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The Ethics of Proof in Speech Events: A Survey of Standards Used by Contestants and Judges DAVID A. THOMAS* This study is unique in at least two ways: it is concerned with proof, rather than evidence; and it is concerned with speech events other than debate. Little has been reported in the literature about individual events, let alone about this specific topic.1 This study is concerned with proof in speech events, rather than evidence in speech events, because there is a distinction.2 Proof is that which is required to reduce uncertainty, or increase the probable truth of a claim. Proof is relative, depending on variables such as the importance of the claim, the strength of opposing claims, the credibility of the person making the claim, and others. This conception of proof is consistent with Aristotle's treatment of the three modes of proof, including ethos, pathos, and logos, which clearly implies the use of non-evidentiary materials to accomplish the speaker's aims. Evidence is a narrower concept than proof. Evidence is data, consisting of statements of fact or opinion, which may be transformed into proof through the use of reasoning. In some situations, the audience may demand evidence in order to accept a claim as being proven. There are some formalized situations in which evidence is routinely demanded, for instance, the courtroom or academic debate. In such situations, evidence is usually data attributed to a source other than the speaker. Evidence—attributed data of fact or opinion—is not necessarily *The National Forensic Journal, 1 (Spring 1983), pp. 1-17. This report was originally presented at the Southern Speech Communication Association Convention at Birmingham, Alabama, in April 1980, and it has been revised for publication here. The author acknowledges with thanks the work of the "Magic Center" word processing office at the University of Houston in preparing the manuscript. 'Jack Rhodes, "On the Current State of Scholarship in Individual Events," Speaker and Gavel, 16 (Fall 1978), 13-17. 2 I have elaborated upon this distinction elsewhere. See Maridell Fryar and David A. Thomas, Basic Debate (Skokie, IL: National Textbook Co., 1979), pp. 136-138.
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required in forensic events other than debate. In some oratory contests, including the one sponsored by the American Forensic Association, contestants may not use more than ten percent quoted material, which implies that evidence is to be limited. Yet in many forensic events, proof is demanded even though evidence is not. The purpose of an extemporaneous event is to answer a question about current issues; persuasive speeches or informative speeches have purposes implied by their titles. If a speaker intended to influence an audience by sharing information, or by manipulating attitudes and beliefs through rhetoric, proof is necessary, whether defined by rigorous evidence rules or not. PERSPECTIVES TOWARD ETHICS IN FORENSICS How should we apply ethics to proof in speech events? It seems that there are three basic perspectives which may be taken. 1. We may consider forensic events as competitions, with rules designed primarily to insure fairness for all the participants. Each contestant should do his/her own preparation; there should be equal time for all; judging should be impartial. Behavior by a contestant designed to circumvent the rules to gain a competitive edge is considered cheating, or unethical. 2. We may consider forensic events as educational activities, supplementing the classroom, designed to teach students some thing. This is the approach taken by the Sedalia Conference: "From this perspective, forensic activities, including debate and indi vidual events, are laboratories for helping students to understand and communicate various forms of argument more effectively in a variety of contexts with a variety of audiences."3 Ethics equals good scholarship. Cheating—such as plagiarism, or other academic violations—is equated with ethical violations. 3. We may consider forensic events as actual rhetorical situations. The person who speaks in a contest is not primarily a contestant, or a student, but rather a person using rhetoric to influence an audience. Here, the ethics of rhetoric should govern. The contest situation, the educational rationale, and the rhetorical nature of forensic contests call forth three divergent ethical perspectives. Although there is some overlap among them, there are also important distinctions. A person's behavior could conform to the ethical guidelines drawn from one perspective, but result in possible clear violations of others. To give an analogy, suppose we 3



James H. McBath, ed. Forensics As Communication (Skokie, IL: National Textbook Co., 1975), p. 11.



Spring 1983 3 are analyzing the ethics of baseball. Would the school's star pitcher violate any rules applied to ethical scholarship if he were to throw a spitball in a varsity game? Or, suppose he were above cheating in a game, but not above copying from a classmate's final exam in their physical education class? We can see that a baseball player might be considered in ethical violation of the activity's rules by cheating in a game, without violating the ethics of responsible scholarship in a class about the game, or vice versa. Ethical rules are always understood within a context of some specific, limited arena of human conduct. In forensic events, there are rules designed solely for the contests themselves. It is difficult to imagine an extemporaneous or an impromptu contest anywhere besides a tournament. In the tournament, contestants are expected to adhere rigidly to the rules regarding maximum preparation time and maximum speaking time. Violations of these and other rules could be considered ethical violations in a contest, but not outside the contest setting. There are also ethical boundaries set by the scholarly nature of the activity. Some rules of scholarly ethics overlap the rules of some forensic events, notably the rules governing plagiarism and fabrication of evidence. Skills of research, analysis, and composition do not vary much between a classroom and a speech contest. Recognizing that there are areas of overlap, the point remains that there is not total overlap between scholarship ethics and contest ethics; there are some ethical rules uniquely applicable to one or to the other. We have suggested a third ethical context which could apply, that of rhetoric. What is known about the ethics of rhetoric? Many speech textbooks address this question, without clear consensus. Ethical principles usually involve the need for a speaker to tell the truth (or at least to avoid deliberate deception), to use sound reasoning, and to proceed from laudable motives. Yet ethical principles such as these are related to an individual's human conduct generally, not to rhetoric uniquely or specifically. In fact, these standards are related more closely to rationalism than to rhetoric. When considering rhetoric, most theorists are likely to conclude that it is amoral, being an instrument or tool available to ethical and unethical speakers alike.4
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A good, representative example is Bert E. Bradley, Fundamentals of Speech Communication: The Credibility of Ideas, 3rd Ed. (Dubuque: W.C. Brown Co., 1978), pp. 23-31. While recognizing that rhetoric itself may be considered amoral, Bradley goes on to outline what he considers to be ethical responsibilities of a speaker in a democratic society.
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Michael McGuire, in a recent essay on the ethics of rhetoric, concluded that his search of the literature failed to disclose an ethical system for rhetoric. His analysis went beyond the attempt to impose the rules of scientific investigation, or rational thinking, upon the arena of rhetoric. Instead, keying on the work of phenomenologists, he suggested an ethical standard more suited to the enterprise of a speaker's efforts to generate audience agreement or adherence to his claims. McGuire's premise, like Aristotle's and Perelman's, is that in rhetorical matters, there is no certain truth, only probable truth. It follows, then, that the function of rhetoric is to contribute to what counts as knowledge in society: "that rhetoric is an agent for the social construction of reality."5 From this position, McGuire proceeded to develop an ethic for rhetoric derived from Nietzsche's The Will to Power. As applied to rhetoric, Nietzsche's ethical system invokes the power and responsibility to shape one's understanding of the world and one's existence in it through language which arouses both affect and cognition of the audience. McGuire concluded, "As a guiding ethic for rhetoric, the will to power judges knowledge to be moral to the extent that it enhances life's value to the individual."6 To the extent that rhetoric is an instrument of communication to be used for the purposes of creating knowledge and influencing an audience, there are some routine standards of judgment. First, the methods used by the speaker are subject to ethical evaluation. Lacking an absolute ethical standard for rhetoric, qualitative distinctions between a speaker's methods are subject to interpretation and purely situational considerations. Lying, for instance, violates most ethical codes when considered in the abstract; but in many situations (such as communicating with the terminally ill, wooing one's sweetheart, negotiating with an enemy, or advertising, to mention a few), lying to some degree is preferred over the unvarnished truth. Given a certain amount of leeway, we expect speakers to tell the truth rather than to tell falsehoods, without allowing the ends sought to excuse the means employed. Second, we usually think of some motives as being more ethical than other motives. Rhetoric aimed at the interest of the audience is considered more ethical than rhetoric meant to promote the speaker's self-interest. Also, given constructive purposes, if we establish a range of seriousness of purpose, we consider a more 5



Michael McGuire, "The Ethics of Rhetoric: The Morality of Knowledge,' Southern Speech Communication Journal, 45 (Winter 1980), 133-136. e
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serious purpose to be more ethical than a more trivial purpose. In short, in the context of a framework of ethics for rhetoric, we judge a speech to be most ethical when it employs the best available means of persuasion, in pursuit of the noblest, grandest goals of humankind. How are we to relate the ethics of rhetoric to forensics? There is no ethical rulebook for forensics. The American Forensic Association Code is seriously deficient in terms of ethical guidelines, even for debate. The only reference to a contestant's ethical behavior in the code is the rule against the distortion or fabrication of evidence by debaters.7 The National Forensic Association has gone a greater distance towards establishing a code of ethics for students to follow than the American Forensic Association has done. The "N.F.A. Guidelines for Competition" represents a two-page document which lists specific rules and procedures which are binding for competition at the NFA Individual Events Nationals Tournament. The document covers six sections, including the guidelines for determining the eligibility of materials in prepared speech events and in interpretive events; literary definitions of what constitute selections from poetry, prose, and plays; authorship of prepared speeches, interpretive events, and extemporaneous events; time limits; definition of schools (for purposes of representation at the national tournament); and sanctions to apply in case of violations of any of the guidelines.8 As a matter of fact, beyond the three approaches mentioned above, there may well be other potential ethical foundations for analyzing and performing in forensic events. In the absence of a commonly accepted ethical framework, any individual's code may be imposed with as much validity as anyone else's. SURVEY OF STANDARDS IN USE This article does not outline a system of ethical evaluation for 7 The "AFA Code for Debate Programs and Tournaments" appears in the Journal of the American Forensic Association, 11 (Fall 1974), pp. 76-79. Amendments to the evidence standards appear in the Journal of the American Forensic Association, 14 (Winter 1978), pp. 172-173. 8 "N.F.A. Guidelines for Competition," handout material provided to the author by Dr. Edward J. Harris, Jr. of Suffolk University. Although the document itself does not mention ethics, it was enacted in the context of an extensive discussion of ethical practices desired at the national tournament. The guidelines are not binding on any tournament other than the national tournament, but they are suggested for use at all tournaments designed as preliminary preparation for students who wish to qualify for the national tournament. The "N.F.A. Guidelines for Competition" are printed elsewhere in this issue.
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proof in forensic events. There are varied approaches which different individuals might prefer. Studying the areas where consensus lies and where disagreements arise is the starting point for establishing a coherent ethical basis for the future. Method: At the Auburn University Plainsman tournament held January 18-20, 1980, judges and contestants in individual events were asked to complete questionnaires related to ethics in the rhetorical events. Three instruments were used. Each respondent was asked to check off an identification as either a judge or a contestant. Contestants were asked to check the rhetorical events in which they participated (choices given were communication analysis, extemporaneous speaking, expository speaking, impromptu speaking, and oratory. The questionnaire provided to contestants and judges read as follows: I. JUDGMENT CALLS. In these situations, how would you judge the student's behavior? Use the following scale: NOT = This is not an ethical violation. ? = This is questionable ethical behavior. IS= This is a definite ethical violation. 1. An extemp speaker's file contains two dozen fully prepared speeches on topics likely to be drawn. 2. Upon drawing a topic, an extemper then borrows a "brief book" from a debater on his school's team. 3. An informative speaker uses the same speech for more than one year of competition. 4. A contestant uses a rhetorical criticism written by a scholar and published in a journal. 5. In an oration dealing with sexual morality, a contestant advo cates incest as a desirable act. 6. In an oration about seat belt usage, a contestant has an illustration about how his sister was horribly injured in an accident because she did not use seat belts. The orator has no sister. 7. A student presents an informative speech about a minority religious sect, without advocating it. The student is a member of the sect. Completed questionnaires from all judges were used; completed questionnaires from contestants in rhetorical events were used. Twenty-three usable questionnaire packets were returned in the judge category, and twenty-three complete contestants' packets were returned; however, some judges completed only one or two of the three instruments. Caution must be used in drawing conclusions based on the data, since it is taken from a relatively small sample. Yet the sample does



Spring 1983 7 reflect the stated opinions of all the judges and contestants involved in an open invitational intercollegiate tournament who responded to the survey, who were self-identified as being involved in the relevant contest events. At the least, these data suggest that there is basis for further research along similar lines. "Judgment Calls" The first instrument consisted of seven statements which describe a contestant's behavior in a situation. Respondents were asked to check whether they regard the behavior as "not an ethical violation," "questionable behavior," or "a definite ethical violation." The resulting data are displayed in Table 1, "Judgment Calls," showing the number and percentage of responses by judges and contestants. Additionally, a chi square test was applied to the differences observed on all items to locate the opinions held most strongly by the respondents. Significant findings are also indicated in Table 1. TABLE 1 "Judgement Calls" ITEM NOT N
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"C" refers to Contestant responses; "J" refers to Judge responses. Chi Square 2DF a 5.591 = .05 b 9.210 = .01
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"Rank Order" The second instrument consisted of a list of the five rhetorieal events studied. Respondents were asked to rank order these five events according to the event's "ethical implications" for the contestant. The questionnaire provided to contestants and judges read as follows: II. RANK ORDER: Rank these forensic events. The event with the most ethical implications for the contestant should be ranked 1; the event with the least should be ranked 5. Give tie ranks only as a last resort. _____ Communication Analysis _____ Expository (Informative) Speaking _____ Extemporaneous Speaking _____ Impromptu Speaking _____ Oratory (Persuasive Speaking) The resulting data are displayed in Table 2, "Rank Order," showing the sum of ranks, mean rank, and mode rank, for all five events, by judges and by contestants. No statistical tests are applied to this set of data. TABLE 2 "Rank Orders" Item



Contestants (N=23) Sum
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"Your Opinion" The third instrument consisted of eleven statements of opinion about a variety of contestant practices in the rhetorical events. Respondents were asked to check off their position on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from "Strongly Disagree" to "Strongly Agree" for each statement. The resulting data were tabulated to discover the number and percentage of responses in all five positions on the



Spring 1983 9 Likert scale, for all eleven items, by contestants and by judges. Additionally, scoring the five positions on a scale of 1-5, mean scores were calculated for each statement by contestants and by judges. No further statistical testing was done on this data. Results. The following description of results will address each instrument separately. A. Judgment Calls (Table 1). Respondents were asked to express a judgment as to the ethics of a contestant's behavior in seven situations. The choices given to the respondents were: NOT = This is not an ethical violation. ? = This is questionable ethical behavior. IS = This is a definite ethical violation. For purposes of tabulating and testing the results, these three cells were assumed to be independent. Given three cells per item, chi square tests were run on the data to locate and identify significant differences. Table 1 displays the data on the seven statements, for both contestants and judges. The results of the chi square testing show that significant differences were reached for both contestants and judges on all but four instances. Significant differences at the .01 alpha level for both contestants and judges were found on the following items: 4. A contestant uses a rhetorical criticism written by a scholar and published in a journal. (IS a violation.) 5. In an oration dealing with sexual morality, a contestant advo cates incest as a desirable act. (NOT an ethical violation.) 7. A student presents an informative speech about a minority religious sect, without advocating it. The student is a member of the sect. (NOT an ethical violation.) Significant differences at the .01 alpha level for judges, and at the .05 level for contestants, were found on the following items: 3. An informative speaker uses the same speech for more than one year of competition. (IS a definite violation.) Significant differences at the .05 alpha level were found on the following items: 1. An extemp speaker's file contains two dozen fully prepared speeches on topics likely to be drawn. (IS a definite violation— Contestants' responses only. Judges' responses failed to reach level of significance.) 6. In an oration about seat belt usage, a contestant has an illustration about how his sister was horribly injured in an accident because she did not use seat belts. The orator has no sister. (IS a definite violation—Judges' response only. Con testants' responses failed to reach level of significance.)
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No significant differences were discovered by the chi square test for either the contestants or the judges on the following item: 2. Upon drawing a topic, an extemper then borrows a "brief book" from a debater on his school's team. (Respondents' opinions seemed relatively evenly spread across the choices: some said it is not a violation, some said it is questionable, and some said it is a definite violation.) B. Rank Order (Table 2). The results of this instrument are easiest to report of the three instruments used. There was one very striking difference noted between the contestants and the judges. The contestants ranked communication analysis fifth and the judges ranked it first (tied with oratory) on the dimension of ethical implications for the contestant. Additionally, the contestants and judges differed on all other rankings. They were closest together on impromptu speaking; contestants ranked it fourth and judges ranked it fifth. Regarding the remaining events, the contestants and the judges ranked them as follows: Expository, contestants second and judges fourth; extemporaneous speaking, contestants first and judges third; and oratory, contestants third and judges first (tied with communication analysis). Basically, the contestants and judges were in disagreement on all items, with closest agreement on the low ranking for impromptu speaking. They disagreed most greatly on communication analysis, as noted above. C. Your Opinion (Table 3). The questionnaire provided to contestants and judges read as follows: III. YOUR OPINION. Mark the scale to reflect your opinion of each statement. SD = Strongly Disagree N = No Opinion, A = Agree D = Disagree Or Neutral SA = Strongly Agree 1. Orations which promote positive, universal human values (e.g., world peace) are more ethical than those which deal with narrowly focused problems and solutions (e.g., junior high school football injuries). 2. Orations which advocate specific solutions are more ethical than orations which analyze a problem without suggesting or supporting any given solution. 3. Extemporaneous speeches which furnish an unambiguous answer to the question are more ethical than those which do not. 4. It is unethical for a speaker to go much overtime.
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5. It is unethical for a speaker listed in the middle of his speaking order to come late in order to speak last. 6. Orators should be held to the same evidence citation rules as debaters. 7. It is unethical for an orator to use more quoted material than allowed by the rules. 8. Fabricating evidence is the worst ethical violation a contestant can commit in a rhetorical forensic event. TABLE 3 “Your Opinions” ITEM 1C 1J 2C 2J 3C 3J 4C 4J 5C 5J 6C 6J 7C 7J 8C 8J 9C 9J 10C 10J 11C 11J



N D N A SD N N % % % N % 7 30.4 5 21.7 4 17.4 6 26.1 9.5 5 23.8 8 38.1 6 28.6 2 2 8.7 7 30.4 3 13.0 4 17.4 1 9.5 8 38.1 4.8 7 33.3 2 3 13.0 6 26.1 7 30.4 5 21.7 9.5 12 57.1 2 9.5 4 19.0 2 0 0 6 26.1 5 21.7 9 39.1 0 0 7 33.3 1 4.8 10 47.6 8.7 3 13.0 1 2 4.3 6 26.1 9.5 5 23.8 1 2 4.8 7 33.3 5 21.7 2 21.7 8.7 5 4 17.4 4 19.4 8 38.1 3 14.3 3 14.3 0 0 3 13.0 2 8.7 8 34.8 0 0 1 4.8 5 23.8 10 47.6 4.3 3 13.0 10 43.5 0 0 1 9.5 1 0 0 2 4.8 8 38.1 13.0 0 1 4.3 3 1 4.3 3 13.0 0 0 0 0 0 6 28.6 1 4.3 2 8.7 7 30.4 6 26.1 2 9.5 9.5 1 4.8 8 38.1 2 0 7 26.1 30.4 0 6 26.1 6 0 0 3 14.3 8 38.1 6 28.6



SA N % 1 4.3 0 0 7 30.4 3 14.3 2 8.7 1 4.8 3 13.0 3 14.3 11 47.8 6 28.6 7 30.4 3 14.3 10 43.5 5 23.8 9 39.1 10 47.6 15 65.2 15 71.4 7 30.4 8 38.1 4 17.4 4 19.4



X 2.52 2.24 3.30 3.24 2.91 2.52 3.39 3.42 3.91 3.76 4.04 2.95 4.08 3.90 4.17 4.24 4.22 4.71 3.70 3.62 3.62 3.52



X is calculated based on SD = 1,SA = 5 Contestants (N = 23) Judges (N = 21; 2 did not complete form) Item numbers are keyed to the questionnaire "III. YOUR OPINIONS" in the text. "C" refers to Contestant responses; "J" refers to Judge responses.
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9. Student behavior motivated by the desire to gain an unfair competitive edge, such as distracting an opponent, should be considered an ethical violation. 10. A rhetorical forensics event should be regarded as rhetoric first and contest second. Topic, supporting material, and all other rhetorical choices should be aimed at enhancing the life of the individual, with the more significant considered as the more ethical, and vice versa. 11. A rhetorical forensics event should be regarded as an educational scholastic exercise first and a contest second. The only ethical standards to apply should be standards of scholarship (e.g., plagiarism rules). The most striking result noted is the lack of clear consensus on most of the eleven items. Although over fifty percent of all respondents are in agreement (or disagreement) with the statements in seven of the eleven items, there are also substantial minority expressions in opposition to almost all of these majority opinions. Scaling the items on a 1-5 scoring system, with 3 representing neutral or no opinion, the mean score ranges from a low of 2.24 (Item 1J) to a high of 4.24 (Item 8J). Considering that over a third of all responses were either "1" or "5," and less than one-fifth were "3," this centering effect indicates a relatively strong division of opinion, rather than an overall neutral set of opinions. Contestants and judges concur almost unanimously with Items 7, 8, and 9, each with over seventy percent of all responses in concurrence; and with Items 1, 4, 5, and 10, each with over fifty percent of all responses in concurrence. Most respondents disagree with this statement: 1. Orations which promote, positive, universal human values (e.g., world peace) are more ethical than those which deal with narrowly focused problems and solutions (e.g., junior high school football injuries). Most respondents agree with all the following statements: 4. It is unethical for a speaker to go much overtime. 5. It is unethical for a speaker listed in the middle of his speaking order to come late in order to speak last. 7. It is unethical for an orator to use more quoted material than allowed by the rules. 8. Fabricating evidence is the worst ethical violation a con testant can commit in a rhetorical forensic event. 9. Student behavior motivated by the desire to gain an unfair competitive edge, such as distracting an opponent, should be considered an ethical violation.
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10. A rhetorical forensics event should be regarded as rhetoric first and contest second. Topic, supporting material, and all other rhetorical choices should be aimed at enhancing the life of the individual, with the more significant considered as the more ethical, and vice versa. On the four remaining items, viz., Items 2,3,6, and 11, less than a majority of all respondents are in either agreement or disagreement, although there are fairly clear tendencies on them. These items read: 2. Orations which advocate specific solutions are more ethical than orations which analyze a problem without suggesting or supporting any given solution. (Over half of judges agreed.) 3. Extemporaneous speeches which furnish an unambiguous answer to the question are more ethical than those which do not. (Over half of judges disagreed.) 6. Orators should be held to the same evidence citation rules as debaters. (Over half of judges disagreed.) 11. A rhetorical forensics event should be regarded as an educa tional scholastic exercise first and a contest second. The only ethical standards to apply should be standards of scholarship (e.g., plagiarism rules.) Possibly, some of these four items failed to achieve a majority of opinions because of large numbers of "Neutrals" marked. Twice as many disagreed with Item 2 as agreed with it; twice as many agreed with Item 11 as disagreed with it. Discussion of Results. This article focuses on the implications of these findings for establishing an ethical framework for evaluating the proof used in speech contests. It should be apparent that the specific items selected for the "Judgment Calls" and the "Your Opinion" instruments reflect contestant behavior within the three ethical contexts discussed in the initial sections of this article. That is to say, some items relate to an ethic of contest rules; some items relate to violations of academic scholarship; and some items relate to the ethics of rhetorical practices generally. What can be generalized about the findings within those three perspectives? 1. Contestants and judges alike subscribe to a contest-oriented ethical system, in both of the instruments used in this study. For instance, according to "Judgment Calls," all respondents feel that it is a definite ethical violation for a student to use the same informative speech for more than one year; and contestants especially feel it is a definite ethical violation for an extemp file to contain prepared speeches on topics likely to be drawn. These
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opinions are consistent with the "N.F.A. Guidelines for Competition," which specify that, "No student may use the same speech or substantially similar speech for more than one school year," and that in extemporaneous events, "A student may not perform a memorized work, either of his own or another's authorship, in an extemporaneous event." Within this contest-oriented perspective, the "Your Opinion" data also seem to reflect adherence to a competitive ethical framework. Highest agreement of all is on the sentiment that "Student behavior motivated by the desire to gain an unfair competitive edge . . . should be considered an ethical violation." High levels of agreement are also noted on the unethical nature of such practices as going overtime, coming in late in order to gain the final speaking position, and using more quoted material "than allowed by the rules." All of these behaviors appear to be bound to the contest situation. In another context, such actions might not be considered unethical at all. Keep in mind that the ultimate criterion for evaluating performance within a competitive framework is pragmatic success, i.e., winning. Although a majority of respondents in this study agree that unsportsmanlike conduct of various types is unethical, a minority disagrees. Notice that 17 percent of the contestants actually disagree with the statement that behavior designed "to gain an unfair competitive edge" is unethical. Apparently for that group, gaining a competitive edge outweighs the consideration of fairness. Is there any doubt about how such a minority would treat a code of ethics? 2. Contestants and judges alike also seem to subscribe to an ethical system based on the rule of academic scholarship, though not always. On the "Judgment Calls" instrument, everyone condemns the contestant who uses a rhetorical criticism written by a scholar and published in a journal. This opinion is consistent with the "N.F.A. Guidelines for Competition," which specifies that, "A prepared speech must be authored by the student using the speech in competition. No student may perform a speech written by another student. No student may perform a work, essay, editorial, etc., from any other source as his own." On the direct issue of proof in the speech events, on the "Your Opinion" instrument, a large majority agree that fabricating evidence is the worst ethical violation a contestant can commit. In keeping with this sentiment, nearly all respondents feel that it is either questionable or a definite ethical violation for an orator to fabricate an illustration about a non-existent sister in a speech. Probably more would have agreed with Item 11 in the "Your Opinion" instrument, that "A rhetorical
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forensics event should be regarded as an educational scholastic exercise first and a contest second . . ." if it deleted the part about "The only ethical standards to apply should be standards of scholarship . . ." At least one judge noted that he would have agreed with the first but not the second statement in the item, because after all, there are other ethical standards that also apply. Yet some of the items related to academic ethics seem to attract little support. Over half of the judges disagree that orators should be held to the same evidence citation rules as debaters. (It is a fact, though not indicated on the questionnaire, that the AFA Code requires written evidence citations to meet the standards given in the MLA style guide for footnotes.) And, although over fifty percent of judges feel it is "questionable ethical behavior" for an extemporaneous speaker to borrow a debater's brief book after drawing the topic, no significant preference is indicated by the contestants on that item (Item 2J, "Judgment Calls"). 3. Not much support is given to an ethical framework emanating from rhetoric itself. On the "Judgment Calls" instrument, contestants and judges felt strongly that it is not an ethical violation for an orator to advocate incest (Item 5). "Incest" was chosen as the object of this item because it is difficult to imagine a more universally repugnant type of human behavior. Of course, advocacy of incest is certainly not the same as performance; possibly respondents applied the American protection of free speech even to the advocacy of unethical behavior. Nevertheless, an oration advocating incest would seem not to enhance the quality of human life or its values (as explained by McGuire above), regardless of any legal right to free speech. Also, on the same item about advocating incest, there were probably some respondents who do not believe that topics, ideas, or speech content generally have ethical relevance. In their view, rhetoric is amoral, no matter what is advocated. Be that as it may, whether rhetoric is ethical or not, findings indicate a reluctance to apply ethics of rhetoric to forensic events. Although a majority of respondents agree with "Your Opinion" Item 10, that a rhetorical event should be regarded as "rhetoric first and contest second," they disagree that an oration about world peace is more ethical than one about junior high school football injuries (Item 1); and they were not clear as to whether an oration and/or extemporaneous speech should be ethically bound to provide a solution to the problem discussed/question drawn. (Judges, in particular, said yes to the former but no to the latter. Contestants were divided on both.) Apparently, appealing to the higher human values, and/or suggesting solutions to problems, do not necessarily
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figure into an assessment of the ethical nature of speeches as rhetoric in forensic events. To the extent that speech contests are actual samples of rhetoric, some tournament rules may inhibit the fulfillment of rhetorical ethics. The rule that a persuasive speech may not contain more than ten percent quoted material means that, in effect, the speaker must invent ninety percent of the oration from his own opinion and personal experience, which may or may not be the best available materials for persuasion. The rule that a contestant in extemporaneous speaking must prepare his speech on a current event within thirty minutes means that often the speech can be no more than superficially documented and analyzed. This is so because of the broad nature of some topics, and the inadequate level of the contestants' prior preparations to speak on any and all current events issues. There are other examples where ethical inconsistencies may be seen. In short, if forensic events are viewed as actual rhetoric, then the contest rules invite examination and revision to encourage the most ethical approach possible. 4. Contestants and judges demonstrate widely contrasting views about the ethical implications of the different forensic events. Coaches and their students especially need to have a talk about communication analysis. A likely explanation for the wide gulf between judges and contestants here is that contestants do not know what communication analysis or rhetorical criticism is. Contestants in the event should be aware that judges hold it in very high ethical esteem, contrary to their own view of it. CONCLUSION This has been a modest endeavor to find and articulate some of the basic principles governing the ethics of proof in forensic events. Admittedly, the discussion has ranged beyond the topic of proof in the events to a broader consideration of the events themselves. The findings suggest that any future code of ethics would probably gain wide acceptance if it began with a codification of contest rules. Applying scholarly objectives to contest rules would probably also be fairly well received. Finally, attempting to tie contest rules to a system of ethics of rhetoric would probably be misunderstood, and not very widely accepted. This is true because forensic events are primarily contests, and/or educational exercises to the contestants and judges who responded to this study. Considering contest speaking as actual rhetoric seems to be confusing or even unacceptable when it comes to applying ethical standards of judgment. Two recommendations are suggested for future research in this
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area. First, in view of the divergence of opinions among judges, among contestants, and between judges and contestants, individual events tournament directors should experiment with a judging philosophy booklet similar to the one produced for the National Debate Tournament and its regional qualifying tournaments. It might prove to be useful for contestants to have written statements of each judge's philosophy prior to competition. Second, and more importantly, forensic educators should take a closer look at the paradigms and educational rationales underlying the practice of individual events. To pursue this objective, the National Forensic Association should consider a summer conference similar to the Sedalia conference or the more recent Alta conferences. On a less ambitious scale, but still an effective idea, seminars and workshops should be held at conventions and tournaments. As long as forensic events are seen simply as competitive events, we should not expect the forensic community to advance towards establishing a practice, let alone a code, based on elevated rhetorical ethics. The only practical impact of ethics within a competitive perspective is to penalize contestants, such as subtracting speaker points or disqualifying a speaker for breaking contest rules in order to gain an unfair competitive edge. There is no corresponding reward for the speech contestant whose rhetoric enhances the quality of human life. In other words, being more unethical than others can cause a contestant to lose; but being more ethical than others does not necessarily help a contestant to win. This situation must give forensic educators a measure of serious concern. Forensic education exists, and is supported by departmental budgets on the basis that the activities are somehow valid mechanisms for the study and expression of rhetorical skills.9 If this is not the aim of forensic activities, then what is? If this aim is not fulfilled, forensic educators must expect individual events to be submitted to the same critical scrutiny as debate, to justify receiving academic and fiscal support.



9 This article focuses on specific original speaking events of a decidedly rhetorical character. These concluding remarks are not aimed at the dramatic, literary, interpretive reading events which have other educational rationales. My survey did not ask the respondents for their opinions on contest events other than those mentioned, and I take no position on the ethical aspects of oral interpretation, etc. here.
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