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he Problem. The general problem aDDeared to-
lack or available data regarding the st 

te ,tI~u~-a,w.g • 

ic problem was ,subdivided· ln~ 

ne auest1ons. 

1.	 What vas the level of preparation and experien 

by the debate coach 

2.	 What responsibilities does the debate coach 

? 

3. What specia~ oonsiderations are alven to t 

the coach	 o£ 

4. old 1n 

lculum.? 

5. 

6. th our , z_, u 

a. What was the atatus ot contest debatiM in l\allS1.J 

Q How did Xansas debate ooaohes evaluate stat 

flcatlon reqU1remen~8 ror deDa~e co 

9. What l1m1tations eXisted in the 4ebate pr 

or 

Approach. The studY was Q'DDroached tro. 

neral 
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METHOD... , , 

t tho y th 

urvey t"oruu. 

over-all view of 

KIUl61l6 Also, extraction ot 

specific S62ments of .~~ULtion was possible. 

It was further beli iosur 'F 

latitude when compari ith 

colleoted by ~el8o. lt, would 

icate t t dAa"YtAA b bate o 

cnangea. 

- ofProcedures. To detC'r'm.J.ll1Cll 

hi2h sohool debate pro gpgma sent to 

all Kansas high school debate chools t-ler~, 

re21stered with the ltansaa St Activities 

A~soGiation. t the end 

or the 1960-1961 de~a~e season. 

he questionnair 10se11 patt n, 

ai'ter that enR~Ad by Kelso for 1951-19.52 

Only in tno Where items dl not apply 0 

greater lat! 1,. w re alteratl0 

1n the or1 1 auestlonnalrv. 

Tne aues't.1oJUl8.1re 
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he orlainal study done b 1 d not i 

•,th1a a r • n in the 1961 '1 to 

collectively r iv 

t 1 cludi all de~ees bela•
 
h BaChelor level. S coaOhes held t degr • 

ne er t ntD·or.·....S de • 
The sohools most otten selected r d work 

re Kansas State T 011 IUlD.B&S• 
State Colle~e, Pitt ch hool d two rs 

graduate8 coaoh! AaJ:lDao. he lead1 out-of-state 

hool was State iversltY of I , a180 h two ters 

aduates. 

ion chool or er61'aduate wor 

closed Kansas Stat a the 1 r 

Co1le~e, Plttsbur~, nex tea. •
 
'r ry out-o.f-,state school s 11 Col1eg""" 

Liberty, ieeour1, with two The fifty-four r a • 
plies revealed that o~ 1 out-of-sta ented 

by Kansas coach the mo t'reauently 

represent • 
inal ys18 nsas' coach! 

statr 1s t>r ,rily e UD 0 cated teachers. 

rstanding of theabroaden It 

as1coa 

Co1l 

Statwith seven graduat 

t 
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rty-two or seventy ee... , 6 r cent, w ted 

co o • 

? It experience in the coaching field i8-
indIcation o.f prosn-am st,ab11ity. it was obvious that 

deal to be desired. In 

repor~1~ coaohes had on the aver~e ot 6.69 years 

of experience, while the 1961 coach produced an averaae of 

5.02 years of experience or a decrease of 1.67 Y~~-g. 

le8 V and VI compare the over-all state position tor 

the years 1952 and 1961. 

TABLE V 

OF BARS EXPERIENCE m COACnING DEBATE 
195 

Years ot 
coachlJl8 
experience AA 

H1~ School 01 
~ A ~ B ,: Totals 

i 

0- 1 
2- 5 
6-J.0 

$ 31.25 
4 25.00 
3 18.15 

2 
3 
.5 

20.00 
30~OO 
50.00 

~ 
40.00 
50.00 

11 
12 

8 

30.55 
33.33 
22.2 

11-15 1 6.25 1 10.00 2 5.55 
16-20 2 12~50 2 5.55 
21-25 1 6.25 1 2.17 
26+ - - - -
Totals 16 10 10 36 



ch class was studied individually, it 

discovered that claso AA coacheD. on the ,average, had 5.2 
years or experIence: class A coaches had coached on the 

avera~e tor 4_45 years; and class B coaenes had aoorued an 

of 5.25 yoars. The 5.25 years average 1s not 

s12n1fleant as it may seem however. since only eight schools 

one or the eight coachea had twenty-three years 

s ext1:.'emo. 'tne 01 

was o~y 2.71 years. No much e~treEes affected the clas8 AA 

-or A result... 

Only briaf -consideration was ~lven to the chan28 In 

teaching load of coaches. The teaching load of the thirty-

four coaches rospondlM to the 1952 3tudy was reduced by 
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a total of only e1 bourg. constituted an avera. 

of only .22 hours reduction per co e practi ot 

reduct load ot C080 f n lesser 

s12nlflcanoe 1n the 1961 surv aver load re• 

duetlon of 1961 coaches was a mere .07 hours per coach. 

1s trend DO 1eates adminlstratl hllosophy 

or a r teachers ere y l.ncreased 

enrollments. 

'AOB ASSUME?-
de 

- __ c_ .._ ible ~ hosting ,!E: invitational 

Table VII sho that twenty-t!ve of 

the fifty-tour schools held tournamen;'s. In 

1952 fifteen of thirty-six schools were host to an lnv!

tational debate tournament ror aver of 44-.11 per 

cent. Altho~h this comparison indicated an increase ot 

1.85	 per cent, the dat yb lead! ue to the dl.f 

rlQ2 numbers of schools encomp.saea y the two studies. 

-.J."AD.I.I.C> VII
 

AOTIVITI
 ONSIBLE 

High School ClassIfIcatIon 
Year AA ~ A ~ B :c Totals '/J 

1952 
1CJ61 

9 
.lJ..... 

34.61 
31.48 -

5 
8 

50.00 
40.00 

1 

-
10.00 15 

..1L 
44.11 
44.44

Totals 26 13 1 40 
== 
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'.1'AD.w:i VIII 

PONSIBLE 

Ron 
B 

1952 13 1.25 7 0.00 7 70,00 27 75,.0
1961 73.08 .J:L 5.00 8 100,.0 1.4..l:2... - - J1!L 
Totals )2 15 71 

A compar1son of the data collect y Kelso 1n 1952 

disclosed that twenty-ssTsn of t thirty-six coaches, or 

15 per cent, ch oth d ther forensic 

activities. In 1961, forty-tour of i:ftJ'-tour coac , 
or 81.48 per oent held responsibilities 1n both areas. 



- -

19 

his increas8 of 6.48 per cent inorease was pOssIbly 

influence or the laraer 8amoll~, but also could be due to 

the tMoroved preparation in spesch attained by coaches of 

1961 as opposed to tnose 1n 195,. 

_ • 
~ 

...-W'~........ ..... ......_--..-......6 .......... ..,.. ........ 

==-.. = = .... :z= :z 2 i _WX 

~ extra salarz ~ IOU r • ._ 1e 

tor the coachi ahft~.? Due to th e ot serv!-- ................... 
perro ., receive comvensatlons not 

usuall 

deb 

t neral classro0111 teacher, Tnese 

c nsatio (1) 1tI0 J (2) r ed 

~teaah11lR 10 , o De varied in all
 

classes.
 

IX 

,TRA SALARY PAID D E COA, 
195 

tIon 
_ Totals 

0 9 56.2S 7 10.0P 7 10.00 2) 63.88 
50 0 

100 2 12.50 1 10.00 3 8.33 
125 1 6.25 . 1 5.55 
150 0 
200 2 12.50 1 10.00 3 6.33 
250 
300 1 6.25 3 30.00 4 11.11 
500 - 1* 6.25 1 10.00 - 2 5.55 

Totals 16 10 10 36 
--- . 

teacher 1n th 
COBO 

re1 
500 yearlY to teach debate Until the re2Ular 
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lAB 

Y PAID THE DEBATE 'C.OAO 
1961 

t. 
High Sohool Classification 

Ai ~ A ~ B tf, Totals ~ 

• 0 4 15.38 9 45.00 5 62.50 18 33.33 
50 2 10.00 2 3.70 

100 1 3.84 3 15.00 1 12,,50 5 9.25 
125 1 3.84 1 1.85 
150 2 7.69 2 3.70 
115 1 5.00 1 1.85 
200 6 2.3.07 4 20.00 1 12.50 11 20.73 
250 2 7.69 2 ).70
300 .5 19.23 5 9.25 
350 1 5.00 1 1.85 
400 1 3.84 1 1.85 
500 1 12.50 1 1.85 
600 11.53 .3 5.553*7.50 1 3.84 1 1.85 

~ - -. 
Totals 26 20 

*A1so coached junior call 

Examination of the 19.52 study ioated over-all 

avera~e of $89.50 being paid Kansas coaches tor their 

extra duties. Due to the relatively large number or school 

that paid nothirut ext , this 1'1 was not 

entirely accurat scnools~ eonstituti 

r coac itti36.89 per cent, id extra • 

those examples re no iven tor coaohl 

duties, t r dditl0 paid to the coac 

or 1952 was $248.08. Only 01 A tell below the over-all 
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aV9Y1Aae of 9.50. As might h been pected, class AA 

wae that id t iQoe 

The class AA a ols on 5.81 

above t AV8~Aae. Cl f1fty 

cents above the state 1 A schoo13 were 

9.50 low' .. t • 

1961 ta reveal that t ver-all averag 

for all C..La.I'03 was 48.6$, 0 of onlY fifty.. 

seven cents. However, if those e1 n scbools that paid 

:"" .....,.. !£2!!! lOur 

Examln

10or 
-six 

t ext'1'a fre e hours 

1952 
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due to their coaohin2 duties. This policy appeared to 

be almost non-existent in 1961 when fiftY-four coach 

reported a reduction of onlY tour hours amollJl: t ........._. 

!a lOur sohool !!.	 l!!2. debato Eros;rnm .curricular 2.! 

HO_-IN REGARD TO THE CURRICULUM?- -

- te program as a., 
part ot the school currl·culum was found to be var1able in 

both 19$2 and 1961. With this taot established" it 

followed that schools would acoord a great variation 0 

hi~h sohool credit for partlc1Dat1on in the schools d~u~~u. 

OF SEMESTER CnJ";u~'l'n 

1952
 

Olassif'icatlon	 0 t t 1 2 .3 4 5 6 

1 1 2 5 4. 2. 1 
4 1 1 2 2 
.2	 .4- 1 3 

tale	 7 1 1 6 7 4 . 7 0 :3 

-
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TABLE XII 

OF SEMESTER CREDITS POSSIB.LE 
1961 

Olassification 0 t i 
Debate CredIts 

1 11 2 3 4 5 6 

M 
A 
B 

2 
5 

1 
I. ];• _1 

4 
1 
1 

4 
1 
2 

4 
4 
1 

9 
4 
2 

1 
3 

1 

1* 

Totals 7 1 .3 6 7 9 15 4 0 2 

*One school reported B credits. 

The number of creditB ~lv or curricula: 

debate waa 2.13 both 1952 and 1961. he extremes ln 

this aPea ln 1952 ra t'rom no credit to a total of six 

credlts, and 1'1' its to t credlts in 1961. 

In 1952, 11 P ant of the thirty-six schools 

Qttered debate both as a curr1cular activity and as an 

extra-currlcular actlvity. The 1961 statiBtlos lndlcat 

that th1s has 1'1 onlY 7.52 p cent • 'he greatest 

.umber of schools offering t dual pro were to be tou. 

In c1 B where 75 Del' t or the reportlna schools 

oftered the program either wlthin, or outs1~e, the curriou

lum. School slze undoubtedly was the oause 01' this practioe 

slnce class AA and A schools made use of this arrangement 

in only 19.23 per cent and 15 per cent of their respectt 

classlflcations. 
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Data for 1961 disclosed that 31.58 per t of all 

surveyed schools offered debate 0 an extra-currlcul 

activity; 55.55 per cent orrer ta y a icular 

activity; and the remaining 12.81 per cent offered debate 

both curricular 'ricu1ar.
 

What is the a,ver !!!!. ~ lOur debate squad? In
--- - ..............-...
t Increase 

c about in t of the number ot stUQen artiolpatl 

in camDetltlve debate 1 

the nine ya since the orialnal stuay 

TABLE XIII 

DEBATB PROGRAM SI 

choo1s. 

Pup11s par- High School Classification
 
tiolpating AA ~ A ~ B % Totals ~
 

4- 8 2 12.50 1 10.00 4 40.00 1 19.44 
9-12 

13-16 
6 31.50 

25.00 
3 
3 

30.00 
30.00 

4 
1 

40.00 
10.00 

1) 
8 

36.11 
22.21 

11-20 
21+ ""3 

1-
18.15 
6.25 

3 

-
)0.00 1 

-
10.00 

-
7 
1 

19.44 
2.11 

Totals 16 10 10 3 



of the 

elso indicated that the average 9i 

s surveyed in 19$2 was 12.19 studentD. 

In 1961 this tl~e had risen to an aver or 17.9 

student;;,. ncrea f 5.87 aters p 

program did not appear to b st significant tactor. 

In olaas AA competition, avera~e pro~ram sIze 1'0 

from 13 students in 1952 to 25.57 students in 1961, an 

avera~e increase of 12.51 partioipants per school. I 

class A there appeared to be a slight decrease trom 12.50 

students 1n 1952 to 10.40 students in 1961. A slight re

duction also ocourred in class B where the dec11ne ot 

squad size was a mere .15 student. The 1952 

10.40 students and the 1961 average was 10.25 studehts. 
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Camnarlson of all tia~AS l,adioat t 17.96 aver 

a result 0 AA schools. 

our school _ .. _......_ ----- . ~. 

per leu? T d e tournaments 

eh scho,ol attended ,urll1Rl the 196. season, the veyed 

schools to state t of tour n ... 

ts attended by their respect1 onool. 

TABLE XV 

TOURNAMENTS ATTENDED BY RESPECTIVE SCHOOLS 
195 

High School 01 
Number o~ AA ~ A % B ~ Total-
tournaments 

0 1 10.00 1 2.77 
1 1 10.00 1 2.77 
2 2 20.00 2 5.55 
4 2 20.00 1 10.00 3 8.33 
.5 6 37.50 4 4°·00 2 20.00 12 33.33 
6 3 18.15 2 20.00 2 20.00 7 19_44 

.3 18.75 1 10.00 4 11.11 
~ 1 10.00 1 2.77 
9 2 12.$0 2 5.55 

10 1 6.25 1 2.71 
11 6.2$ 1 10.00 2 5.55-L -=

Totals 16 10 10 36 
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. . High School ClassIfIcation 
.ber ot AA* ~ • % B ~ Tota.ls 

tournaments 

1.. 5 2 8.00 9 45.00 4 50.•00 1,5 28.,31 
6-10 10 40.00 10 50.00 2 25.00 22 41.50 

11-15 8 32.00 1 5.00 2 25.00 11 20.75 
16-20 4 16.00 4 7,.5t
21-25 1 4.00 1 1.9 

Totals 25 20 8 53 

One Class AA school did not rep17 

In 1961, fifty-tour schools attended an avera2e of 

9.33 debate tournaments par Bohool. The 1952 survey dis

closed that in that year the thlrtv~a1X surveyed school 

attended an aver~~ of 5.69 tournam$nts. In other 'Wo...~ ... , 

the attendance averaae for reepeotlve schools at 

tournaments has increased by 3.64 tournament". 

bv olasses. the ln1'lnance or cJ.ass 

ola 0 n the ovor-a11 a..e-ra~e was apparent. In 1961 

class AA schools attanded an avera~8 of 11.73 tournaments; 

~lass A. 7.a5 tournaments; and cla88· ~,' 6.1.1 ",vw.n~gu",g. 

The 1952 survey dIsclosed a stml1ar proportional relation

ship. No attempt was made to dlstI02U1ah be~een 

tournaments that were of one day duratIon and those t 

were of two day duration. 
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!!2:! man: tournaments, .2!! ~ average, !!!!! lOur 

students attend per lear? Rea11zinR that the aotua1 debate 

tournament was the laboratory section of t 

debate pro , an attempt was made to ermine how MUch 

laboratory work students of te were receiving. 

TABLE XVI"I 

'l'OURruu"l1!l11l "'''''''m'lED	 BY THE INDIVIDUAL S
 
1952
 

HIgh School ClassIfIcatIon 
Humber of AA fo A ~ B Totals ~ 
Tournaments 

0 1 10.00 1 2.77 
1 

~ 

2 20.00 2 5.55 
2 1 10.00 1 2.77 

~ 
S 

2 
5

--2
12.50 

~31~25 
$6.2$ --! 

40.00 1 
50.00 2 
10.00--l 

10.00 
20~00 

30.00 

7 
12
!a. 

19.44 
33.33 
36.11 

Total.. 16 10 10 36 

LE XVIII 
TOURNAMENTS ATTElIDEO BY THE INDIVIDUAL STUDE 

1961 

<!lassIricatlon 
Number or AA % B ~ Totals -tournaments . 

2 1 12.50 1 1.85 
3 
4 
.5 

6 
10 
10-

23.01 3 
38.4 $ 
38.46 12-

15.00 1 
25.00 2 
60.00 -!L. 

12.50 
2$.00 
50.00 

10 
17 
26-

18.$1 
31.48 
48.14 

Totals 26 20 8 54 

:I .A. 



chaol debators were 

nts pe~ stuient. When 

of debate at 

A debaters attended 

student 

a of comparison It 

ts student particl

1 tournaments.2 

.dicated an aver 

or .37 tournament~. 

4.15 tournaments, or a 

4.50 tournmnents or 

an increase of .80 tournaments; .d claso r ).20 

tourn to 4.15 tournaments, for lncr or 1.05 
tour nts. This In~~ARAA t lar t or all thr 

elaa • 

..£!!. manz 18 

1n axIs 'benoe? 

-

v that t-
1 th of' tw 11 

been 1n 0 and tn 

of the pro~am could 

back1 , attem w e t 

relevant to this • 

homas, ~. ~. 



.3 

o. of AA -, A ~ 
tron 

B ~ Totals 
years 

1- .3 1 6.25 4 40.00 6 6Q.00 11 30.56 
4- 6 2 12.50 2 20.00 2 20.00 6 13.8 
7-12 2 20.00 1 10.00 3 8.33 

13-20 4 25.00 1 10.00 5 13. 
21....30 
40+ 

56
4 

3.3 •.33 
25.00 

1 
_ -

10.00 1 

-
10.00 7 

.-L 
19.44
11.11 

Totals 16 10 10 .36 

i1kle, th the 
t Cof'feyvi11... ,first d hoo1. 

xx 

o. ot A.A0 % Total. 
years 

1- .3
4- 6
7...12 

6 

~ 
26.06 
17~39 
21.74 

9 

~ 
45~00 
20.00 
25.00 

.3 
2 
1 

42.85 
28.75 
14.28 

18 
10 
11 

,36.00 
20.00 
22.00 

1,3-20 
1-30 

,31-40+ 

1 
4 

----L 

4-~34 
11~39 
1,3.°4 

2 

-
10.00 

1- 14.26 

,3 
4 

-.!t... 

6.00 
8.0 
8.00 

otals 2,3 20 7 50 

... 

S A i BiHI' 

*Three did not reply
**On. did not repl 
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In 1952 the lurveyad debate nro£rams had 

existence for an averaae of 13.94 years. Olass AA sohools 

sponsored a debate program for an average of 11.06 

years; olass A schools had uromoted debate on an avera~e or 
8.10 years; and class B sohools had partIcipated for an 

average o~ 5.20 years. It was noted that 1n class A 

class B a few extremes caused the averages to De nlgner 

value of the mean aver~CI'. 

In the more recent stUdy the average years of 

!2.2. lOU ~ use E!. debats texts, debate handbooks, 

2£ recot'd1ng devioes? Debate ooaohes have DUlde use or a 

l1ty otwide var1ety ot t 

intoucatlon. Prl 

three ~roups= (1) bate texts, (2) bate hsnibooks, and 

(3) reco~din2 dev! • 



1. Debate Texta. Ke18o'a research disclosed that 

in 1952. four of the thlrty-sl% surveyed schools 

of a oommercia1 debate text tor an averaRe of 11.11 per 

cent. Two AA schools used this aid while in olasses A and 

B only one Bchool 1n each classification felt it useful. 

Data collected 1n 1961 disclosed that ten schools ot 

the fifty-four had adopted a basic debate text. Thia coo

stltut era2e of 18.51 per lasslticatlon, 

two cla schools now make use of t , tnree c 

A sohools 1'1' 01as8 M. s ols. 

TABLE XXI 

SCHOOLS USING DEBATE T 
1952 

High s 
AA tale 

0 .. Schools 2 1 1 Ii. 
using text 

o 
II 

%l 
TotalsAA 

• S,ehools 5 3 2 10 
using text 
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.u~.uwbooks, _ The use of handbooks J 1n 1952• 

t an element ot the Kelso studY". ,therefore a. oomparison 

was not posslb18~ As a means of determ.1na to what extent 

these commeroial pUblioations were ~ed, data was oolleo 

for the 1961 stUdy. 

xxI I.I
 

USE OF COMMEROIAL HANDBOO
 
1961
 

~tABBlf'!eAt{on 

% Totals ~ 

umber of
 
choola 2.1 80.76 20 100.00 7 . 81.51 46 88.
 

all surveyed schools 68.89 per oent 1ndlcat 

the use of one or more ot the available handbooks. All 

la.sltications appeared to plaoe areat value on t 

oOk as a necessary teaohing tool. In class AA twenty-

one or ~O.76 per cent of the schools used the public.tio 
1to some de~ee. Class A and B schools mude the greatest 

use at the handbook, indicating 100 per cent and 81,51 

ar eent use, respectively. In other vords, Beven 01' 

eight clasB B schools used handbooks while all 

class A schools found them or Vu.~v. 

3A debate bandboo 
repar l pUblication oont 

strat , c., tor a sp 

re1all1" 
cases, 



Recording Devices • Comparison of 1952 and 1961• 
s tudi.s could not be accuratel,. compared in re2ard to t 

use or record1~ devicvu. 

TABLE 

SCHOOLS MAKING USE OF RECORD INa
 
1952
 

m:~ SchOol elas 
AA ~ A ~ B ~ Total 

Number ot 
schools 12 75.00 8 80.00 8 60.00 28 77.78 

!UG D 
D 

B1~ S Itl-cation ~ Tota18
AA ~ 

Number 
sohools 10 38.46 30.00 5 62.51 21 37.04 

Iso" in htsstudy, attempted to show how marr,y 

hools had aCc.Ga to and used. recording device. Resu1 
. 

of the 1952 survey disclosed that twenty-eight ot the thirty· 

cnools made uae of a reoording device in their . . 

bate program. This ratio constituted a 77.78 percentage. 

Olass B schools reported that all ten schools made use ot 
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I reoords that 1nT per cent of 

survey _rograms reC91ved aLl or th.eir 

financial suppor t from t of Education, 

ocounted for all or 1 funds in B.88 

per cent of' 80hools. Th.e sale of to tutrs was 

prevalont in. ftv 11.11 nt ot t sChools. 

Adyerti d by o ools, or 4.44 oent ot 

those surv r 1 .33 per cent 

of t ro • 

In 1961. thode ot 1'1 al tho P r peared 

to b. the same illustrated by the Kelso study_ 

individual schools t Board3 t:Jf Education at:!.ll oonsti 

the mo. t frequent souroe of :f'u..ngSi. In re~ard to the over
, ~ 

all average, 66.66 per cent 

reoelveQ a~L or part of their fin~cial 

or Eduoation. The achool aotivity fund aocounted for 

funds in 10 per cent of the sohools. In the case of eight 

schools. or 13.33 per cent, it was stated that the budaet 

was not definite. The term "not definite" includes those 

schools who must earn &11 their own fundB arid thOse whO 

receive money from the sohool, determined bY t 

needs and not a fixed bUdgeted amount. Sale ot foodstuffs 

the source of tunds in 5 per oent of tne ~~v~.awa. 

The sale ot adve~tls1ng vas used in only 1.67 per cent of 

the surveyed schools. Other methods acoounted for funds 
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in only 3.33 per oent or th" J"I.a.·UIof,.a.·IUU. 

---l !! 2 !.!!!. 2!. yOUI' debate budaet? In order 

to ascertain the total amount of funds spent tor the 

debate program in a given school and on a state wide basis, 

data were collected to deter.mlne what the average school 

in eaoh olassification was providl~ for the debate 

P.a."V~·IUU. 

TABLE XXVIII 

IZ TID 

Size ot 
budget 

-
AA 

Hi~ 

~ 
Sohool Claslification 

A ~ B* % Totals 

Not 
definite 

0- 100 
1.$0- 300 
400- 700 

1000.1200 

1 

5 
8 
2 

6.2,5 

.31.25 
50.00 
12.50 -

3 
1 
4 
1 
1 

30.00 
10.00 
40.00 
10~OO 
10.00 

2 
4 
2 
1-

22.22 6 
44.44 5 

9 
22.22 11 
li.ll...JL. 

17.14
14.29 
2.$.71 
31.4 
11.42 

Total. 16 10 9 35 

·One sohool did not rapId. 
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·LE XXIX 

SI 
1961 

S1ze or Hl~ School OlaBsli'ie 
budget AA ~ A _ B I Total 

-
Not 

finite 1 .3.84 7 .35.00 6 75.00 14• 0- 100 1 5.00 1 
125- 250 1 1 5.00 1 12.503.8~ 3 
300- 500 15.3 6 30.00 1 12.50 11 
550- 800 15.38 2 10.00 6 
650-1000 ~ 30.76 1 5.00 9 

1.200-2000 6 23.01 2' 10.00 8 
2000-3000 2 7.69 2 

Totals 26 20 8 54 

25.92 
1.85 
5.55 

20.31 
11.11 
16.66 
14.81 

3.10 

1s ~8vealed that in 1952 the" average bmlget 

for the surveyed schools was 1383.33. When schools t 

paid no money tor support or the debate pt"O.ftram were 

omitted, the average rose to 1492.85. This figure omit 
. 

the one school that reoeived money from the Board of 

Education but not a fixed sum. 01 

hi2hest avera28 bud~et# 3507.81. Class A and B schools 

operated on average budgets of $360 and lDicO'{ .1;10 reSD8C

tlvely. Data eompiled in 1961 indioated that class AA 

schools still 'Possessed the laraer a.era~. budaets~ th 

exact average being '984.0). 01 A schools operated on 

an average of $402~50. while 01 cnDale received 875 



·_ ..__3 ~ ___ 

8!penses ... :......-..""' ......... ""'V' .... 'W,..., .-r-.._or other ~ ~ 

.e0ach? tlon. 0'£ data relevant to t 

or' 1 1952 1961 surveys oon

81 10 ar • A~9Aa wore: (1) th 

coat ot OOd. (2) the co t?ave1. (3) coat of 

lodRiuoKe 

ti:') 

t. paId AA 

ENTS rUb'"ITURES 

A B ~ Total" " 
Al.l .$ 31.25 1 10.00 1. 10.00 7 +19.44 

1 per meal 1 ~O~OO 1 2.71 
Other· 7 43;~75 1 10.00 4 40.00 12 33.~ one --h- 25.00 --l- 70.00 --2- 50.00 16 44.
 
otals 16 10 10 -36
 



••• 

41 
I 

t. paid AA ~ A ~ BItO ~ Totals 

4. 15.38 
1 4 15.38 

4 1S-aS 
l!L 53. 4 

8 
.3 
1 
1 

.-. , 

42.10 2 
15.78 
$.26 .5 

)6 .84..!Q... 

11.76 

29.~ 
58.• 2 

J4 
7 

10
.l!.. 

26.41 
13.46 
19.23 
59.61 

Tota.ls 26 19 17 

tUdy asserted that 

1 e~'pensttl':J tor students meall. This 
-

19.44 per cent was dominated by the class AA schools Where
 

rive or the seven sohools were looat""".
 

each had one school that paid all student meals.
 

the th1rty~sb BU1'V8;yedschoo13 pa1d for students meals at
 

the rate or $1 DOl' meal. Twelve. or 33.33 per oent,
 

prov1ded les8er SUDlS tor pay1.ogexpenses of stiUClenta meaJ.s.
 

Sixteen schools. compriBing 44.44 per cent of all schools,
 

ld not -

The present studY indicated that for an over-all 

erage the peroentages have varied veri 11ttle~ Dur!· 

1960.1961, 25.93 per cent of the schools paid all student . 
1 expenses. This was an Lnoreao& of 6.49 per cent. 

Q 



;J.C&lI.l.on 

50.00 2 
5.00 

20.00 5 
25.00 1- 8 

15 57.6
4 15~3 
.; 11.5 

-!1..lS. 
o 

ALB 

ota1s 

25.00 21

5
 

62.50 
12.50 10
-5. 

AA.• .l"'a..Io.... 

13 .50.•00 9 45.00 1 13.50 23 42.59 
1 4 15.38 1 5.00 5 9.25
 

j 11.53 3 15.00 ) 32.50 9 16.66
--2- 23.01 --Z- 35.00 --h- 50.00 -!l- 31.48
 

26 20 8 54
 



43 
The polioy of providing meal al~owances ror coao 

.ppeared to be more common than the polley or provid 

meal allowanoes for students. Twenty~seven or 50.00 per 

cent ot all schools replylng Indicated payment ot &11 meal 

ensee incurred bY the coach. This pe~oenta~e was doubl 

that found when surveylnR student meal policies. The 

policy or paying $1 per meal was not as prevalent when 

applied to coach • 
he area or dit 

the number of sohools that 

t numDer that p noth! 

ten schools Indicat t the 

nothi tow al expenSe... , 

Doth1 for 13 while 0 

words, 25.92 ent of sChools paid f coaches 

eals and id noth1 tor students lD6lu.a. 

In l'eu.ard to .1 to trip onsors, 

other th the dooll.lIfJ coach, jor 

to be policy o,t fl chools to t pay hi tlJWaMS 

the sponsors 1 expense l1e pay! 1 .1 expenses 

tor the ooaeh. 

. .ow ~ does your so.... _ !2.!:,the 2! .2!. private. 

cars? Survey results disolo t past PI' t-
travel policies nave n based o e or both 

private and sc hiel tor tr ortatlon to 
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ournaments. t o pilo t .~uC1y the 

teJl1l)ted was be! 

of ols" t DUUJl"stS 1'0 ortation 

t'acl11t18s. 

USE: OF' PRIVATE C 
1952 

lr 
01 Clssslfleatlo 

AA. % A % B % Totals 

1 11.11 1 :h03 
0 0.00

~,. 6 35.29 5 55.55 1. 14.28 12 36.36 
6"- 23.52 1 14.28 5 15.15i 2 22.22 57.14 12 ,36.3635.2~ '4~ .. 1 5.8 1 3.0l

lOjt 1 1.1.11 1. 14.28 2 6.0-
'Tota1a 17 9 7 33 

TABLE :xxxv 
EXPENDITURE FOR USE OF PRIVATE C 

1961 

hool Olassifloatl 
AA , A % B ~ Totals ~ 

3 11•.53 1 3.33 1 12.50 .5 9.25 
0 0.00 

3 11.53 l. 3.33 2 25.06 6 U.ll 
1. 3~84 1 3.33 1 12.50 5~55 
1 3~84 i 1.85 

12 46~15 11 36.66 2 25.00 25 46.2 
1. 3.84 4 13.33 :-. 12.50 6 11.11 
2 7.69 1 12.50 3 5.55l~ 

0 0.00
16~ 2 7.~ 1 3~33 5.55
Gas 1 3. 1 3.33 ~ 3.10 
Totals 26 ,30 a 54 
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n 1952 an aver or 5.65 oent r m1le was paId 

to transpor 1 

12;urv, h01J~VAr, t totally ln, ools 

n trane'DO When t e 

schools tted. t stat o 6.17 cents 

pex- mile. When only the sohools actually PI1Y!.t)R mile 

were considered, it appe~ed that class AA schoole were 

pari 1 ra.te. this boirut an aver ot 

6.06 cent. r 1e.. 0	 B paid S!!I10 

5.60 ts per le • 
The little 

cna~e in the amount paid ~'I:".Ilngportatlon 

private car. The 1961 t an averaile ot 

6.03	 cents mIl ,S d by ~tU:l te 

schools that Id 

, t f1 per mile. Class A 

schools on t rat t 

CJ.alllltiB AA • Ii. :I. _ ,ta 

per m1.lg, r 5.85 cent 

mil le reBPectlv • 
.. --~ __u __._ ---Be !.2!. ~:!!! 2.!. !. school 

-_....... _ Q.&r tor t ..-~ ..aJiJlt'W'~ ~g,." ..""' .......	 ts he ~e.L~u
 

survey of 1952 t th lioy of l' 

sohool ca.rs r t bly c the policy 

bet 1ble 'pop 1n just the last rew years. 



tever t 

oonsideration • 

t 

4 

EX......£:Il'lU.l,;J. s 

I 

OF SCHOOL CARS 

,t 
er m!J.e AA 

B1~ School Classification 
~ A ~ B ~ Totals tf, 

.. 
one 4 

1 
80.00 
20~OO 

.5 100.00 9 
1 

60.00 
6.66 

~~ 0 0.00 
0 O~OO 

~ 1 20.00 1 6.66 

~~ 2 
1 

40.00 
20.00 

2 
1 

13.3g
6.6 

0 0 ..00 
. ¢. 0 0.00 
10, 
Gas 1- 2'0.00 - - -

0 
1 

0 ..00 
6.66 

otals 5 5 .5 15 

1961; for thoDe aohools us1ng sebool car8. deb 

naid an avera~e of 6.50 centa pe~ ~lQ•O~amD 

•40 oents per milo, while class 

A sohools reported p-r1ng an aver~e ~f 6.75 cents p 

mile. No elasa B sohool reported having to pay for use of 

S choo:l c..,.,.., •. 

In re~ard to the type of vehicle used by schools r~r 

student transportation moat were or the eight and n1 

seD2er t7l)e.. 



47 
~ lOur S_~.... _ !2!: lodS! __&"'_._ .... 8 or the.......
 ~ 

debater? AlthoU@h the policy ala and 

transportation varied duri 1952 stud7t 

Bohool Dolley toward p nt of le ° 'bate 

trips was discovered to be relatively con8i~tent. When 

the Kelso data w compii -t of the thirt:-v

8ix, 91.66 per cent, S. The 

remaining three paId nothl~. norttv schools 

were B.mall class B schools. 

TABLE XXXVII 

lTURES FO ~ LODG! 
1952 

19b School Classitication
 
Amt. paid AA % A • B Totals ~
 

All 
None 
Other 

16 100.00 10' 100. 

-
7 
:3 

70.00 
30.00 

33 
3 
o-

91.66 
8.33 
0.00 

Total. 16 10 10 3 

TABLE XXXVIII 

EXPENDITURES FOR LODGING 
1961 

• }la.ld AA ~ A ~ B ~ Total 

All 22 84.61. 14 70.00 6 75.00 42 
None .3 11.53 4- 20.00 2 25.00 9 Il:lZ 
Other ---! 3.84---&- 10.00 --L 5.55-Totals 26 20 8 54 
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aVI'IY"JiLfZBBy 1961 the hi 1952 d1mlnl 

was 

schools pal let 

paid noth1 

t'l.n&nclal Obli2&tion. 

-
IS THE STATUS Ql. CON1'EST 
ImBAftwo IN XAlmA! ,;;;.;;;:-.-.,;;;;;;;;,,:-. - ._~;;;;;;;;;. 

~o IOU believe !!! contest debating? In both 1952 

and bate eo d to s • 
their opinion on the value or t The Kelso 

fIIU.....".Y dlscl0 that 91.67 felt 

contest a desirable act1v t• 
ach bo oDDosed reJ'Dresantatlv 

ot class AA (2) and C (1) schoolg. 
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01	 .0 t to answerwhile t lass 

tieaoners war Kansastlon. All 

coll, or n~"""A....a • 
Will increased tLnanclal r~uno~atlon holp inc~ease 

number £! Kansas eO~ 

p 
£ _ _ Forty-~our ooaohes 

(81.48 per cent) telt t u1t would occur if 

coaches' w~e8 would increase, fo telt it would have no 

efreat. and six either had no oD1n!o or Chose not to anawer 

the question. Those' with a ne~atl op1n10n or no oDlnlon 

cOmPrised 18.51 per cent.of the to 1 number surveyed. 

o attemot was made in 195	 this datu.. 

TABLE XXXIX 

CREASED orAL	 REMONERATIOll FOR COAC .. · 
1961 

Totals 
001 Classlfioatl0 

A 

.. 

I.A 
Coacb 
opinion 

92 •.31 15 75.00 5 62.50 44 81.48 
2 10.00 Z 5.0 7.40 

answer --L 7•69 -..L 15.00 1 12.50 11.11-	 -i 
TotaJ.s 20	 54 

AAD~~ U~T~ uUAv~ 

CEtmFmATION REqUfREMElfuls !.Q! "C-OA~C-m--G DEBATE? 

Are ~ certificatIon reguirements to~ coachi-
debat ___, __te, top lax. or too V_T_ det n._~V. __ 

~-.	 --- --.........
to what tent !tans bate telt that t 
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rtltlcation requirements for coaoh! debate were adequate, 

the surveyed coaches were asked to indicate If they thought 

requirements were: (1) too lax, e2} adequate, or () 

too restrictive. 

TABLE XL 

CERTIFICATION OF DEBATE COAC 
1961, 

Gartit!- Hi~ School C~8S1riQat1on 
cation re- Ai % A ~ B ~ Totals ~ 
qU1rement 

Adequate 
Too 1u 

9 
12 

~.624 .15 
11 

1 
55.00 
,35.00 . 

6 
2 

75.00 
25.00 

26 
21 

4a.~
.38.8 

Too re
strictive 

No answer --2- 19.23 2 10.00 -
0 

-l.. 
0.00 

12.96 

Totals 26 20 8 54 

Seven coaches lett the Question blank; twenty-s1: 

telt the reaulrements were adequate; and twenty-one Indicated 

that requirements were too 1~z. In class AA, 34.62 per cent 

of the coaches supported the p~ea8nt standards; 46.15 P 

cent indicated that the requirements were too lax. Tho 

ChOOBi~ not to state an oplDlon comprised 19.2.3 per oent. 

Olass A coaches voted 55 per oent In .tavor of present 

re~at1ons, 35 per oent reeling they were too laX, and 10 

per oent expressed no opinion. 

The lara:est su'trport for :>resent certification 1'8

quiremonts came !'rom olass B sohools whore 15 per cent of 
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$1 

coaches 8xpres :favorable att1t toward present 

regUl.ations. cent telt the re ts 

re 'too lax. Iso survey did not invest1gat s 

~UA4 ~Ln~~a~LUU~ ~~~~cu ~a T 
--m!BITE PROakXHS M XANSmy

!! lOur present debate ~rogram , __ w_ To determ1 

the over-all quality of tb ,d1v1d 

a~n1stered by th 01t1c e coach it 

the debate program at hi. Bchool ac1aauate. 

TABLE XLI
 

COAC
 

Pro 
adequate AA 

ADEQUAOo 

~ A ~ B , Totals 

Yes 12 46.1$ 7 35.00 5 62.50 44.~
No 14 53.84 11 55.00 3 37.50 ~ 51. .5 
No answer 2 10.00 2 3.7Q 

tala 26 20 8 54 

1961 (11.sclo that the debate 

coaches the state were 

Data colle 

v1ded regard1 

status ot their proRramB. onstltut1rut 44. 
r cent felt their n~n~Am s tel twenty-eight, 

enti~ $1.85 per oent, Ind that their respect! 

pro~pams were not tee o c ches, or 3.70 per cent, 

did no t reply.. 
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sChools indicat t on the aVGraRe. 

in thO catIons w in

tb_. 

not expected in view ot t 

SQUads, UWJ.Jl;"ts, and .8CO t 

le tor commariaon. 

1 areas ot Itm1tatio 

constructed b7 o. l'Lm"l.'I1Ar.T were: (1) lack or 
r ti .pport, (3) lack 

or community t, (4) laok of nistrat1ve suppor ... 

(5) .xtra-curr~c~ar contllcts, (6) curricular conflicts, 

and (7) otl1GI'S. 

Table XLII clo tha t in 19,52 extra-ourrioular 

and curricula%" con1'liot th tation 

to the &s hi chool t tn'o~am. 

sunDort ed to be a lesser 1 tion to , 
• class AA 01 ranK8d it the greatest 

I1m1tatlon. 

In 1961 admin1 ttve 8upport, on the aver.c .... 

the lesser l1mitatl0 ae names; however, class AA 

sohools still constlt t classIfication listi 

1t as a 11m.1tation. As in 1952, extra

curricular and currlcul cts appeared to be the 

eatest 1 tatton t All limitationa• 
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retained aPPl'oximatelY tne same relationship to the 

total or Itm1tatlons established in 1952. One school 

did extend the six basic 11m1tatlona to indicate the la 

ot a strong junior h1~h sohool debatg ~.~~.GW. 



IV
 

CONCLUSIO OOMMENDATIO 



7. Additional salary ror coach1_~ debate rose on 

the ave.rti:8 only 680.87 tJtom 1952 to 1961. 

8.	 O~ass AA sohools werep~,.~~ the higher addition-

A sohools were paying the lowest. 

9.	 The policy of reducing a ooaches t 

nts, due to the coaohing duties, diminished 14.82 

nt from 1952 to 1961, when it became virtuallY non~ 

tent. 

tatus !a Regard !2 Currlculmn. 

10. Debate, as a achool activity, was adm1nlBte~ 

both ourricularly and extra-ourrlcularly. Some Bchool: 

practioe both procedurga. 

u. 0 

are 8.ztra-ou.a.·,a,·...."'LUoa.-. 
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12. Cl.asB B school the largest crlber 

abotht110y 0to th 

cU1"1'1cular ity. This practIce 

belna necessary aue 1 

d te both with

1n r1culum 1 n 20 per t of 

the sohools • 

13. Class AA and A s 

.14. number of 00 le Bchool 

credits for 1s 2.13 c 1 1h• 
f •the 1952 a'Ver, 

Teach1pg·A1"",~. 

15. 11 e of b text sed 1.40 

per it rity p 100. 

-.raA16. ty cent of all .oola sur_6 

o r more commercial handbooks. CODl,Par1son 

t. 

vic 

the lack of data. 

61.th 1952 

,e 

wa. 

with 1952 

17. 

camb1n 1 th 1952 1961.• 
f from civic19. The pol o~ BolIo 

eotn'c8S 

e. 

as the11~ 

1 att 

ucate 

Deb-
1..0. 

sour 

195c;.asgrou' 
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28. With just a tev8xceptions the policy ot 

funds paying all lOQS~~ ~V~~g v. ~QU~~g~g wmv ~&~YQ.g~. 

tatus ot von~88~ Deba~l~ In xanaas. 

29. Over 92 per cent ot Kansas debate c 

supported competitive debate as a beneficial actIvity. 

30. None of the Kansas debate coachea i 

that present certification reauirements for coach1na debate 

re too restrictive. 

~. Twenty-six ot the torty-seven coaches respond-

I~ to ~Is Question approved Dreeent cert1tlcat1on 

reQU1r~ents. 

twentv. ottb n32. 

~~nnaAr certificatIon Irements for 

coaohing debate in aaDuaS. 

respona.ent 

LimitatIons.-
that in both 1952 and 196133. Th 

currioul licts were a major 

l1m1tatlon to t '~,",AA8 or deba.te 'Dl'oJ:tramB. 

34. It was sho that In 1961, as 1 1952, 

the limitations or a th~ reoul t of many 

:factors. 

AddItl0 ...,"'4&,.,. ............. ,.,.. ......... In aecur!
 w to t 

UGstlons eta on , the following pert! t data 

•
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