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SECTION I

Introduction

High sschool principsls consider the state championship
debaters to be vutstarmting—imrsvery respect: in scholar-

ahip, lasdarship, persanality, activitiss, and profeseional
suocess after high school. Thsse debaters havedistinctive

persanalities and demmztrutse laadarehip doth in and cutsaidse
of theclassrom. The principals evalnated these studants as
scholastio leadars, with many of them receiving university
enhalarzhips—Ttpongradnation fram high school. The supariar
intalligence of the group was acknowladged. It is epparunt
that sehoel aduinistrators consider the ahsmpionship dedatere

t0 kave deen—thedisthguizhmi-vitisens trtheir-wschools.d
Persenal cantaot with dshgtars and debate coachss thruonghout the

state of South Daknta gives gupport to the claim that profioient debaters
malood:l.Tunru.Ln-lnohoolciuscu. There are also digtinguishad
sabool oitisens who are not proficient debaters. BEssaarch in this
area of study using control groups indicate that distinstive per-
sonality, high intall{gense, snd scholastio leaderehip are not the
unique chaTesteristios of debaters.?

Many debate ccachss belisve that thers are certain fastors that
a student has that are directly related to success in debate. Herold
P. Gampscn, veteran debate cosoch &t Watertown High School, says that

1 panald &. Hargis, "A Note an Champ Debaters,” The
Quarterly Journal of Speech, XXXIV (Pebruary, 19L8), p. 58.

2 Rugh W. Gillis, "A Study of Same Charscteristics of Superior
Speech Majors,” Bpeech Mgnogrephs, XIV (Rasearch Annmal 1947), p. 145.



grades in mathematios and Bnglish indicste suocess in debate.} Donald
J. MoCaxty, Superintendent and dedate cosch at the high echool in
Colman, South Dakmta, belisves meutal abdility and mathamatios gredss
are the best indicators of probable mucoess in debate.l Others Like
Alten P. Schenk, debate cosah at the high school in Yanktan, South
Dakots, baligve the studant's paxvanality and class rank to be of
dxportance to Superisr dsbating.’

In South Dekots, dsbating is beoaming highly campetitive among
both class "A" and class "B" schools. Dedate cosches, in an effort to
dswelop detter tams, try to predict whigh students wvill respand to
oocaaching and deoame Suparior dedeters. This research attampts to
dstarmine the relatiamship bLetwesn knmown factors and s stodant's
sucoess in debate.

Boviex of Literature

Only a limited emcunt of printed material has deen complled by
parsans interestad in charwtaristios of dsdaters. In fsob, very few
studiee have bean made Ly persons writing theses for master's or doctor's
degrees on ths yelationsghip of known factors end a student's success in
dedate. Thers is no repearch desling with speech on file at S3cuth Dakota
State Collsge that has bean writtea by a studsat of that institution,

Richard ¥. Thompson, in en esssy pressnted to the Faculty of the

3 Statement by Harold P. Sampscn, persausl interviev.
L Statement by Danald J. McCarty, perscual interview.
5 Statement by Alton P, Schenk, persooal interview.



Orednate School of San Diego Army and Navy Acadesy, tried to show the
selatianahip betwsen intelligence and success in debate. For his study
he used subjects who were mambers of the National Foremsic lLesgus. This
erganisation is a estandard national honor society establiehed in over
seventy~-five per cent of cur states and evaluates debating by a series
of painte and degrees. Thampason states that:

While thsge results of this study are not as extensive as I
might wish, in conjunoliion with my formar work, they pyove
fairly positively that:

1, Successfil debaters can seldam be picked fram the
lower half of the class, or with an average 1.Q.
much below 117.

2. Genarally speaking, the wﬂ' the I.Q. the better
brand of debating.

3. In general, the better tha success of a debating

tean, the higher thsir intalligence.

It would seem from this study that in most ceses a debats
coach might well 1imit his initially picked equads to those
having an 1.Q. gf 117 or better 1f he is working for victories
for his school.

Donald E, Hargls, instructor in Public Speaking at the University
of Californis at Los Angeles, in a study of the Michigan High School
Forensic Association, campares scholastio standing, leadsrship, participa-
tion in extra-curricular getivities, with debate proficiency. Bargia
states that:

*Practicslly all of the seturnad questiomnairee oontained
coments on the individual dedaters.—Thesecvumnanis indicate
that high sohoal prinoipals congidared the chsupicaghip

dshgtars to be cutstending in every respeot: in euholarship,

laadsrehip, pervanality;eactivities, and professicual sucoess
after high school.”?

6 Richard N. Thompsen, "The Intalligence of High School Debaters®,
The Quarterly Journal of Spesch, IVII (June, 1931), p. LO3.

"Donald E, Hargls, "A Note on Chammpi Debaters”
Quarterly Journal o_fM, X1V (robmn;?‘gft&), Pe 58.’ e



Hugh W. 01114s, in a dissertation submitted to the Graduate School
of Stats College, San Jose, Californis, undartook to determine whsther
there are characteristios which acoamp&iy success in the fiald of speech
training. 0illis states that:

*It hes long bLe=n agmmed by teachers of speech, but
without adequate investigation or proof, that
performance work in speech is usually accampanied by certain

Saotors of persanal ormental make-up oot-neceszarily found
in students doing average or inferior work in speech. More-

over, the field of speech is woafully lacking in any nesns
of forecasting possible suocess objectively through the use
of cwﬁcntrlted but inclnsive examinations of a standardised
type.*

Clyde W. Dow, 4in an essay presented to the Faculty of the Gruduate
Gchoal of Massaclusstts State Collsge at Amheret, attempted directly to
determine the relationship of intelligwnse to ability in pudblio epeaking.
Dow states that:

“There seamp to be wery littls, if any relaticnship
between ebility in publie spesking and intelligence;—The-
abilities required to do well in publio speaking are,
parantly, quite different from those
high scores on echalastic aptitude or intelligence tests.
Ability in pudlis spesking seams to have a mich moxe -

nifioant relation toparvanality than to intelligence.®

Elwood Murrwy, in an attampt to f£ind some relaticnship betwean
better speakers and personslity found that:
"The best spealmrs are extrsordinarily high in self-

suffici and dominance. The poor spesimrs are just the
opposite.®

8 Bugh W. G411ia, "A Study of Same Characteristics of Superior
Majore”, Speech Monogrsphs, XIV (Reseirch Ammual, 1947), p. 165.

9 Clyde W. Dow, "Intalligence and Ability in Public Pexrformance”,
The Quarterly Journal of Speech, XXVII (February, 1541), p. 11l.

10 Eiwood Murray, "A Stndy of Factors Contributing to the Mal-
dsvelomemnt of the Speech Persanality®, Speech Manogrsphs, III (1936), p. 95.



History of Debate at Brookings High School

Same form of speech werk, a8 far as this writer is able to deter-
mine, has alvay® been a part of the curriculim at Broolkings High Sehool,
Broaidngs Bigh School becams a four year sscondary schoal in 1907.%%
Speech work was introduced st that time in the literary societies. Each
of the four clasese had its own literary society and oratory was the im-
portant speech event. Campetition in oratory was emong clagses. Orations
were prepared and delivered before the pecple of Broakings.l2 In 1511
the literary society as a definite organization was placed in Brookings
Bdgh School. They were now forwed on a school basis rethar than a class
basis and organised debating put in its {irst sppearunse., Tiree scvistisg
were formed and eash dampetal for the talaat in the sahoal. The purpose
of the eocieties 1s dssarided in the sahool anmual of 1918,

On October 11th, 1911, eamé mambers of the Sesulty

wvere inspired by the idsa; that a3 lang as studants seamed

to tx7 to amuse eaah other during school hours, why not

give them a half-haliday every two or thrus weeks whieh

to give a formal entertainmant to theixr clasemades.

In 1919 the first inter-echool debats was held with Watertoum,
Three inter-school debates were held that yesar. Most debating was

still eaong the literury sooietiss of the school , 1

1 The Phenam, (Annnsl of the class of 1909, Brooidings High Sohool)
12 a4,

- 13 The Bamb, (Arrmal of the alass of 1918, Brookings High School)

W 5tntemant by Herdart Cheever, persanal interview,



Debating at this time was accamplished by the uee of three gpeakmrs
oo the affirmmative and three on the negative. Eeoh spealmr gave a twelve
mimte constructive and five mirmte rebuttal spesch.

As far aa this vriter knows, the exmst year two-man team debating
started in Bruakings High 8choal is not avallable. Neither is the exsot
date awvailsble when the literary societics were replaced by what is now
Inoun as «xtra clase eotivities. It is belisved these tawo changse took
plase in 1926 and by 1928, with the publication of the first Bobeat,
irtermchon) debating ¥as in full ewing. Debaters participated in eight
irter-schonl tanrnsparts that vear.td

Debate has remidned an extre Class activity to the present with
the expeption of the year 1945. It was in this year that a debate cosch
could not be hired as a faculty membér,1d

15 The Bobeat, (Ammual of the Class of 1928, Brooldngs Bigh
School). I

16 Statenant by lester D. Harrigan, perwamal interview.



SEQTION I1I

EEO”

The purposs of this study is to determine if there is a relation-
ship between known factors sbout a student and that student's sucoess
in debets:

Prosedure

e ———— e g,

In oxder to make this study, the researchar selected the peariod
1942 through 1955 and 11sted all persans who had participated in inter-
schalastic debating at least onoe dnring his four years of high schoal.

Ammmm@tonumhdobcurubommh
«xpellent, average, fair, or poor. This scale was eent cut as an
opiniconaire t0 seven instructors and administrators who were familiar
with the dedating achisvements of these studants.

8inoce a persanslity rating wvas also degired, the students studisd
ware rated not only in debating profioiency; but were also given a rating
on a persanality soals.

In enswaring the opinionnaire, sach respandent was asked by checls
ing to sasign doth a debating rating end a persooality rating to esah
student included in the study. The valnss were designated:

Debate Personslity
l. Superioer 1. Superior
2. Expellent 2. Ezoellant
3. Averuge 3. Aversge
L. Palr L. Teir

5. Poor S. Poor



A total of forty-seven studsuts had participated in at least cane
intar~achalastio dedate contest. All of the forty-seven ware used in
this study.

Agide fram the personality reting of each studenmt, mix othar known
factoers of eash dabater were dstarminal fran the permanent record cards
of the etudents who had attended Brookings High School and the Cnder
Preference Reocord . Voastional. The six factors were:

1. Persuazive latarest.

2. Class peroentile rank.

3. English grade.

k. Mathematios grede.

5. Number of extre olass sctivities in which

6. Imtalligense Quotiemt.

Persuasive interests of each student were talan fram the Lnder
Prefaxenge Bsoord - Vocational. It is one of the ten areas of interest
listed Ly this foim. Olses peroentils renk, Snglish scare, mathematics
soore, asctivity partizipation, and I.Q. were takan frum the permanamt
records. Debate proficisngy and persanality rstings were ascured fram

the opinionnaire.



SECTXION III

Study Results

In tabulating the eurvey dsaling with debate proficienay of the
forty-swven students vho bad participgted in at least ane inter-scholas-
tio @edate, the pmmmber of studanits runied superior, excellent, aversge,
fair, and poor were as fallows:

Superier 9
Expellamt 2
Aversge— 15
Tair 2
Poor 0

The tsechers and administratore who ranked these debaterw seamed
to be gemarally in agreement as %0 the debating proficisnay of the students.
In the mjority of cases there were fww who rated the dedbatars more than
ane Value £rom the student's sverege reting.

Bane of the students were rated poor and anly tweo were ommsidered
Sair. This result wvas @xpevted becaunse culy students who had partisipas
ted in intex-scholastic oampetitian were used in this study. Approxima-
tely mixty-four per oent of the grugp were reted superiar or exsellemt
in dedate and adoat thirty per oent wezre rated sa sversge.

In Table I, wxich shows the proficiendy ratings of dsbatars as
seoxred by sevan administretars and teachers, the studesnte are idemtified
by a mmber and the teachars who ranked the debaters used a ocspital lstter
to prevent their identity from bedng known to anyone but the writer.

In tabulating the survey dealing with the persanality of the forty-
seven debaters who had participated in at least one inter-schalastic



TABLE I

Proficiesncy Ratings of Debaters by Seven
Aduinigtratore and Teachers

Teachers

Averege

5.

Total

35
20
35
3%
2
23

) )

2.85

54

5.

3.

3.28
5

el
3.28
3.1k

h.

29
23
22
28
28

h.

3.
h.57
3.1

3.n

3.

3
26

26

17

L.57

32

18



TABIE I (Contimed)

Praficiency Ratings of Debaters by Sevem

Administrators and Teachers

Teachers

Total Avarege

3.11
L.28

3.

26

L

20

2l
3l

L.ks3
L.k
3.85
3.28
L.k3
3.1
L.L3
hedl
Lok
2.85
2.28
L.28
Lol
L.l
L.57

h
L

29
27

23
2k
25

23

27
28
29

) 4
29
9

L

32
33
34

X

29

35



TARLE I (Continued)

Preficiency Ratings of Dedaters by 8evem

Administrators and Teachers

Average

3.85
L.
3.85
2.1

L.k
3.

Total

27
3
27
17

) 4

Teachers
D

Student

K|

h

38

29
21
30

b2

L.28

2l

L4.88
3.43

3.28

'

2l
a3

u?

|

Eays



dsbate contest, the number of studsnts renked superior, exmellant,

average, fair, and poor were as follows:

Superior 9
xpellant 28
Average 8
Tair 2

Poor o

The teachers and administrators who rated the debater's perscnal-
ity seemsd to be in genaral agreement. In the majority of instancss
thers were few who rated the personalities of these studants over caoe
valns fran their &verage rating.

Nons of the dsbaters had their personalities rated as peor. ZTwo
stndant's pegsanalities were rated as fair and it was the ssme two studmnts
who reted fair in dsbste. Five studants who runked superior in dedbate
were also rated as having smpaior perscnalities. In the majority of
ingtanses, thoss dedatess who rate averange in debate were ranked excellent
in parsanality. Rxoellent reted debaters wers generally rated «xcellsnt
in persamality. Most of the debater's personslities were rated as
expellant. There were more dsdaters given euperior parsanality ratings
than everuge persanality retings.

In Teble 1I, showing the persanality ratings of debatere as
ssored by seven adeinistretors and teschers, the students are oodified
by mmbder and the Csachers and adninistretors by letter so that their
identity will remain unknown.

The Kuder Preference Record -~ Jocational, Form O, was used to
detarmine the persuasive interest of the students. Persons with a high
porsuasive interest like to mset and deal with people and to pramote

SCUTH DAKOTA STATE COLLEGE LIBRARY 116539



1k

projects or things to sell. Indsr has found that most astors, politie-
ciang, radio arnouncers, ministars, salesman, and store clerks have
high perwuasive inuruto.n

This research tands to agree with Murrey's findings. "The best
speaksys are extraordinarily high in eelf-sufficiency and deminsnce;
thay tend to be extroverts, many of them marksdly so. The poor gpeaksrs
ere just the opposite. They are very low in self-suffiolensy, very
markadly introvertive, and they tend to be submissive.*18

Only fifteen of the students in this study ranksd below the 50th
peirvantile in parmacive interest. Almost half the students ranked above
the 70th perventile. HRine students renked below the 25th perceatils.
Over twenty per ceat of the debaters ranked abave the 90th pexrceantile.

The Intelligense Quotient of the forty-seven debaters was taken
from the Galifornia Test of Mental Maturity. The debaters tended to
ocaze high on this test. Only one student ssored below 100. About forty
per cent scored over 120.

Tadle ¥ shows the class pereentile rank of each of the forty-sevem
studants in this study. It is interssting to note that over thirty per
cent of the debaters ranksd at the 90th percentile of their rsspective
class. Over sixty per cent of the students rankad in the upper quartile
of their respeotive class. Gnly two debaters raniked below the 50th per-
centile of their classe.

7 Endar Preferenss Record - Yoaational, (Form C, self-interpreting).

18 R1good Murrwy, "A Study of Factors Contributing to the Maldevelop
ment of the dpeeeh Persanality, "Speech Monographs, III (1936), 95.



TABLE II

Persanality Ratings of Debaters by Seven
Administrators and Teachers

Teachers

Average

C D B r a

A B

Total

BStudant

L.85
L.

3k
28
35
3

5 5 L 5 5 5 5

3 L 4 3 5 5 U

5.

5 5 55 5 5 5

.3
L.

L 5 L b b 5 5

L
5

28
2
34
33

L L 4 3 4 5 L

3.L7
L.85
k.72
3.85

k.

3 3 3 b b X
5 5 L 5 5 5 §

3

1
8
9

5 5 b b 5 5 5§

27
28
28

3 b U 3 b 5 k

L b W b 5 L

3

L.

5 b L b b 4 3
5 5 4 h 5 5

u

b.h3

3.1k

k.

3

3 L
3 5 U k 5 3

L 3 2

L

3.4
Lh.2k
3.57

3.1

3 b b 3
L 4 5 b 5 3 L

e
5 3 L

)

3

15

L b 3 33

17
18

3 5 4L 3 4 b 3



TABLE II (Continued)

Pereonality Ratings of Debaters by Seven
Administrators and Teachers

P G Total

Teachers
D B

A

Studant

28
30

L L 5 2 L 5 L

19

L.28
3.5
2.57
3.57
L.l3
L.57
L.k
3.7
3.85
L.k
.28

.n

2.

S L L 5 5 U

3

2l
18

2 L 3 L
3 1 3

3 5 3

L 2 3

2

25
n

32

L b L 4 L4 3
L L 5 4 5 5 L

2

23
2k
25
26
27
28
29
30

31

L L 5 5 5 5 &

29
26
27
29
30

24

L L b 5 4 L4 L

3 54 3 3 L L

3 5 3 L L U L

L L 4 & 5 L L
L L L b 5 5 &

L L L 3

3 3

3

32

Le57
3.85

3.11

L 5 S h 5 5 & 32

L L b 3 L 5 3

33

2}

3 3 4 L L

3

3

35



TABLE II (Continued)

Personality Ratings of Debaters by Saven
Adrinistrators and Teschers

Teachears

Btudent A B C D B F @ Total Averege
3% L 5 5 3 5 L4 Lk 30 .28
a L 4 3 k L 4 Lk 27 3.85
38 L 5 5 5 5 5 Lk 33 k.72
39 L 4 5 k 4 5 Lk 30 h.28
40 2 2 3 1 L 3 2 17 2.h3
la L 4 L 4 5 5 3 29 k.l
42 2 3 2 2 4 3 3 19 2.7
h3 5 5 5 5 5 5 Lk 3L k.85
Lk L 4 3 3 L4 L4 L 26 3.7
ks h 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 k.85
L6 2 3 3 3 5 5 &k 25 3.57
L7 L 4 4 4 4 3 3 26 3.1

6 - 5.0 Superior

6 « he§ Emsellent

6 = 3.5 Aversge

6 - 2-5 Faiyr

0 - 1-5 Poor
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TABIE III1

Persuasive Interest

of Debaters
== Persuasiwe Loter~ | Persuasive Inter-
Student est Percentile Student ost Percentile
1 98 25 99
2 LS 26 65
3 96 27 61
b LS 28 70
5 20 29 S0
6 76 30 60
7 95 31 kS
8 80 32 1l
9 98 33 L
10 52 3k 20
u 5 35 99
12 S0 36 99
13 Lo 37 82
VY 80 38 70
15 LS 39 68
16 30 Lo 8




TABLE III (Continued)

Persuazive Interest
of Debaters

w

Student Persuasive Inter- Student Persuasive Inter-
est Percentile est Percentile
17 55 k1 85
18 92 42 90
19 75 b3 15
20 99 Ll 80
21 10 k5 75
22 86 b6 ko
23 95 L7 50

2 30




TARLE IV

Intelligence Quotient

of Dedaters

IntelTigunce Intelligence
Stadent —RQuotient— Student Quotient
1 135 25 129
2 110 26 138
3 131 27 105
L 120 28 125
5 122 29 125
6 120 30 117
7 112 3 1ns
8 18 32 us
9 1 33 136
10 127 3k 126
n 120 35 1)
12 127 36 135
13 122 37 122
1 130 38 132
15 122 39 131
16 118 4o 87

h




TABLE IV (Contimed)

Intelligence Quotient

of Debaters
T Inh:nglnoo - - In
Quotient Student Quotient

125 la 118
18 110 42 128
1y 129 L3 15
20 138 il 129
a 127 ks
22 136 16

2

119
110

t
-

E&K

I

—— =
——

I




TABLE V

Clsss Percentile Rank

22

of Debaters

Percentils Perocentile

Stadant Class Bank Studsnt Class Bank
1 95 25 95
2 66 26 8y
3 98 27 55
k 90 28 96
5 k6 29 76
6 172 30 85
7 87 k¥ 58
8 87 32 38
9 91 33 9L
10 81 3 92
n 98 35 70
12 98 36 97
X 99 37 T2
pi 93 38 n
15 73 39 95
16 6L Lo 53




TABLE V (Continued)

Class Percentils Rank

23

of Debaters
e ——— e ——— e
Pexcentile Percentile
Student Class Rank Student (lass Bank
17 52 (H1 8
18 58 42 66
19 n h3 93
20 75 hls 72
2L 89 k5 93
22 82 bd 86
23 67 L7 55
24 85
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Table VI reveals the participstion in extra class activities of
ths forty-seven students. Debsters as a whole participated in s great
mzber of extra class activities. Those activities in whigh the students
participated were football, track, basketball, Industrial Arts Club,
Chorus, Publication Clud, junior class play, eenior class play, Band,
O.h.A., tumbling, P. H. A., Declamation, Student Council, orchestrs,
L'Allegro, Bobcat Staff, Broboca Staff, Clef Club, Kinetic Club,
Foreneic Club, Latin Club, P.B.L.A., Spanish Club, Library Association,
Monogrmm Club, Senior Sarvice Society, cheer leader, and debate.

The least nuzmber of activities participated in by any debater
during his four years of high school was three. The largest number of
activities participated in wvas fifteen. Four students had partisipated
in fifteen activities during their foéur years of high school.

Table VII which gives the English and mathemstice grade point
average of the etudents, shows that debaters had very good grades in
these subjects. Closs to thirty per cent of the debsters had "A®
averages in English. None of the students received grades in English
below "C", Over fifty per cent of the students received "B" in English
and over seventy-five per cent received "B" or better in English during
thedr four years in high school. All of the students had taken four ysare
of Engligh.

The student's mathematics grades did not sppear to be as high es
their English grades. Close to thirty per cent received "A¥ averages



TABLE VI

Rxtra Class Activity
Participation of Debaters

25

I

Rmber of

Number of
Studant Aotivities Student Activities
1 5 25 13
2 15 26 32
3 12 27 1
L n 28 1
5 1 29 12
6 n 30 8
7 1 k)8 12
8 12 32 5
9 15 33 12
10 10 3 1
1 11 35 12
12 10 36 15
13 10 31 12
i 1} 10 38 1}
15 3 39 9
16 7 Lo 1




Bxtra Class Activity Participation

——
—

Numder of

TABLE VI (Continued)

of Debaters

Activities Student

Kumber of
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in mathematics which oorresponds with the averuges in English. 7Two
students had "D" avereges in mathamatios campared to the no "D¥s given
to the students in English. Only slightly over twenty per cent of
the students received "B* in mathematics campared to the fifty per
oent that received "B" in English. About forty-three per cent had

"C* averauges in mathematics.

Table VII shows that nineteen per cent of the students included
in this study were given a superior rating in debate.

Pive of the debaters ranied superior were rated as having a
superior persanality. Four were rated as having excellent perscnali-
ties. Nons of the students were rated s having average, fair, or
poor perscnalities. The average personality reting given superior
" debaters wes (L.55).

All the students ranked a8 superior in debate had high persua-
sive interests except one. Ower fifty per cent of the szperior debaters
had persuaszive interssts at the 92nd percentile or above. The average
persuasive interest was at the 83rd percentile.

The sverage 1.Q. of the ew-erior debaters was (125.76). Only
two of the superior rated debaters had an 1.Q. below 120. Five of
the superior debaters had an 1.Q. of 130 oxr above.

The average superior debater ranked at the 87th percentile of
his class. Over fifty per cent ranksd at the 90th percentile of their
class. All but one of the euperior debaters ranked in the top twenty-

five per cent of their class.
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Point Averasge of Debaters

TABLE VII
Bnglish and Mathematics Crade

Math.

English Math. Student Bnglish

Gtudent

25

27
28
29

31

32

33
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35
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TARLE VII (Contimmed)

English and Mathematice Grade
—Point Average of Debaters

ape

e e— e i e e —
S_tudmt English Math Studant Hnglish Math.
17 2 1 h 3 L
18 2 2 42 3 2
19 3 3 43 L L
20 3 2 Lk 3 2
21 3 3 L5 J 3
22 3 3 46 L L
23 3 2 L7 2 2
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A grade of "B" was the aversge Bnglish grade reoceived by the
saperior rated debaters. About fifty per cent of the superior debaters
had an "A" grede averege in Anglish. Only one debater in this group
recaived an aversge "C" grade and none received an average of "D* or
R,

A grafde of "B" wap also the average mark received in mathema-
tics for the muperior debater. Almost fifty per cent received a mark
of "A" in mathematice. Three of the supexior debaters received amarks
of "C". Xome received a greds below that mark.

The average aumber of activities participated in by superior
dsbaters was (11.55). One student had participated in as few as five
axtra olass activities. The largest number of astivities participated
in was fiftean.

Table IX shows the related factors of the debaters ranked exsel-
lent. Abhcot fozty-five per cant of the students in this study were
runked as excellent dsbaters.

Only three sxpellent debaters were rated as having ewperior
perecnalities. Sevanty per cent of this group were rated as baving
axallent parsanalities. Three were rated as average perscnalities
and none Were rated as fair or poor., The average personality rating
for excellent debaters was (k) or axvellent.

The averwge permiasive interest of the excellent rated dsbaters
was (57.76). OQnly three dedaters in this group had persuasive interests
at the 90th percentile or above. Thirty-eight per cent of these students
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had persuasive interests at the 75th perventile or adove. Twe of these
studente had persuazive Snterests below the 10th peroentile.

The everage I.Q. of the excellent rated debaters was (123.9).
There were no students with an I.Q. below (110). Five persous had I.Q.'s
adove (130).

The averege class percentile rank of the exoellent yanked debater
was (83.1l). Thirty-three per cent of these students ranked at the
90th percentile or sbove in their class. Beventy per ¢ent of the de-
baters of this group ranked sdove the 75th percentile of their respece
tive class.

The average &xade point earmed in English by the excellent de-
baters was (3.2L). 8ix of these dsbaters had A" sversges in English.
Only one student had a "C® average iif Engligh and there were no grudes
below this for this group.

The aversge grade point average of the excellent debaters in
mathematios was (3.). Tweaty-eight per cent of this group had an
YA" gversge grads in mathematice during four years of high echool.
Twonty.eight per cent of this group had a "C" awvarage grade in mathe-
saties,

The average mmber of astivities partiocipated in during high
ashool for the exsellent ranked debaters was (10.2L). Ope student
had partieipated in as few as three ¢xtrz class ectivities during
four years of high school. One studgnt had participated in as many
as fifteen sctivities during high echool.



TABIE V111

Related Factors of the Superiar
BRanked Debaters

Persuanive Perventils Engligh Math. mhudty - Intelligence
Parsanality ability class rank  —sOOT®— 850079 tion Quotient
5 98 95 3 b 5 135
5 %6 98 L L 12 131
L R 58 2 2 12 1o
L 99 {4 b L 15 335
5 70 7 3 2 b I} 132
5 75 93 3 3 1L 127
h LS 90 3 3 n 120
5 95 87 L 2 n 12
h 80 93 4 Y 10 130
Averages L.55 83.33 87.hh 3.33 3.12 11.55 125.76
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Table X shows the related factors of the average ranked debaters.
Aboat thirty-two per cent of the studants in this stuty were rsted as
sverage in dedbate.

Gne of the avernge debaters was rated as superior in perscnality.
Thirty=three per cant of the students were rated as having an average
personality. The personality average for this grouw of dedaters was
(3.77).

Those debaters runlosd as average had a persuasive intersst aversge
at the (50.63) percentile. 7Twenty per cent had a persuasive interest
at the 90th percentils or above. One student had a persussive interest
at the 10th percantile.

The avarage I.Q. of the students ranked awverage in debate vas
(121.2). Noune of these debaters had 1.Q.'s of 130 or above. Tweaty
per oent of the students in this group had an I.Q. of 110 or belen.

The averege olass perventile renk of the students ranked avergge
in debate was at the (75.93) perventile. Twenty per cent of the
average dedaters were raniced at the 90th percentile of their class or
sbove. Only ane student ranked balow the 50th percentile of his olass.

The grads point average in English of the aversge debater was
(2.8)c Three of the students in this group had averaged "A" in Bng-
ligh and forty per cent had a “C® aversge in Engligh during high echool.
The maris 4n English did not go below this for this group.

The grade point aversge in mathgmatics for the average debaters
was (2.h). B8ixty-six per cent of the average debaters received a mark



TAHIZ IX

Ealated Nuctars of the Expallant

Intelligence

Partiaipation otimmt

Activity

Persnamive Peruantils English  Math.

Student Persamlity eIty class renk aare snare

118

17

85
65
68

138

5

76

138

15

8 A

3
3

70




Balated Facters of the Exxallient

TABIE IX (Coxrtiomed)

e

Persuasive Percentile Rnglish  Hath. Astivity

Intelligence

Student Permmality ability class runk soare soare Partisipation Quotieat

37 L 82 72 3 2 12 122
2, L 30 8s .3 3 18 10
15 3 k5 13 3 3 3 121
19 h (4 n 3 3 9 129
22 3 86 62 3 3 8 136
2 L 95 67 3 2 9 n9
h3 S 15 93 L b 1 1ns
28 I 70 96 L L 1 125
pul h 5 98 h L 1 220
12 b 50 98 Iy b 10 127
Aversges | S7.76 83.14 3.2, 3 10.24 123.9

19
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of "C® in mathematios. Twenty per cent had an "A" average in mathewatics
in this growp.

The average mmber of extra class activities participated in by
the sverage rated dsbater was alsven. Three students had participated
in as fow as eight and two had participated in as many as fifteen
activitiee,

Table XI ahows the related factors of the fair rated debaters.
Only four per cent of the debaters weres reted fair in this study.

The averege persanality rating of the fair debaters was (2.)
or fair.

The average persuasive interest of the fair debsters waas at the
(L4.5) psroentils. Neither of th?u students had a persuasive interest
above the 10th percentils.

The average I.Q. of the fair debater was 101. Ome studemt's
I.Q. was 87 and the other student's I.Q. wae 115.

The average clase percentile rank of the fair debater was (LS.5).
Ons studant ranked in the 38th percentile and the other student ranksd
in the 53rd percentils.

The averege English mark received by the fair debater was (2.)
or "C", Both students received this grede point average during their
four years of high school.

The averege mathematies grasde point received by the fair de~-
bater was (1.5). Ons student had an sverage mark of "C" while the



TARIE X
Ralated Factore of the Avarage

Ranked Debatere

Agtivity

Paromntile
clase
renk

Partimipa~ Intelligenee
tion

English  Math.

Parsuagive

Studemt Persamlity abllity

55
58

50

15

129

128

L5

122

20

127

120

72

76
93

109




TARIE X (Cartinusd)

Ralated Pactors of the Average
Ranked Debatsrs

Persuasive Percentils English Math ﬁﬁg.. Intal) igwrme
Student Puresanality ebility class rank score 8C0T® tiocn Quotient
17 h S5 52 2 1 8 125
7 h 61 ss 2 2 11 105
2 3 10 89 3 k) 8 127
13 3 [ s) 99 L b 10 122
Aversges 3.77 50.63 75.93 2.8 2.4 11.1 121.2
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other bed an average mark of "D" in mathematics for four years of high
school.

The average participation in extra class sactivities by the fair
ranknd debater was eight during four years of high school. One student
had participated in five while the other student had participated in
eleven,

Table XII ehows the proficiency of debatere related to kmoum
factors. It compares the superior, excellent, average, and fair
ranked debaters with their seven mown characteristics.

The superior debaters were ranked higher in personality than
were the excellent, average, and fair debaters. Bxcellent debaters
wers ranked higher in perecmslity than average debaters. Average
debaters were ranked higher than fair debaters. Fair debaters were
given & fair perscoality rating. The largest difference in person-
ality retings was between the excellent and fair debatere.

Much greater differences appeared amang the debaters in the
charaoteristis of persuasive interest. Superior debaters ranked
highest in persuasive interest with a twenty~five percentile differ-
ece bestwean them snd the axcellsnt debaters which were next high-
est ranked.s There were ssvan percentile points difference between
the exsellent dsbaters and the averege debaters, the axpellent
debaters ranking higher. The greatest difference in persuasive
interest wvas between the average and fair debaters. The average
debaters were forty-seven percentile points higher in persuasive
interest than were the fair debaters.



TABLE II

Related Factors of the Fair
Ranksd Debaters

Activity
Persuasive Percentile Math. participa-

Studsnt,  Persenality ability  class renk score _tion Quotisnt
32 2 1 38 2 5 115
b0 2 8 53 1 11 87

1.5 3 101

Avergges 2 h.5 hSos




TAHIE IXI

Proficisncy of Debaters Related
to Knoen Pactore

Persuaxive Parcantils English Math. m Intelligence
Cebaters Persanality anility class rank score ecare  tien Quotient
Superior L.55 83.33 87.LL 3.33 3.12 11.55 125.76
Excellent L. 57.76 83.14 3.2y 3. 10.2L 123.9
Averege 3.77 50.63 75.93 2.8 2. 1.1 121.2

P&ir 2 h.s !6.5 2- 1.5 80 1010
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Superior debaters ranksd higher in percentile class renk than the
other three groups. Thars were jJust four parventils points diffarence
in class renk between the suparisr debaters and the excellsnt debaters.
Exoellent debaters ranked seven perocentile points higher than the
average debaters. Aversge dsdaters runked thirty-one percentile points
higher than the fair dedaters.

Thare was alight difference in grede point average in English
betuwean the superior and the axoellent debaters. Ths superior debaters
made the higher mark. There was abaut cne greds point differense be-
twesen the exnelleat debaters and the sverage dsbaters, the exvellent
debaters scored highexr. There was also about one greade point differ-
enge betwesn the avermge dsbaters and the fair debaters. Ths sversge
dedaters scared higher.

There was little diffurence between euperior and excellent
debaters in their grede point aversge in mathmmatiocs. Superior debaters
acozed higher than the exsellent debaters. There was ane grude point
difference in mathamatics between the excellent debaters and the average
debaters. The excellent debaters mads the higher mark. There was also
adout one grede point difference between the average and fair dabaters,
with the averuge debaters making the higher mark.

In participation in extre eclass activities, the superier debaters
gunarally participated in mozre activities than the other three classifica-
tians. Superior and averege dedaters were ranksd closer in the awverage
ammber of extra olass activities participated in than syerior and
exsellent debaters. Superior debaters tended to participate in adout



cne xore activity than exvellsnt debaters. Exvellsnt debaters parti-
cipated in two more activitiss than fair debaters.

Guperior debaters had a slightly higher I.Q. than emgellent
debaters. Just two I.Q. points separated these two groups. xzsellent
dedaters scored four pointe higher in I.Q. than the average debaters.
The greater differente in mantal ability was betwesn the avaruge de-
baters and the fair debaters. Thers was a twenty I1.Q. point difference
betwean these two groups.



SECTION IV

Sumary

This study was made to secure information which might be help-
ful to debate cosches. Debate is becaming highly eaxpetitive amang the
schools of South Dekota and neighbering states. Much time and effort
is spent by cosches to develsp & winning team in debate. When new
students come out for thig sctivity, it is always a question in the
cosch's mind as to how proficient the students will becams in debate
end hew mnch time to spand with a particular student.

This stufy has rvvealsd what most oosches thought t0 be true.
Saperior debaters have a high intalligense quotient, they participate
in many achool extrs class sctivities, their gredes in mathematios and
Engligh are well above average, they renk close tc the top of their class,
and they have omtetanding persanalitias.

This stedy has also shown that there are differsnces in the pro-
fioiency of debaters and that these dififerwnses are present in cther
factors related to the student.

Canclngions
1. In gonersl, the better parsanality a student has, the mere

proficient that student will be in dsbate.
2. In geparal, the greater the pervuasive interest, as shomm
by the Kuder Preference Recoxd, the better ths student will be in debate.
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3. In general, the persuasive interest percentile rank, as shown
by the Kuder Preference Recoxd, is the best single characteristic on
which to predict the debate proficiency of a student.

L. In generel, the higher the class percentile rank of a student,
the better debater that student will be.

S. In general, the higher the English grades of a student, the
better debater that student will becoms.

6. In general, the higher the mathematice grade of a student,
the better debater that student will becams.

7. In general, the higher the I.Q., cf a student, the better de-
bater that student will becams.

8. In general, debaters tend tq psrticipate in many extra olass
activities.

9. There gppeare to be little relatianahip, in general, in the
nunber of extra class activities participated in and debate proficienoy.

10. In general, the poorer the perscouality of a student, the less
proficient that person will be in debate.

11l. In genersl, the lower the percentile rank of a student, as
ahown on the Euder Preference Recoixd, the less proficient that student
vill be in debate.

12, In general, the lower the class rank of a student, the less
proficient that student will be in debate.

13. In genersl, the lower the nark made by a student in Engliah,
The less profioient that student will be in debate.



1. In generael, the lower the mark made by a student in mathe
matics, the lsss proficient that student will be in debate.

15. In gensral, the lower the I.Q. of a student, the less profi-
cient that student will be in debate.

15. Persuasive interest seems to have a more isportant relation
to dsbate proficiency than any of the other factors studied.

17. Class rank seems to have a greater relationship to debate
proficiency than the intelligence quotient.

18. The intelligence quotient seems to have a greater relationahip
¢t0 debate proficiency tban personglity rating, Bnglish marks, and mathe-
matics marks.
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