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This study was co%oerned 7ith the effect‘of speaker
pos ioa on e judge‘s evaluation of the contestants in an
individual events contest. 'A number of rounds containing
four, Tive, and six speakers to which speakers were randomw

1y assigned and in which they were randomly placed 1in a .

speaking position were selected from the 1967 Weste n_S peech

Association Tournament. Fach group of rounds containing a
different number of speakers were tested with Chi-sguare to

determine the extent to which the distribution of awards
conforimed to a hypothesized ideal award diétributionA. Next,
the actual award distribution among rounds of varlious sizeg
a8 snalyzed with Chi~sdquare to uncover any changes in that
tribution. As a result of this analysis, it was con-
" cluded that as the number of speakers in a round increases
from four to siy the effeéﬁ of speaker pogition on & judgets
decision is diminsihed. BSecond, that eny speaker position
effect that doeg exist 1s one of recencv not primaove Flw
nally, it was conoluded.ﬁhat in the long run the results of

individual events contests are not greatly affected by any

‘speaker position bias.




CHAPTER 1

PROBLEM

Forensics tournsments seem.to be growing‘ét an
unprecedented rate both‘in terms of participants and actual
numbers., The administrative practices common to almpst all
of these tournaments heve been the subject of considerable
discussion and controversy among both directors of foren=-
sics and their students as well. In the area of forensic
prectices, perhaps no subject is more controversial than
that ofbthe effect of speaker positlon on o Jjudge'ls e%aluam
tion of the participants in an individual events contest.
The research reported here centers on this problem. The
purpose of tThis first chapter is to define certaln unfamile.
iar terms which willlbe used in the course of this paper,
to report what existing articles and~empirioa1 inveéﬁigaw
tions have indicated regarding the problem ares studlied,

and. to set forth the hypotheses tested in this researche.

Definitions

To the outsider or the person unfémiliar with for-
ensics, tournaments may seem to have a language all their
own. Once this jargon ig mastered, howesver, the tournsment
situation becomes much clearer. In the introductory

1




'paia graph of this chapter, many words were used which may
be vnfamiliar. It ig helpful to begin by deciding what is
meant by the term forensics. A dictionary definition of
the term would lead the reader to believe-that forensics 1s

merely Ypublic debateo”i

However, modern forensic activity
involveé much more than debate. A more accurate descrip-’
tion of foransjos would be compeoltlve speaking. "Any well
rounded forensics progrem includes many forms of public
speaking with different patterns of preparation from ime
promptu speaking to carefully prepared and often memorized
manuscripts;”z It ig in thils area of individual prepars-
tion and competition, commonly referred to es individusl
events, that the research described in this paper was car-
ried out. But what are those individuval events? Y“The

individuals are those speech events in which one student

prepares and speaks by himself. (Italics nine.) He speaks
in contest rounds with other students, but he speaks as an
individual who has no working relstionship with the

113

others.

’

. 1. Websteris HNew World Dictionary of the American
Language, (College Bditlion, 1962), p. 50606,

2. . James MeBsth, ed., Argumentation and Debate:
Princivles and Practices (Wew York: Holt, Rinehart and
Winston, Inc., 1963), p. 143.

3e DoaaWd Uo Klopf, "Tournament Competition in the
Individual Bvents, Journsal. of the American Forensic Assocm
istion, ITI (Januaryg 1966), 33
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Anoﬁher term used in forensic aotivityy and in the
preceding definition, is contest round. This term, and its
synonym section, is used extensively. Al any glven time,
several_oontést rounds or sections will be takihg place at
é forensics tournament. In each round thereywill-be a spec-
ified number of contestamts who speak in an 5rder that has
been predetermined by the tournsment director. Observing
each contest round is a single‘judge or a panel of judges.
They are also assigned by the tournsment director. After
each contest round hasg been completed, the judge ranks each
contestanﬁ in terms of-how well he did in.compariéion to
thé other speakers in the round. He assigns the rank of
first To the speaker who he felt did the best Job, the rank
of second to the next best and so on through fourth p130834

The reader who is unfemilisr with forensics tourna-
ments may find it obnfusing that when there.are as many. as
six or seven conbestants in a round only first through
fourth pésitions are awarded. However, this is generally
sﬁandard tournament précticee' After the judge has deter-
mined which speakers are to be awarded the first; gecond,
and third positions,; he then‘ties 211 of the remalning

speakers for fourth place.

I, Donald W. Klopf and Carroll Lahmann, Coaching
and Directing Forensics (Skokie, Ill.: National Textbook
Corporation, 1967), pp. 58=69 and Paul Hunsinger and Roy
Wood, Mansaing Forensics Tournsments (Skokie, ITll.: Nation-
2l Textbook Corporation, 1967), pp. 4446,




A final term which reguires clarification is oﬁé
which appears in the 1it ure5'concerning-individual
events contests. That term is ordinal position. The au-
thér of the particular article in question offers no
specific definition of what he means by the term ordinal
‘po:s:;.i,z.@_.9 but the generally.éccepted meaning of the term is
the position which the speaker occuples in the prearranged
speaking order of a round. Is he first to spesk, second,
third? The ordinal numbers are those numbers which Yex-

- presgs order or sucoe331on; spec!fﬂcaily a number in 2
series,”

These are the terms which the existing literature
dealing with the problem of the effect of spesker position
on a judget's evaluation of the participants im an 1individue-
al events conbtest uses., In the section which follows, a
brief history of the development of forensics urnaments
will be given, and. the 1it terature pertaining to the problem

gtudied shall be examined.

Background

Althouoﬂ speech is probably as old as the firs
man, and argul 2 verbelly perlaps as old ag the second, the

foreﬂsics tournament ig largely a twentieth century

5, Samuel Becker, "The Ordinal Position Effect,”
. Quaerterly Journal of Speech, XXXVIII (April, 1952), 217-9.

6.. Webst erts New Worlid Dictio narys; Pe 10)2a




-developmente\ As ﬁearly as can be determined, the first
debate tournament was held at Southwestern Unlversity, in
Winfieldg'“,nsas,,on March 141 6 19?3 'Even the, indi-
vidual events contests were not an importanﬁ part of the
forensgics tournamentso. In fact, the individusl events were
ofcen excluded. "Originally, debating was the primary cone
test at tou ﬁamenbso ' u

TodaJ9 whlle there are few tournaments which are
devoted entirely to competition in indiv al events, more
and more intercollegiate debate tournaments are including
contests in such diverse events as salesmanshlip and radio
speaking. Of course, the more familiar individual events
of extempo sous speakling and original orstory are used
more often. During the academic year 1962-1963, 28 per
cent of all intercollegiate Torensics tournameﬁts included
comP@titlon in one or more 1ndiv1oual event. 9

An even more recent development on the forensios
cene is.thevpublication of bookg devoted entirely to the
probiems éf running forensics tournament or directing a

foréensics program. Such books can provide considerable aid

, 7. Egbert Roy Nichols, "A Historical Sketch of Ine-
tercollegiate Debating," Quarterly Journsl of Svpeech, XXTLI
(April, 1937), 272, :

8. McBath, ed., Argume Lﬁ tion and Debate, p. 331,

9, Donald W, Klopf, "Practic ves in Intercolleglate
Speech Tournaments,” Jovrza? of the American Forensic
Association, I (May, 1964), 51
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to the person just starting out as a director of foreﬁsics
or & tournament administrator since they outline the com
monly foilowed procedures.

Nhen the question of adm¢nlsb tive practices for
individual events contests is discussed, these books seen
to agree on one particular principlée.. That principle is
that the contestants should sﬁeak in a differenﬁ ordinal

on each round. "The speaking order of the contestants

=

e
o2

l._!a

POS

should be juggled so that spesXers are not always in the

: s s 10
same positicon.”

Cte

o

Or, as a different author statgsg no
speaker should be allowed to speak both first and last, ine-
ssmuch as these are extremely controversial positions@”11
The most obvious guestion which the reader might
acsk is why are Tthose positlion controversial? Do thesée two
speaking positions-have some effect on a speskertis chahces'
of doing well in the round? Unfortunately, the authoré joxalel
vide no answers to These quesﬁionse There 1s, of coursv,
. the inference in both stateménts‘that speaking position~oan
have an.effeot on the outcome of an individual events_conw
test. If this is so, then the authors provide the would-be
tournzment administrator with rno empirically proven method

for moving speskers from position to position in an attempt

kn}

: 10. Iwnswnver and Wood, Namaglng Forensics Tour-
naments, . p. 46. i

: 11. Klopf amﬂ Lahmwﬂnﬂ Coaching and D*rectlng Form
ensicg, pe. 69,
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to overcome this effect. In the hope of finding this

material elsewhereg Journal artiéles rélating to the prob-
lem wefé examined. '

| -Thé concern of the’speéch profession for assuring
fair judging at forensics tovrnsments is by no means limit-
‘ed to recent times. Prior to 1920, the problem of judging
was one of the major Topics discussed and debated in the
journals. Typical of that period 1s an article Dby Robert
West describing and evalusting various methods of judging
an individual events contest. He came to the conclusion
that the fairest method for evaluating contest performanoes
was to have each Jjudge assign a rank tb each spesker raother
than assigning each a grade eXpressed in terms of a per-
Qentageaiz |

Two yesrs later, West published another article

which dealt more directly with the question of concern to
this research, the effect of speaker position on a judge's
evaluation of the contestants in en individual events round.
For his experiinent9 West used teh speskers selected ot ran-
dom from a college speecn class. Rach student preéented a
short speech, and after all ten were finished they were

rated by & panel of judges. In this case, the judges were

the remaining members of the speech class. The Jjudzes were
O

. 12. Robert West, "Methods Used in Computing Contest -
Scores," Quarterly Journal of Soeech, V (October, 1919},
319~333. | - -
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instruéte& to asgign a séore of 1 to the speaker ﬁhey felt
did the best job and a scére of 25 to‘the speaker theyrfelt
did the poorest Job. The'remaining eight speakers were to
be arranged along & continuum from 1 to 25 depending upon
'how well or how poorly they did. Interestingly, this syse-
"tem, in which a low numerical score indicates a good speech
and a high numerical score indicaﬁesva poor one,; 1ls the
Aone West advisged against using in his previous .article. As
a result of this methodology, the author was unable to epply
any tests of statistical significance to his data. However,
by summing the ratings of each Jjudge for eachlspeaker posi-
tion and repeating this expériment using different speakers
~and Jjudges, West did find that the ”secohd position on the-
program received the highest total fnumerical] ratings and -
the sixth position received the lowest total fnumericall
'ratingso"13

This would tend to indicate that there is a bias
assoclated with speaker bosition whiohloperates to the dig=
advantage of those who spesk toward the front of the order.
Unfortumately; West's findings do not brovide a ﬁéﬁhod of
correctikg the reported effect of spesker position on a

Jud%e?s evaluation of the oontLSudnbs in an individual e-

vents round. The gole purpose of this study was, as the

. Robert West and Helen Larsen, "Some Statistic-
igations in the Pield of Speech,! Quart erlv Jourm
eech, VIT (November, 1921), 376.

i
2] anOub
nal of Sp
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author put it was to determine whether or not “position on

the program influences the final report by The judges.

It West” findings tended to indicate & slight

trend toward a recency effect in persaaaonv then the res

sults of a study by F. H. Lund must be considered to be in

almost direct contradiction to the

m. Lund was concerned

with the ability of listener/readers to evaluate two dis-

cussions which concerned differing

roints of view on the

same subject. However, his findings have a deilnite rela~

tion to the question under consideratlion since they involve

the problem of the effect of the order of exposure to the

mneterial on the evalualtordg ability
cerning that material. Lund found
committed themselves after reading
will remember this rating and tend

their degsire to be consistent when

to make a Jjudgement cone-
that, "students having

the first discussion

o be influenced by

asked to make another

~

15 4

rating after reading the opposing discussion.! Relating

his conclusion to the problem discussed in this research,

a Judge UhO has been favorabdly impressed by the first speak-

er on the program may Juoge the succeeding speakers mo*e

harshly; Thus, Lund's Tindings tend to support a primacy

effect in persvasion, as opposed to the recency effect dis-

covered by West,

1%, Ibid., VII, 375.
15.

The Law of Primacy in Persuasion,®

e

. He Lund, "The Psychology of Belief: 1IV.

Journal of &ono¢¢al and

Social Psvchologzy, XX (Spring, 1925), 190.
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An examinétion of the journals for the next fifteen
yvears indicated a comparatlive lack of truly relevanﬁ matéru
ial, either expository or empirical, on the subject of the
leffeot‘Of speaking order on judging. \Howeverg an important
study by Franklin H. Knower, pubiished in 1940, reopens the
consideration of the problem. Knower's research centered on
the fact that gpeakers speeking in the first or last posi-
tions are more commonly ranked in an intermediate rather
than & high or a low position; and speakers who are assigned
the highest final average rank by the Judges most frequently
speak in the next to last or some other medial positiono”?é
This would seem to confirm the recency effect uncovered by
Westo. vThe fact that the last speaker is often rated in an
,intérmediate'position might be explained by the fact that
the judge may étart to fill out his ballots while the last
speaker is still spéaking, thus not listening to him with
much care. Nonetheless, the author concluded that "the data

indicaltes a pronounced tendency to assign first place to
nl?

persons speaking fourth, fifth, ox sixth. Since it was

not the author's intent to derive any method for compensat-

=

ing for any effect of speaker position which he might find,

he lumped his data together. That is to say that he

R 16, Franklin H. Knower, "“A Study of Rank-Order
Methods of Evalusting Performances in Speech Contests,® .
Journal of Applied Psychology, XXIV (Cctober, 1940), 64k,

17 Ibid., XXIV, 643.
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combined the resuits of rounds with as few as four speakers
VW1th the results of rounds with as many as nine speakers.

Even with this limitatlion imposed by Knower'ts data
treatment, it would be possible to use. the results which he
obtalned in his research to develoé a formula to QOmpenm
sate for the effect of speaker position if one assumption
can be madee' That assumption is that the effect of speakef
position on\a judgets ranking of_speakers wlill reméiﬂ:conm
stant when The number of speakers in the round is either
incressed or dscreased. Nothing in Knowergs results would
justify such an assumptiona‘

_In fact, a study conducted by Hérvey Cromwell on
the relative effeotiveﬁess of the firet versus thé second
argumenéative gpeech ih a series tends to indicate that an
assumption that the effect of speaker position remsins con-
stent is invalid. Cromwell found that when two spéeohes9
judged to be equal in strength, were presented on different
subjecﬁs'there was no statistically significant advantage

. N . 8
for elther the flrst or second sSpeech glveno1

From this,
it may be eoncluded that there is no ordinsl position effect
present when there are only t%é speakergs for the'judge to
rate. Carl Hovliand seems to corroborate this position when

he states, in almost complete contradiction to F. H. Lund
i 9

18, Harvey Cromwell, "The Relative Effectiveness
of the First versusg the Second Argumentative Speech in a
Series," Speech Morographs, XVIT (June, 1950), 105«122,




the mere act Qf stating onels o?inion anonymously oh-a
questiohnaire after hearing oniy one side of an issue does
not significantly reduce the effectiveness of the second
side." wl? |
Thus, both Cromwell and Hovland-seem to deny the
existence of o position bias when there are only t&d>speaku
ers. KXnower'fs data indlcates that such an efxoc exists
when there are bﬁuwecn four and nine speakers, Tnerefore9
it would appear that at some point as the number of speak-
eérs is increased ordinal po ion begins to have an effect,

Since this is the case, there is no way of knowlng whether

osition on a-judge?s evalug-

o

oy th the effect of speaking
tion of the contestants in an individual events round is
constant. o

Since 1950, quantitative investi 5ablcn into the prob-
1em of fair and acuurate judging in individual events has
'been 1argely‘oyerlocked@ Wiﬁh‘the exception of a study of
the oapabmlity of those oﬁtside the speech profession To
serve competently as judges at spesech onnuestsszo Samuel}

Becker'ts study of ordinal po ion effect stands alone,

‘ 19. Carl Hovland, ed., IThe Order of Pregentfe
tion in Persuasion (New Haven, Comn.: Yale University
Press, 1961), p. 132

20. Donald W. Klopf, Diana Evans and Sister Mary
Linusg de Lozier, “Comparative'Sﬁﬂdies of Students, Laymen,
and Faculty Members as Judges of Speech Contostsg“ Speech
Teacher, XIV (November, 1965), LmB!BG :

et et Y
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The population for Beckef‘s study came from the
records of the Northern Oratorical Lesgue contestrhelé bew
tween 1891 and 1953. Each year - -thig contest was Jjudged by
six competent criticsg; all of whom were speech cqaohésg
Although Becker hotes that incompleté results forcéd him to.
discérd all but twenty-two of tThe contests conducted during
the sixty-two year history of the evenﬁ, the fact that there
were six Judges every year meant that a total of 132 inde-
@en@enﬁ judgements were rendered. An analysis.of These
judgements lead Beckexr to the conclusion that '“the variam
tions in rankings iﬁardé]for the ordinsl positions one, two,
and three were greater than would be expéoted by chance s.s.
the variations in rankings Eﬁardgffor positions four, five,
and six were small enough to have been caused by chanceq”21

Although it was not hls purpose td derive any sort
of formula . or method to correct any possible effect of
speaker pogition which he might'discovérngecker doeg
acknowledge the desirébility of such & device in his sug-
gestions for further research when he statss that, "this
_invéstigaﬁion does not give sufficient basis fér the Tor=
mulakionbof anj sbrt of corrective formulao“zz One of the
factors which wouldAhandicap eny alttenpt to create such a

formula using his data is the fact that his results apply

’__\
jea!
h
Hh
@
o
ct
V)
I
O

21. DBecker, "The Ordinsl Pogitlox

22. Becker, “The_Ordinal Position Effect," 219.
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only to rounds thn six contestants. Becker suggests that

"one night expect the direction and the amount of bias to

vary with the number of svesakers in a rounde”ZB

.

In making suggestions fTor further research, Becker

ted two interesting questions which thus far have gone

el
o
Jte

unanswered. The main reason for Tthis is the fact that it
has not been the gspecific purpose of any piece of research
undertaken thus far to pursue eilther the guestion of the

ect that 1ncreaswng or decreasing the number of con-.

L}
-ty

.
testants hasgs on any speaker position bias that may exist,

or the problem of creating a method for comp@nsating for

that blasy
In summarizing the research conducted up to this

1

voint on the subject,' it appears that its purpose.has been
to describe a phenomenon peculliar To man's communicative
behavior, the effect of position on persuasion. The hy-
potheses set forth below structure the investigation‘of

that t>h°ﬂcmenm~ which was conducted.

Hypothesges

Before moving to an actual sLauemenb of the hypothe=
eses tested in this research, a point of clarifi abloﬂ oug hu
to be made. For the purpose of Tthis study, it was assunmed

that The speakers representing any ong speaker position

23. Becker, "The Ordinal Position Effects” 219,
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have, in an ideal situation, an equal ohgnoe of receliving
amY,award;. Therefore, over a period of several-rounds;
each speakér position should:reoeive about the same number
of firsts, seconds, etcetera;, if there is no biss éreated»by
’ speaker'position effecting the judges? evaluations of the
éontestantsg

The hypotheses tested fall-into two groups énd-seek
to answer two basic questions concerning the problem studiede

The first group answers the question of whether or not the

q

number of speakers in an individual events round has any
effect on the Jjudgetls decisgsion as to who shall recelve a

" more favorable award end who shall receilve a less favorable
o e

award. The second group of hypotheses answers the question

of whether or not increasing the number of speakers in g

.

round alterg the effect that speaking vosition has on a
judgets decisione.

A

Hypothegig T A. There is a gignificant difference

between the expected and the observed frequencies with which
the speakers representing the speaking positions one through

our are awarded the ratings one through four.

=

Rypothesis T B, There ig & significant difference

between the expected and the observed frequencies with which
. - : » N b
the speakers representing the speaking positions one through

five are awarded the ratings one through four.

Hypothesis I C. There is a significant difference

between the expected and the observed frequencies with which
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the speakers representing the speaking po ons one through

six are awarded the ratings one through four.

Hyvothesis IT A. There is a significant difference

bstween the frequency with which the spéakers representing
the speaking positions one through four in a group of four
are awarded the ratings one through four and the freqﬁency
with which the speakers représénting the sﬁeaking positions

onne through four in a group of five recelve bhose awards.

gnificant di fP

!.J-
*‘3

Hyoothegis 11 B. There isg a s ence

s

betweén the fr equency with which the speakers represen ing
the speaking positions one through four in a. group of four
are awarded tThe ratings one through four and the frequenQy
with which the speakers represercwng the spesking positions
one through four in a group of siX receive those awards.

Hyvpothesis IT Co There is a significant difference

®

between the uency with which the speskers representing
the speaking positions one through five in a2 group of five
are awarded the rétings'one through four and the freqﬁenoy
with which the speakers representing the speaking positions
Oﬁe.through five in a group of six receive.those ax:-raw:ciis;'c
The reason fbr testing the hypotheses with four,
fiveg-and six speakers in a rbund ig that these numbers of
contestants per sectlon are the most desirable from the

point of view of the tournament director. As Paunl Hunsinger

amd Roy Wood point out in their book on tournament speaking,
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"gix speakers per section ls generally cbnsidered the maxi-
mumo”ZM This view is corroborsted in part by Donald W,
Klopf and Carroll Leshmann, although they suggest ihatffewer
speakers per section is better. "Five speakers can be ac-
comodated in each seotiono”ZS -

This chapter has attenpted to explain the préblem
studied by defining key termé used in the research: by eX=
amining previously conducted research;'aﬁd by advancing
hypotheses whose investigation, it is-hoped, leads to addi-
tional uhderstaﬁding of the problem of the effect of order
of presentation on & judge‘s evaluation of the partioipants
in ah individual events contest. Chapter 2 will detail the

methodology which was pursued in the invegtigation of thsat

problem.

2ly, Hunsinger and Wood, Manasging Forensics Tourng-
‘ments, p. 4. .

et erety

25. HKlopf and Lahmenn, Coaching and Directing Forw-
ensics, p. 69 '




CHAPTER 2
PROCEDURE

This chapter deals with the method by which the data
reported later in this paper was collected. It does so in
four steps: selecting a Tournament, obtaining a population,

determining a sample, and anglyzing the dats.

Selecting a Tournsment

Since there are literally hundreds of tournsments
conducted every year, there was a wide'iatitude of cholce
in making a selection. The cholce was narrowed to a single
tournament in an attempt Tto insure thaﬁ'any posgible ex-
traneous variablés such as differing tournsment procedure,
participation by different students, and judging Ey groups
with potentially divergent standards would be eliminatedé
In narrowing the number of tournaments and finally Selecting
one, a list of criterla was drawn up.

First, it was declded that the tournament would
have to be large encugh to provide a suffiéiemﬁ nunber of
contest rounds to insure a population suitable Tor analysis.
Since i1t  is usually impossible to detect small effects with-
out a sufficlient number of cases, a large number of rounds
would be essential To oomclusive,findings; |

18
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Second, the tournament unld have to provide a@prox«
inmately even compsltition. Pitting people with a great deal
of expertise agalnst those with relatively little would only
insure an unfalr advantage to the former g:pup@’ Since it
wculd be LmDOSS!Dle to deuerm1ne whether all of the highly
'skwlied competitors gpoke in only one of the ordinal pogsie-
tions or were distributed among sll of them, the data might
prove nlsleading in either masking oxr revealing effects that
were not attribubable to spesker position alone; By 1imitw
ing the VdTlelG of unevenly metched compe % ion, it wés
hoped that such a conslideration would not have to be made,
An exemination of tourna&e ts on the basis of these
two eriteria resulted in the selection of the 1967 Western
Speech Association Tournsment for the purpose of data colw
lection. This tourhamenﬁ was held at Sacramento Staﬁe
College; Sacramento, California from November 23 throughA
Hovember 25.
The Westérn Speech Agsociation Tournsment is an
the'countryol By offering contegtants competitionAin fpur

different individual eventss eybemboraneous gpeaking, eXe

e
0}
o
)
ck
}._'o
Q
a]

pository'Speaking, original oratOryg and oral interpreta

of literature! & large entry 1ls encouraged. Thus, the

1. Jack H., Howe, ed., “Inu ﬁcolleﬁlate Speech
Tournament Results: 1965+1966," Tucson, Department of
Arizons, 19663 ve. 46, (Mimeographed)

Spéech, Unlwepsity of A
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Western Speech Association.Tournament satisfied thé firét
criterion, size. |

Since There are éeveral evegts_involving different
tyoes of talent, speakers are encouraged to enter their spe-
cielty. This means that the particlvpants generally show a
"high degree of competence in the events in which they par-
ticipate; a fTactor 1nchab1ay relat erly evenly matched
competition.

Another point céncerning the equality of competition
was the fact that thié nartioular tournament has a great
deal of prestige comnected with it. Becéuse doing well at
the Western prGOM ﬁ98001a3i0ﬂ Tournament means a great deal
to the schools of the western United States, only The very
best speakers are sent as representatives to this tourng-
ment. In addltlon, the philosophy of the tournament, that
of limiting each sohool to a delegation of no more than 10
students, further encouragés schools to send iny their very
best speakers. Thus, the atmosphere of the tournsment tends
to motivate the contestants To do as well as they can. Once
again, this tends To heve an.equalizing effect on the compe=
tition, the second criterion for selection.

Finally, the rules of the Western Speech Associatinn
- Tournament mitigéte against the factor of gr ter experience

s

on the part of one contestant giving him an advantage over
hig fellow competitors in any given rounép gince compeb¢tlon

in each of the four previously mentioned individusl evenrs
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takes ﬁlaoe on four @ifferent 1évelso Speakers compete
only against fhose speakers whose expefience is commens
suraté with thelr own. These levels of competitlion: senior
.men, senior women, junior men, and junior womeng tend to .
minimize the effects of greater ability or experience on
‘the outcome of the round. On the basis of the foregoing
considerationg, it was decided that the 1967 Wesbtern Speech .
Aséociation Tournanent met both criteris for selection: 4

sufficient size and evenly matched competition.

Obtalining a Povulation

‘To obtain a2 population from which a sample could be
drawn, it was necessary to collate two sets of diverée me o=
terials: a 1list of ali of the speakers in each contest
round and the ordinal position in which they spoke, here-
after referred to as the pairings, and a set of the results
showing what awaxrd each speaker received for each contest
round in which he compétédo |

The ?rocedure_follémed in thaining both items and
»oollating them wag as follows: Bach cdnﬁesﬁanﬁ had 2 dis-
tinct Qode number ﬁhich Was assigned to him by the director
of the tournament. This code nuﬁber was composéd of a one
or two digit number followed by a letter followed by another
one oy two digit numbero When the pairings for each round

were posted for the contestants to find where they were to

speak during the next round, a copy was made of the code




22
nunber of each pérticinant in eaqh contest round9 noting-
his speaking position. EBEach event, divigioﬁ or level bf
competition, and round in the tournament was entered on a
.se?érate sheet of paper'whioh'was lined ver?ioally and hore
.izontally; The verticle .columns were hﬁmbered to represeyt
“the ordinal. poéiﬁiong and the horizontal rows were numbered
to correspond to the sections of the évent? The cede num=
ber of each contestant was entered in the‘square'which
corresponded to the ordinal vogition and,sectién»number in
Whlph he had etéd durin "tbat particular Tound.

For example, Appendlx A represents round three in
the tournement for senlor women's oral interpretation. Ex-
amination of Appendix A reveals that speaker 2 B 8 was the
first pérsom to speak in seofion 1« The number four which
appears slightly to the right of the code number is thér
award won by contestant 2 B 8 during the thlrd round of the
-tournamenta It will be discussed more Lully in a momenb°

Haviﬁg thus obtained a set of the pairings, 1t was
- necessary to get the resuth for the preliminary rounds.
Such results were printed and distributed to the represen=
t&ﬁrW%‘of the competing schools after the completion of the

tournament.

2. Bighty-five per cent of all tournaments make
these regults available at the end of the tournament and
the rest mail them to the competing schools the following
week according to Glyndon D. Riley, "A Descriptive Study
of Speech Tournament FProcedures in Certain U. S. -Colleges.'
-(unoubllsnﬂd M4 thesis, Pepperdine College, Los Adngeles;’

_/8}4; Do O/
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- Appendix B is an example of the results sheests that

(3

fto

were digtributed to The particlpating schools at the come

pletion of. the 1967 Western Speech Association Tournament.
It is the'results sheet for senlor women's oral interpreta-
tion. Bxamining the entry‘in column ﬁhree forlépeaker 2 B 8
indicates that in round three she was awarded a At 'The
number four indicates the award position which t*é judge
aséignéd;her and the letter A ihdicates the judge“s Qualim
tative evaluation of her pé‘rformanoee 'The A stands for an.
sverage performance.

In every case, the number which appears slighﬁly o
the right of the code number designation in Appendix A is

hat the speaker was assgsigned by the

(<)

the award position

<t

Judge in that particular round. In order to transfer the
awards from the results sheet, Appendix B, to the pairings,

Appendix A, each speaker was located by code number in the

aad

pairings for a specific round, level of competition, and
event. The sward received for that performence was located
in the printed results and transferred to the pairings where

it was entéred to the right of the gpeakerts code number.

Determininzg g Sample

Not all of the contest rounds in the tournsment were
ugsable. For purposges of this study, three criteris hsed to
be met For the round to be retained in the sample. The cri-

.

teria were based on: 1) the rnumber of speakers in the round




24
2) the random assignment of speakers to that round, and 3)
the random assigﬁment of speakers to speaking positions in_
that round. | N

In determining whether or not the varlous contest
‘rounds met the first criterion, the concern was with the
mumber of persons who actually spoke 1n the round, not the
number of persons scheduled to spéakaf In'order for the
round to be included in the sample, it was necessary for
between four and six speskers To actuslly have performed
and been evaluated for their performance, Thus, 1f Tive
pérsons were scheduled to speak in a round and two of thenm
.failed to appear, the round wss disoardedo t 1s possible
to determine whether or not a speaker actually performed
gsince a fallure to appear or speak would result in an ‘ns!?
or 'no show'! being entered opposite his code number for
that round.

It was decided that a truly random sample could be
said to éxist only if speakers were assigned to sections
and speaking position by chances ‘If speakers were assigned
to sections and speaking positions by some prearranged
‘methods the composition of the rounds would vary and the
possibility of finding‘valid results would be feduced; The
method chogen as most feliable for determining what wenlt on
in the preparation of the pairings at the:196? Western
Speech Assboiation'Tournamenﬁ was_to ask the persons.who

were in charge of rumning the various individual events,
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Accordingly, a‘letter was sent to each ésking him if he
had used anybprearramged method for assigning spéakers to
sections and speaking positions. A post card was provided
~for fheir TEeSPONSes . 4 ooéy of the letter ?nd the respon=-
ding post cards can be found iﬁ Appendix C.

The results of this corfespohdeﬁoe indioated_that
81l sections of extemporaneous speakiﬁgg expositofy speakm
‘ihg; original'ératory; and ora1 interpretation of litérature

were randomly determined. In addi-

i

for tournament Round
tion all sections of extemporaneccus spesking and expository
speeking for tournament Round I1 and Round ITI net the as-
sumptions of randomness as well,

It had been hoped that there wounld Be gufficient

k)

numbers of non-random rounds to allow a comparision of the
effects of speaker position in those rounds with those same
effects in rendomly determined rounds. However, only -some

K

~sections of oral interpretation in tournament RBound III mét
the assuﬁptions of non-randomness.

As & reéult of applying the criteria for selection
to the popuiation of roﬁmds obtained at the 1967 Weéterm

Speech Association Tournsment, a sample of rounds with the

Hu

following composition was obtained: 4 speaskers/random ase-

signment, 27 rounds; 5 speakers/random assignment, 87 roundsy

n

sigmuen®, 120 rounds.

and 6 gpeakers/random &
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Analyzine the Deta

The reader will recall that in introducing the hy-
potheges a bagic assumption_wgs made éonoerning the analysis
of the data. Thab assunption was thwu each gpeasker hss an
equal chance of reoeiving any award befbre the round actu-
211y commences. It can be reasoned, therefore, that over a
given nuaber of rounds the Speakefs representing the various
speaking positions should, in fact, be awarded each diffefw
ent awafd with equal frequency., Stated differently, the
spéakers representing'the verious speaking poslitions should
be rated first ags often as théy are rabed sécond9 etcetera.
Since The sample selected included only those rounds in
mq1ch ape ake%g were randomly assigned, any major deviation
from this expectea distribution should be attributaeble to
the effect of speaking position on the judge's decision
since other extraneous veriables have been conbrolled.

Thebstatistical tool selected to deterﬁine the de~
gree to which the‘sample apprroximates or contradicts this
expected distribution is Chi-square. "This is a stabistic’
appropriate to caseés where we have categorlies of data and
hypotheses about the proportions of cases ﬁhat fall into the

>

various categories."” Chi=square tests the signifilcance of

the difference between an expected and an obsgerved frequenc

3. . Pabl Games and George Klare, HElementary Stabige
ticg: Data Analvsis for the Behavioral Sciences (New York:
e Crawmilll Book Company, 1967) p. 502« :
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It'éllows the resesrcher to make inferences about the simi-
larity or dWSSLMWla?be of these frequencies. '"Usage of
the Chi-sguare statiSﬁio is legltimate as long as the
categories are exhaustive and mutually exclusive and tn°
observations are independente”4 As thm reader will dlSOOVef
when he examines the specific methodology employed in Erdlw
ing the data gat hmredg the assumptions of “hl -SQuare were
met by this researches Hypotheses were to be accepted if
the Chi-sguare value was slgnificant at the .05 level.

The hypotheses tested were divided into two groups.
The first group was intended to determine the.éxtent'ﬁo
wnich the distribution of awards approximated the ideal a-
ward'distributione The second group was designed to measure
tﬁe degree to which the actual distribution of awards was
Changed'aS'the number of gpeakers was increased. Inrdiscusm
sing The épeoific methodology employed, these same divisions
are observed.

Hypothesis I A was concerned with the fact that
there 1g & significanﬁ difference between‘the expected and
the bbserved freguencies with which the speakers TGDPQSGHUBA
ing the speaking position one thfough four are awarded the
ratings one though. four. In order to facllit te com 311

sions between samples of various sizes, 211 data wWere

L., Camesg and Klare, Bl emne ntary Statistics, p. 504,

5. A debailed explanation of the uses of and.
methods for computing Chi-square can be found in Games and
Klare, Elementary Statistics, pp. 501-517. :
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converted to standard scores, percentages. Ezpected fre-
quencies Wére computed by dividing 100 by the number of
speakers in the rounds in the sample tested, in this case L.
Observed frequencies were computed by summing the total
number of awards, first through fourth, won by the speakers
representing each speakér position, dividing this number
into the frequency of each award, and multiplying'thé.rem

i)

sult by 100. Tor example, assume that the speakers who
represented speaker position one won 9 firsts. 5 seconds,

7 thirds, and 6 fourths. The standsrd score for the Tirst
place aWards would equal 27, the total number of awards, di-
vided into 9, the freguency of firsﬁ place awards, multiplied

by 100, ?%y X 100 = 33.33. Application of Chiwsquare ﬁas
made with the rejection of any hypothesis at the 005 level.
Similar snalysis was carried out with Hypothesis I B and Hy=
pothesis I C.  However, since all speakers rated below
third are tied for fourth plabe, the expected frequency of
the rating fourth waes double that of first, second, or third
-when there are five speakefs in the rouhd,_and triple when
thefe are six speakers iﬁ the round.

Analysis of Hypothesis I1 A, which concerned the

)

act thaf there 18 a significant difference between the
frequency with which the speakers represemfing the speaking
positions one through four in a group of four are swarded
the ratings one.through:four and the freguency with which

the speskers representing the speaking positions one
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through four in a group of four recelve those awards, was
ag follows. In testing this hypotheéis, the expected fréw
quencies were the bbserved standard award frequencies from
Tthe previéus set of hypotheses; in this case the Qbsérved
frequenclies for four speakers in a round . After removiﬁg
the results of the fifth speaker, observed freguencies were
‘computed as follows for this'hypothesise Since the frequen-
cyof the rating fourth wes double that of first., second, or
third when there were Tlve speakers in a round. the number
of fourth place awards won by the speakers representing each

speaking position was divided by 2. After this had been

Yy
s

(

done, the total number of awards, first through fourth, won
by the speakers representing each speaking position was
foundﬁkand thab total was divided into the frequency of each
award. That result waé multiplied by 100. For exanple,
assume that the speakers representing speaking positlon one
wonn 10 firsts, 9 seconds, 13 Thirds, and 327fdurthse Divid~

ng the number of fourth place awards by 2, and adding the

l_.J‘

result to the other award freguencles wouvld egval 50, Com=-

puting the standard score for the first place swards would

v s 1 e s . :
result in w@%m { 100 = 20.00., Application of Chl-sqguare was

R

nade with the rejection of any hypothesis at the .05 leveio
In addition, the prooess'was repeated with the first spesker
beiﬁg excluded in the second testing. It was hoped that
this would give some indication as to whether it is the

early speakers or the late speakers who cause the greatest
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dev1atlon from the exonued fTeqvency Analysis of Hypoth-
esis IT B apo Hypohﬂ631s II C was oarrled out in the same |
manner. However9 the number of fourth place awards was di-

vided by 3 in testing Hypothésis IT B, and by 2/3 in testing.

Hypothesis IT C.

In summary , Chapter 2 has explained the methodology
employed in this study. The problemé of selecting a tourns-
ment; deternining a population, picking & ssmple, and of |
analyzing the date gathered have been discussed. In Chapter

3, the results uncovered by this procedure are set forth.




CHAPTER 3
RESULTS

Iﬁ-this chapter, the results relating to each of
the six hypotheses set forth in Chapter 1 will be presented
'in s concise a manner as is possible. No atteumpt shall be
made.to indicate any conclusions which have been drawn és,a
vresult of this material. All conclusions and suggestions
for further research shall be made in the fourth and final
chaptéro

= s LA Y

Hypothegis T A. There is8 a significant difference

between the expected and the observed frequencies with whioh
the épeakers representing the speaking positions one through
~four are awarded the ratings one through four.

As was previously indicated, There were 27 rounds
with four contestants which met the assumptions of rahdomm

3

ness et the 1967 Western Speech Association Tournament.

-4

Analysis of the data obtained is reported in Table 1. This
analysis indicated that there was, in Tact, such a signifi-
cant difference in awards to the various positions. The
Chi-gguaré value was 16097; grealt enough warrant accepting

significant at the .05

s
[¢3]

the hypothesis, the difference bein

48]
0

<

level .
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CHImoQUA?M ANALYSIS OF THE DIFFERENCE BETWE
BXPECTED AND OBSERVED AWARD FREQUENCIES
- FOR 4 SPEAXERS IN A ROUND

-
Y

' , Awards
Speaker
Positions : .
: First Second Third Fourth
z5°ooi 25.00 25,00 25,00
First 18°520 29,63 25.92 25.92
1068 085 003 003
. 25.00 25.00 25.00 25,00
Second 29.63 1,82 25.92 29.63
085" 491@ . 003 08)
25.00 25,00 25.00 25.00
Third. 18.52 BQOQL 25,92 22.22
1068 78 003 oBL
25,00 25.00 - 25.00 25,00
Fourth 33.34 22.22 22 .22 22.22
, 2.78 31 j e 31 0 31
%ﬂxpeotedzfrequency

Obgerved freguency
Chi~square value

 TxP=16.97
Ce30316092
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"Hypothegis I B. There is a significant difference

between the expected énd the obsérved‘frequencies with which
the speakers representing the speaking positions one through
‘fiVe are awaﬁdéd the ratings one through foure'

In the case of five speskers in a round, there were

. 87 rounds with five contestants which met the assumptions of
rondomness at the 1967 Western Speech Association Tournzment.
Anslysis of the data obtained 1is reported in Table 2. This
analysis indicated no signifioamt difference. The Chi="
square vaelue did not exceed the .05 level Ef significance,

thus this hypothesls cannot be accepted.

Hyvothesis I C. There is & significsnt difference
between Tthe expected and the observed frequencies With which
the speakers representing the speéking positions one through
gix eare awsrded the ratings one throﬁgh four.’

There were 120 rouﬁds containing six speakers and
meeting the assumptions of randomness at the 1967 Westérn
Speech Association Tournameﬂto' Analysis of the data obtain-
ed is reported in Table 3. As wiﬁh the preceding hypothesis,
no significent differencé was found. The Chil-sguare value
of 14.54 did not réach the .05 level of significanoee As a
'resultg'this hypothesis was rejected.

LN < 4.

Hypothegis 11 AG There is a significent difference

between the frequency with which the speakers representing
the gpeaking positions one through four in a group of four

are awerded the ratings one through four and the frequency




TABLE

2

CHI-SQUARE ANALYSIS OF THE DIFFERENCE BETWE
EYPECTED AND OBSERVED
FOR 5 SPEAKERS IN A ROUND

.
|
A

WARD FREQUENCIES

BN

3l

Awards

Speaker
Positions
' First Second Thir Fourth
20,00 20.00 20,00 130,00
First 19 .54 20.69 2l .1 35,63
: .01 .02 .86 A8
20.00 20,00 20.00 Bo.00
Second 19.54 19 .54 16.09 bl 83
.01 <01 76 .58
20.00 20.00 20,00 B0 .00
Third 1379 14.94 18.39 52.88
1.93 1.28 o173 bo.1i5
: 20.00 20.00 20.00 10.00
Fourth 22 .99 19.54 2L 1l 33.33
LB .01 .86 1.11
20.00 20,00 20.00 50.00
Tfth 2L .1k 22 .99 19,54 33.33
086 oz‘{’8 001 1011
T x*=15.14

CoRo:21 eOB
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CHI-SQUARE ANALYSIS OF THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN
EXPECTED AND OBSERVED AWARD FREQUENCIES
- FOR 6 SPEAKERS IN A ROUND

Awards
Speaker

Positions ‘
Pirst Second ‘ Third Fourth

16.67 16.67 16.67 50,00

First 1333 .17 15.83 56.67

967 s38 o(J)‘! i 089

16.67 16.67 16.67 50.00

Second 11 .67 19.17 15.00 5,16

1050 037 017 ’ 035

16.67 16.67 16.67 50.00

Third ‘ 20.83 10.83 16.67 51 .67

1.04 2.05 .00 .06

16.67 16.67 16,67 50.00

Fourth 12.50 20.83 17.50 49 .17

1.04 1 .04 <04 01

16.67 16.67 16.67 50.00

Pifth 18.33 18.33 18.33 o L5011

28 28 - , 28 . .50

: 16.67 16.67 16,67 50.00

Sixth 23.33 16.67 . 16.67 43.33

2 .66 .00 .00 89

EZXZ=1@°5&
CeRBe=25.00
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h which the speakers representing the speaking positions

d'

oné through four in a group of five receive those awardso'
This hypothesis was first tested with the result
of the Tifth speaker removed. Analysis of the dats obtaine
"ed is reported in Table 4. This analysis indicated that
there was such a significant differenceo The Chi=-square
value -was 30a969 great enough to warrant the acceptance of
the hypothesis as being significant at the .05 level.
Testing Hypothesgis IT A by the removal of the re%
gults of the first speaker also produced significant results.
Anelysis of the dats obtained in Tthis manner is reported in
Table 5. The Chiwsqﬁare value was 22.39, great enough to

accept the hypothesis as being significant at the .05 level.

. Hypothesis I B. There 1s a sgignificant difference
between the freguency w1th which the gpeskers representing
the speaking positions one through four in a group of four

S

Cings one through four and the frequency

(o

are awarded the ra
with which the speaferg representing the speaking positions
one through four in a group of six recelve those awards.
Hypothesis I B was first tested by removing the
results of the fifth and sixth spa,derso Analysis of the
4&&03 thu% obtained is Reported 'in Table 6. Ag with thé pre=
cedlnb hypoc]negis9 a significant difference was, in fact,
discovered. The Chi-square value was 52.55 which was great

enough to allow the acceptance of the hypothesis as being

significant at the .05 level.




TABLE 4

CHI SQUAPE ANALYSTS OF THE D[W“E NANCE BETWEEN THE AWARD
FREQUENCIES FOR L SPEAKERS IN A GROUP OF L
AND i SPEAKERS IN A GROUP OF 5
(SPEAKER 5 REMOVED)

Awards
Speaker
Positions v _
First Second. Third Fourth
18.52 29 .63 25.92 25,02
First 2377 25.17 29.37. 21 .69
1 91‘4’9 067 - 911’6 ‘e 69
29.63 14.82 25,92 . 29.63
Second 25.19 : 25.19 20.74 28.88
.67 7 .26 1 .04 .02
18&750 3303]*[’ 25 692 22 922
Third ' 18.75 20.31 25.00 35.94
.00 5,09 .03 8.47
33. 34 22.22 22 .22 22.22
FOUI"’Ch 26 o 81‘1’ 214' o 39 - : 28 ¢ 19 15 958
) 162,7 021 1061 . 1098 i
zX2=30096

CGB. o:lé.o(/)z
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TABLE 5

CHI-SQUARE ANALYSIS OF THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE AWARD
 FREQUENCIES FOR 4 SPEAKERS IN A GROUP? OF L '
AND & SPEAXKERS IN A GROUP OF 5
(SPEAKER 1 BEMOVED)

Awards
Spesker ‘
Pogitions
: Pirst Second Third Fourth
18.52 29.63 25,92 25,92
Pirst 25.19 25.19 20.74 28.88
2140 Y 1.04 o 34
29,63 14.82 25,92 29,63
Second | 18.75 L 20.31 ‘ 25.00 35.94
: 3.97 2.03 . <03 1.34
18.52 33.34 25.92 22.22
Third 26.84 204 .39 28.19 15.58
397}‘!’ 291\[’0 019 1 098
‘ 33.34 22.22 22.22 2222
Foul"th ) 29 079 28 039 ' 21 028 20 956
<38 1.70 Ol 012
S %%=22.39




TABLE 6
CHI-SQUARE ANALYSIS OF THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE AWARD
REQUENCIES FOR 4 SPEAKERS IN A GROUP OF 4
AND L SPHEAXKKRS IN A GROUP OF 6
{SPRAKERS 5 AND 6 REMOVED)
Awards
Speaker
"Pogitions
First Second - Third Fourth
18.52 29,63 25.92 25.92
Pirst 21 .42 22,76 25 1l 30,38
45 1.59 .01 W77
29.673 14.82 25,92 20.63
Second 18.26 29.99 23 .47 28.28 -
ly.36 15.53 023 06
18.52 336 34 25,02 22.22
Third 31 .77 16.52 25 .47 26.29
Q.48 8.ub .01 .75
33,34 22.22 22.22 22.22
Pourth 18.59 30.99 ©26.03 . 24,39
6.53 346 .65 .21
o2
2 X°=52.55

) 60}15316092
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Analysis of the data created by removing the award
freqﬁenoies for the first and second speakers yielded sime-
1larly significant results. This aﬂalysis, reporﬁed in
Table 7, indicated 2 Chiwsqﬂare value of suffioienﬁ gize Tto
21low adoption of the hypothesis as being significant at
the 05 level.

Hypotheglis 1T Co There is a significaent difference

between the frequency with which Lhe speakers representing

®

the speaking positions one through five in a group of fiv
are awarded the fdtﬂ ngs one through four and the freguency
with which the speskers representing thp speaking “OSJﬁlOﬂS
oneithfough five in & group of six receive those awards.

As with the two preceding hypotheses, the data were
'first analyzed by excluding the results of a late spesker,
in this case the sixth sp eaker. mhe analysis of this data,
reported in Table 8, indicated a Chi~square vaslue of 26, 31
This velue, while not as large as the values obtained in
the analysis of Hypothesis II B, wés great énough to warrant
the accepbtance of the hypoLGGSIS as being significant at the
.05 level. '

Rémoval of the results of the first spegker also
revealed & significant difference. The reéults, which are
reported in Table ¢, indicated a Chi-square value of 220609

This value was greet enough to allow accepting the hypothe-

sis as being significant at the .05 level.
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TABLE 7

CHI-SQUARYE ANALYSIS OF THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE AWARD
FREQUENCIES FOR 4 SPEAKERS IN A GROUP OF L4
AND L SPEAKERS IN A GROUP OF 6
(SPEAKERS 1 AND 2 RENOVED)

Awards
Speskexr ‘
Positions ‘
First Second Third ~ Fourth
18.52 29.63 25.02 25.92
First 31.77 16.52 25.42 26.29
901"(8 5080 ’ ool 001
29.63 i4.82 25.92 29.673
Second 18.59 30.99 26,03 2. 39
L.11 17 .64 .00 <93
18.52 33,34 25,92 22,22
Third 26.19 256.19 26.19 21 .43
3.18 1.53 .03 203
‘ 33.34 22.22 22 .22 22.22
Fourth 32 .81 23 .43 23 .43 20.233
eOl‘ 09,3 003 016
§ x%=13,06

LY

s - CoRe=16092
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TABLE 8
CHT~SQUARE ANALYSTS OF THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE AWARD
FREQUENCIES FOR 5 SPEAKERS IN A GROUP OF 5
AND 5 SPEAKERS IN A GROUPF OF 6
(SPEAKER 6 REMOVED)

Awards

Speaker

- Positions
First Second - Third Fourth
19 .54 20.69 2L .14 35,63
First 1643 17 .6 19.52 b6.59
oL!’9 050 688 3"37
19054’ 190514’ 16609 Lplﬁ"oBB
Second 14.23 23.39 18.30 o b, 08
' 10)4’24' 076 ) GOO 001
| 13.79 14 .94 18.39 52.88
Third 25.16 13.08 20.13 L1 .63
9,37 023 .16 . 2.39
22.99 19 .54 2410 33.33
Fourth 114’095 - 2)4'091 ’ 20093 39:)23.
2.81 148 A3 1.04
1 2b.ab 22.99 19.54 33.33
Fifth - 21 .57 2157 21 .57 35.29
W27 .09 Y AR <11

Eﬁx2=2603@

C.R.=21.03
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TABLE

9
CHT SQU}BE ANALYSIS OF THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE AWARD
FRE GE ‘

C{P
'\
(@
x
\n

QUENCIES FOR 5 SPEAKERS TN A GROU
AND 5 SPEAKERS IN A GROUP OF 6
(SPEAKER 1 REMOVED)
Awards
Spesker ‘
- Pogitions

First Second Third Fourth

: 19 e52*¥’ 20 969 2“’0114’ 35063
FZ’LI‘S‘E 1.,14‘ 023 23 ° 39 18 030 1*'(‘}4’ <08
1Al <35 1.4 2,00

19.54 19.54 16.09 Ll .83

-Becond 25°16 13.08 20.13 41e63
1.62 2.1 1.01 223

13.79 1494 18.39 52,88

Third 14.95 24 .91 ' 20.93 39.21
.09 6.65 «35 3.53

- . T 22.99 19.50 2.1k 33.33
Fourth 21 .57 21 .57 . 21 .57 35.29
: 0:23. oZi‘i ’ 02? 011

| 2.1l 22,99 1954 3333
Fifth 27 .27 19 .47 19 .47 33.79
: 0)‘\”1 SL:’ QOO 001>

S %%=22.06
G R.=21.03
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The material inrthis chapter can be summarized by
noting two things. First, only when there were four speak-
ers in s round did the observed freguency not coincide with
the expected freguency. Second, altering the number of
speakers in o round does change The frequency with which
awards are distributed to the various speaker positiénse
The inmplications which can bé drawn from these results'are

presented in Chapber 4.




CHAPTER U4
CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTLIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

After considering the possible ramifications of the
data reported in the preceding chapter, certain conclusions

were drawn. These conclusiong along with suggestions for

further research are offered in Tthis final chapter.

Conclusions

The first conclusion was that as the number of

®

speakers in an individual events round increases from four
to six the effect that speaker positioné night have‘on a
judge'ts evaluation of the performances of ﬁhose speakers
gseems to bé diminished. Hypotheses i A, T B, and I C seem
to corroborate this conclusion. These hypotheses, which_
dealt with the fact that there is & significént difference
,between'fhe expected and the observed ffequenoies with |
which four, five, and six speakers receive the awards one
through four, indicated that as the umber of speakers was
‘increased the corresponding value of Chi-square aotually

“decressed. As a result, the level of probability at which

<t

the hypotheses would be significant fell from .05 for four
speakers in & round to .30 for five speskers in a round to
.50 for six speakers in & round. This Tends to indicate s

@5
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decrease in the effect that SEG@EGT position has on 8
judge'ts evaluation of a series of speech performances.

The second conclusion wés that if any effect of
speaker position bias does manifest 1tself in individial
events contests 1t would seem to be one of recency not pri-

macy. That is to say that those spesking leter in the

tion four in

l_l'

round benefit. Anﬁexaminatién of spesker pos
Table 1, spesker position five in Table 2, and speaker pos=
itiOﬁ six in Table 3 shows That each recelved more than its
share of first and second place aswards. A total of 55056-
per cent first and second place awards were won by the
fourth speaker in & group of four, the eXpected frequency
being 50.00. ﬁifth speaker in e group of five réceived a
total of b? 13 flrst and second nlaoe awards, The expected
frequency being 40.00. And, a total of 40.00 first and
second place awards were won b] the sixth speaker in a
group of six, the expected frequency being 335335 On the
other hand, speaker position one in each of Tthose tables
received less than;its share of first and second place a-
wards in two of three cases. Wiﬁh the same freguendéies of

{
'

first and second place awards expected, the speakers repre-

2

nting speaker poslition one recelved those awards in the

93]
@

Y

following proportions

o

first speaker-ln a group of four,

se

L8.15 per cent:; first speaker in a group of five, 40.23 per

cent; first speaker in a group of six, 27.50 per cent.
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This second conclusion is further oorroboratedtby
the results obtained from testing Hypotheses II A, II B, and
T C. Theée results indicated higher Chi-~sgquare values from
the data with.the femoval of a late speakef rathexr Tthan an
early one: 30.96 as compared to.22939 when testing the dife
ference between four and five speakers in'a round, 52055 as
compared to 13,06 when testing the difference between_four
and six speakers in a round, and 26.34 as compared to 22.60
when testing the difference between five and sii«speakers
in a round. This means that in each case the level of pro-
bability of the difference beling signifiCant was greater
when fhe award frequenéies of The early speakers were COm=-
pared to the control group than when the award frequeﬁcies
of the late éﬁeakers were compared tq that group. Those
who judge'indiVidualrevents contests should be aware that
any bias which might effect Ttheir Judging because of the
ordinal position effect will likely be one of recency, and
should try to guard against it

The third snd final conclusion drawn was that in
the long run the resullts of individual events contests do
not geem to be greatly affected by any speaker position
bias. VAn analysis of the data indicated that the.differm
ence betweén expected and obsefved-frequencies of awsrds.
for fivé and six speakers in a round was not significant at
the ;05 level, ~Of the 359 rounds conducted at the 1967

Western Speech Association Tournament, 312 or about 87%
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oontained'either five or gix speakers. For the most part,
therefore, the rdunds hel@vat thaet tournament were n@t. |
greatly affected by speaker_position bias. By following
the suggestions made by the suthors of ﬁhe books on tourna-
'ment administration concerning the number of‘speakers that
ought to be included in a round, noted iin Chapter 1, it-
would seem that the fears of nany compétitorsg that they
were assigned to an unfavorable speaking’position9 could be

ovexrcome .

Suggestioris For Further Hegearch

It is hoped, first of all, that this study will be
replicated by others concerned with assuring falr and even
competition in forensics tournaments since replication is
the basgis of the scientific metlhd. The sample of rounds
with four speskers wes extrenely small., Although the data
for four speakers.did meet the assumptions of continuity,
the findings should not be congldered to be abéolutely CON=
clugive. Thus, replicatién of this study is suggested.e

In the course of this>research,rseveral additionsl
gquestions came to light which were beyond the scope and pur-
pose of this study. They merit invesbigation.

The reader willl recall that it was hoped Tthat thers
would be sufficient non-randomly assigned rounds avallable

to allow an analysis of the effect of spesker position when

[ s

the competition is extremely close, closer than even the
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format of the Western Speech Assoclation Tournsment caused
it to be. Lack of a sufficient sample stifled ﬁhat effdrﬁ
- Thus, it would be possible to conduct a study similar Cthis
one using the résﬁlts of the seml-final and final rounds of
a tou-rné,ment5 gince Tthesge rounds br ng togethethhose COoON=
téstants who have demonstrated the greateét skillvin the
preiiminary foundso |

Another suggestion for possible extension'of this
étudy ig one suggested by Samuel Becker which was not pur-

s

sued here since it was not within the scope of the'desigﬁ
or the purpose Qf the study. That question is whether or
not inexperienced or lay judges are moré or less influenced
by the effect of ordinal DOSlilOL than their more experi-
‘enced oounteroqrtseibThe judgeo‘wno vende¢bd the decisions
analvzed in this study were, for the most part, college
trained speech instructors and debate coaches who work con-
tinually in and with forensics tonrngr nts On the high
school scene, at less prestigious. tournaments, and in areas
where it is difficult to recrult professional judgeé, it is
.often necessar ‘to turn to townspéopie, other faculty mer
bers, and even students To fill out the ranks of uhe Jjudging
COTPS . It would be_worthwhile.td examine the Judging pat-

tern of these people, and how 1t is or is not affected by

speaker position blas.

1 Becker, "The Ordinal Fogition Effect,! 210.
N rd




APPENDIX A

THE PAIRINGS.

Event-Oral Interp.

Level of Comoetitione

Senior Women

Round-IIT
Speaker Position .
Section
1 2 3 L 5 6
1 2B8 4 {5LAQ 3 |52B9 1 [37B2 4 | 7B5 2 [93B5 L
2 6LA5 1 137B102 |81B9 3 | 2A1 L4 |29B8 4 |59BI10 L
3 307 3 |8141 L losaz b | 5D3 1 | om0k [29B7 2
I S4BL 4 |64B3 4 [16A2 1 |61AL L J10C6 2 |17B3 3
5 5D5 4 {8048 2 {5886 4 .5'6136 3 | 8RO 1 {28B6 P
6 34B9 4 |68B5 4 | 843 2 [65B7 L |Lh0oA2 3 [67B3 1
7.
8
9




APPENDIX B

RESULTS SHEET FOR SENIOR -WOMEN'!'S INTERP

Code Rd-l Rd IT B4 T171 Code Rd I Bd IT Rg TITIT

on1 1-E 28 e 5288 3B 1B 1w
288 2-F e Lyl 5LAQ 3G 3;G 3B
307 L 3i 3 5686 2w el 3G
503 e 3G 1-E 5886 1-G LB e

. 5D5 1=G 3= lyesGG 59B10  2-G LB 4G
7B5  3-A 2.8 2R 6148 Beh L4eG LT
8A3 LR e 2=E 6483 LG Loy LR
8B10  1-E 2=G 1-E - 6kas 2= . 2=F ¢ 1-E
Q410  L4=G - 4uG Ly 6587 - LeF  heA LG
1066 BeA  1-8  2-8 6783 heG  1-E  1.T
1642 BeG -G 1eE 68B5  4eG  LeG LG
17B3 T ) 3G BOAB  2-G  14aG 2B
2886  2-E  2-G WG 8181 4B 4uF  Led
2087 feh oG 2-G 81B9 . 1~E  1-E 3G
2088 1-E - 1-E LG BUBL - LeF  leh i
3489 e A, e el 93B5% 3w LG e
37B2  3-A LG bed 0542  LeA 4G 4eF

51




APPENDIX C

LETTER SENT TO AND RESPONSES RECELIVED-
FROM BVENT DIBZCTORS

The followlng letter wes sent to Professor Hobert

Boren, University of Mbntana, who ran extemporaneous speak-

ng, Professor Hex Robinson, Utah State University, who ran

t

persuasive speaking, Professor Don Douglas, California
Lutheran, who ran expository speaking, and Professor Paul
Winters, University of the Pacific, who ran oral interpre=

X 2

tilon of literature.

]

t

Q

52
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December 15, 196?

Desar Professor Boren,
Now that the 1967 Western Speeoh'Associ ation Tourns-

vast, let me add what certainly must. be con81def°o

@
=
<t
,_Jo

tardy congretulations for the Job you did in running the

xtemporaneous speaking event. I am using the results from
the individual events sections as. the population for =

plece of regesrch concerning the effect of speakeriposltiOL
on individuel events. Iy Dfelj$ inary analysis of the data

I gathered indicates the sheer megnitude of the task you
were Faced with. This preliminary analysis has also brought
to mind two questions.

First, did you consciously try to DomefmmatCh the
second and third rounds on the basis of the preceding round,
or were spcakers 9551gaed to sec clons. by “the luck of the
draw?

Second, did.you have a predetermined method for aim

tering speaking position for any glven speaker to asgsure

“that he was not always speaking in the same position, or was

this a chance situatlon also?

L reply to both of theges questions would be most

"S

rtily  appreclated. Thank you in advance for your con-

sideration of these two questions.

Sincerely,

&éﬁ&éyfiééﬁéc»@i
&
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ﬁi'f [ . Boren
. d1d Zj__/ , . ' '
1. I did not powel match the~p?elim1nary rounds

o, T did 4“/

SiE ot Ag;/ altexr speaking position according
to a predetermined mbthoa.ﬁ{ /é@@kﬁg%hw
Commernts Gbé&”“” GJQ@%%{@JQ RSy AL

<

7z /wjﬂé/&a@‘« (Q,JQL Mw}é}“—g fm,ﬁ Y oAl

Laak j:: — s
e —

dzq / /’

. H 1 EN - Y 5 e e o
,ﬁle-;I did net B power mayoa the preliminary rounds.
. L0 2T 1te ) £
2T 4354 S0k / / a r spesaking position aooordlng te
e e predetermined method

Comments: #2=-The method yged was to list the lst speaker
in Section 1, Round 1, as the third speaker in Sec. 1, Round

25 the 2nd speaker ip Section 2, rd. 1, aBf 4th spﬁakef in
sec. }, rde 2; the 3rd speaker in Sece. 3%, Rd. 1, i 5th
spesker in Sec., 1, Rd. 2, etc. Generally I moved in diagonals
across the panelg to determine both composition and speaking
order, Jccasional deviation was neoessarf to gvoid pairing
people from the same school in. a section, but this was the
%eneral procedure® When finished, I would check through to see
hat gpesking order was indeed ch)nged, and to make spot

“adjustments if necessary,
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s pdid o
e T did not /[ /
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Comments:
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C/ AT Ml

Winters

f-"""““

&
M

Zj7 alter speaklng pos1t10n accordlng
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