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ABSTRACT

Authors of debate textbooks have raised ethical
oonsiderétions at least since 1863. Although there has
been this century-long concern with ethies; certain probal
‘ lems have pérsistedo The woxrd ethics causes a semantic
~difficulty, a problem exists over why debaters act in an
unethical way, and there is vast disagreement among debate
| people as to what is ethical anq what is unethical,

Histor;9ally9 a "win-at-any-cost® attitude appears
to be the reason debaters_aot in an unethical way. Some
debaters resort to unethical practices in their desiie to
win the decision. ’

The purposeref this study is to determine whether
ﬁhere has been a major shift in the ethics of debate and
what the positioh of debate ethics is teday. This is
accomplished by an examination of forty-four college debate
textbooks, ranging from 1863 to 1963. |

The study concludes that in thirty-one instances; or
more than seventy-eight percent of the ethical pragtices con-
sidered, there has been no historical disagreement. The |
greatest pértion of ethical views have remained consistent
oﬁer the oﬁe hﬁn&red year period. An ethical code, based on
the opinions of a majority of writers, is ineluded in the

final chapter.
' vi



CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

A Brief History

Halbert B. Gulley reports the following incidents

A debater once saild to a team of girls from the

University of Illinois: 'We always thought the

University of Illinois offered courses in poli-

tical science; but apparently it doesn’t because

- these girls don't seem to know any of the simple

fundamentals of political sclence. As debaters

we think these girls ought to stick to being

mothers. *1
As a result of this statement,; the judge immediately filled
out his ballot and left the room before the debate was
finished. The reason the judge responded by leaving the
room, according to Gulley, was that the statement was sar-
castie, and sarcasm should never be found in intelligent
deliberation. Vany writers would also contend that such a
statement represented an ethical consideration. But what
exaetly is meant by the word ethics?

Argumentation and Debate, Wfitten in 1910 by Joseph

Villiers Denny, Carson S. Dunecan, and Frank C., McKinney, is

probably the first debate textbook to employ the word

1, Halbert E. Gulley, Esseuntials of Discussion and
Debate (New York, 1959), p. 131,

1



2
Wethicso"’”‘z Ethical considerations, however, have been raised
by authors of debate textbooks at least since thé;time of
James N MeElligqttg writing in 1863, McElligott?s concern
with ethics is centered around the concepts that ®honesty is
the best policy”3 and that a debatﬁr must be a gentleman*in
his attitude toward his opponents. | |

Notwithstanding this century-long involvement With
the area, the term "ethics® has been used sparingly by
writers. In fact, what some writers refer to as being un-
ethical, others explain as being unfair, dishonest, dis-
courteous, or a breach of etiquette. This semantic difficulty
is one of the major problems in the historical conéideration
of debate ethics.

There are two other problems in ﬁhe historical con-
sideration of ethiess (1) why debaters act in an unethical
way, and (2) why it is so difficult to determine exactly what
is an unethical practigeo

#illiam Trufant Foster explains that "It is the win-

at-any-cost? motives which have done most to bring debating,

‘ 2. Joseph Villiers Denny9 Carson 8., Duinean, and Fraunk
C, MeKinney, Argumentation and Debate (New York, 1910), p. 115.

3, James N. McElligott, The American Debater (New
York, 1863), p. 55.

b, MeElligott, pp. 80-81l.




as well as intercollegiate athletics, into iil reputéqw'
Edwin DuBols Shurter carries the athletic comparison even
further: ¥"The ambition to turn out a 'winning team' often
leads, as in athleties, to professionalism and efforts to
win at any cost, even by "trick playso“ﬂé .He’expands his
indietment to inelude a statement by Professor George P.
~Baker of Harvard who explains that iluntercollegiate debating
"is becomling more énd nere a highly special form of debate--
an intellectual sport°“7
Because of this win-motivated philosophy, many criti-

eisms have beeﬁ levelled at debé%eo Zon Robinson contends
that‘“from the point of view of the debatér9 it ;s usually
more important to win the decision than to séék the truth
involved in the issues or to secure'the training afforded
by debate." If this is true, the educational purposes of
debate may tend to be lost. Edwin Dubois Shurter seems to
agree with Zon Robinson, pointi?g out that:

o o o When school and college debating goes be-

yond the point of friendly rivalry; when a victory

is so emphasized that the training derived from

honorably striving for it is lost sight ofj when
a warlike deslire to vanquish a foe is greater than

5. William Trufant Foster, Argumentation and Debatlng,
Second Revised Edition (New York, 1945), pp. 276=277.

6. Edwin Dubois Shurter, The Science and Art of
Effective Debating (New York, 1925), P 240,

7o Shurter, p. 240,

8. Zon Robinson, Argumentation and Debate: Prlnclples
and Practices, ed. David Potter (New York, 1354), Po 381




the desire to convince and persuade men of truth,
and the guiding principles of sincerity and
earnestness are thus disregarded--then such
contests become of doubtful value.9

Some unethical practices which are the direct off-
springs of this wW:Ln--au-aanyucost“ attitude are the manu-
facture of eV1denceglOunfair strategyglland the exclusion
Qf all the trutnolz The ethical implicatiouns of a Win-.
motivated philosophy have béen expressed by many debate
textbook writers, chronologically extending from John
Arnold 1n4192313to Douglas Ehninger and Wayne Brockrlede
in 1963, :

A recent example of the malpractices ﬁhich have reé
sulted from a win-motivated philosophy was reported in an
article entitled "A Study in the Integrity of Evidencegﬁ

appearing in ﬁhe January, 1965, issue of the Journal gipthe

American Forensic Assocliation. The article analyzed‘the use

of evidence in the championship debate at a West Polnt

9, Shurter, p. 241,

»Aleo . William A, Behl, Discussion and Debate (New York9
1953)9 Do 245

1l.- James Noble Holm, How To Judge Speech Coutests
(Portland, 1938), p. 118,

12, Egbert Ray Nichols and Joseph H., Baccus, Modern
Debating (New York, 1936), po 29.

: 13° John H., Arnold, The Debsters Guide: Bevised and
Enlarged (Harrisburs, 1923), Pr. 30=31.

14, Douglas Ehnlnver and Wayne Brockriede, Deciglon
by Debate (New York, 1963), pp. 305- 310°



National Debate Tournament. The,findings revealed three
instances of fabrication of evidence andAtwenty=three
instances of misfepresentati@n of evidenoeol} Fabricatioen
of évidence9 éccording to the report, represents_“o o o
citations attributed to an authority who diselaims or does
not acknewledge the statement, and whose published works do
not contain anything approximating the quqted statemento"l6
Douglaes Ehninger and Wayne Brockriede, in their.book Decision
by Debate, tell us that "deliberate falsification not only
violates the principles of eritical deliberation but con-
stitutes dishonesty of the Wors%‘sorto“l7 Misrepresentation
of evidence, which the article defines as ", . . cases where
»thé authority hag been cited inaccurately in such a fashion
as to alter the meaning 6r foree of what he saidgﬂls-“o o o
ﬁiolategw according to Ehninger and Brockriede, “what may
be termed an ethic of evideneea”lg ’

The second problem, pointed out in an article en-
titled "Ethical Practices in Debate® by Donald Klopf and

James Mé@reskey9 expresses the diffieulty in déterminihg

15, Robert P. Newman and Keith R. Sanders, "A
Study ian the Integrity of Evidence," Journal of the American
Forensic Association, II (January 1965), S,

16, Newman, 8.
17, Ehninger, pp. 117-118,
18, Newman, 8.

19, Ehninger, p. 116,

!



what is considered an unethical practice. One of the con-
clusions of a questionnalre which Klopf and McCroskey sent
to %363 American Forensic Association members who were
college teachers and were coaches of debate at one time in
thelir teaching career, and to 195 high school teachers who
were members of the National Forensic League“zowas that
"Considerable disagreement exists among'eollege debate
teachers as to what 1s ethiecal or unethical, even on items
that can be 1solated and identified. On no item did com-
plete agreement oceuro““zl To point up the disagreement that
currently exists among'debate coaches, the following results
were attributed to the ethical consideration of either team’s
introduction of a new issue in the rebuttela three percent
theught it was ethical but had debates él.percenf thought it
involved questlonable ethleS° and 39 percent thought it was

22
unethiecal.

A Definition of Ethios

Before a legitimate discussion of ethics can take
. place, it is necessary to define exactly what the word means

in relation to debate. This can be achieved by examining

20. Donald Klobf and James MeCroskey, "Ethical
Practices in Debate," Journal of the Amerlcan Forensic
Association, I (January 1964), 14, ,

21. Klopf, 16,
_22° Klopf, 15..
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various proposed definitions of ethics, and then by'deéiding
whiech is most sultable to use in conjunction with debate.

The etymology of the word ethics gives a key to its
meanings

The English word ethics is formed from the Greek
word ethlks. This Aristotle derives from ethos,
to which he allies the lengthened form ethos.
The first of these terms signifies a customary
way of acting, and is equlivalent to the Latin
word Mos, from which Cicero formed the adjective,
moralls, on the analogy of the Greek ethikos.

The other term denotes a certain combination of
natural dispositions fixed into habit, which be-
come thereby a principle or faculty of repeated
similarity of action. Mos, especially in the 3
plural form, mores, has often this meaning also.

The word ethics has numerous connotaﬁions and if is feasible
that each person can have a different interpretation of the
meaning of the word. The following definitions were chosen
because they can be related to the debate situation.

(1) C. C. Crawford, Whoilists numerous definitions of
ethics; first relates that eZﬁios is "the sclence that deals
with eonduct, good or badO“Z This definition has two imme-
diate implications. The first is to decide ﬁhat is meant by
conduct. Dewey and Tufts explain conduct to mean “moral

. 25 ﬁ
conduct® or the *moral life.” This moral connotation, as

23, Timothy J. Brosnahan,; S.J., Prolegomena to
Ethics, ed. Francis P. LeBuffe, S.J. (New York, 19041), p. 19

24, C.C, Crawford, Commonsense Ethics (El Paso,
1957), P 5. Unpublished Course Syllabus.

25, John Dewey and James H. Tufts, Ethics (New York,
1932), pPo lo



to the rightness or wrongness of an act, is what dis-
tinguishes conduct from such terms as behavior, activityy
and the like. The second impliecation of the definition,
aecording to Dr. Eollo May, 1s that man is thé animal
capable of engaging ih the ethical act026 The signiflicance
of this definition to debate is that it involves the man,

the debater, and it creates a concern for his conduct.

(2) Eth1389 according to Webster's New Collegiate
27

Dictionary, is "the study of ideal human character,?

Aristotleg the author of the first formal textbook on the
subject of ethies, beliéved thatkthe science of ethics was
that of human moral exeelleneeOZS Thus, ethics is concerned
with what ought to be the actions of the debater. |

(3) Harper's American College Dictionary defines

ethics as ¥the principles of morality, including both the
soience~of the good and the nature df the right°”29 The
debater’s primary concern is whieh alternative he‘should take
when confronted with the optioh of the rightness or wrong-

ness of an act.

26, Rollo May, Man's Search for Himgelf (New York,
1953), po 174 |

27. Webster's New Collegiate Dictionary (Springfield,
1961)9 po 2830 -

28, Crawford, p. 6.

290 CI'anOI'dg po 60’



(4) Ethics has also been defined as "the science
of moral obligation or dutyo”so This establishes the formal
cause of debate ethics, obligation or duty, why a debater
ought to act a certain way.

(5) "The science of ends and means”slhas been
offered as a definition of ethics. This defimition raises
an.in@egral guestion in the study ofrdebate ethics: whether
the striving or the goal is more important?

(6) If ethics is defined as “the study of the act
of choice," ° a debater is confronted with the choice he
has to make when oonfronting different elements of debate
procedure. The choosing becomes relative to what the de-
bater believes to be the true end of debate.

(7) Similarly, if the science of ethics is defined
as "that of value judgments," one realizes.that the function
of &ebate ethics would be to tell the debater whaﬁ oﬁght to
be the cholce he should make.

Finally, for the purpose of this study, ethics will

be defined as "the practicél empirical scieﬁéé directive

30. Crawford, p. 6o
31, Crawford, p. 6.
32, Crawford,; P. 7o
33. Crawford, DP. 7.
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of the right use of human liberty.® - This definition has
\been chosen for it encompasses thefpoints brought out iun
the other definitions. If the definiéion is broken down
in order to show how certain terms are relaﬁed to debate;
the terms Will.be foﬁnd to mean four things. First, ethics
ié a selences: 1t suggests a set of principles that tend to
comprise a ratibnal gystem. Therefore, debate ethics Wiil
be those rules, foundéd on ethical principles, that govern
the activity. ©Second, ethiecs is an empirical science: 1its
principles are derive@ frpm human experience. The ethiecs
of debate 1s a resultvof the observationé of those men con-
voerned with the activity. Third, ethics is a practical
sciences 1its aim is to guide human action. The purpose of
debate'ethics is to serve as a gulide for the carrying oﬁt
of the debate activity. Fourth, ethics is directives its
function is to gulde man in the correct use of his‘freedomo
Debate has all the integral elements of an aﬁhlefié gport,
but it does not have the control that other sports do.
Therefore, there is an opportunity to take advantage of the
sitﬁébiou by employing unethical methods. " If the directive
_nature of ethics is realized, unethical practices will be

curtailed; there will be a norm for the debater's conduct.

34, Ignatius W. CoX, S.J., Liberty--Its Use and
Abuse (New York, 1946), p. 1. _
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It-appears.clear that debate ethiecs comprises a
rational systenm of'principles that serve as a‘guidé féf the
debater's actions. Such a system is based on the findings

and reflections of men interested in the activity.

Statement of the Purpose

Accordihg to the Dictionary of Philosophy, there are

two ways to approach a study of ethicss

It may concern itself with a psychological or
soclological analysis and explanation of our
ethical Jjudgments, showing what our approvals
and disapprovals counsist in and why we approve
or disapprove what we do. Or it may concern it-
self with establishing or recommending certain
courses of actions, ends, or ways of life as to
be taken or pursued, elther as right or as good
or as Virtuous or wise, as over against others
which are wrong, bad, vicious, or foolish. Here
the interest is more in actlion than approval,
and more in the guidance of action than in its -
explanation, the purpose being to find or set
up some ideal or standard of conduct or character,
some good or end, or summum bonum, some ethieal
criterion or first prineiple.3d

This paper will employ the second alternative in that the
specific pur@ose is to examine the historical significance
of the treatment of éthicsz when the;éthioal question, as
itAapplies to debate, was first considered in deEateltext-
bookss whether there has been avmajorrshift in the ethies

of debate; and what the position of debate ethics is today.

35, Dagobert D. Runes (ed.), chtlonarv of
Philosophy (Paterson, 1964), p. 98,
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Frocedure

The approach to the problem will bé as followés the
?aper will examine the treatment of ethics in college text-
books of debate from the n;neteenth_century to the present
.by Tirst examining historiesl consideratioﬁ;;pertainiqg to
ethical relationships in the debéte situation, and second
by invéstigating the ethics of the éébater“s relationship -
towards his opponents, the ethics of evidence, and the
ethics of case construction. Hach particular ethical con-
sideration will be presented c@rdnologically for the
reader®s benefito The Appendix includes a chronological

listing of the textbooks employed in the study. In con-

junction with the alternatives proposed by'the Dictionary

of Philosophy, the concluding chapter will seek to determine
if fhere has been a trend in thé treatment of éthics by de=-
ate textbook writers, and will codify an ethical standard
based on the finding? of the preceding chapfers;

There are three reasoné why an analysis of debate
ethics should be drawn from textbooks: (1) 1f the texts
are ﬁsed in their proper function, that of being an in-
structional tool, they should have an impact on college
debaters who have been regisﬁered in debate courses; (2)
even though debate 1s primarily an extracurricular activity,
and meny debaters have not been registere@ in a debate course,

the texts are available for debaters for reference; and (3)
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‘debate textbooks report the observations of men interested
in the activity. -)

| Certain authors of debaté texts have been exceedingly
prolific. Because of this, the researoh of this paper,
except for one notable exceptlion, included only one work
by each'authoro The Justification for.this is expressed
in William Trufant Foster‘'s Preface to the Second Revised.
BEdition of his book, in which he explains that ¥since the

first edition of Argumentation and Debating Was“published

in 1908, there have been no changes in the principlés which
have to do with reasoning, or inlthe human emotions which
have to do with persuasion.® ° Assuming that ethical con-
siderations would beAincludéd within "the human emotions
which have to do with persuasion,® it‘is clear that an
author's basic views toward ethiecs would noﬁ change between
the writing of texts. Thé‘exception previously referred to,
_James Milton O'Neill's contributions to two different texts,

points up this fact. What is said on page 429 of Argumenta-

tion and Debate, published in 1917 by 0°Neill, Craven Laycock,

and Bobert Leighton Scaleé, is exactly the same as appears on

page 257 of Argumentation and Debates Techunigues of a Free

Society, published in 1951 by James H, lMcBurney, Glen i
Mills, and O0'Neill., 0'Neill wrote the sections in the

latter book from which the comments on ethics were drawn.

36, Foster; DP. Vo
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Limitations
As Previously polinted out, this study will be limited
to oollege textbooks of debate. The paper will further limit
its coneern to the ethics of the debater. This eliminatés
any consideration of the ethics of the debate coach or
judges |
The ethics ofidebating both sides of the question
will not be considered in this paper. Almost every writér
of debate considers this matter in great detall. Debate text-
book_writers obviously feel it is necessary to congider the
ethics of debating both sidés of the question in order to
defend debate agalinst the charges of those lndividuals who
are not familiar with its educational intentiouns. :Ao Craig
Balrd effectively answers those who contend it is unreallistic
to debate both sides of a questions
o o o 1t meeds but little investigation to make
clear that as a beginner in debate you probably
have few settled convictions in.regard to such
problems as are debated., With good consclience
you make take either side., You recognize that
your conclusions are only tentative, indeed the
fresh thought over night may wreck your entire -
case and lead you to revise your judgment. Hach
. debate is after all only a step in the broad ex-
., periment to arrive at a stable coneclusion, and
four or six speakers on a given occasion do not

pretend to speak for all time concerning the
views of the problem.37

37. A. Cralg Baird, Public¢ Discussion and Debate
(New York, 1928), p. 30. '
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Therefore, as a debater probably has few settled convictions
oﬁ the issues that are debated, and as a debater can not pre-
tend to speak for all time but must realize he is involved
in a learning process, a debater can debate both gldes bf
an issue,
Summarz '

The ethical implications of debate have been in
question at least since 1863, but not as ethics ggg se. In
fact, ethical considerations, ever since the word was first
used in relation to debate in 1910, have been clouded under_
a guise of semantie references. Other_historical consideraQ
-tioné have been (1) the cause of unethical practices, which
many people believe to be the 'win-at-any-cost® attitude
some debaters adhere to, and (2) the difficulty in determin-’
ing exactly what 1s an unethical practice,

- Because 1t is necessary to agree on a meaning for
ethies which directly refers to the debate situation, ethics
is defined as ¥the practical (empirical) science directive
of the right use of human liberty.”

The specific purpose of the paper is to examine the
historical significance of ethiecs in connection with debate,
The presentation will consist of an examination of the de-
bater?s ethics, culminating in a codification of what the
various debate textbook writers feel encompasses ethical and

unethical practices. The study is limited to the ethics of
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the debater as found reported in éollege'textbooks of debate.
The ethics of debating botﬁ gides of'a question will not be |
considered. |

Before embarking on specific considerations by
: variéus textbook authorspvit will be helpfui:to femember what
- William Trufant Foster considers the sup;eme objeot of
v-aigumentation and debating: "To train citizens who shail be,
first, keen and sound thinker59 second, leaders of men, fear-

. , 38 .
less, able, dewoted, but, above all, honest.®

38, Foster; p. 278,



CHAPTER II

THE ETHICS OF THE DEBATER'S RELATIONSHIF
TOWARDS HIS OPPONENTS

BEdwin Dubois Shurter believes there are two admoni-
tions comprising the ethics of debate: %(1) Be honest; and
(2) be respectful to your opponent and his argumentoﬂl The
second admonition, the attitude debaters hold toward their
opponents, is the concern of this chapter,.

The respect that a debater has for the argument and
person of his opposition falls legitimately within the realm
of debate ethiéso It is necessary that the debater under-
stand what his attitude should be, for if a debater is not
ciear concerning the respect due his advei'sary9 hg may,find
himself employing unethical ﬁracticgs; ‘

This ohapter will be constructed in the following
manner. The general views of various authors will be re-
ported chronologically., After examining the subject in this
cursory way, matters of mofe specific concerﬁAWill'also be

analyzed chronologically. These matters iunclude the state-

ment of the opposition's case, argumentum ad hominem, and

actions before and during the debate.

1o Shuxjter9 p. 241,
17



General Views of Authors

Of the writers this study will examiﬁe9 James N.

- MeElligott, writing in 1863, is the first debate textbook
author to express what attitude a debater should have re=-
gérding his opposition. McElligott states his views while
explaining what the debater’s approach to refutation ought
. to be:s a |

The chivalrous knight, in feudal times, was no
less distinguished for honor towards his foe, than
for valor. Even to the vanquished, he showed the
meost dellcate affections., The same spirit ani-
mates and ennobles the good debater. He scorns
the meanness, that substitutes personalities for
arguments. He scorns the artifice, that secures
a temporary triumph, by perverting the sentiments
of an adversary. No vain ambition tempts him to
take advantage of opportunities to suppress, to
mutilate, obscure, or otherwise misrepresent an-
other in debate.. He 1is above the refinement of
cruelty, that indulges in expressions of wonder
that an opponent, already conguered, should ever
have been so silly, or so ignorant, as to hold the
opinions overthrown. He affeects not to disdain
objections which he has no power to .answer; nor
does he treat with contempt, even those clearly
within his ability to refute. In short, he is a
gentleman.

When therefore, you meet an honorable man in
debate, count it cause of gbatitude, and Jjoin
issue with him in a spirit like his own. If you
challenge discussion, do it in the sincere desire
to elicit truth, and let thisy, your desire, be
obvious from your manner. Hear opposition with-
out impatience. Give ample scope for explana-
tion. Lose sight of yourself;--lose sight of
your opponent, in the earnest pursuit of your
subject. WNotice what he says, not what he is.
The conguest which you seek, is not over your
neighbor, but over his error. ILay your argument
side by side with his, so fairly, so patiently,
so courteously, that truth may appear from the

18
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comparison, without bringing pain to the feel~

ings, but rather the pleasure that comes of

error revealed and repelled. Buch a course

will, at least, engage every one in your favor,

as a man, whatever may be thought of the Welght

and oonolusiveness of your arguments.2
In the preceding quotatlon,_McElligott mentions the essential
aspects of a debater's attitudeo His elaboration upon the
. eourtesy and fairness of a debater, the fact that a debater
should not misstate the opponent“s case, should respeot
other opinions, should'desire to élicit_truth, should attack
the argument and notithe person, and aboverallg‘should giv?
the oppesitioﬁ a fair hearingg is probably the most thor-
ough concern'expréssed‘by any debate textbook writer. In a
sense his words have a resounding effect for they haﬁe been
repeated in debate textbooks for the past one hundred years.

Writing in 1900, Baymond Macdonald Alden raises
certain questions regarding'the attitude of the debater
toward his ovponents: “Shouldlhe treat his adversary as an
enemy, Or as a friend who has gone astfay? Should he pour
forth scorn upon the argumenté he has to &inswe:r9 or treat .
‘them, when he can, as deserving of respectful ooﬁsi&era—

tion?®  Alden explains that even though the former method

is_iﬁ frequent use, the latter method is more preferable.

2, MeElligott, pp. 80-81.

3. Raymond Macdonald Alden, The Art of Debate (New
York, 1900), p. 134,




20
As 1t is sometimes "necessary to answer a fool
according to his own fc:llyg"E Alden also suggests that:
| If one has been unféirly treated iun debate, if

one’s opponent has persistently misrepresented

one’s position, or indulged in the rudeness of

personal attack, then one may well leave the

mild manner in which he would have preferred

to speak--not, ind€ed, in order to return the

misrepresentation and abuse in kind, but in

order to strike back with genuine 1nd1gnatlon

and reproach.

George K. Pattee, whose book appeared nine years
after Alden’s, also belieVes that a debatér has a right to
defend himself agaihst the attacks of a@iopponent9 but, as
Alden suggested, he must avoid meeting abuse with abuse or
he will "throw away an invaluable oppértunityo“ It is to
the debater's advantage to remain dignified,Asélfncontrolled,
and geod humored., The debater spould have an attitude of
friendship, fairness, and respect toward his opponent; he
should always remain diplomatic9 eourteousg.and:urbaneo
Batire, invective, harsh Zpithets, ridicule, and bluster
should never be employed.

James Milton O'Neill, who belleves that "if a case

cannot be won on its merits, rarely can it be won by resort

to personalities,® contends that an audience has more respect

L, Alden, p. 135.

5. George K. Pattee, Practical Argumentation (New
York, 1909)s; p. 297

6., Pattee, p. 298,

7. James Milton 0O'Neill, Craven Laycock; and Robert

Leighton Scales, Argumentation and Debate (New York, 1917},
po. 380,
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for a man who is willing to defend himself. Even though he
suggests that a debater should never give ground, in the
tradition of the two preceding writers, he warns that if
the debater "descends to the level chosen by his assailant,
and combats poison with poison, he‘has thrown’away his ad-
vantage and must fight on even termso”8 |

Warren Choate Shaw goes so far as to say that one
of the methods of persuasion is the vindicating of one's
self. He believes that 1t is absolutely necessary for a
debater to defend against damaging statements “in order
that the confidence and respect of the audiengé for him may
be restored°"9

John H. Arnold, who desires that the debater be
fair to his opponentglocontinues to qualify the way one
should defend himself against an opponent. A debater should
not assume that the mistaké is intentiona19 but rather should
prooeed>to show that the opposition is simply ﬁistakenoll

Writing in 1923, the same year as Arnolci9 Robert
Weston Babecock and John Henderson Powell take somewhat of

a novel approach in ensuring that a debater has the right

8, 0'Neill, p. 380,

9, Warren Choate Shaw, The Art of Debate (New York,
1922), p. 276,

10, Arnold, p. 30,

il, Arnold, p. 31,
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attitude. To ascertain that.ﬁhe debater’s attitude is dig-
nified, respectful, and friendly, they suggest thaﬁ fecertain

conventional manners of address® be employed:

When a speaker is called upon by the chalrman, he
should rise from his seat, and while still in his
place, says "Mr. Chairman.® When the chairman
has acknowledged him by sayings "MIc ccocococccasy?
he should step to the platform and turn fully to-
ward the audience before he addresses them. The
0ld custonm -of address was about as followss
"ladies and gentlemen, honorable judges, and
worthy opponents.® Lately it has come to be

- deemed sufficlent to say merely, 'Ladies and
gentlemen, honorable judges,' or simply 'Ladies
and gentlemen.' The debater may, of course, take
his choice, or use other forms 1if he desires.
But there is one convention that must be regarded.
That is never to address one's opponents by their
names. They should always be spoken of in the
third person, as "My worthy opponent, the second
speaker for the affirmative’ or some analogous
form. It is a sure sign of ignorance of the
usages of debate to call an opponent by his name.
Even more barbarous is the sometimes heard "My '
opponent number one.® This is unforgivable.l2

hereas James N. McElligott compared the debatef to
the knight of feudal times, Edwin Dubols Shurter goes further
- back in history and establishes ?erieles as the model that
should be followed by debaterss |

He gave way and never answered sharply, nor used
his position to the others discomfiture. In his
speeches there was no challenge, no vituperation,
no irony, no arraignment. He assumed that every-
body was honest, everybedy just, and that all men
‘were doing what they thought was best for them-
selves and others. Hes enemles were not rogues-—-
simply good men who were temporarily in error.L

: 12; Robert Weston Babcock and John Henderson Powell,
How to Debate (Philadelphia, 1923), pp. 286-287.

13, Shurter, p. 243,



23
Shurter continues by showing examples of the wrong attitude
en the part of debéferso These examples include invective
remarksgliramatic personal challenges, and hysterical re-
aetions. Shurter ralises one other point found in the
writings of several authors. Much of the debater’s attitude
toward his opponent should stem frbm the courtesy of permit-
ting the opposition a fespectful hearingol5
A.Craig Balrd expresses what is perhaps the major

problen for the debater who is attempting to determine what
his attitude should be toward his oppositionz ‘#3ince a
debate is an intellectual combat, the partiéipaﬁts sometimes
become heated and feel that they must literally exemplify
the-tactics of the prize fight or the medieval tournament.®
Because a pugnaclous attitude may result in the loss of thé
debate, and even more important, because a pugnacious atti=
tuéé re?fesents discourtesy to an opponent, the debater must
1eérn countrol. » |

| Andrew N Foi‘agrees Wiéh John H. Arnolds one is
not té assume that the opposition is unfair, they are simply
miéfakeno Fox qua;ifies his céntehtion‘by explaining thét'

an.accusaﬁion would invite a counter attack. If one

1

14, Shurter, p. 244,
15, Shurter, p. 243,
16, Baird, p. 293,
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considers the opposition "sincere but mistaken,” a counter .
attack will not take place. Fox's attitude stems from his
17
belief that "“One should be fair in all respects.”
In this very same regard, Joseph H. Baccus and
Egbert Ray Nichols explain that the intention of the
opponent should always be'conéidered honeSto'_According to
Nichols and Baccus it is only in rare instances that a de-
bater can charge his opponents with unethical practices.
They go on to state’that "One should meet such charges with
. , 18
sincere apology, and an explanation which disproves themo“
The honesty and courtesy of the debater is the chief
concern for John R. Pelsma. While expressing that "One can
be both a gentleman and a debater;" Pelsma exemplifies how
a debater should shpw respeet to his opponentso He does
this by suggesting the cdrrect forms of address the debater
should employs’ | A
_ bo not say, 'If the opposition had taken the
trouble to study the question’; but say rather,
- 'Our friends have evidently not seen the latest
figures.’
Do not address your opponents directly, as,
'You have made the statement,’® or, *You have
asked us to prove’y but use the third person,

as, 'Our friends have made the statement9° or
"ile have been asked to prove,’

17. Andrew N. Fox, Modern Debating: A Debater's
and Speaker’s Guide (Chicago, 1932), pp. 1l3= 1157

18, E.Ro l\Tichols9 p. 169,
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It is correct to say, ‘The gentlemen whom you
have Jjust heard,? "The affirmative speaker,' "Mr.
Jones has admitted,;' "The preceding speaker,’ and
the like.l9
. Pelsma deviates slightly from the form laid down by Babcock
and Powell, writing fourteen years earlier. Pelsma is not
quite as formal in his suggested address; and he does permit
the debater to refer to the opposition by their last name.

James'Noble Holm warns the debater to avoid a feel-
ing of superiority, explaining the ill effects such an atti-

20
~tude will have on the decision. The opponents should be
21 ,
accepted as ladies and gentlemen.

HWhereas McElligott and Shurter referred to examples
that the debater should follow, William Trufant Foster pre-
sents a negétive example in John Milton's reply to Salma-
sisuss

Let me enter therefore upon this Noble Cause with

a cheerfulness grounded upon this assurance, that

my Adversary’s Cause 1s malntained by nothing but .

Fraud, Fallacy, Ignorance, and Barbarity; whereas

mine has Light, Truth, Beason, Practice, and the

Learning of the Best Ages of the WOrld on its

sides?

This is an attitude which the debater should not possess. He

- should respect the opinions that other men hold. In fact, in

19. John B. Pelsma, mssentlals of Debate (New York,
1937)5 po. Bl4-85.

200' Holm, pp. 117=-118,

21. Holm, p. 116.
22, Foster, v. 270,
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the tradition of McElligott9 Foster quotes Edmund Burkes "He
that wrestles with - us strengthens our nerves and sharﬁens
our skill., Our antagonist is our.helpero"23 Foster con-
eludes his discussion of the debater’®s reiationship to his
opponent when he suggests'that:all Who‘take part in debate
Wsh@uldzﬁave at least one common purpose-~-the search after
truth.® If truth is sought after in an honest way, the
proper relationship with aﬁ oppouent wWlll result.

Luther wo’Courtney and Glenn R. Capp are explicit
in their statement of how a debater ought notvto‘acto Ac-
eor&ing to them, debaters should not attack their opponents,
holding them to be ¥foes that must be beaten at any costoﬂz'
Debafers-must destréy the argument; not the opposition.
Therefore, one does not need to act arrogan’é9 bombastic, 6
coneceited, or unsportsmanlike in order to debafe effectivelyoz

In his concern with cross-exemination debate,'%illiam
A. Behl warns agalilnst the tendency of the debater to beoomé

belligerent, boisterous, or overbearing. The motivation for

sueh unwarranted attitudes 1s derived from a desire to copy

23, Poster, p. 270,
24, Toster, p. 270,

25, Luther W. Courtney and Glenn R, Oapp, Practical
Debating (New York, 1949), p. 215

. 26, Courtney, p. 214,
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the manners and methods of motion picture lawyers.

Balph Y. MeGinnis raises an interesting paradox for
win-motivated debaters. If a debater has,such a- strong de-
sire to win that he employs "all the tricks of the trade, °
to the point of being rude, ankind; vicious, or overiy
aggressivengghe will be doing more to lose the debate than
to win it. |

A list of the "do's" and "éon“té“ of debate was com-
piled by Waldo W. Braden and Earnest Brendenburg. Some of
their poiﬁts that apply to the debater and his relationship
with the opposition are: Ilisten attentively, quote aocurately9
av01d sarcasm9 and never lose one's temperoz9 They go on to
say that the debater should attack the argument rather than\
the opponent and should show courtesy to the opposition. |
They deviate slighﬁly from the earlier writers because they
recommend that “even when your opponehts are belligerent and
aggressive, kée@ your focus on issues. biscoﬁrtesy on one
side is no excuse to abandon civilityoﬂso While.this recom=

mendation paralleis the "do not answer abuse with abuse®

27, Behl, pp. 267-268,

28, Balph Y. McGinnls, “Rebuttal,“ in Argumentation
and Debate: Principles and Practices, ed. David “Potter (New

York, 195L), D. 185

29, Waldo W. Braden and EBarnest Brandenburg, Cral
Decision-Makin Princi les of Discussion and Debate (New

York, York, 19557, po
BOo Braden9 Do 477
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argument which we'found in the earlier writers, it seems to
g0 oné step béyoﬁdg condoning passive resistance to a
- belligerent attack.
© Similer to Relph Y. McGinnis, Halbert E. Gulley

explains that the debater’s attitude before, during,; and
after the.debate influences th§4audiencé@ opinion of himl
as a spesker. Gulley then proceeds to explain‘the attitude
that the debater should have toward his opponents. A de=-
bater is not to consider the opposition stupid, they are
capable of intelligent discussiono Gulley raises what is
perhaps the primary social implication of having the proper
attitudes even 1If the competition 1is not éapable9 “society
expeots you to pretend they aret”Bl The purpose, as many
of the previous writers have poihted out, is to give the
other side a falr hearing.

Arthur N. Kruger, writing in 1960, believes that a
debater should be both friendly and sincere. He should
never be insulting, sarcastic, belittling, or condescending.”
In fact, Kruger suggests the proper means of address to avold
appearing disrespeotfulé “Befer to opponents as ‘our friends
of the negative® or 'the gentlemen fronm Prinoéton9° not as

Your negative friends,;® "our opponents,;® or "the members

31. Halbert E. Gulley, Essentialg of Discussion and
Debate (New York, 1959), pp. 130-131.
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of the opposition.?® He later delves into the debater's
attitude in more detail. The opposition team_should not be
considered an enemy or an obstacle to Winningénthey need not
be overcome at any cost. Théy simply represent a different
view, one which should be dealt with logically. Kruger ex-
plains that the wrong attitude is frequently a result of the
desire to win at ény cost, causing the debafer to become
foverly intensive or overly aggressive9 saroastie; combat-
ive, bombastic, arrogant, hostile, overbearing9 truculént9
dogmatic, unfriendly, and councelted.® Kruger peints out
that such attitudes do more to antagénize than win thé
judge. If a debater possesses good mznners, he will have
a regard for the feelings of others°3 N
Austin J. Freeley deals briefly with the subject.
He explains that the debater should "show friendship, or at
least courtesy, toward his opponents., *

Douglas Ehninger and Wayne Bréckriede9 whose book
appeared in 196_39 state something which has been implied by

every debate writer from the time of McElligott. It is. that

32. Arthur N. Kruger, Modexrn Debates Its Logic and
Its Strategy (New York, 1960), p. 102. T

33, Kruger, pP. 276,
34, Kruger, pp. 387-388,

35. Austin J. Freeiey, Argumentation and Debate:
Rational Decision Meking (San Frauncisco, 1961), p. 217.
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the debater must have a courteous and.objective aﬁtitude to=-
wards the opposition "if decisions are to be arrived at
eritically.” Fhninger and Brockriede alse believe that
such an attitude helps make delivery more attractive since
it is‘indicative of the type of man who 1s admirable, whom
people want to know better. They also point out that the
debater's attitude can determine the decision of the debate.
This is as it should be if eollege debating is truly a train-
ing ground for future lifeo)6.

A check list was compile@ from the remarks of the
preceding writers;'and there was one uﬁusual finding: the
greatest portion of opinion advanced was negaiiveo In
other words, the writers were more concerned with how the
debater should not aot'towards the opposition;, Hewever,
if we limit ourselves to the oft repeated posiéiVe terms,
we find that a debater should be an honest, friendly9 court-
eous, respectful, fair gentleman who gives the opposition a
respectful hearingg.especially in that he directs his attack
toward the argument and not the character of the opposition.
Some of the writers feel that a debater can ascertain the
proper attitude if he employs certain conventional manners
of addrese°

Most writers fee%:it is the debater®s obligation

to protect himself if he is attacked verbally. However, he

36, Ehninger; pD. 294-295,
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should not answer a belligerent attan in kind: he will be
‘throwing away a valuable opportunity. One writer believes
a debater should never retaliate, whereas another suggests

it is only in rare instaunces that a debater can charge the
opposition with employing unethical practices.

Many writers impiy that it is the “Win~af«any—cost“
attitude Whioh creates ﬁhé Wréné relationship betﬁeen |
opponents. The paradox here is that when one goes all out
to win, even to the point of being rude& he will most likely.
lose. Pugnaclious, overly aggressive, arrogant attacks are
net appreciated By debate Jjudges,

BEthical attitudes should always prevall, before,
during, and even after the debate, This need for courtesy
is exemplified by the fact that if the decisions of the de-

. bate are to bhe arrived at critically, oune must have the
proper attitude toward the qppositiono The proper attitude
causes . the delivery of the debate to appear more attractive.

A debater éhould have the proper attitude if for no
other reason than that society demends it of him. In the

“tradition of Pericles and the knights of feudal times, the

debater must be a gentleman towards his opposition.

Statement of the Opposition'’s Case

The one aspect of the debater's attitude toward his

opponent that is given the most attention in debate textbooks,
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is the debater’s statement of the opponent's case. Perhaps |
this exlists because of the ramifications involved in the
restatement of a case: whether misstatement is intentional,
Whether one can strategically concede any of the opposition's
case, whether an attempt is being made to establish*“straw
men® that can more readily be shot down, and Whether"valﬁe
can be attributed to an argument,

George Plerce Bakey,and Henry Barrett Huntington,

who published The Principles of Argumentation (Revised and

Augmented) in 18959‘expre8s a. conecern over the concession
‘of opponent's points, and the statement of the opponent's
case, that has seemingly had an impact on many of the
ensuing books of debate. They explain that men have always
recognizéd the value of conceding as much of an opponent’s
case as possible. If one practices this philosophy, he
causes the aﬁdience tq notice Whis falrness, sureness, and
mastery of his task. ¥ |

Baker and Huntington also believe thaﬁlit is not
effective for one to misrepresent an opponent, such an act
is liable to have the outcome it deserves--the destruction
of the lisfeners“ confidence. Even when misrepresentation
is unintentional it has distorting effects--the audience will
ndt consider the person who erred to be very intelligent or

37

falr.

37, George Pierce Baker and Henry Barrett Huntington,
The Principles of Argumentation (New York, 1895), p. 192.
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George ¥, Pattee, in 1909, was the first person to
consider thé implications of what later came to be called
"attacking straw men." This error is the result of a de-
bater answering himself. vAocording to Pattee, "“A person
is guilty of this fault whenever he misstates an 6pponent°s
argument,; elther because he does not understand it or thrpugh
design, and then refutes the misstatemento“3§ Pattee be-
lieves suehian error can be simply answered. A1l one haé
to do is call attention to the original statement. Pattee
believes such an error is a serlous offense, and enyone who
employs “straw men" can be convicted of "unpardonable
ignorance about_thé subject or of downrighﬁ dishonéstyo“39

In Tull agreemeﬁt with the writers considered so
far, Balpvh W. Thomas says that one shogld "Be exact in re-
stating the arguments of an oppon_ento‘ﬁ0 All possible
effbrt sﬁguld be made to reproduce thé statement as
accurately as possible. The problem is that while few
debaters will deliberately misquote an opponent, many are
simply not able to state the opponent’s pésition exactlys.

But, according to Thomas, nothing mekes more for the "proper

/ 38, Pattee;, pp. 212-213.
39. Pattee, p. 213

40, Ralph W. Thomas; A Manual of Debate (New York,
1910)9 po 930 . .
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spirit of debate® then exactness in quoting thé opposition.
He also believes that it is necessary to estimate thé true
WOTEh of an opponent’s argument, never seeking to belittle
it. '

J. Walter Rééﬁesg<writing in 1917, p&iﬁts out fhat
any question worthy of debating must of neeessity have two
sides., Therefore, the sooner a debater understands that
logically there must be contrary opinions, the clbser he
will come to egtablishing his own point. HNot only is it
an advantage to a debater's own position to concede cértain
points, igralso places him in a favorable lighit before the
audlence. :

Also writing in 1917, James Milton O'Nelll comments

extensively on the statement of the opposition's case. He

refers to Argumentation and Debating, written by William
Trufant Foster in 19089 whieh says that one must have an
attitude of fairness, correctly quote the opposition§ and
answer what the opponents really said. As “fairness is
itself persuasive," one should be honest in the representa~
tion of the opposing case. O?Neill also quotes Foster who

believes that one should present the opposition’s case even

41, Thomas, pP. 93904,

L2, J. Walter Reeves, The Fundamentals of Argumenta-
tion and Debate (New York, 1917), p. 49,
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better than the opposition can present 1t. One should make
it even more forcible., This is based on the theory that "if
you cannot state your oppoment’s case, you do not know itj
1f you do not know it, you cannot hope to refute its and if
you dare net state ﬁtg you acknowledge that you deserve de-
feat at the start." G“Neill reconéiders the statement of
the case when he talks about rebuttal speeches: "The final
word in regard to rebuttal speeches is: Be fair, courteous,
good humored, and honest in dealing with the opposing case.
State the opposingﬁérguments fairly° Do not color them to
suit_yourself by rephrasing, or substituting, or iunserting
words not'used'by your antagonist.®

Not only does 0'Neill believe a debater should be
fair in.étating the opposition“scase9 he also quotes Foster
who advocates that a debater should concede all he possibly
can. 1In fact, a debater should grant the oppositiﬁn "everyf
thing but the one point which you must establish.” 2

0"Neill also quotes John Quincy Adams®s Lectures on

Bhetoric and Oratory in support of the contention that Bit

is easy to set up ‘straw men' and knock them down, but it is

b3, 0'Neill, p. 272,
by, O0'Neill, p. 429.
b5, 0'Neill, p. 272,
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dangerous and contemptible.¥ Thus, we find that 0'Neill,
quoting Foster, believes that a debater should be fair in
quoting the opposition's case, and should concede to the
opposition as much as possible-~everything but the one point
that must be established; Quoting John Quincy Adams, he

’Qoncludes that the device of setting up ¥straw men® is con=-
‘temptibleo |

Edwin Dubois Shurter, whose book appeared in 1925,
éight years after 0%Neill’s first veréion, also quotes John

Quiney Adams's Lectures on Rhetoric and Oratory which attacks

'the error éf answering yourself instead of your opponent; the
"straw man® argument. He elaborates upon the point, saying
that one should restéte an argument failrly. He warns the
debate amateur that it is foolish to say the opponents said
a certain thing Whenvthe audience knows better., Such a de=-
sire to construct "straw men" leads a careless debater to
misrepresent arguménts; Although such ﬁisrepresentations
may not be intentional, "any appearance of unfairness in

the héhdling of your o??bnént’s argument only prejudices the
audience against your own argument.” |

\ '

Shurter also bélieves that a debater should be able

to state his opposition's case even more clearly, if possible,

L6, O'Neill, pp. 346-350,
b7, Shurter9 Do 242,
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~than his opposition can state it. He next presents coined
phrases that 6hé may use in the statemenf of the opposition®s
case, coneluding with the admonition that ¥the statement of
:the‘ogponént“s case must of course be honeét9 cozﬁprehensive9
;and falr, and it must appear so to the hearers.® °

According to Waldo W. Willhoftg'té:misqﬁota an
-opponent is highly,unethicalg eépecially if it a@peérs that
the opponent said something damsging to his own side., Will-
host believes that *no debater should stoop so low as to
eﬁploy this plan of galining the upper hand°“49

An attitude of fairness 1is the first reguirement for
the effective presentation of fefutation according to Carroll
Polloek Lehman. He tells the debater to be fair, to take uno
unéair advantage, aﬁd then to demand the same treatment in
return. If one is not afforded the same treacment9 he should
see that the audlence is aware of the real féctéo59 Much of
the attitude of falrness stems frem an appreclation for the
arguments and persons of the oppositioun. inlLahman“s own
words, "Don't misre@feéent opponents: Play the game
48, Shurter, pp. 152-153.

k9, Waldo W. ’%Tlllhoft9 Modern Debate Practice (New
York, 1929), p. 306, , , .

: EGob Carroll Pollock Lakhman, Debate Coachings A
Handbook for Teachers and Coaches (New Iork, 1930), po
125,
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squarely and above-board.® Lahman supports his position
- with a quote from Wendell Phillips: "He does not really
‘believe his opinion who dares notAgivé free scéope to his
-opponento“52 This implies a needed respect on the part of
the debater for the worthiness of his o?position“s argumentso
Iahman is also concerned about ¥straw meny” warning the de-
.bater to avoid setting up an opposing argﬁment Just forxr the
sake of knocking it down. %When the opposing team employs‘
this device, Lahman suggests that the debater should tact-
fully, and with a sense of humor, point out that the
>opponents are attacking straw men°53

Donald Hayworth and Bobert B. Capel point oﬁ that
every effort should be‘made to repeat the opponent's exact
wording, or at least his exact idea. A debater should be
accurate in quoting his opposition, because "if the audience
is aware that a speaker has misquoted Whaﬁ his opponent has
said9 they are almost certain.to assume that the;misquata-

tion was deliberate.® .Hayworthland Capel believe that the

resulting psychologiéal effects are serious,

5l. ILahman, pP. 135
52, .Lahmen, p. 135,
53, Lahmen, p. 126

54, Donald Hayworth and Robert B. Capel, Oral
Argument (Wew York, 1934), p. 228,

peia T Rt
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Angeleo M. Pelligrini and Brents Stirling believe that
"eonventional debate is the product of a~speech trainihg in
. which the utilitarian value of speech has been unduly em=
s phasized°"55 They point out that, because of this, debate:
should bé'abandened for new forﬁs of public discussion which
.emphasize the intellectual, social, and aesthetic implicapv
tions of speech. One of their specific objections to debate
‘ is that it encourageé argument over points which are not.
.. controversial, stemming from the fact that debaters are
-never really willing toﬁconcede anything, even when they
know a point has been well established. Degaters are afraid
thét any concessions will be misconstruedOE
Because to misquote an opponent is unethical, John
"RB. Pelsma believes that it should not intentionally be done
by good debaters°57 Misquotation obviously has an adverse
effect on the debate. - |
Aé was previously indicated, James Milton O'Neill

relies heavily-on William Trufant Foster®s 1908 version of

Argumentation and Debating for'his discussion of the de-

bater’s statement of the opponent’s case., The Second Re-

vised Edition, published in 1945, is the text being used in

55, Angelo M. Pelligrini and Brents Stirling,
Argumentation and Public Discussion (New York, 1936), po 9(}o

56, ?elligrlnig p. 86,
57, Pelsma, p. 84,
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this study. In addition to what we have already found pre-
- sented in 0'Neill, Foster explains Whaﬁ the rélationship of
a debater should be with someone who may have misquoted him.
FirSt,of all, it is serious to charge a person with de-
- liberate misrepresentation: "It impeaches his moral nature;
it is difficult to prove, and it creates bad feelings w1thout
- necessarily advancing your causea"58 One should regard mis-
- takes as ﬁental rather than moralg leaving Qneself free to
deal with the argument rather than the character of the
opponent. One should always assume the motive which places
the best construction on the opposition‘s case, If an
error in statement has been made, it should be exposed with
proof and urbanityo Foster closes by saying that "a small
man abuses his opponent, misrepresents his opponenﬁ"s case
and bulldozes his audience, becaﬁse he is a sméll mano“59

In 1945 George McCoy Musgrave wrote down what he
believed to be the rules for debate. BRule 5d, according
to Muégrave9 is "Any restatgment or quotation of an opponent®s
argument must be'accurateoﬁ ° Although a word for word quo-=

tation is ideal, unless the quotation is short or one of the

members knows shorthand, this is very difficult. Therefore,

58, TFoster, p. 272,
59, E‘oster9 PP. 272=273.

60, George MeCoy Musgrave, Competltive Debate: Bules
and Technigues (New York, 1945), p. 20,
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. a debater should paraphrase as accurately as possible. In
order to aceurately paraphrase, a debater needé careful
-notes and a thorough understanding of the oppositionts
intent in the use of the particular passage. Whether mis-
- quotation is intentional or not, it places the opposihg
team in a false position and should therefore be avoideda61

Henry Lee Ewbank and J. Jeffery Auer believe that
misquoting an opponent represents an “occasionai9 and re-
grettable," departure “from the code of good manners and
fair play." Although misquotation is almost always unin-
tentionalg'it is none the less unfair. The reasons given,
and here Ewbank and Auer raise some very significant dis-
tinctions, are that either the speaker wanted to answer
only a certain point with his prepared answer, or he was
not 1isgening carefully to the érgument as it was ad-
vanced., : In either case, the person must be held re=
sponsible for misrepresentation.

Eugene C. Chenoweth believes that a person should
be penalized for misétating any aspect of the opposition's
case. IHe should_especially be.penalized Ufor falsely accusigg

other participants of failing to oonsiderﬂimportant issues.®

6l. Musgrave, pP. 20,

62. Henry Lee Ewbank and J. Jeffery Auer, Discussion
and Debates Tools of a Democracy (New York, 1946), pp. 486-
487,

63, Hugene C. Chenoweth, Discussion and Debate
(Dubugite, 1951), po 367. . \
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Balph Y. MeGinnis suggests that one should be fair
- to an opponent. The reason McGinnis believes all atiempts
to misstate the opposition should be avoided'is that'“the
use gf foul play will tend to defeat the per§on who uses
it . Thus, once again we find an author who believes an
unethieal act is selfndefeatiﬁgo |

As previouslj pointed out, Waldo W. Braden and
Barnest Brandenburg compiled a list of suggestioné for the
- debater to consider. The first two suggestions tend to
overlaps %(1) listen attentively to what your opponent 66‘
says," so that you can %“(2) quote him fairly and accurately.®

Arthur N. Kruger, writing in 19609'comﬁents ex-
tensively on the accurate statemenﬁ of the opponent’s caéeo
He contends that misquotigg the opposition and misstating
the opposition’s evidence 7are so self explanatory he Will:
not take the time to explain thema- He does offef examples‘
which illustrate the two errors. During the process of de-
veloping his remarks on the rebuttal speeches, he points
out thats "When answering an opponent“s arguments, don'’t
distort them by manipulating their,context9 misquoting9 or

exaggerating. At all times be moderate, falr; and pollte,

65, MeGinnis, p. 167,
66, Braden, p. 478,
67. Kruger, ppp'znsuzuno

A
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even 1f opponents misquoteégou; assume the misquotation was
‘ upintentional and say S0." In this same regard he quotes
R. T. Harris and J. L. Jarretts "It may be good taétics9
if your aim is to win an argument‘at all costs,; to insist
that your opponent is saying ndthing but "blabmb:l_a.b,,'0 but
it may be a very irresponsible type of argumeﬁt o o o 0“69

Kruger advises the debater to answer the whole éase9
not just the arguments he wants to answer. One should not
set up "straw men® to knock down: YIt is a2 waste of time
and alienates perceptive judgeso“70' He later explains what
g straw man argument is. According to Krugér it consists
of "exaggerating an opponent’s claim or extending it to a
point where it can be more readily attacked than the
original, and then attacking the misrepresentation of the
originalo“?l

When a debater has the opportunity to restate his
opponent?’s caseg'he should listen attentively, be sure of
himself, and be honests,»courteous9 good humored, compre-
hensive, moderate, and polite. Above all else he should

be fair, an attitude which stems from an appreciation of

the opponents and thelr arguments.

68, Kruger, p. 102,
69, Kruger, p. 238,
70, Xruger, p. 102,
71, Kruger, pp. 246-247,
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When quoting an dpponent9 a debater should be as
exact as possible. According to one writer, nothing makes
more for the "proper spibit of debate™ than the exactness of
quotation, If'a debater does not quote accurately he is
being unethical. _Obviously it is difficult to repreduce
an opponent’s exact words, unless the statement 1s‘short
or one of the team members takes shorthand, but the debater
should at least interpret the correct idea and/or intent of
an opposition’s statement. This can be achieved by means
of honest paraphrase. If a debatef misguotes the opposi-
tion, he destroys the audience'’s confidence., Some sort of
penalty is in order if a person misrepresents the opposi-
tion. |

A debater should not take unfair advantage of the
other team, but, at the same time, he should demand fair
treatment in returno Hefe lies the problem of whether a
debater can charge the opponent with misrepresentation.
Not only is it serious to charge a person with misrepresenta-
tion, it is difficult to prove, and it creates bad'feelingso
Furthermore, it does not really advance one’s cause. The
logical solution is.thatva debater should always assume the
best motives for his opponents. Along the samé vein, if an
opponent does the misquoting, the debater shoﬁld assume it
is unintentional and say so. One authorAauggested a novel

means for ensuring that the debater states aﬁ opponent’s
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case accurately--the debater should use certain acceptable
- goined phrases which are conducive to the righﬁ attitude,

Although most authors believe misreprésentation and
misquotaﬁion are never used intentionally, they none the
less consider the effects to be serious. If a febater mis-
quotes an opponent he is considered unintelligent, or at
least unfalr, and prejudices the audience against his own
arguménto If a person misstates his opponent'’s case, the
audience assumes that it was deliberate; they have no way
of knowing anything to the contrary. HMisrepresentations
are démaging because they place the opposing team in a false
position. Most of the authors believe that a speaker should
be held accountable for misrepresentation, intentional or
unintentional. As misrepresentation results from a speaker
having a predetermined answer to a certain point, perhaps
somewhat close to what Wés said. or merely not listening to
the opposition. In either instance the blame must fall on
the person who misquoted,

A debater should always estimate the true worth of
an opponent?s argument. He should respect the opiniouns of
his adversary, never seeking to belittle him or his remarks.
In fact, many authors believe that a debater should be able
to present the opponent’s case effectively==if(possible; more
effectively than the opponent can.

Not only should the debater be able to state the

opponént“s case effectively, he should be willing to concede
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as much ag possible to the opponent--everything but the one
point whieh the speaker must establish. It is to the
speaker's advantage.tb concede points, it affects the
audience in his favor. It is also the only logical
pgsition to take. As debate questions have two sides,; there
must be contrary opinions. Therefore, it seems rather
absurd to be unwilling to concede certain points, es-
pecially if they have been well established., The fear of
conceding points most likely stems from the fact that a
debater believes such an act will be misconstrued.

The device known in debate as attacking “straw men"
is a direct result of how effectively a debater states the
opponént“s case. Essentially it refers to a means whereby
the debater answers himself. He either éxaggerates or eX=
tends the opponent’s argument and then attacks the exten-
gion. It results either from a lack of understanding or
is intended through design. Attacking “straﬁ men® is a
serious offense. One writer believes that a debater who
practices it can be accused of unpardonable lgnorance or
downright dishonesty. Two authors quote John Quincy Adams’s

Lectures on Bhetoric and Oratory saylng that attacking

gtraw men® is easy to do bubt contemptible. One author
warns the debate amateur that it is foolish to say the
opponents said one thing when the audience and judge know

better. Such a purposefully triecky device can be easily
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dealt with. All the debater has to do is point out what the
original statement was,
Certain writers contend that debate controls are in-
herent within the activity. They tell us that the use of
foul play will defeat the very person who uses it. Un-

ethical practices are, according to sone, self=defeating°

Argumentum Ad Hominem

The first section of this chapteripointed out that
a debater should be an honest, friendly9 courteous, respect-
ful, fair gentleman who gives the opposition a respectful
hearing. Especially, the debater(should direct his attack
toward the argument and not the character of the opposition.
The temptation to attack the character, rather than the argu-
'ments, of opponents is commonly referred to aslthe fallacy of

argumentum ad hominem.

~

There are many things that comprise argumentum ad

hominem. A debater is guilty of the offense if he brings
personalities into the debate, or 1f he employs satire,
sarcasm, ridicule, irony, invective, belligerence, personal -
rancor, or contempt. In pointing out the fallaoy;]James
Milton O°Neill explains that ®If a case cannot be won on its

; 72
merits, rarely can it be won by resort to personalities."

72, 0'Neill, p. 380,
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James No. McElligott, in 1863, begins the discussion

of argumentum ad hominem. His particular concern is with the

dangerous wse of wit, irony, and sarcasm. He warns the de=
bater to be cautious in using these weapous, many times "the
recoil is far more dreadful than the discharge.”

Forty-six years later George K. Pattee éxplains that/
"henever an arguer avoids the question at issue aﬁd makes an
attack upon the character, principles, or former beliefs'or
personal peduliarities of his'opponent, he commits the special

form of the fallacy known as argumentum ad hominem.® Pattee

believes it is fallacious to say that something 1s ﬁntrue”
simply beoauée the person who upholds it happens to be un-
trustworthy, or because something is inconsistent with an
individual’s former beliefs. In Pattee's own words, “"Honesty
is a worthy principle;, even though advocated by a thiéfo“75
In his discussion of courtesy, Ralph W. Thomas péints 6
eut'that "the more earnest the contest, the better the dgbateo“7
Therefore, there is great temétation to be sharp and sar-
castic. A debéter must suppress this, thever9 for it will
have a negative effect upon the audience--it prejudices the

audience against. him. Thomas next raises what will prove

perhaps to be a key in the understanding of argumentum ad

73, McElligott, p. 55.
74, Pattee, Do 235
75. Pattee, p. 235
76a- Thomasg, Po 93

3
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‘hominems ,“NO one can afford to sacrifice the finer instincts
of his nature for the sake of a temporary triumphoW 7

Writing four years later, 1914, Victor Alvin Ketcham
also states that the use of invective; ridicule, and satire
towards one'’s opponent should not take place in the debateo
Ketcham explains that the days have long past when "bully-
ragging® the opposition could pass for argument and“would
~influence an audience. As soon as such personal sfacks
as the use of invective, ridicule, or satire enter‘the de=
bate, ¥they drive but that sbirit of calm inguiry after -
truth which should be the controlling spirit of every coutro-
versyo78 The result of such actions is inevitably an un-
favorable response on the part of the audience. Ketcham
- explains the method of defense against an opponent’s use
of such weapons. The debater should ignore the attack, and
continue in an orderly mannero79

Harry F. Covington, in 1918; contends that reference
to personalities should never enter the debate, it lowers
the intellectual tone of the argument. In the very next
line, however, he does an about face and'says that if

personal charges are found to be necessary, they should,

of course, be made as free from feeling as possible and

77. Thomas, pP. 93

78, Victor Alvin Ketcham, The Theory and Practice
of Argumentation and Debate (New York, T918Y, Do 150,

79. Ketchamy, pp. 150-151.



alwaysawith a full counsideration of an opponent's point of
view, ™ ° His two statements are contradictory. |
Warren Choate Shaw points out that the éttempt to
persuade by means of attacking the character of one’s ~
opponent, although a favorité device of the ancient

’rhetoricians and still in favor with modern demagogues, 1is

nothing more than the fallacy of argumentum ad hominem. It

50

tends to make debating cheap and vulgar,. This weapon should

not be employed except as a last resort "when it is no

81

longer possible to exelude personalities'from the dispute.™
Even though it is only supposed to be used when there are
no alternatives left open, Shaw countinues to extoll the

virtues of this ¥persuasive device.™ He poiﬁts out that

when argumentum ad hominem is used, it inspires confidence
and respect for the speaker's superior moral gualities,

At least the speaker demonstrates that he is no worse than
his opponentOBZ It appears thaﬁ ShaW; as does Coxfington9
is establishing some sort of ethical dualism. Argumentum
ad hominem should never be employed except in oeftaih

instances. If Shaw and Covington are followed, the use of

. argumentum ad hominem becomes relative to the specific

80, Harry Franklin Covington, The Pundamentals of
Debate (New York, 1918)9Apo 218, .

8ls Bhaw, Po 27705
820 Shan ppo 277‘“2780
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debate~~there is no set standard to serve és a guide for the
debater's activity.

Robert Weston Babcock and John Henderson Powell ex-
plain that the debater®s attitude ought to be %one of.forc_e9
dignity, and congideration.” The debater must avoid any
attitude of contempt or ridiculeo83

Edwin DuBois Shurter, writing in 1925, appears in-
consistent in his treatment of the courtesy a debater should
extend to the opposition. PFirst, Shurter explains how
courtesy helps a debater win an audience., He next attacks
ridicule and iron.y9 saying that they are seldom helpful., So
far he is consistent. However, he then assumesvthe same
position as Shaw and Covington and points out that there
are times when these weapons may be used efféctivelyo He
warns the debaters that the weapons are to be treated with

care and should be used good naturedly. In the last portioun

of his treatment of argumentum ad hominem he seems to be

returning to his original positiont "“Anyhow the use of
personalities 1s petty, in poor tasté; and is trying to an
gudience even of the most ordiﬁary intelligences people
generally are grgging less and less tolerant of slander and

personal abuse.®

83, Hobert Weston Babcock and John Henderson Powell,
How to Debate (Philadelphia, 1923}, p. 287, .

84, Shurter, pp. 284-=245,
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The concept that ridicule and sarcasm may boomerang is
advanced by Carroll Pollock Lahman. Lahman, who beliéves that
there definitely are instances when these weapons may be used,
but warns they are "two-edged." Vocal inflection and facialﬂ
egxpression, whén used good humbredly9 aré the keys to effect-
‘ive sarcasm and ridicule; However9 Lahman-warns the debater
not to retaliate when he is oonfronted with iliatempered
sarcasm., Such a debater "is killing himself in the good
gfaces of the audience; don't compete for his unpopularityo"85

Along the very sanme iines as the remarks of Ralph Wo
Thomas, Donald Hayworth and Robert Bo‘Cépel point out that
the hafder the attack is, the better the debate, but no
ﬁersonal attack is ever utilized by a skilied debatero A
‘personal attack only creates 11l feelinésg evenrif one he=
lieves his opponeunts are liars and lgnoramuses, he—should
neVer hint at it or say it. Good'sportémahship should pre-
vail throughout the debate, both teems preceeding on the
assumption that their opponents have honest intentions,
It is the»argﬁment_of the opposition that must be destroyedgv
éﬁdré debater léses standing when he intrdduces personali=
ties., TPurthermore, such a practicgéwill not win an audience

and only shows poor sportsmanship. -

85, Lahmaﬁ, po 137
86, Hayworth, pp. 2H0-241.
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Humor, sareasm, and ridicule are the concerns of
John R, Pelsma. His 1937 textbook seems to be semewhaﬁ‘more
definitive than the preceding textbooksg pointing out thats

Good wholesome humor and good-natured ralllery

sometimes add zest to an otherwise dull pro-

ceeding., Humor is to be encouraged, even a

little ridicule when accompanied with a smile

is not objectionable. But there is no place

for sarcasm or derision. S0 many, sSo very

many debaters, especially beginners, seem to

think they are smart when making acrid remarks

about their opponents. There is only one rule

for this--Don’t.87

Henry Lee Ewbank and J. Jeffery Auer warn the deba%er

to assume that the opponents are honest. Therefore, the de-
bater should attack the argument, not the opponent088

The enforcement of ethicé is the concern of Eugene
C. Chenoweth., Writing in 1951, he explains, “"When a speaker
is guilty of using sarcasm or discourteous reﬁarks, or of
exhibiting any unbecomingSOOHductg he should be-severely
penalized on adaptation.® .

W. Charles Reddifig9 one of the conbtributing writers

for David Potter's Argumentation and Debates Princlvles aund

Practiceg, compiles a list of things that comprise what he

ealls "etiquette during the debate" or "etiquette while

87. Pelsma, p, 86,
88, Ewbank, p. 487,
89. Chenoweth, p. 368,
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speaking.® The violations are represented in any display of
sarcasm, belligerence, discourtesy, insincerity, unfairness,
and personal rancoro9o

The list of "impertant suggestions to be considered,®
compiled by Waldo W. Braden and Earnest Brandenburg, is simi-
lar to Redding’s "ettiquette while speaking.® However,
Bradeﬁ and Brandeﬁburg confine themselves to“wérning the
 debater to avoid the use of sarcasm and ridiculeagl

Halbert E. Gulley believes "It is inconsistent to
be sarcastic about thevpreparationg:abilities or attitudes
of the oppositiono“gz Because sarcasm is an/easy weapon to
-use, it appears to'represent great fun for the user. But,
this is not the case. Sarcasm should ngt be found in in-

telligent discussion.

The most thorough discussion of argumentum ad hominem

is engaged in by James Miltonm O'Neill and William Trufant
Fogter. As was previously pointed out, O0'Nelll relies on an
early text by PFoster for some of his discussion.

0'Neill is the first to contend that "“Sarcasm, ridi-
cule and even personalities are undoubtedly admissible and

helpful, under certain circumstances and when properly

90, Potter, p. 241,
91, Braden, p. 478,
92. Gulley, p. 131l
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handled, in discrediting an oppoenent - o - o% However,

he gualifies the use of these weaponsg‘pointing oﬁt that they
- are treacherously two-edged. They will hurt an enemy, but if
used improperly they will hurt the user even more.

In elaborating upon the finesse needed to fight with
these weapons, 0'Neill argues: "To fence with them a man
must be gquick, light of hand, and above all, cool and self-
controlled. Some men cannot use sarcasm and ridicule at
all, and no man can afford to use them carelesslyo"g% From
this allegorical warning, 0'Neill moves on to explain when
these weapons can most effectively be used., Sarcasm and
ridicule are especlally effective counteracting conceit and
affectation. A speaker who engages in thg/egotism of con-
ceited actions deserves to be struck down--sarcasm and ridi-
cule are the weapons that the_debater should employ.

0'Neill continues to expand upon his warning, point-
ing out that as these are only occasional weapons, “they are
not substitutes for proof or for the substance of afgumento“95
- He explains that it is easy to laugh at an oppounent; but it

does not really answer him. O0%Neill directly quotes Foster,

warning the debater to escape the use of personalities,

93, O'Neill, p. 379.
9, O0'Neill, p. 385,
95, O'Neill, p. 388,
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giving the oppon%nt credit for good faith., One should save
his energy for gefuting the opponent's arguments rather than
his charaeter°9

The position just stated by 0'Neill, that the de-
bater should give the opposition credit for good faith,
attacking the argument rather than the character of the
opposition, was previously expressed by William Trufant
Foster, It is Foster who gquotes Holyoaskes

It is the opinion of the ignorant that 1f a2 man
does not bluster and retort, he is deficient in
spirit. This apprehension often betrays weak uden
into violence, and to prove themselves indepen-
dent, they become rude and insolent; whereas
courage pursues its own way without ostentation,
preserves its independence, corrects misrebresen-
tations, repalirs any injury it may have un-
wittingly done, and answers slander (if there

be slander) with the truth. No wise man answers
a fool according to his folly. He shows that it 98
is folly, and abandons it to die by its own hands.

Throughout his discussion of argumentum ad hominem,

Foster remains consistent, clearly expressing that sarcasm,
wit, ridicule, and invective are never effective. A4s pre-
viously pointed out, James Milton O0'Neill quotes William

Trufant Foster’s 1908 version of Argumentation and Debating,

warning the debater to escape personalities by attacking

the argument rather than the character of the oppénento

96, 0%WNeill, p. 272,
97 Fostér, Po 235
98, Foster, p. 271,
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The 1945 Second Revised Edition of Foster's

L

Argumentation and Debating atbacks arguments proposed by

0'Neill, 0"Neill believes that sarcasm and ridicule are

particularly effective when directed against conceit aﬁd'
, 99
affectation. Poster answers O0'Nelll by pointing out that

“concelt and affectation do more harm to an opponent®s cause

when they are ignored than when they are given the considera-
100

tion of a reply."® 0'Neill further believes that:

. A speaker who allows his conceilt to rise to the
surface, or who assumes & tone of grandilo-
guence or bombast, has exposed a weak spot in
his armor. And there is no weapon that will so
readily find the spot and strike through it as
one of those light side arms of forensic com-
bat ridicule, satire, and invective ,101

Foster answers 0'Neill’s position, pointing out that:

When an oppounent has closed a speeeh in a tone
of grandiloquence and bombast, no invective can
accomplish so much in reply as a plain argument
which proceeds directly to the heart of the
question. Ridicule, satire, and invective may
be all that is left to a2 man who knows himself
defeated; they may entice an unstable adversary
away from his case; they may even amuse the
friends of a man who 1s winning; or relieve the
feelings of a man who is losing; but such wea=
pons never win new friends for a speaker or for
his cause.l02

99, ©0Neill, p. 385,
100, Foster, p. 271,

101, OfNeill, p. 385,
102, Foster, pp. 271-272,
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Thus 1t is obvious that Foster remains consistent in his

belief that argumentum ad hominem should never be resorted

to. In answering O0'Neill, who established his arguments
with the help of Foster's own words, Foster attacks what he
considers to be a departure from his position.

It is obvious that the fallacy of argumentum ad

hominem is eipressed in many ways. The warnings are pri-
marily negativé9 cautioning the debater not to be unfair,
belligerent, insincere,; or discourteous. Furthermoréglunm
beconing coﬁ.duc;t9 personal rancer, and derision should never
appear, Personaiities9 sarcasm, ridiculeg satire, invective,
contempt, irony9 and wit should néver enter the debate,
In éonﬁréétg certain positivé Suggestibns are of;“

fered. Good“sportsmanship should always be present. A
certain courteous attitude will help_a debater win an
,audienceo An.d9 flnally9 humor adds a nice touch to an
otherwise dry contest. o |
| Some Writers believe that wit, irony, sarcasm,
ridicule, and persbnalitieSvare admissable in certain
instances. Sarcasnm ahd ridicule are supposedly effective
1n counterlng concelt and affectationo At the same time,
these tools are to be used only in certain circumstances.
These devices are dangerously tWOmedged and they nmust be
approached with care.

| While most writers are consistent in their approach,

others establish a confusing dualism. They contend that
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argumentum ad hominem is never to be referred to, except in

certain instances. The problem created by this approach is
that any sort of abseolute ethical standard is destroyed=-=the

use of argumentum ad hominem becomes relative to the par-

ticular debateo

The use of argumentum ad hominemglbesides being in-

dicative of poor Sportsmanship9 has self-defeating results.
First, it prejudices an audience against the speaker who
uses it. Second, it may backfire in the face of the user.

Finally9 the user may be sevefely penalized.

There are two ways of answering an argumentum ad
hominem attack. The first is by using a plain argument in
retaliation. The second way, and the method that is most

often suggested, is to ignore the attack. This is based on

the contention that the use of argumentum ad hominem is self-

defeating.

Actions Beforefand'During the Debate

The few writers who comment ohuhow a debater éhould
aéﬁ preceding an actual debate présent.twoAdiametrically
oppésed views. George lMeCoy Musgrage,qulains~the value of
mental intimidaﬁion° He relies on the'éarlier writings of
Roy Barle Harlan, Jr. that suggest debaters ought to walk

into the room for the debate and tell the opp051tion how
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gre&t they are. Harlan praises this device which he calls

. the power of thinkiﬁg positivelyo Musgrave also appears to
favor thevdeviceblo On the other hand, Halbert E. Gulley
is opposed to debaters who "appear smug, and cast deprecating
glances at the opposition which seem to say: ‘This one is
going to beieasyo"“lp5
| Sixteen debate textbook authors mention how de-
baters ought to act during the course of the debate. BRobert
Weston Babcock and John Henderson Powell were the first
writers to comment on the courtesy the debater ought to’éx»
tend to the opposition while listening at the table. They
explain that the debater’s attitude during the intervals
between speeehes'should be one of eareful attention to the
opponent’s argument. If 1ﬁlappears as 1f the debater is not
J_isteniné9 the audience will interpret it to mean a sign of
indifference, over-»confid.znee9 or of recognized fallure and
an inability to refuteolo

Carroll Pollock Lahman, in 1930, also believes the
audience will respond negatively to an improper attitude on
the part of o debater., A debater should not assume any of

the following attitudes: he should not be supercilious; he

103. Roy Earle Harlan Jr., Strategic Debating
(Boston, 1940), ». 31, T

104, Musgrave, P. 90.
105, Gulley, p. 130,
106, Babecock, p. 287,
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should not act too bored to take notes; he should not ob-
Viously become excited; and he should not appear too eager.
‘The preceding attitudes lower the debater in the eyes of the
audience and represent a blatant discourtesy toward the
oppositioﬁ0107

Donald Hayworth and Eobért B, Capel are conoerﬁéd
with the attention the debater should pay to his debate
partner or partners. Even though he has probably heard the
speech previously, he should pay attention to the speaker.
This will help the audience keep their attention upon the
speaker. Hayworth and Capel also explain that the debater -
should work quietly while others are speaking. No more than
low whispers, with as little movement as possible, should
take place between eolleagueéo Hayworth and Capel agree
. with Iehman and point out that the debater should not re-~
spond excitedly to anything that is said. It is bést to
listen attentively without demonstrating any reactioﬁ what=
soever. It is also best for a debater to sit properlyOIQS

In full agreement with the previous writers, Russell
H, Wagner explains that the debater should never do anything
that will distract the attention of the audience. This in-

109
ecludes conversing too loudly with colleagues.

107, Iahman, p. 176,
108, Hayworth, p. 346, )

109. Russell H. Wagner, Hadnbook of Argumentation
(New York, 1936), p. 119,

{
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Egbert Bay Nichols and Joseph H. Bacecus also believe
that a debater should be a good listener. He should never
make distractions of any kind, and should always seem to be
in earnest and paying attentionollo

John R, Pelsma logically explains that unless a2 de=
bater hears the opposition’s argument he can het refute it,
Therefore9 he should give courteous attention to ﬁhe speaker.
- A debater should never shake his head or make any sort of
facial expression. There is one exception, however. If
the opponent hits a debater hard “"above or below the beltg“
the debater should show he can take it by smilingo Com~
nmunication between colleagues should consist of no more
than low whispers with as little movement as possibleolll

"Extremely improper etiquette may be penalized by
the judgé”llzacoording to James Noble Holm. The actions to
- be penaliéed include loud talking at the tables dﬁring the
opposition’s speeches. Holm believes that the debate judge
can be responsible for many of the malpractices of the

‘aotivity and, by penalizing such actions,; will prevent such

practices from reeurring.

116, Nichols, p. 168,
111. Pelsma, p. 85,
112, Holm, p. 119,
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Lionel B, Cfookervtells the debater to pay atten-
tion., Although it is easy to ﬁaké fun of an opponentﬁs
-argunents by slight movements, such an action is self-
defeating. In agreement with the previous writers, Crocker
explains that any overt action will not appear fair in tne
eyes of the judge aund the audienc,eoll3

In this very same vein, James N. McBurney, along
with Glen E. Mills and James Milton C'Neill, warns that
any evidence of poor sportsmanship has a negative effect on
the audlience, turning them against the speaker. According
to McBurney9 ¥Loud whispering, té.lkine;aloud9 grimaoing;
noisy handling of papersg yawning, and other evidences of
bad manners should be av01dedo“lln

A lengthy enumeration of exactly how the debater
should act is found in the writing of Eugene C., Chenoweth,
A deéebater should avoid whispering loudly or talking in
muffled tones; he should take notes; rearrange his materials,
and confer With‘his colleagues quietly; he should npt appear
uneasy, restless, fidgety, nervous, write notes ekcitedly or
convefse loudly with his colleagues; he should enjoy the

debates he should not appear to enjoy his oppounent’s

blunders; he should not be discourteous or act superior;

113, Lionel Crocker, Argumentatlon and Debate (New
York, 1944), p. 256,

114, MeBurney; p. 277.
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he should not express disgust or unfriendliness; he should
not use ridicule when his case is being ably attacked; and,
beecause it 1is poor sportsmanship to try and influence the
judge by any means other than effective argument, he should
not stare at the Jjudge throughout the debateoll5

| William A. Behl points out that the physical aict ivity
of a debater, when he hipself is notspeaking, is important:
“"The audience forms opinions of him from his activity when
he is silent as well as when he is speakingo“ll6 There=
fore, the debater should not lean back in his chair and wave
his hand in disgust, shift about or talk audibly‘to his
colleagues., He is attracting attention at the wrong time
and &ill solicit an unfavorable respoﬁseo The debater
should listen to what the 6pposition is sayings aﬁy
physical reactions on his part should refleet the response
of the audience without calling attention to himself. Behl
expresses a rule of thumb: ¥"Give the speaker the same
courtesy you expect for youréelfo"ll7 ' |

If a debater does not'exténd the proper respect due

the opposition, according to Halbert E. Gulley, he will be

branded %¥as a person who is not really interested in

115. Chenoweth, pp. 323=324,
116, Behl, p. 163,
117. Behl, p. 163
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delibergting intelligently about an important public prob-
1emoﬁll A debater'will présent a negative impressidn if
he talks constantly or grins indulgently. | |

| Krugei includes a numbervof thiﬁgs he belieﬁesvshould

noet take place While a debater is sitting at the table., A
debater should not indicate any overt signs of nervousnesé
or.discomfortg he should not talk sé loudly he can be heards
he should pass notes and whisper as uﬁobtrusively as pos-
siblej he should not respdnd.faoially to what is Saidg he
.should-nct_sldueh in his chair;lgﬁd he should not do any-
thing that Will_eall attentioﬁ té hiﬁself,such as clasping
and unclasping hands, drumming on the téble‘wiph,a penclil,
and SO fortholl9 ‘

| Almost every ﬁriter believes that thé”d‘eba‘ter9 while
sittiﬁg at the table and liStening9 either to the'oppoéition
or his own colléague speakglshou;d pay attention to what’ié
Abeing sald. If a debater is a good-iistener he will help
the audience focus‘their attention on the speaker. When he
is é listener, a debater.should never do anything that will
attract the attention of the audience. R

The audience forms opinions from the activities of

the debater at the table. Therefore, if a debater engages

118. Gulley, p. 130.
119. Xruger, pp. 278=279.
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in distracting activities, they will prove to be self-
defeating., Not only are'distractions self=defeating9 they
represent a blatant discourtesy that should never be found
in any debates |

But eiactly how should a debater act while at the
table? The debater should whisper qmieﬁlyg if he nas to
falk at all, and engage in aé little movement as possible,
Wofk qﬁietly9 sit properly, enjoy the debateg.and be
friendly. On the other‘hand9 the debater should not lean

pack iﬁ his chair and wave his hand in disgust, stare at
the Judge, yawn, handle papers nbisily9 act‘boreds become
obviouély exbited9 appear too eager, make faclal expressions,
talk loudly, or act nervously. One writer believes that any
such improper etiquette should be penalized Dby the'judgeo/
There are two guldes that can aid the debater in
establishing a pérsonal standard of conduct. First, the
debater should respond like the audience, except to a lesser
degree because he is in their sphere of attention; Seecond,

the debater should give the opposition speaker the same

attention he expects for himself,

Summary

Most debate textbook writers support Edwin DuBois
Shurter's admonition that a debater should respect the

opposition and his argument. A debater should state the



opposition’s case as accurately as possible, never mis-
stating what was sald. A debater should never engage in

argumentum ad hominem by attackihg the person instead of

~his argument. He should always be respectful while his
colleague and the opposition are speaking bY’paying atten-
tion to what is belng saild. vSuGh admonitions clearly
demonstrated that 1f a debater i1s not courteous, if he does
not respect the person and arguments of the oppbsition9 his
acts will be self-defeating. Some very definite conclusions
can be drauwn from each of these admonitions:

Statement of the Opposition's Case:

A debater should always be fair in the statement
of the opposition’s case, He should never mis-
state their case,

A debater should always estimate the true worth
of the opposition’s position, never seek to be-
little their case. A debater should be able to
state the opposition’s case even more effectively
than can the opposition.

A debater should be willing to concede as much of
the opposition’s case asg possible, -

A debater should never exaggerate or extend the
arguments of the opposition in order to more
readily attack them. '

Argumentum ad Hominems:

A debater should never employ pérsonalitiesg-
sarcasm, ridicule, satire, invective, contempt,
irony or wit in a debate. A

A debater should always practice good sportsman-
ship by being courteous toward the oppositiono

- A debater can effeetiveiy use humor in a debate.
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Actiong Before and During the Debates

A debater should always pay attention to what is
being said by his colleague and the opposition,
never doing anything that will attract the atten-
tion of the auvdience. To avold attracting the
attention of the audience, a debater should never
talk loudly, make faclal expressions, get excited,
appear too eager, act nervously, act bored, handle
papers noisily, yawn, stare at the judge, or fid-
get in his chair while at the table. He should
work quietly, sit properly, enjoy the debate, and
be friendly.

The preceding conclusions were based on the majérity
views of the various debate textbook writers. In the con-
- cluding chapter distinctions will be made as to whether or

not these considerations vary chronologically.



CHAPTER III
THE ETHICS OF EVIDENCE

Viector Alvin Ketcham relates the ethics of evidence
to the ethics of the debater®s relationship towards his
opponents: “A debater must deal hounestly with his opponents.
It is dishonest and immoral to present evidence in such &
way that it will appear to show as true that which the de=
bater khows to be untrueowl Therefore, to be honest with
an opponent, a debater must be honest and morél in the use
of evidence.

How might a debater not be honest, moral, drg for
the purpose of this study, ethical, in the use of evidence?
There are five primary areas comprising the ethics of evi-
dences citing authority, misquoting authority, fabricating
evidence, using charts, and using personal correspondence,
personal experience, or oral testimony. The preceding five
considerations, beginning with a general examination of the

ethics of evidence, comprise this chapter.

General Vieuws

The first writer concerned with the ethics of evi-

dence, besides Ketcham, is James Milton 0'Neill. He

1l. Xetchamy, p. 151,
69
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contends that a debater must be hounest and courteous. A
debater must be honest, for, as 0'Neill explainss
| An honest man will be an honest debater. Manu-
facturing evidence; garbling quotations, falsi-

fying references, mlisstating facts--these things

are not ‘strategy,” and ‘part of the game.? They

are gimply cheap dishonesty--plain lies. No self-

respecting debater will indulge in such practices.

In contest debating when the stupid or dishonest

are detected in such practices, permanent dis-

barment from platform activities should be the
minimum penalty.2
O'Neill is adamant about the honesty of debaters. If a de-
bater is not honest in the use of evidence, he has no
business being involved -in the activity.

Besides his admonition concerning the honesty of
debaters, 0'Neill also contends that a debater must be
courteous: “In the use of charts and maps, in asking to

examine evidénceg-in giving them an opportunity to examine
your evidence, be courteous. You will hurt your own case,
and make your audlence uncomfortable by being churlish and
ill=tempered.”® This position is similar to what meny pre-
vious authors'brought out in regards to the ethics of the
debater's relationship towards his opponent; discourtesy
is self-defeating. Therefore, according to 0'Neill; a de=-

bater must be honest in using evidence and courteous to-

wards the evidence of the qppositiono

2. 0'Neill, p. 429,
3. 0'Neill, p. 429.
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Bgbert Bay Nichols and Joseph H. Baccus suggest that
the unethidal practices of the ethics of evideﬁce are due to
a "win-at-any-cost® attitudegb As a resﬁlt of this “win-at-
any-cost® attitude; evidence is used unethically in the fol-
lowing ways:

First, there is actual falsifying of the evidence
or altering it. One might as well lie outright.
Second, there is the manufacture of evidence, the
faking of quotations that do not exist. One might
as well steal. Third, there is misrepresentation
of the evidence, making it mean something it was
never intended to mean by warping it out of its
context and fitting it into a situation it was net
written to meet. One might as well bear false wit-
ness. Pourth, there is the suppression of evidence
that is not favorable to your case; an action pro-
ceeding upon the theory that what people do not
know will not hurt them. These are the tactics

of the horsetrader who lets you discover the
blemishes after the trade has been consummated.,

It is the old doctrine of ‘caveat emptor® or 'let
the buyer beware.® One might as well be a coward.
The honest debater faces all the. facts courageously
and ethically.

There is no excuse for dishonestJ in the use of
evidence, even if 1t is easy to get. away with it
and the end in view seems to justify it or ease
the conscience., The end does not justify the
means, and as the old saying goes, ‘two wrongs
do not make a right.’ The real debater stands
upon more ethical grounds and despises to take
the least unfalr advantage.D :

Therefore, according to Nichols and Baccus, the unethlcal use
of evidence results from a win-motivated philosophy. Because

a debater wants to win the debate he is?not honest in the use

L, E.R. Nichols, p. 24,
5, E.R. Nichols, p. 116.
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of evidence: he falsifies or alters evidence, he manuy-
factures evidence, he misrepresents evidence, or he sup-
presses evidence. However, as the end never justifies the
means, there is no exéuse for dishonesty in the use of
evidence,

In the same year as Nichols and Bacecus, 1936, Angelo
M. Pellegrini and Brents Stirling attack the debater's use
of evidence. The misuse of evidence, which they contend is
found in practically every debate, results, as just pre-
viously péintéd out by Nichols and Baccus; from a win-
motivated attitude towards debate. Although the manufacturing
of evidenece does not take place often, the withholding and
nisrepresentation of evidence are common occurrences. LVi-
denee is withheld in the hopes that the opposition will not
mention certain facts which are detrimental to the debater’'s
position. Pellegrini and Stirling are more luecid in de-
seribing the various ways of misrepresenting evidences

o o o & part of an expert’s testimony may be

taken out of context to make it appear that he

is of an opinion other than the one he actually

holds; statistics may be presented for the

proof of a certain point when it is actually

known that they bear no relationship to the

points the probative force of evidence 1is

often highly exaggerateds the prejudice of

an. alleged authority, or his questionable

qualifieations, may be secrebed in order that
his testimony may not be discredited.

6, Pellegrini, pp. 85-86,
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Pellegrini aﬁd Stirling continue oun to expléin that'the pré=
eeding'examples of misrepresentétion should be discouréged°

John B. Pelsma explains his viewé of the ethics of
evidence in light of the debater’s obligation. Althoﬁgh
a debater can make his case as convineing as possible, he
~ can not go beyond trué facts andAevidence in order‘to_create
a.convineing case, Gonﬁrary to Nichols9 Baccus, Pellegrini,
and Stirling, who say all the truth should be brought into
the debate, Pelsma believes that a debater %, . . ‘is allowed
to paint his case as white and the other as*black as pog-
gible, so long as he presents actual faets'and guotes testi-
mony correctly.™

"Deliberate attémpts to manipulate data," according
to Douglas Ehninger and Wayne Brockriede, “so as“to give
them greater weight than-they deserve, violate what may be
termed an ethic of évidenceo"8 Enhninger and Brockriede Pro-
ceed to categorize all deliberate attempts to manipulate
data. | |
| Unethical practices in the use of evidence are dge
teo a "win-at-any-cost® attitude on the part of certain de-
baters. As a result of this Winamotivated attitude, un-
ethical uses of evidenece are believed to appear in debates

to varying degrees.

7. Pelsma, p. 84,
8., Ehninger, p. 116,
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‘There are two primary contentions regarding the
ethical use of evidence; a debater must be‘honést and;a de=
bater must be courteous. In order for a debater to be
honest in the use of evidence, he must not manufacture evi-
dence, garble quobtations, falsify or alter referenqes9 mig=
state or misrepresent facts, or suppress or withhold evidence.
There are two contrary views concerhing the suppression of
evidence. Whereas certain writers believe that the debater
must always inelude all the truth, another writer believes
that a debater can make his case as black or as white as he
desires, so long as.he is honesf in the use of evidence.

The second admonition regarding the ethieal use of
evidence is that the debater must be courteous. A4 debater
must be courteous in using charts and maps, in asking té
examine evidence, and in giving opponents an oppértunity to
examine evidence.

If a debater is not courteous in the use of evi-
dence, he hurts his own case. If a debater is not honest in
the use of evidence, one writer suggests that the>pena1ty

should be permanent disbarment from platform activities.

Citing Authority

Ralph W. Thomas, as far back as 1910, warns the de-
bater never to cite an authority before looking it up. This

rule, which always holds true, should be applied to quotations
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in debate because; as he says, "Carelessness, or lnexactness,
here, may throw distrust on theﬁaccuracy of an ehtire‘quotaa
tiom."

Nineteen years later, Waldo ¥W. Willhoft illustrates
a speeific instance. He points out that “it'is trickery of
the basest kind® to borrow part of a speeéh9 séecifically a
Vspeech by a sené,tor9 and use thé argunent without gliving
eredit.to the original authority. Such a practice'can be
detected by a debater who is well read on the question. If
a2 debéter has the speech or a legitimate copy at his dis-
posal, he ecan read it and then ipdicate how the op@onent
- borrowed the argument without giving credit to the original
authority. Willhoft points out that the debater need not
belittle the opposition for what they did, the audiénce and
judge will be aware of the malpracticeole

Egbert Bay Nichols and Joseph H. Baccus égree with
. Ralph W, Thomas: %, o o he (the debater) cannot conscien-
tiously take the work of other people until he hag ascer-
tained the source and verified it. Nothing else is ethical

11
or honest.”

9. Thomas, P. 95.
10, Willhoft, p. 306,
11, B. B, Nichols, p. 111,
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Douglas Ehninger and Wayne Brockriede, in 1963, hold
a positién similar to that expressed by Willhoft. They say
it is unethiecal to fail to state the source of information,
especially when knowledge of the source Will affect a fair
evaluation of the evidence. Even more specifically they con-
tend that the debater must always mention the dates of evi-
denceg failure to do so is similar to lyingolz

In citing an authority9 a debater must always look up
the authority and he must alwajs give credit to the authority.
If he is careless or inexact in the use of authorityglthe

audience and judge will ‘distrust: the erediblility of his

gquotation.

Misquoting Authority

The consideration most often raised in a discussion
of the ethics of evidence is the misguoting of authority,
Rélph W, Thomas, in 1910, begins the discussion of mis-
gquoting authority when he warns the debater to always apply
quotations fairly. Thomas means that in order for a debater
to deduce the true meaning of a quotation, he needs'some
knowledge of the general attitude and spirit of the author
quoted., Therefore, before a debater uses a quotation in

support of his own position, hevshould make certain the

12, Ehninger, p. 117,
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, 13
language and the spirit of the quotation agree with hinm.
Harry Franklin Covington, eight years 1ater; warns
against the danger of partial quotation, which usually
héppens when an authority is loosely quoted on both sides
of a topic. Another form of partial quotation, which is
particularly improper and hazardous, is "for a debater to
use what is really a qualifying remark or a remark made in
some speeial or minor part of the discussionqas if it really
1
represented the authority's true position.¥
A similar position is held by John H. Arnold who
contends:
Quoting just enough to serve one's purpose when
to give a quotation in full would place a dif=-
ferent meaning on what the authority has said
is little short of deliberate lying. No
authority should be quoted without giving
enough of his statement to make his meaning
clear.l5 .
Arnold goes on to explain that misqﬁoting is a very ordinary
cireumstance, due to a lack of understanding of the prin-
eiples necessary in the accurate quotation of authority.
Deliberate attempts to misguote an authority are found

occasionally.

13, Thomas, P. 95. i
14, Covington, pp. 144-145,
15, Arnold, p. 31l.
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Robert Weston Babcock and John Henderson Powell, who
write in the same year as Arnold, 1923, hold a positien Simi-
lar to Arnold's. They also contend that an authority's
stafement should ﬁever be changed. They reason that not
only is such an act dishonest, it aiso hurts the debater for
it leads to the debater's later confusionol6

Another writer who believes that the misquoting of
an authority hurts the debater is Edwin DuBois Shurter. He
explains: "ihen a debater stops‘short of a complete stateu
ment of the facts or evidence; and conceals that pary of
the truth which may be harmful to his side--such procedure,
wnen exposedg only reacts, as it should, detrimentally to
~his whole argumentowl Shurter contends that a debater
need not always disélose all the truth, bu£9 whatever posi-
tion a debater does take in regards to- the question at hand9
should betruthful; If a debater attempts to galn an advantage
by clouding the truth, and is detected even in oﬁe instance,
the audience may believe "he who is false in one is falée in
all°“18

James A. Winans and William E. Utterback, in 1930,

also believe that & person who 1s suspected of deliberately

16. Babeocky; Ps. 37.
17, Shurter, pp. 67-68.
18, Shurter, p. 242,
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misstatinglfacts or misquoting authority will have little
effect on the audience. What complicates the problem is
that speakers who would never intend to deceive are careless
‘in using information; they prejudicially paraphrase an
authér“s words or take a qugtation out of contex’co19

Andrew N. Fox, in 1932, contends: "Quoting just
' enough of an authoritjg to serve one's purpéseg when to
glve a quotation in full would place a different comnstruc~
tion on what the authority has sald, is little short of
deliberate falsehoodo"ze- This is Arnold’s position almost
verbatim. The wording does chanée slightly.

The intended meaning of the author is the concern
of Donéld Hayworth and Robert Bo Capel. To belleve a quo«
tation is given word for Word 1s not eaougho Even though a
quotatlon is given accurately9 1t must also be given in its
entirety. Hayworth and Capel demonstrate how the intended
meaning of quotations can be distorted:

An example of such unethlcal quotatlonauperhaps

an extreme one--is the following: I do not be-

lieve the government should give the farmer

special assistance~-except in case of over-

production. But at that time he certalnly does

deserve and should have governmental aid.? If
the quotation stopped at the dash,; the

19, James A. Winans and William E. Utterback,
Argumentation (New York, 1930), p. 179.

20, FOXg pq 1130
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authority would not be guoted fairly. There are
many possibllities of omissions of qualifying
words like ‘perhaps,® 'to a certain extent,’ or
'occasionally, 21

Thus, Hayworth and Capel also believe that partial quotation
is unethioeal.

Bgbert Ray Nichols and Joseph H. Baccus, in 1936,
suggest two rules for the recording of material--accuracy and
completeness. Their DGSltlon is that if one recoxrds material
aceurately, mlsquotation is less likely to occuro22
| A heavy penalty, acpording to John B, Pelsma, should
be levied against those who purposely misQuote an authority.
Pelsma illustrates how misleading a partial gquotation can
bes "The Bible says, 'A fool hath said in'his heart, there
is no God.' If you gquote only the last clause, you are mis-
representing the worlds of the psalmlstoﬂz Pelsnma eontinues.
on to point out that a debater can afford to lose a debate,
but. he can not afford to be intellectually dishonest.

William Trufant Foster, 1945, puts forth rules in-
tended to help the debater avoid misguoting aﬁ avthoritys
“when you quote, quote exéctlya if possibieo When this is
not possible, say so0., In reading a quotation, place the

emphasis where the writer evidently intended to place it.

21. Hayworth, p. 151,
22, E. B. Nichols, p;’125¢
23. Pelsma, p. Sk,
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Omit npnqualifying phrase or clauses in order to help your
caseo“?. It is fair to deduce from the enumerations of the
prece&ing rules that if a debater is fair in the presenta-
tion of a quotation, and does not set out te distort the
meaning of the quotation, the debater will not be accused
of misquoting authority.

. Henry Lee Bwbank and J. Jeffery Auer point out that
misquotation is probably an uﬁintentional error. The de-
- bater was careless in checking the statement by the author-
ity025 This is the most lenlent position held by any of the
writers,

Rules céncerhing how a debater should treat quoted
material are also laid down by Luther W. Gou;tney and Glenn
B, Capp. What is perhaps most significant is what the de-
bater shouid not dos a debater should mot ", . . jusgle
the thought and the Wérds of the author. Never guote a few -
isolated sentences in a paragraph or a few paragraphs at
random from a book unless the sentences and parzgraphs so
selected represent the thought of the authorO“Z

Arthur N. Kruger, 1960, is the next writer to con-

sider the ethical implications of misguoting authority.

24, TFoster, p. 235,
25, Ewbank, p. #87.
26, Courtney, pp. 78=79.
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Kruger is primarily concerned with quoting out of context,

omitting portions of a quotatibn so that the original mean-
ing of the author is distorted. Usually conditional state-
ments and qualifying terms are omitted. The best defense
against gquoting out of context is for the debater to be
familiar with as mueh evidence as possible. lhenever he
encounters new material, during the course of a debate, he
should check the material against the originél souree in
order to test its validity, make certain it was not lifted
27 : _

out of context.

"By an omission of certain words, " acecording to
Douglas Ehninger and Wayne Brockriede, “ithe tone of the

28

original statement is entirely changed.'™ This sort of
guotation editing is unethical. Another unethical use of
evidence 1s the 1ifting of quotations out of context:

o In this device not words or figures are omitted,
but the datum is reported in isolation, without
reference to the nature of the book or article
from which it is drawn or the situation of which
it is a part. :

o o o by taking a single sentence out of coun-
text, the debater gives it an emphasis quite dif-
ferent from that intended by the speaker.29

Ehninger and Brockriede explain how the debater can defend

against evidence that has omitted sections or is taken out

27, Kruger, P 136,
28, Ehninger, p. 116.
29, Ehninger, pp. 116-117.
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of context. The debater‘can show that the quotation, the
argument, is uncritical as it is based on a mutilated quo-=
tation, a faulty statistic; or a deliberate suppression of
data. ©Such an attack will not only hurt, and most likely
destroy, the argument at hand, but will cause doubt in the
minds of tThe audience for\the opposition’s entire caseOBG

A debater should always apply quotationé fairlyo
In order to do so, a debater needs to know the attitude aﬁd
spirit of the auphority who made the statement in queétiono
As pointed out in the preceding section, thisrcan be.'v
achieved if the debater looks up the authority.

| Partial quotation, which may result from an authority

being loosely quoted on béth sides of a question or from using
a gqualifying remark to represent an authority’s views, is un-
ethical if the authority°s meaning is not clear. A debater
should never paftially gquote an authority unless the partial
quotation truthfully represents the authority's positiono‘v

How effectively a debater records evidence for future
use helps eliminate misquoting of authority. ‘A debater
should record evidence accurately and oompletelyg place the
emphasis of the quotation where the author inteunded it, omit
no qualifying phrase or clauses in order to help his case,

and never take statements out of context,

300 Bhninger, p. 121,
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Not only is misquotation'dishonest9 it hurts the de=

bater's argument and case. If a debater is deteeted.mis=
quoeting authorityg even in just one small instance, the
audience and judge may distrust all of his argument on the
grounds that “he who is falée in one is false inrall¢“

| The most effective defense a debater can employ
against misquoting authority is by\beingﬁfamiliai with as
mueh evidence on a partieular‘question a8 possgible. A dee-
bater ecan thén point out the’oppdéition“s error. At the same
time the debater should keep in mind that at least one writer
‘ beiieves there should bé‘a‘heavy penalty for misquotingv

authority.

Fabricating BEvideunce

In 1929, Willhoft states: "Sometimes debater’s sic
TUN ACTOSS arguments which they would likerto use, if only
they were arguments of some authority which the audience
would recogniée and acceptOWBl Willhoft oontinues to warn
the debater that.it is best not to use such afgumentso It
a debater uses evidence for which he has to create the
éuthority, he ié fabricating evidence,

Bight years later, John R. Pelsma suggests a gimilar

type of fabricéting'evidenoee "Sometimes debaters are

31. Willhoft, pP. 306,
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| tempted to make some noted authority responsible for a state-.
ment of which he is not the author, Jjust to make theif'argue
ments merg convincing: It is better not to use the quotation -
at allc“Bv Therefore, according to the preceding two writers,
a debater should not use evidence he thinks is goed but for
which he nmust create an authority in efder'te give the evi=

| dence credibility. | |

James Noble Holm does ﬁot specify what might consti-
tute fabricated evidenoe9 but he does point out that faTSe
or perverted evidence should not be employed in a debateav
In faet, according to Holm9 upon the discovery of the use
of fabricated evidenoe9 a judge may feel justlfled in de-
clding a debate. _

George McGoy Musgrave9 1945, does not belleve
fabricated evldenee is very often empleyed in e de?ateo
However, if such evidence, Which he calls “manufactured
evidence;” ie found £o be-present in the débate9 Musgrave
tekeS'the same position as Holm and contends thet the debate
can be @ecided on the one point alone° To prevent the
oseurrence of manufaotured ev1den069 Musgrave suggests a rule'
he believes should be followedo “Factsg presented in a de»

34

bate as such, must be accurate.®

32, Pelsmay; p. 84,
33. Holm, p. 117,
34, Musgrave, p. 20,



86

“Deliberate falsification® is what Dougias Ehninger
and Wayne Brockriede call the fabrication of evidence. They
p:oeeed to qualify what comprises deliberate falsifications
"Here the debater willfully alters facts or distorts values
tp nake them suppoft the cléim he is advaneing9 Such altera-
tions may involve changes %h the wording of'syatements9 the
fabrication of cases ahd‘examples, or the unfair use'of‘
statisties.” Ehninger and Brockriede consider it dis-
honest. for a debater to use such evidence.

Bssentlially, there are two ways that evidence can be
fabricated., When a debater alters facts or distorts Values
so that they say ﬁhat he wants them to say, and then creates
the authority fbr such facts, he is}fabricating evidence.
When a debater makes a certain authority responsible for a
certain statement, rather than the original authority, so-
that the evidence will ecarry moré weight, he is fabrieating
evidence. The penalty for the use of fabricated evidence

may be the loss of the debate.

Using Charts

Of the forty=-four authors examined for this study,
- Vietor Alvin Ke€tcham is the first to mention the ethics of

uging charts. In 1914, he explains, “In~presenting a series

35, Ehninger, pp. 117-118.
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bf statisvies the necessity for large charts, which may be
hung at thé back of the,platform and explained by the
speaker is almost absolute.® ¢

- Willhoft also agreeé that charts are valuable, but
contends that they éhould not be used unless both teams
-agree to their use. He reasons thats ¥To use any device
in aiding a team which the other team could not have anti-
cipated or reasonably expected is unethical, ™ He
élaberates upon this position ahd points out‘that'although
charts are a valuable and-desiréble addition to a debate in
'certain circumstances, the teamé‘ought to agree before they
can be used. He logically explains thaﬁ the use of charts
will vary with the debate team, some teams abstaining from
their use, other teams using them oceasiénally9 and still
othér teams using them almost exc:Lusi*\rel;y'a}8

Whereas Willhoft, in 1929; doeé express a relative

value for the use of charts, Carroll Pollock‘Lahmang in 19399
Qontends that the use of charts seems to be declining. He
does admit that there 1s considerable difference of opinion
as to thelir use'agd admissibilifyo Lahman believes that a

debater should be able to make his ideas clear enocugh without

36. EKetcham, p. 166. .
37, Willhoft, p. 308.
38, Willhoft, Dpp. 308=309.
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the use of charts. However, charts may be used when they
represent the sole way of making certain points elear. When-
ever charts are used,; they should be used fairly and thev
opposition should always have an opportunity to analyze and
refute them039 ’ ‘

The last point mentioned by Lahman is supported by
Bussell H. Wagner. Wagner explains that after the contents
of charts are demonstrated for the audience,; the charts
should be left in a position that will permit the opposition

40
to study them.

James Noble Holm, 1938, extends his discussion to
the use of charts, maps, and graphs. As is LahmangVHolm is
cbncerne& whether charts are acceptable for use in debates.
He explains: "“Former practice made common use of these
helps, but the‘trend seems to be toward entirely oral pre-
sentation. At the present, opinion sezms to be split re-
garding the worth of visual material.® .

As were Lahman and Wagner, Alan Nichols is concerned
with the availability of charts. He explains that when

charts are used in debate, Yopponents, as well as the side

39, Lahman, p. 148,
Lo, Wagner, p. 119.
i, Holm, p. 123,
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preparing the charts, should have the privilege of using the
charts or material contained on themowaz

George MeCoy Musgrave considers charts, along with
maps, grapvhs, and even big cardboard signs with an outline
of the team's casey, to be visual aids. They represent an
additional technique in the presentation of debate J:aa’ce::*i:a.]'.QL!’3
Musgrave has a rule which he believes should govern the use
of thé aforementioned visual aldss ﬁVisual alds are per-
missible in debate. Once introduced they become available
for the opponents® use if desired.” | |

Another writer who refers to charts as visual aids
is Austin J. Freeley. Freeley, in 1961, agrees with the
preceding authors by pointing out tﬁat vigual alds must be
abailable for the opposition’s use, |

Debate teams vary as to thelr use of charts, maps,
and graphs. Concerning the admissability of these visual
aids, there are two diametrically opposed views. Certaln
debatekauthors contend that charts are admissable on the
grounds that they are needed in regard to certain issues,

espeecially in the explanation of statistics. Other

. 2, Alan Nichols, Discussion and Debate (New York,
1941)y p. 110, ‘

43, Musgrave, p. 90,
Lly, Musgrave, p. 20,
45, Freeley, p. 262,
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textbook aﬁthors contend that charts are not needed in a
debate because a debater ought to be able torverballygexe
plain anything a chart might contain. One writer admits
that charts are acceptable when they represent‘the only ﬁay
to make a certain.point clear.

. Charts should be used fairly. Only one writer be-
lieves that both teams must agree to their use before they
are admissable in a debate;, but praetically every writer
suggests that once charts are used in a debate, they must

be made available to the opposition.

Using Personsl Correspondence, Personal Experience, and
Oral Testimony

The ethical consideration involved in a discussion
of personal correspondence, personal experience, and oral
testimony, is whether evidence that is not available for
public use is admissable in a debate situation. The dis~
cussion of personal correspondence is initiated by Joseph
Villiers Deunny, Carson S. Duncan, and Frank C., MNcKinney.
They contendg in 1910, that letters from more or less
eminent people should not be permissible in a debate:
®The practice is rarely necessaryg.or igfeetiveg since it

has some of the earmarks of trickery."

- 46, Denny, p. 40.
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Vietor Alvin Ketcham, 1914, takes an opposite view.
He believes, "An opinion expressed in a personal letter from
& national or state official, or any information given by
him, is usually looked upon with considerable respect.”

The advantages and disadvantages of personal cor-
requ@deuee and personal experience are elaborated uéon by
Willhoft. He begins his discussion of the matter when he
points to the fact that some debate soelety counstitutions
do not permit the use of personal correspondence or ex-
perience because they give one team an unfair advantage
over another: How does one team have an advantage? Willhoft
explainssg |

Writing to the President of the United States, or

sending him a telegram may add force to the ef-

fectiveness of an argument,; but agalin it is not
fair, for both sides may not succeed in getting

a response. FPersonal experiences vary, also;

therefore, they should not be brought in as

evidence to help a certain side, since both

sides have not had equal opportunity to secure

the evidence, and in rebuttal the side not

using them is taken by surprise, and cannot

answer directly upon any ground. It becomes a

vietim of clrcumstances instead of a vietim of

better debating.48

A similar position is held by Nichols and Baccus.
The reason they do not believe telegrams or letters sent to

the debater are valuable is that'letters and telegrams

b7, Ketcham, p. 42.
48, Willhoft, pp. 307-308.
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represent private evidence that is not avallable to both
teams before the start of the debate. They lay down What
can perhaps sserve as a guide in this matter: "Evidence
should be Eublie and accessible to‘all to be fair and honest
evid.enceo"‘9 They do admit that letters and felegrams may
be useful.in correcting the misapprehensions of an authority.

James Noble Holm does nof arrive at an opinion con=
_cerhing the acceptability of peréonal letters as evidence,
Holm simply presents both sides of the case. 0n the one
hand, persohal correspondence is indicative of initiative
and hard work on the part of a superior debater. Howevérg
as has been indiéated b& previous writers, @ersonal COL=
respondence gives one side an advantage and Yargument can
be made more even by exeluding themo“5o

| Alan Nicholsy 1941, believes“personal letters and
telegrams are admissible in a debate, However, to avoid '
thelr misuse,; Nichols suggests, "Personal letters and
telegrams introduced in evidenoe“should be submitted to the
inspection of opponents at the close of the speech intro-
duecing them,“ |

_Oral'test;mony9 according to William A, Behl, should

49, HE.BR., Nichols, pp., 109-110.
50, Holmy, p. 123,
51, A, Nicholsy, p. 110,
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be barred from a debate for the same reason that many of the
previous writers suggested that personal édrrespendence and
experience be barred from a debate; on the groundé that ®only
evidence accessiblé to both sides is considered admissibieo“52
The value of oral testimony is examined by Déuglas
Ehninger and Wa&ne Brockriede, When they eXplain‘how an
interview should be conducted, they are éareful to point
out that a debater should never say: "I am on the affirmative
-in a debate on compulsory‘arbitration of labor disputes. How
should I build ny ease?“53 Ehningexr and'Bfockriede explain
that such a pracfice ié“dishonéé% as the argument will not
then be the debater’s own. A debater should always do his
own thinking about arguments and casésq
There 1is greéily varied opinion over the admissi-
ility of letters and telegrams in a debate. Those who
favor the use of letters and telegrams in a debéte point out
that correspondence from eminent persons will be looked upon
with respect, that 1etters‘and telegrams can be used to
correct misapprehensions, and that letters and telegrams
are indicative of hard work and initiative on the part'ofv
superior debaters, One wrliter, who belleves personal cor-

respondence should be permitted in a debate, does say'that

520 Behlg po BH’D
' 53, Ehninger, p. 38.
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any letters or telegrams that are uged should be presented
to the oppositioh for their inspection. | |

Those writers who are opposed to the admissibility
ofiletters and telegrams in a debate are opposed on the
grounds that personal correspondence gives one team an un-
fair advantage over the other team. The advantage is un-
fair because both teams are not necessarily able to solicit
a2 responge to their requestss the information is not avalil-
able to everybody. The arguments can be made fairer without
the usé of peréonal correspondences “Evidence should be
public and accéssible to all to 5e\fair and honest evidence,"
| Personal experience is not accessible because 1t is
so relative to the individuwal, it varies so greatly. Oral
testimony is also not accessible to both sides. Further-
more, it is dishonest for a debater to attemp% to obtain

arguments by means of oral testimony.

2

umma

Bvery debate textbook writer employed in this study
sup?erts Vietor Alvin Ketcham's position that in order fqr
a debater to deal honestly with an opponent, the debater
must be honest in the use of evidence. DMNore specifically,
most of the writers are of the opinion that if a debater’s
argument is to be valuable, such argument must belsupported

by well-researched, fairly applied, complete evidence.
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Furthermore, debaters must be courteous and honest in the_
use of such evidence, | | |
Some very definite conclusions can be drawn from
each section of the preceding chapters:

Citing Authority:

A debater should always look up his authority.

A debater should always give credit to the authority
respousible for the material used in the debate,

Misguoting Authority:

A debater should always appiy gquotations fairly. A
debater should always be able to reproduce the splrit
and attitude of the authority.

A debater should never partially quote an authority
unless the partial guotation truthfully represents
the authority's position.

A debater should always record evidence accurately
and completely, place the emphasis of the guotation
where the authority intended 1t, omit no qualifyling
phrase or clause in order to help his case, and
never take statements out of context.

Fabricating Evidence:

A debater should never fabricate evidence by alter-
ing facts and/or distorting values in order that
they say what he wants them to say, and then create
the authority for such factso,

A debater should never fabricate evidence by making
a certain authority responsible for a certaln state-
ment, rather than the original authority, so that the
evidence will carry more weight.

Using Chartss

A debater should always use charts falrly. Once
charts are used in a debate, they must be made
avallable to the opposition.
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Using Personal Corresponden039 Personal Experience, and Oral
Tesbimonys

A debater should never use personal'corre8pondenée
(Letters and telegrams) in a debate.

A debater should never use personal experienee in a -
debate.

A debater should never use oral testimony in a de-
bate.



CHAPTER IV
THE ETHICS OF CASE CONSTRUCTION

Warren Choate Shaw, in 1922, defines strategy:
"Strategy in debate, like strategy in war, consists in arrang-
“ing and directing one's forceé in such a way as to gain an
unexpected advantage over an adversary in respect to ﬁhe
.conditions of fightingowl The attenpt of the debater to
gain this "unexpected advantage” is the ethical cencern of
this chapter.

Throughout the history of debate writing therevhas
been a concern over how a debater might interpret the debate
proposition. Writers have questioned whether the debater has
the right to use trick cases, to use counterplans, or to in-
troduce new iésues in the rebuttal speechesgs in order to gain
the aforementioned "unexpected advantage.*® Bedause of this
econcern on the part"of debate textbook writers, thé ethics
of case coustruction is probably the most oomplex of all
areas of debate ethics. | ”

This chapter will specifically examine the ethics
of case construction. This includesaavconsideration of the

trick case, the division of the affirmative constructive case,

1. Shaw, p. 365, |
97
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the counterplan, the shotgun case, the introduction of new
issues in the rebuttal speeches, the limitations on wh&t

can be presented in the second affirmative rebuttal speech,
and the use of motivational_appealso Narrowing the subject,
~quibbling over terms, concealing important points, evading
issueé, employing hazy assertion, and constructing unexpected
cases will all be considered in the discussion of the trick
case. First, the general views of various textbook authors

will be examined.

Aty

General Views of Authors

After Shaw defines strategy9 he proceeds to describe
the purpose.of the study of strategy. He explains that some
debate people consider all forms of strategy to be con- |
femptible and unworthy of debaters. However, Shaw contends
that "the strategy of debate may be as honorable as that
adopted by'any military commander in planning a canmpaign and
in directing his forces on the field of actual battleOWZ Al=
tﬁough Shaw condones the study of strategy, he does beiieve
that certai@ acts are contemptible. Strategy which deli-
berately conceals all the trﬁth or takes unfalr advantage of

opponents should be scorned by honorable debaters, “just as

2. ©Shaw, p. 365.
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all honorable military commanders will scorﬁ a resort to
treaéherous methods of warfare.® \

Debaters naturally want to win the decision of the
judge, and, according to John H. Arnold, they should have
-that desire. However, "to be prompted to resort to trickery
.te win a decision is as“despicabie as to gum an opponent?s
shoe during a basketball game. One should have sufficient
self respect to fefrain from résorting to any unfalr means
in order to Winé“ This corresponds to the argument that
it is a Tyin-at-any-cost?® attitude on the part of debaters
that .gives rise to the unethical practices found in the
activity.

Also opposed to the use of triokery is Waldo W.
Willhoft. He contends that stratégy is acceptable if used
fairly, but "base trickery ié hardly worthy of the high
ideals for which debate has its aimo”5

Carroll Pollock Lahmén relies on Shaw, Collihs and
Morris, and Willhoft for his diseussion_of strategy. His
definition of strategy‘almost exactly parailels Shaw's:
strategy 1s "using one's resources in sugh a way as to gailn

an unexpected advantage over opponents.®

3. Shé,w9 Do 365,

4, Arnold, pp. 30-31,
5, Willhofty, p. 305,
6. Lahman, p. 14k,
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An attack is levelled against strategy by Russell H.
Wagner. Wagner explains, ¥It should be apparent that es-
pecially in audience debatihgg gvasiveness, undue emphasis
of sﬁrategy9 surprise cases of the like will defeat their own
ends.*® The reason these approaches are self defeating,
aceording to Wagner, 1s because debate encourages directness,
sincerity and straightforwardness. Over-emphasized strategy
represents an over-ingenulty that is considered quibbling and
gsophistry.

James Noble Holm agrees with Shaw--strategy is not
inherently evilg»even though some unfalr strategic methods
might exist. , Holm, who quotes Lahman'’s definition of strategy
verbatim, explains that trickery in debate Wiil be to no avail
if’juéges guard against the unfair use of strategyos Holnm
next ralses Wﬁat he believes are the ethical considerations
of the use of strategys "Should questions be shot at the
opposition in order to cohfusé and overwhelm 1it? Should the
demand that opponents answer a gilven argument be held valid?
Is é plausible but far-fetched interpretation of the proposi=
tion permissible?“' Holm ekplains that people councerned with

debate are dividéd over the legitimacy of these questions.

7. TlVagner, p. 128,
8, Holm, p. 118.
9. Holm, Ppp. 121-122,
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Strategic Debating is the title of the book by Roy
Barle Harlan Jr. Harlam9 in 1940, conteﬁds that he, along
with his colleagues, popularized the use of debatewstrategyo
Strategic debating, according to Harlan; is the only fair

- way of debating. In fact, "Strategic debating makes a real
10
debating for real debaters.® Furthermore, strategic de-

bating prevents ill-prepared, coachwdependent debaters from
winning the contest. - Anyone who cannot think is %out of the
race. "

| Harlan defends strategy against the charge that it
is unethiocals A

I challenge anyone anywhere to poilant out one
single wrong principle in strategy. Is it un-
fair in basketball to work a new play, a fake
play, or a trick play? Of course not. Yet some
people say it is taking unfalr advantage in de-
bating to use a new play, a fake play, or a
trick play. Why it is not even taking advantage
of your opponents at alls it is simply taking ad-
vantage of your opportunities. Is it unfair to
undersell a competitor? Is it unfalr to have a
novel and attractive advertisement? Is it unfair
to win? If it isy, strategy is unfair. Was a
military general ever branded unfalr for being a
gtrategist?

If the end justifies the means, then strategy
is justified, for we have already shown how it is
beneficial to the debaters, the audience and the
future of debating. We contend that a team has a
right to say anything they want to say as long as
they do not misrepresent the facts. After all;, a
debate is a debate, and those who understand that
do not look upon debaters as being insincere. No
one expects a debater to turn aside every two

10, Harlan, p. 28,
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!

minutes and say, "But I really don't believe all

this." There are two sides to the debate ques-~

tion, and strategy is just a keen way of making

one of them look better than the other. And if

a man has a right to_defeat his opponents, then

strategy is ethical.ll
Harlan®s defense of the ethics of strategy is centered around
a comparison with athletics,; a eomparisoarwith the business
world, a comparison with the military general, and a belief
-that the end justiflies the means. Although he does believe
that strategy is ethical, like Shaw he explains that strategy
can be employed in an unethical mannero ‘Nevertheless, this
does not mean that strategy should not be employed--it is
just as possible for npnsstrategio debating to be unethical.
Also, by no means does strategy conflict with Christian
ethicsolz |

The next writer to consider strategy in a general way
is George McCoy Musgrave. It 1ls important to note that during
the course of Musgrave'®s discussion of strategy, he refers to
Harlan’s book. Musgrave asks two questionss "Why do first |
.rate debating teams often use strategy? And why do the edu-
cators and speech teachers who, a few jears_agoglcondemned |
stratégy as unethicai now aggept and in séme cases ehthusias-

tiealiy recommend its use?" He answers the first question

by explaining that the better debating teams like strategy

11, Harlan, p. 8l.
12, Harlan, p. 82.

13, Musgrave, DP. 82,
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beecause it gives them an advantage over their opponents;
Second, educators and speech teachers appreciate the origin-
ality of thought which it encourages and the skill it de-
velops in the debater to adapt his arguments to the particular
points he confronts. Even though many debate people use
strategy, Musgrave explalins that there are still some that
do not favor its use. However, whetherhé debater favors its
use or not, a debater needs to understand exactly what
strategy is--~otherwlise he will be ineffective against an
opponent who favors the use of strategy. »
Musgrave contends that there is a definite relation-
'ship between surprise and strategy. Based on this element
- of surprise, he proceeds to explain what he counsiders to be
strategics |

An unexpected plan is certalinly strategic. An
unexpected negative counterplan is strategic., Un-
expected advantages or disadvantages in the pro-
posed plans are strategic. A trap is strategic,
Does strategy include anything else?

Strategic debating generally consists of pre-
senting some new approach to the topic not found
in the handbooks supported by new or old evidence.
The debaters attempt to choose & plan or a set of
advantages that are inherently just as sound as the
usual ones, but which have the added advantage of
being completely unexpeeted by the other team.

Strategic . . . debating places more emphasls
on constructive, original thought by the other
debater since he is required to discover a new
approach to the problem. Intelligent debaters
like strategy better and use it more than their
less brilliant colleagues, probably for this
reason. The principle strategic approaches are
(1) the presentation of an unexpected plan or
counterplan, (2) the presentation of an unexpected
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advantage or disadvantage in the conventional
proposal, (3) the acceptance of the negative
counterplan by the affirmative in the middle
of the debate, (4) the use of traps of various
kinds, and (5) the use of those forms of judge,
audience, and opposition psychology that are
not based on surprise.l

, : ,

It is obvious that Musgrave's approach to strategy corresponds
to the central element of Shaw and Lehmean’s definition of

- .strategy--the desire on the part of a debater for an “un-
expected advantage."

Halbert E. Gulley objects to the use of military
terms in describing the debate activity. Apparently he
objects o Shaw, ILehman, and Harlan because each of them
explained debate strategy in relation to military strategy.
He reasons as followss

The words are reasonably apt; however, the meta-

phor is not a very good one because the relation-

ship of affirmative and negative is not much like

the relationship of attacker and defender on the

battlefield. Opposing advocates share the same

problem and are working toward the same goal; for

the moment they disagree and are debating. Mili-

tary enemies often have no common denominator for

understanding except force, violence, and brutality.15

"Hothouse strategies“ are the concern of Douglas
Ehninger and Wayne Brockriedé° Ehninger and Brockriede begin
their discussion of strategy when they explain that an over=-

emphasis of strategies may result from the desire of the

14, Musgrave, pp. 82=8l.
15, Gulley, p. 115 fn.
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debater4to win the judge’'s decision. They agree with the
previous writers who believe stratégy‘may be used to develop
the best case possible, but at the same timé9 may be used in
an unethical way. Specific examples of the impropér use of
straﬁegy ares Wdodging the issuesy; trapping opponents iato
wasting time, withholding information, delaying arguments
until strategic’ moments when the opponent cannot answer
them, and similar tactioscwlé Such practicés are deplorable
and a. good debater does not need to resort to such practices.

Strategy, according to the majarity of the writers
who comment on the subject, represents a way for a-debater
to obtain an “unexpected advantage®™ over his opposition.
The writers who suggest that there are uneﬁhicai uses of
strategy contend that unethical strategic practices are due
_ to an overzealous desire on the part of thé debéter for the
victory. Most of the writers say’thaﬁ strategy 1s perfectly
acceptable if used fairly, but\strategy can be employed in
a cbntemptible way. Contemptible uses of strategy are the
concealing of all the truth, dodging the issueé9 trappiﬁg
épponents into wasting time, takling unfalr advantages of
opponents, and delaylng arguments unti; they cannot be
answered. According to one writer, questions shot at the

opposition9 in order to confuse and overwhelm them, demands

16. Ehninger, p. 309.
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that the opposition answer a given point, aﬁd plausible but
far-fetched ihterpretations of the proposition may or may not
be unethical. Another writer discourages the use of strategy
almost totally because he believes strategy is quibbling and
sophistry. | | |

One writer believes that strategy is the only
sensible way to debate; for it prevents poor debaters from
being able to win the debate., This same writer explains that
strategy 1s no more unethical than athletics, business com-
petition, or military tactics, and it does not conflict in
any way with Christian ethics.

Not everybody can use strategy effectively. Perhaps
that is the reason why good teams use strategy. Strategy
obviously gives a team an advantage. There has been a change
in opinion on the part of educators and speech teachers to=-
Wérd strategy. They now realize that strétegy encourages
originality and creates skill in adapting to the arguments
ef the opposition. It is important that teams understand
the ramifications of strategy even if they do not intend to
use strategy themselves., This exists because the opposition
may use strategy. Finally, effective judging should help

guard against the improper, unfair use of strategy.

Trick Case

George K. Pattee believes that a debater is either

careless or tricky when he ignores the question, argues
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beside the point, or attempts to prove or disprove anything

. 17
besides what is being considered. - Pattee proceeds to explain
that if a debater confronts an opponent Who has analyzed the
~proposition in a tricky or unfalr way, the é&ebater should shéw
the audience that his opponent did not interpret the proposi-
tion correctly. The debater should correct his opponent in a

18
friendly, forceful manner.

Pattee, in 1909, presents oneVof the first cousidera-
tions of what has come to be known in debate as the trick
case. "Trick case® is the name that has been placed on the
strategic construction of a debate case. Angelo M.

Pellegrini and Brents Stirling, in 1936, define what they
believe is the trick case: ‘

The term "trick case! means simply that the team

using it has found 2 way of avoiding a discussion

of the proposition on its merits. It is often a

sophlstical deviece whereby the opposition, no

matter what 1t argues, may be reduced to an

apparent absurdity. Very often the °*trick' con=-

gsists in confounding the opposition by admitting

its entire case and thus virtually depriving the

opposition of anything to stand on.l9
Pellegrini and Stirling suggest that the triok case is ob~-
viously unethical. James Noble Holm sees another problem

with the trick case. If debaters employ “obviously tricky,

17. ©Pattee; po 234°~
18, Pattee, pp. 266-267,
19, Pellegrini, p. 85,
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fanciful, unreal plang, ¥ such_praeticés will lead to "poli-
tieal trickery and gullibility in later lifeoﬂzo Debate
can not then serve as an effective instruotioﬁal tool for
students who are to some day find a place in a vefy real
demooracy;

An examination of trick cases 1s not as one sided
as it appears in the preceding discussion. The opinions of
texﬁbook authors vary greatly when eonsidering'the ethics
of employing cértain trick cases. At thié point the ethics
of what some authors might conslder trick cases, narrowling
the subject, quibbling over points, concealing important
points, evading issues, employing hazy assertion, and

constructing unexpvected cases will be considered.

Narrowing the Subject

Pattee 1s the first writer to comment on the ethicé
of narrowing the subject. Pattee believes that "the analysis
of & proposition must be fair and just to both sides°“21'v5
debater has no right to distort the meaning of the prdposi~
tion in order to achleve a personal advantage;' Not only is.
sﬁch an act dishonest, such a manipulation of the debate

proposition will bring defeat. DPattee proceeds to explain:

' The fact that a debate is being hel®, pre-
supposes a subject about which reasonable men

20. Holm, p. 118,
21, Patteeg Pa 26“’0
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may differ. If a debater interprets the pro-
position so that only one reasonable side ex-
ists, manifestly he must be in error, and upon
the exposure of this error he is sure to lose
the decision.?l2
Therefore, a debater should never interpret a.proposition in
such a way as to make it appear.as if only his side exists.
This sort of interpretation is obviously unfealistio as de=
bate, by definition, presupposes a wider méaning for the
proposition, |

Twenty-one'years later, 1930, Lahman seems to be tak-
ing an opposite view. On the one hand he explains that‘the'
debater ought to emphasize his strong points and play down
his weak ones. Iahman goes so far as to say that the |
debater can concede his weak points if they are attacked°23
On the other hand-he suggests that a debater pick out his
opponeﬁt”s weakest points and continually hammer away at
themazu Seemingly, both his affifmative construction and
‘his negative plan of attaék are narrow in desigun.

When Donald Hayworth and RBobert B. Caﬁel talk about
trick cases, they refer to a case that involves quibbling
over the definition of terms and than basing the entire case

25

upon "some more or less unreasonable definition of terms."

22, Pattee, Do 26'5o
23, ILahman, p. 149.
2, Iahman, p. 149,
25, Hayworth, p. 261,
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Haywoxrth aﬁd Capel believe that such a narrowly defined case
represents poor ethics and deserves to iose the debate. 41~
though they contend that such a case ought to be strongly
condemned, they seem to do an about face when they suggest
that there are instances when such a case may be reasonably
founded . |

Pellegrini and Stirliné, 1936, refer to a practice
of guestionable ethics that results from a debater’s desire
to win the decision. They explain that,

In its anxlety to win, & team will often argue

a too execlusive and evasive point of view which

evades the real issues and concentrates upon an

aspect which can be easily substantiated and

about which, usually, there can be no argument.20
The preceding practice obviously narrows the proposition to
an unreallstic degree. |

Five years later, Alan Nichols logically contends,
"The general sense of the resolution, rather than its
phraseology, should be’debatedo“27 Therefore, an argument
or a case should not be sclely based on a technicality arising
out of the debate resolution°28

Arthur N. Kruger, in 1960, is coneerned about de-

baters attaching undue significance to ninor points. Such a

practice draws attention away from what should be the primary

26, Pellegrini, p. 83.
27. Ao, Nichols, p. 110,
280 Ao NiChOngg ppo 109"1100
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considerations. The negative can also be guilty of such a
practice. While the affirmative team might attach too much
significance to a minor point, the negative team may over-
simplify the affirmative case by contending that one point
constituted the entire affirmative case,'even though the -
affirma%ive presented many.pointsoao In both instances'the
attempt is to narrow unduly the case under construction.

It is falir to surmise that most debate authors be-
lieve a debate case should not be based on a mere technic-
ality or an unreasonable definition of ﬁermso Poinﬁs of
little significance should nbt be stressed to the degree
they detraot from the more signiflcant issues of a debate

proposition. Fipally, the debate proposition should be

interpreted fairly and fully.

Guibbling Over Terms

Interrelated with a discussion of the narrowing of
the subject 1is a disouséion of quibbling over terms.
Quibbling has to do with any disagreement between two debate
teams over the meaning of certain definitions or terms.
Carroll Pollock Lahman condones quilbbling. He explains that
any unusual definitions or interpfetations of the question

give the opposition a lively time. He proceeds to explain

29, XKruger, P. 239
30, Kruger, p. 245,
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that, “The final court of appeal as to the reasonableness of a.
definition or interpretatioﬁ is the audienee,“Bl 7
| Pellegrini and Stifling seem to relate their arguments
directly to the stated position of ILahman. They explain>that'
a debate'degenerates into a quibble over the meaning of cer-
tain terms or the deflnltlon of the prop081tlono» What results
is that each teanm presents thelr own interpretatlon of the
proposition and i
o o o then proceed to argue from the poiﬁt of view
of -its own construction and refuse stubbornly to
meet the construction of the other. The dis-
cussion proceeds as if the other side had aceepted
the interpretation insisted upon, and the conse=
guence is two parallel arguments whieh never come
£0 grips.J
Additional examples of quibbling are presented by
James Noble Holm., Holm explains that mere denial of argu-
menﬁ, undue emphasis on obscure points, and undue wrangling
over terms are all vérieties of quibbling. Holm believes
that quibbling should not be found in the d.ebateo33
Harlan believes that a very impofﬁant part‘of de=-
bating is ®gplitting hairs.® This refers to the careful
attention that might be paid to distinctions in words.
Harlan énoourages the very thing that Holm said should not

be found in the debate. Holm was opposed to The undue

31, Lahman, p. 160,
32, Pellegrini, p. 83,
33, Holm, p. 118,
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wrangling over terms, but Harlan contends:

Like the chess player, the debater should begin
at the very beginning to line his moves up a
long way ahead. You must watch for subtlety

in the definitions of your opponent, and you
must let him watch out for the subtlety of

your definitions., If your opponent. fails to
see the subtlety of your definitions, it is his
fault and not yours.J

Harlan's position is similar to what was brought out in the
preceding section on narrowing the subject, but definiﬁely
represents quibbling as he encourages teams to take issue
over the subtle meaning of words.

William Trufant Fosfer attacks the position advocated
by Harlan. He coutends that debates are often unsatisfactory

because teams quibble over terms and fall to clash on the

i

issues. He explains thats

No matter how carefully a proposition is
phrased, -some disputants, with more ingenulty
than sense, will try to force upon thelr opponents
unusual meanings of the terms, and seek further to
evade the real issues of the question by a narrow
or strained construction. This kind of debating

~ should be condemned. The object of argument should
be to arrive at truth, not to obseure truth. Trick
plays have no place in debate,

Even when there is no intentional dodging of the
igssues, eagerness to win often leads to such tricks
of interpretation that the opposing team fails to

- clash early in the contest, if at all. A real de=-
bate is a head-on collision.35

Foster disagrees with Harlan's view that teams should split

3%, Harlan, p.
35, Foster, pp. 249-250.
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hairs; he agrees with Pellegrinli and Stirling that if each
team interprets the proposition as they see fit there is not
& elash; and he agrees with the numerous writers who contend
thaﬁ it is a win-motivated philosophy that gives rise to the
unethical practices found in the activityor |

Quibbling over terms, which results from»attempté on
the part of debaters to deny arguments, unduly'emphaSize
obscure points and wrangle over terms, should not be en-
eouraged. When teams do quibble over terms, they fail to‘
elash and they evade the real issues of the debate by giving

the proposition too narrow a meaning. -

Concealing Impdrtant Points

In other chapters of this study,‘espeeially in the
discussion of the ethics offevidence,'the questionrwas raised
whether all facts must always be brought out regarding every
argument. The general concenSus‘has been that it is repre-
hensible for a debafer to conceal any important issue. This
same matter is once again ralsed in the.course of the dis-
cussion on the ethics of case construction. Victorvﬁlvin
Ketcham begins the discussion by exp}aining that facts should
not be concealed or suppressed. PSometimes," according to
Ketecham, "vital issues are ignored or an attémpt is made to

36

conceal them under a display of confusing language.®

36, Keteham, p. 151,
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Ketcham strongly disapproves of such action. James Milton
0'Neill relates a similar position when he gquotes Wiliiam
Trufant Foster on the matter: ¥Do not attempt to concea
facts which make against your pésitiono"37 |

| Some very pointed gquestious are asked by James Noble
Holm. Obviously concerned with whether teams should conceal
important points or not, he askss

Should a team leave out Wéll~known and powerful

arguments in order to center its case around a

surprise attack? In other words, should debate

be for the purpose of making clear both sides of

a current important issue, or 1is 1t a matching

of wits and skills?38
By ®he way Holm words his Questions, it is obvious he believes
a team should not(omit strong arguments Wh;ch work against
thelir positlion,

William Trufant Foster believes “"fairness is per-
suasive.” Therefore, teams should not conceal important facts,
even if they are contrary to the team's positiono39‘

| In ordef to avoid short circuiting the listener's
critical thinking processes, a debater should not, according
to Waldo W. Braden and Earnest Brandenburg, omit orrminimize

Lo
material which seems contrary to his case.

37, O0'Neill, p. 272,

38, Holm, p. 122,

39, PFoster, pp. 234=235.
40, Braden, p. 14,
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Arthur N. Kruger éimply explains how debate teams con-
ceal important pointso‘ The affirmative ignore significant
facts when they exaggerate or oversimplify the evils of the
status quo in order to develop their néed; The negdtiveg
on the oohtgéryg exaggerate the accomblishments of the
status quo. ' |

“"Card stacking®is what Douglas Ehninge? and Wayne
' Brockriede_call the situation when a writer Of speaker
selects only those facts and values that support his posi-
tions Ehninger and Brockriede contend that the debater’s
deiiberate suppression of adverse material hampers the
listener because it throws the problem out of balance éﬁd‘
eliminatés any pgssibility of a critical decision on the part
of the listener. ?

It is rather obvious that every debate textboék writer
who comments on the ethics of concealing important peints,
contends that debaters should not conceal imﬁortant facts,

even 1f those facts work against his position.

Evading Issues

The strategy of evading issues is an exceedingly

specialized device., Warren Choate Shaw explains-thé

41, Xruger, p. 136.
42, Ehninger, p. 116.
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practice as the strategy of Wiﬁhholding reservess

In order to use this strategy, a2 debater must, at
first, omit the proof of some one of the vital
igsues under his proposition; and, thereby, lead
his oppounent to challenge him to produce this
proofy and taunt him with inability to produce
ity and finally say that sueh proof cannot be
produced, and that therefore, he has lost his
case., When, by this means, attention has been
drawn dramatically to this phase of the case,

and when the affirmative come on for the last
speech in the debate, it, then, expresses sur=-
prise that so much has been made of this matter,
inasmuch as 1t had thought this point too obvious
to require proof; but,; in answer to the repeated
challenges of its adversary, it will undertake to
prove this point beyond the possibility of a doubt.
With such an introduction, the affirmative then
proceeds to cover this point with a perfecb ava.-
lanche of proof, which its opponent has no oppor-
tunity to refute, :

Bhaw continues to point out that even though this type of
strategy is considered the meanest that a debater might use,
it i1s the most commonly used strategy. Also, "no strategy
has been resionsible for more victories that are entirely
unexpected.®

Carroll Pollock lLahman calls this same device the
strategy of leading opponents on. It is important'to re=
member that Lahman depended on Shaw for a portion of his
discussion of his strategy. However, Lahman appears even
nore enthusiastic than Shaw about this particular strategy:

The strategy involved here is definitely strategy
and may be objected to by some as being unfalir.

43, Shaw, p. 399.
by, Shaw, p. 401,
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It can be abused, of course, as can many deba%e'

practices, but 1f the general spirit behind the

debating is one of falr play, this strategy may

make the discussion more lively and iﬁteresting

for audience as well as participants. 5

Donald Hayworth and Robert B. Capel by no means share
Lahman and Shaw's enthusiasm for the strategy of evading |
issues, 1In fact, they contend that neither the honesty nor
the effectiveness of the strategy can be éommendedo They do
go on to point out that if the debater does use the strategys
he should never let the audience believe he is afraid to deal
with the issueso _ | |

Even more strongly opposed to the strategy of evasion
are Bhninger and Brockriede. They believe that if a team
withholds information until it can no longer be carefully
considered,.“the cooperative testing of rival'claimsg" which
is necessary‘for effective debate, can not beArealizeé.oW

Four texts comment on the strategy of evading issues.
The four texts are divided equally as to whether the strategy
is acceptable: two texbts believe it is an effective debating
device, the other two condemn it because it does not make

for effective deliberation. The trend obviously seems to be

in opposition to the strategy of evading issues.,

L5, Lahman, p. 151,
46, Hayworth, p. 252,

k7, FEhninger, p. 118.



119

Emploving Hazy Assertion

The strategy of hazy assertion counsists of avoiding a
definite stand on the issues. The sgtrategy is employed by
debaters that do not want to be held to one attackable posi-

- tien., Shaw calls 1t the strategy of skirmishing. He admits

that it is the strategy of a weak case and consists of "shift-

ing the discussion from proposition to propdsition9 or from

the real issues under a prﬁposition to considerations of an

' 8

entirely personal nature,® The attempt is to evade any

sort of direct eclash. This position is diametrically opposed

to what Willlam Truﬁant Foster says is the need in debate for
9

a direct collision,

Egbert Ray Nichols and Joseph Baccus describe the
strategy ass

o o o talking all around a subject but never com-

ing to definite points and issues., It consists of

very pious generalizations and evidence, cites

many instances of commendable nature, but applies

them only vaguely and generally. The hazlness 1s

intentional as the side does not intend to be

pinned down to definite assertions or plans, or

to be forced to grapple with issues. 50 ,

Nichols and Baccus are opposed to the strategy on the grounds

that "it rests upon concelt and cunning which approach actual

L8, Bhaw, p. 382,
Li’go FOSterg ;on 2}"”9“"2500
50, E.R. Nichols, pp. 249-250.
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dishonesty o« o o of None of the textbooks consulted defend

, I
- this practice.

Congtructing Unexpected Cases

' The unexpected case seems self-explanatory--it is a
case that plays upon the definition of strategy in that it
represents an "unexpected advantageo“_ A consideration of the
Unexpected Case is included at this ﬁoint primarily because of
the justifications certalin authors feel are necessary for its
. aecceptance. Carroll Pollock Lahmen lets thé audience serve
as the standard for the acceptance of the uneXpected case,

If o case does not interfere with the understanding and the
enjoyment of the audience, no matter how unexpected the case
‘might be, it is aoceptableo52

The book by Harlan, written in 1940, indicates that

" Harlan believes.he and his colleagues discovered the unex-
pected case, because his book asks why someone else did not
thiﬁk of the idea of building a case upon the element of sur-~
priééo However, Lahman had the ldea at least inA1930 and

- Shaw suggests something very simiiar in 1922. Anyway, Harlan
proceeds to explaing

The fundamental principle of strategy is to come
forth with ‘something new under the sun.? This

51. E.R. Nichols, p. 250.
52. Lahman, pp. 158—159;
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does away with ‘canned rebuttal,? which all

true debaters hate. It enlivens the debate,

challenges your opponents to do some real think-

ing, and develops your own originality in a mar-

velous way.53
Harlan does not set up a criterion for the aceeptance of the
unexpected case, as do the other authors, but he does express
the advantages and creativity involved in employing an un-
expected case, |

The lengthiest discusgion of the unexpected case is
presented by George McCoy Musgrave. He explains that at the
time of his book; the unexpected case is accepted by every-
one "so long as the teams stick to the proposition~-that is,
g0 ldng as the proposal is not one that would be ruled out
of order in a leglislative assembly.® mﬂe suggests that de=
bating teams use both conventional and unexpeected cases in
order to keep the other téam guessing. The most difficult
case for the opposition, and this is in keeping with the
definifion df strategy, is one for which they are not pre-
pared.

The unexpected case i1s employed in order to bring
about an advantage for the team using it. Not only does the .

unexpected case enliven the debate and challenge the opposSi=

tion to think critically, 1t encourages originality on the

53. Harlan, p. 13.
54, Musgrave, p. S4.
55, Musgrave, pp. S4-85.
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part of the team using the case. One writer suggests that
debate teams employ both expected and unexpected cases for
if both are employed, it will cause the opposition to pre=~
pare for practically anything. There are two standards
that can serve as a c:iterion for the use of the unexpectéd
case: 1f the audience 1is Wiiling to accept the case, or if
the case would be conslidered acceptable in a législative
assembly, it is permiésible to use in a debate. No teﬁt

condemns the unexpected case completely,

Division of Affirmative Constructive Case

The duties of affirmative speakers refers to what the
affirmative speeches should contain. In other words, can a
team avoid presenting any of the need in the first construct=-
ive speech? When must a team present the affirmative plan?
“Gan the affirmative plan be presénted in the last few moméhﬁs
of the last affirmative constructive speech? A debate may
give rise to many questions of a similar nature.

George P. Baker and Henry B. Hunbtington, in 1895,
relate two approaches to the presentation of material:

A trick too common in debating is for the opening

speaker to make his exposition so full that he

has no room for argument. Thus, 1f the introduc=-

tion be acceptable to the negative, it is forced

into anticipatory rebuttal and may be led to

waste its strength in attacking what the affirme-

tive does not intend to treat. Another repre-

hensible trick is for an opening speaker to go

. as far as his issues, but to leave the negatlive
still in the dark about them. This trick 1is
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usually given the appearance of a miscalcula-

tion in time which cuts the speaker off un-

expectedly.56
Both "tricks"™ are characterized by the fact that at the close
of the first affirmative constructive speech the affirmative
issues are still unknown. Baker and Huntington beiieve,
"Elther trick should count heavily against the side per=
petrating ito“57 |

Georgé K. Pattee explains the duty of the first
speaker for the affirmative; As a debate is different from
written argument in that it can noﬁ be re-=read, it ié the
obligation of the first affirmative speaker to make the
proposition as clear as possible., This should be ac-
complished by employing simple language and clever illustra-
tions and examples. As the debater should have the desire
to reach the entire audienée9 not just those who are familiar
with the topilc, long words and high-sounding phrases have no
place in the first affirmative constructive speech, Thé
~ final test has to be that, "If, when the speaker has
finished, any attentive listener of average intelligence
fails to understend both the subject of the debate and the
attitude of the affirmative side, the speech has to be a

Afailureom

560 . Baker'g po Ll"léo
57, Baker, p. 416,
580 Pattee, Do 264 ,














































































































































































