discuss the processes involved in their appli-
cation; we may even set a general standard for their use. But we cannot
dictate a formula for one to follow, for what the individual does in applying
these concepts becomes a basic tenet in his philosophy of communication
and in a greater sense, reflects in part, his philosophy of life. As teachers of
communication our job is not so much to tell a student what ethos he should
attempt to portray, but rather to lead him to an understanding of what is in-
volved in such a concept; as teachers of communication our job is not so much
to define for a student what ethical proof he should utilize, but rather to help
him understand the relationship between what he does and what he is.
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CHAPTER NOTES*

WITTENBERG

The recently elected student offi-
cers of Wittenberg’s chapter of DSR-
TKA are President, David Frederick,
Secretary, Georganne Banks, and His-
torian, Timothy Kuryla. Our faculty
advisor is Dr. G. Vernon Kelley, pro-
fessor of Speech and our Treasurer is
faculty member Dr. Raymond Kreu-
ger of the math department.

The Wittenberg chapter recently
increased its size to more than fifteen
members with the addition of four
new members this month. They were
sophomore Richard Ashby from Lan-
caster, Pennsylvania, Marcia Bis-
zantz, a Lakewood, Ohio junior, Rob-
ert Fisher, a senior from Crestline,
Ohio, and sophomore Janet Love
from Beach City, Ohio.

The chapter has already engaged
in an active role on the Wittenberg
campus. On January 15, we held the
first of our semiannual Intramural

* The Editor encourages chapters to
send their notes along—with sufficient
numbers we will maintain a special sec-
tion for them.

https://cornerstone.lib.mnsu.edu/speaker-gavel/vol1/iss3/1

Public Speaking contests. They are
sponsored by the chapter in conjunc-
tion with the department’s classes of
Elementary public speaking. Each
section selects a representative to
enter the contest, and the winner is
determined through a series of two
preliminary rounds and one final con-
test. Fifteen contestants participated
in the first semester contest. The
judges for the contest are all faculty
members.

Further activities have already
been planned. The second public
speaking tournament will be held
in early May. The society’s intra-
mural debate tournament will be held
in mid-April. It consists of represent-
ative teams from all fraternities and
sororities and the independent dorms
competing on a chapter-selected
topic. To wind up the year’s activities
the chapter cosponsors the annual
Speech Recognition Banquet with
the college’s chapter of Theta Alpha
Phi, dramatics honorary. Here, those
who have achieved distinction in
speech and drama work during the
year are presented with plaques, tro-
phies, and certificates of merit.
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T.V. DEBATES

Championship Debate 1946 will be
shown on some eighty stations of the
National Educational Television net-
work beginning the week of April 27.
The series of seven programs may
be available to commercial stations, as
a public service offering, in commu-
nities not served by educational tele-
vision. For information on the series
consult vour local television stations
or write to: Mr. Larry Pickard, Na-
tional Educational Television, 10 Co-
lumbus Circle, New York 19, N. Y.
High school and college debate di-
rectors should take the initiative in
promoting the series in their commu-
nities, the seven video tapes may be
available to local non-NET stations—
they will not be shown automatically,
unless teachers and students express
their interest and exert influence on
local broadcasters.

The programs will appear in the
following order:

1. Southwest Missouri State vs. Uni-
versity of Minnesota. Topic: That
there should be a uniform national
divorce law,

2. Northeastern State College, Okla-
homa vs. University of South Caro-

lina. Topic: That gambling should
be legalized in all states.
3. Georgetown University vs, Har-
vard University. Topic: That loyalty
oaths for teachers should be abol-
ished.
4. University of Redlands vs. Uni-
versity of the Pacific. Topic: That
the federal government should subsi-
dize the performing arts.
5. Semifinals:  Midwestern  winner
vs. Southern winner. Topic: That our
free press has too much freedom.
6. Semifinals:  Eastern winner vs,
Western winner. Topic: That Con-
gress should be given the power to
reverse decisions of the Supreme
Court.
7. Finals:  Winner of Midwest—
South debate vs. winner of East vs.
West debate. Topic: That praver
should be permitted in public schools.
Each debate is judged by a panel of
three prominent AFA directors who
render a verdict immediately follow-
ing the debate. The program, a joint
project of the American Forensic As-
sociation and the American Student
Foundation, is being produced by
NET at the studios of WTTW in Chi-
cago.

for

and

Watch

First DSR-T.K.A. Congress

Ma y Issue

the
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VOX

My dear Sir and Editor:

I have read with great interest the
first issue of the Speaker and Gavel.
It promises much for the new day of
the two uniting societies. As one who
helped bring Delta Sigma Rho to
birth in the long ago. I rejoice in the
promise of a larger service in the fu-
ture. As a token of my faith, T enclose
five dollars for a subscription, and 1
promise to be a faithful reader.

At the risk of seeming presumptu-
ous, let me add a bit of biographical
data to what Professor Beuhler has
reported on pages 12 and 14.1 T was
present, as he notes, at the organiza-
tion meeting in Chicago on April 13,
1906. My real service to the cause,
however, was given before that.

In the autumm of that academic
vear I was made secretary of the
society promoting debates and or-
atorical contests at Northwestern. In
looking through the book, I found an
unopened letter from either True-
blood or McDermott addressed to a
member of the faculty. Since it was
not a personal letter, I opened it and

YE. C. Buehler, “History of Delta
Sigma Rho,” Speaker and Gavel, Val, 1,
No. 1 (1963).

https://cornerstone.lib.mnsu.edu/speaker-gavel/vol1/iss3/1

POP

January 25, 1964

found there the proposal to establish
a society such as ours became. 1
wrote and made inquiry, asking if
plans were still under way.

On receiving an urgent reply to or-
ganize the group at Northwestern, I
hastily called together the former de-
baters and orators in or near Evanston
and laid the matter before them.
They enthusiastically organized there
and then and made me the represent-
ative to meet with others to form the
national society.

This brief word will set the record
straight. I do not mean to challenge
the statement that there had been
correspondence  with my one-time
teacher Kellogg. If there had been,
nothing came of it and the origin of
the Northwestern Chapter came
about as I have here related.

If I need a sponsor, Kenneth Hance
will remember me. [ still wear my
key along with that of Phi Beta Kappa
along with a pendant, all of which I
carry cach day in a pocket over my
heart.

Best wishes to you and all the of-
ficers.

Sincerely yours,
Horace B. Smith
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Chapters and Sponsors

Code  Chapter Name, Address Faculty Sponser
AA  Alabama, University, Ala. Annabel D. Hagood
AB Albion, Albicn, Mich. Daniel J. Goulding
AC Allegheny, Meadville, Pa. Nels Juleus
AD Alma, Alma, Mich.
AE American, Washington, D. C. Jerome B. Polisky
AF Ambherst, Amherst, Mass. =
AG Arizona, Tucson, Ariz. G. F. Sparks
AH Arkansas, Fayetteville, Ark. Robert S. Deutsch
Al Auburn, Auburn, Ala. Richard G. Rea
BA Ball State Teachers, Muncie, Ind. David W. Shepard
BB Bates, Lewiston, Maine Brooks Quimby
BC Bellarmine, Louisville, Ky. Rev. Joseph Morgan Miller
BD Beloit, Beloit, Wisc. : Carl G. Balson
BE Berea, Berea, Ky. Margaret McCoy
BF Birmingham-Southern, Birmingham, Ala. Cal M. Logue
BG Boston, Boston, Mass.
BH Bridgewater, Bridgewater, Va. Roger E. Sappington
Bl Brigham Young, Provo, Utah Jed J. Richardson
BJ Brooklyn, Brooklyn, N.Y. ) C. E. Parkhurst
BK Brown, Providence, R. |. David F. Unumb
BL Bucknell, Lewisburg, Pa. David E. Horlacher, Frank W. Merritt
BM  Butler, Indianapolis, Ind. Nicholas M. Cripe
CA Capital, Columbus, Ohio Tom Ludlum
CB Carleton, Northfield, Minn. Ada M. Harrison
CC Case Institute of Technology, Cleveland, Ohio Donald Marston
CD Chicago, Chicago, Il Richard L. Varnway
CE Cincinnati, Cincinnati, Ohio > Mary C. Caldwell
CF Clark, Wooster, Mass. Neil R. Schroeder
CG Colgate, Hamilton, N. Y, Robert G. Smith
CH Colorado, Boulder, Colo. R. Victor Harnack
Cl Colorado, Colorado Springs, Calo. James A. Johnson
CJ Connecticut, Storrs, Conn, John W. Vlandis
CK Cornell, Ithaca, N. Y. John F. Wilson
CL Cornell, Mt. Vernon, lowa Walter F. Stromer
CM Creighton, Omaha, Neb. Mrs. J. L. Schneller
DA Dartmouth, Hanover, N. H. Herbert L. James
DB Davidson, Davidson, N. C. Grace G. Lilly
DC Denison, Granville, Ohio Lionel Cocker
DD Denver, Denver, Colo. Paul Hunsinger
DE DePauw, Greencastle, Ind. Robert 0. Weiss
DF Dickinson, Carlisle, Pa. Herbert Wing
DG Duke, Durham, N. C. Joseph Cable Weatherby
EA Elmira, Elmira, N. Y. Kenneth W. Pauli
EB Emory and Henry, Emory, Va. Roy C. Brown
EC Emory, Atlanta, Ga. James Z. Rabun
ED Evansville, Evansville, Ind. - Ted J. Foster
FA Florida, Gainesville, Fla. William B. Lashbrook, Gerald P. Mohrmann
FB Florida State, Tallahassee, Fla. Gregg Phifer
FC George Washington, Washington, D. C. George F. Henigan, Jr.
FD Grinnell, Grinnell, lowa William Vanderpool
HA Hamilton, Clinten, N. Y. J. Franklin Hernt
HB Hampden-Sydney, Hampden-Sydney, Va. D. M, Allan
HC Hanover, Hanover, Ind. Stanley B. Wheater
HD Harvard, Cambridge, Mass. Harry P. Kerr
HE Howaii, Honolulu, Hawaii Pavisz s
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Code Chapter Name, Address

Faculty Sponsor

HF Hiram, Hiram, Ohio ____
HG Howard, Birmingham, Ala.
HI Howard, Washington, D. C,

IA Idaho, Moscow, Idoho ...

IB Illinois, Urbang, .

IC Indianag, Bloomington, Ind. =

ID Indiana State, Terre Haute, Ind.

IE lowa State, Ames, lowa :

IF lowa State Teachers, Cedar Falls, lowa ..
IG lowa, lowa City, lowa

JA John Carroll, Cleveland, Ohio

KA Kansas, Lawrence, Kansas WS
KB Kansas State, Manhattan, Kansas

KC Kentucky, Lexington, Ky.

KD Kings, Wilkes Barre, Pa.

KE Knox, Galesburg, Ill.

LA Lehigh, Bethlehem, Pa.

LB Lincoln Memorial, Harrogate, Tenn. !
LC Long Beach State, Long Beach, Calif.
LD Louisiana State, Baton Rouge, La.

LE Loyola, Baltimore, Md. -

LF Loyola, Chicago, IlI.

LG Lynchburg, Lynchburg, Va.

MA  Manchester, North Manchester, Ind.
MB Mankato State, Mankato, Minn.
MC Marquette, Milwaukee, Wis.

MD  Maryland, Washington, D. C.

_ Theodore Walwick
- G. Allan Yeomans
Donald F. McHenry

A. E. Whitehead
'E. C. Chenoweth
Otis J. Aggertt
~ R. W. Wilkie

........... — William Wagner
Todd Willy

Austin J, Freeley
Wilmer Linkugel

_ Mrs. M. W. Taylor
_ Gifford Blyten

______ Robert E. Connelly

Donald L. Torrence

H. Barrett Davis

Earl H. Smith

,,,,, ) Rita Gilbert
Waldo W. Braden

Rev. William Davish, S.J.
Donald J, Stinson

,,,,,, Harold Garretson

Paul Raten
~ Vernon Earl Beckman
A. Berkley Driessel

ME Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Combndge Mass. Richard F. Smith

MF  Memphis State, Memphis, Tenn.
MG Mercer, Macon, Georgia

MH Miami, Miami, Fla.

M| Miami, Oxford, Ohio

M) Mn:hsgan Ann Arbor, Mich.

MK Michigan State, East Lansing, Mich.
ML Middlebury, Middlebury, Vt.
MM  Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minn,

MN  Mississippi, University, Miss,

MO  Missouri, Columbia, Mo.

MP Montana State, Missoula, Mont.

MQ Montclair State, Upper Montclair, N. J.
MR Morehouse, Aﬂcmtu, Ga.

MS Morgan State, Baltimore, Md.

MT Mount Mercy, Pittsburgh, Pa.

_ Helen G. Thornton
Donald Sprague

,,,,, Bernard F. Phelps
} N. Edd Miller
Jerry M. Anderson
Frederick Bowman
Robert Scott

C. M. Getchelf K. W. Tyson
- Robert Friedman
Ralph Y. McGinnis

Karl R. Moll

Robert Brisbane

2 Harold B. Chinn

_ Thomas A. Hopkins

MU Mundelein, Chicago, Il o Sister”l\-/\ory Antonia, B.V.M.

MV  Murray State, Murray, Ky.
MW  Muskingum, New Concord, Ohio

NA Nebraska, Lincoln, Neb.

NB Nevada, Reno, Nev o

NC New qupshlre Durhom N.H.

ND New Mexico, Albuquerque N.M.
NE New Mexico Highlands, Las Vegas, N. M.
NF New York, Fredonia, N, Y.

NG New York (Univ. Hts] New York, N. Y,
NH New York (Wash. Sq.), New York M Y
NI North Carolina, Chapel Hill, N. c.

NJ North Dakota, Grand Forks, N. D.

NK  Northwestern, Evanston, 111,

NL Notre Dame, Notre Dame, Ind.
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— Don Olson
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- Walter F. Brunet
George B. Sargent ||
Merritt B. Jones
Donald K. Springen
John S. Penn

Frank D. Nelson
Leonard Sommer
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OA Oberlin, Oberlin, Chio N Paul Boase
OB OCCIdenTGI Los Angeles Calif. ]
OC Ohio, Athens Ohio Lorin C. Staats
OD Ohio State, Columbus, Ohio N
OE Ohio Wesleyan, Delaware, Chio ) . Ed Robinson
OF Oklahoma, Norman, Okla. Wayne Brockriede
OG Oregon, Eugene, Ore. W. Scott Nobles
OH Oregon State, Corvallis, Ore. Ralph W. Peterson
PA Pacitic, Forest Grove, Ore. Albert C. Hingston
PB Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, Pa. : Malthon M. Anapol
PC Pennsylvania State, University Park, Pa. Clayton H. Schug
PD Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pa. Bob Newman
PE Pomona, Claremont, Calif. - - Josetto L. Maxwell
PF Purdue, Lafayette, Ind. ) . JohnT. Rickey
RA Randclph-Macon, Ashland, Va. Edgar E. MacDonald
RB Rhode Island, Kingston, R. I. Agnes D. Doody
RC Richmond, Richmond, Va. = . Bert E. Bradley, Jr.
RD Roanoke, Salem, Va. William R. Coulter
RE Raochester Institute of Technology, Rochester, N. Y. . Joseph Fitzpatrick
RF Rockford, Rockford, Il Henry von Maltke
RG Rutgers, New Brunswick, N. J. Albert A. Austen
SA St. Anselm’s, Manchester, N, H. John A. Lynch
SB St. Cloud State, St. Cloud, Minn. o James Pitzer
SC St. Lawrence, Canton, N. Y. " Charles R. Gruner
SD San Francisco State, San Francisco, Calif. ~ Henry E. McGuckin, Jr.
SE Santa Barbara, Santa Barbara, Calif.
SF  South Carolina, Columbia, S. C. Merrill G. Christophersen
SG South Dakota, Vermillion, S. D. Harold W. Jordan
SH Southern California, Los Angeles, Calif. James H. McBath
S| Southern Methodist, Dallas, Texas : S 3 Harold Weiss
SJ  Southwest Missouri State Springfield, Mo. Holt Spicer
SK Stanford, Palo Alto, Calif. - . Jon M. Ericson
SL State College for Teachers, Albony, N. Y.
SM  Syracuse, Syracuse, N. Y. Paul E. Reid
TA Temple, Philadelphia, Pa. Ralph Towne
TB Tennessee, Knoxville, Tenn. Robert L. Hickey
TC Texas, Austin, Texas Martin Todaro
TD Texas Technical, Lubbock, Texas P. Merville Larson
TE Tufts, Medford, Mass. Robert M. O’'Neill, Anthony Z. Roisman
TF Tulane, New Orleans, La. E. A. Rogge
UA  Ursinus, Collegeville, Pa. A. G. Kershner, Jr.
UB Utah, Selt Lake City, Utah .. _ George A. Adamson
UC Utah State, Logan, Utah Rex E. Robinson
VA Vanderbilt, Nashville, Tenn. Frank Woods
VB Vermont, Burlington, Vi, Robert Huber
VC Virginia, Charlottesville, Va. John Graham
VD Virginia Polytechnic, Blacksburg, Va. e E. A. Hancock
WA Wabash, Crawfordsville, Ind. Joseph O'Rourke, Jr.
WB Woake Forest, Winston-Salem, N. C. Franklin R. Shirley
WC Washington, St. Louis, Mo. ... Earnest Brandenberg
WD Woashington, Seattle, Wash. David Strother
WE Woashington and Jefferson, Washington, Pa. ! _ James Marshall
WF Washington and Lee, Lexington, Va. William W. Chaffin
WG Washington State, Pullman, Wash. . R. P, Fousti
WH Woayne State, Detroit, Mich. Rupert L. Cortright
WI Waynesburg, Waynesburg, Pa. - : A. M. Mintier
WJ Wesleyan, Middletown, Conn. _ _ Bruce Markgraf
WK Western Kentucky State Bowling Green Ky Russell H. Miller
WL Western Michigan, Kolomazco Mich, : Deldee M. Herman
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WM Western Reserve, Cleveland, Ohio Warren Guthrie
WN  Westminster, New Wilmington, Pa. ..
WO West Virginia, Morgantown, W. Va. . ~ Douglas Stallard
WP Wichita, Wichita, Kansas Mel Moorhouse
WQ Willamette, Salem, Qre. ... Howard W. Runkel
WR  William and Mary, Williamsburg, Va. Donald L. McConkey
WS Williams, Williamstown, Mass. George R. Connelly
WT Wisconsin, Madison, Wis. . _ Winston L. Brembeck
WU Wisconsin-Milwaukee, Milwaukee, Wis. _ Goodwin F. Berquist
WV Wittenberg, Springfield, Ohio G. Vernon Kelley
WW  Wooster, Wooster, Ohio ). Garber Drushall
WX Wyoming, Laramie, Wyo. Patrick Marsh
XA Xaxier, Cincinnati, Ohio Rev. Vincent C. Horrigan, S.J.
YA Yale, NewHaven,Conn. .. Rollin G. Osterweis
YB Yeshiva, New York, N. Y. David Fleisher
ATTENTION:

Members

Faculty

Alumini

Articles of worth are always in demand, a
and even complaints,
Send to

University of Colorado
Boulder, Colorado

Prof. Charles Goetzinger, Editor—Speaker and Gavel
Department of Speech and Drama

s well as letters, notes,
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