


Speaker &I Gavel

Volume 44/2007

On the Conversational Style of Ronald Reagan
“A — E =<Gc¢” Revisited and Reassessed
Windy Y. Lawrence
Ronald H. Carpenter

Newspaper Coverage of U.S. Senate Debates
William Benoit
Corey Davis

Finding an Acceptable Definition of “Original” Work
in Platform Speeches
A Study of Community College Coaches
Crystal Lane Swift
Gary Rybold

Giving Voice to the Wild
The Rhetorical Legacy of Sigurd Olson and The Singing Wilderness
Brant Short

Speaker and Gavel, Vol 44 (2007) www.dsr-tka.org/




Journal of
DELTA SIGMA RHO—TAU KAPPA ALPHA

www.dsr-tka.org/

Speaker I Gavel

Delta Sigma Rho—Tau Kappa Alpha

National Honorary Forensic Society
www.dsr-tka.org/

EDITORIAL STAFF

Editor Daniel Cronn-Mills
Minnesota State University, Mankato
daniel.cronn-mills@mnsu.edu

Office Kathy Steiner

Editor’s Note:

S&G went to an entire online format with volume 41/2004 of the journal. The
journal will be available online at: www.dsr-tka.org/ The layout and design of
the journal will not change in the online format. The journal will be available
online as a pdf document. A pdf document is identical to a traditional hardcopy
journal. We hope enjoy and utilize the new format.

Speaker and Gavel, Vol 44 (2007) www.dsr-tka.org/


http://www.dsr-tka.org/
../Vol.%2041,%202004/www.dsr-tka.org/
mailto:daniel.cronn-mills@mnsu.edu
../Vol.%2041,%202004/www.dsr-tka.org/

Speaker &I Gavel

http://www.dsr-tka.org/ Volume 44 / 2007

Table of Contents

On the Conversational Style of Ronald Reagan 1
“A — E = <Gc¢” Revisited and Reassessed
Windy Y. Lawrence & Ronald H. Carpenter

Newspaper Coverage of U.S. Senate Debates 13
William Benoit & Corey Davis

Finding an Acceptable Definition of “Original” Work

in Platform Speeches

A Study of Community College Coaches 27
Crystal Lane & Swift Gary Rybold

Giving Voice to the Wild

The Rhetorical Legacy of Sigurd Olson and The Singing Wilderness 45
Brant Short

Speaker and Gavel, Vol 44 (2007) www.dsr-tka.org/



http://www.dsr-tka.org/

Speaker &I Gavel

Delta Sigma Rho—Tau Kappa Alpha
National Honorary Forensic Society
www.dsr-tka.org/

Editor
Daniel Cronn-Mills
230 Armstrong Hall
Minnesota State University
Mankato, MN 56001
507.389.2213
daniel.cronn-mills@mnsu.edu

Editorial Board

Susan J. Balther, DePauw University

Jon Bruschke, California State University, Fullerton
Ann Burnett, North Dakota State University
Stephen Croucher, Bowling Green State University
James Dimock, Minnesota State University, Mankato
James Dittus, Highland Community College

Lisa Flores, Arizona State University

David Gaer, Laramie County Community College
Janie M. Harden Fritz, Duquesne University

Karla Leeper, Baylor University

Mark Meister, North Dakota State University
Edward Panetta, University of Georgia

Jeff Pierson, Bridgewater College

Kimberly Powell, Luther College

Nicole Schultz, University of Wisconsin-Eau Claire
David Williams, Texas Tech University

JoAnn Edwards, University of Mississippi

Submission Guidelines

S&G publishes refereed articles addressing all aspects of communication theory
and practice. Authors should submit three copies of their manuscript prepared
according to the latest edition of MLA or APA guidelines. Use minimal end-
notes only for exposition or explanation, not as bibliographic citations. Include a
cover letter identifying author(s) and affiliation(s). Remove all references in the
manuscript to author and affiliation to facilitate blind review. S&G encourages
and promotes undergraduate and graduate research. Submissions from under-
graduate and graduate students should be identified as such on the cover letter.
Enclose a computer disk with an accurate copy of your manuscript. Clearly label
the the disk with OS platform (e.g., Macintosh, Windows) and word processing

software.

Speaker and Gavel, Vol 44 (2007) www.dsr-tka.org/



http://www.dsr-tka.org/
mailto:daniel.cronn-mills@mnsu.edu




Speaker L Gavel 2007 1

On the Conversational Style of Ronald Reagan
“A — E = <Gc” Revisited and Reassessed

Windy Y. Lawrence & Ronald H. Carpenter

Abstract

During contemporaneous rhetorical criticism of his style in discourse, Pres-
ident Ronald Reagan was assessed in terms of his living up to the eloquence of
John F. Kennedy * s | naugur al A Bpebkere& Gavel Essays, t h o s e
Reagan was found t o bthan-giredatci eommuuamidc
After revisiting and reassessing-those
tional mode of communication for television was found to embody rhetorical
elements that indeed may have fostered eloquence sufficient to retain the sobri-
guet ofmmugnriecaatt ocro. |

Introduction

In two Speaker & Gavel essays during the 1980s, President Ronald Rea-
gan‘s styl e herdocudof centemporaneoes rhetosical criticism.
Therein, his attempts to achieve stylized syntax and lexicon were scrutinized
(during his presidency) for adherence to classical desiderata conducing to elo-
quence, and exemplars of style against which Reagan * s sent ensces we
ured often were in John F. Kennedy' s
two essays, canonical lore about style known to Roman rhetoricians as elocutio
(abbreviatedas —E I ulf ary faagssnessment ), was mea:
—All (repr esent i ngactib Witk addck abmiteffectiee ldeli-c a n o n
very with voice and body). Hence, wh e
was acknowledged, his deficiencies with the former led to his being deemed a
less-than-great communicator—or —< GC. I T-hE ns <w@B@Iln r—eAc e
aredividaessay, Reagan‘s style in discour s
1982-83; 1987).

I

Ronal d Reagan retains the sobriquet,
of his style in discourse—or lack thereof—thus is warranted. Impetus for so
doing now stems part lAsknot: The imug@ratienrofk e * s 2
John F. Kennedy and the speech that changed America, which asserts that this
address —i s generally acknotohefdyed t o
twentieth-c ent ury Amer i can pol itingimpressmdw ( p.
prompts this question: why would an able communicator—such as Reagan still
is acknowledged to be—try to surpass or even match Kennedyesque eloguence?
Plain spekeem heglilll Harry Truman esche
of his predecessor, Franklin Roosevelt, and did not suffer politically by thus
being deemed a second-rate stylist (at best). And George Herbert Walker Bush
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2 Speaker T Gavel 2007

never matched the polished delivery of his presidential predecessor so why even

try (even if that ineptness was lampooned continually on Saturday Night Live)?
Still another factor impels re-assessing the aptness of Kennedyesque style

as a standard for Reagan. The Kennedy Inaugural is on a DVD accompanying

Tofel's Z0Omdbaoagkthe trumpet: The mak

Inaugural Address. Rhetorical critics viewing that speech again likely would

concur that Kennedy largely was oblivious of television cameras. Directness

with his live audience is obvious; continual, staccato gestures pointing his right

hand index finger or poking the lectern with it are intended to enhance effect and

affect of his words for people facing him directly; and his emotional involve-

ment with the live audience before him impelled (more toward his peroration)

his almost strident delivery—regardless of how it might play for cameras and

television screensfav or i ng Mar shal | McLuhan‘s not.i
Reagan differs. His true audiences virtually always are cameras. And his

prowess with delivery for them was honed on Hollywood sound stages, often by

a cinematographic technique called —sh
editingll of a scene between two actor s
ofthem conversing and then —shot and re

turn either speaking or listening and interacting with the other person. When
retakes of a scene are necessary because one actor erred in delivering a line for
desired effect, the second actor often left the sound stage; and the remaining
actor then simply addressed the camera (Ingrid Bergman, for instance, did not
have to be pr es e nCasablahca lihes hag to be deliverdo gar t
again). Skilled actors speak well to cameras, and only a reminder is in order
about Reagan‘s honed —mastery of wvoice

Conducive to his admirable performance (actio) were a particularly well-

modulated baritone voice capable of controlled variation between restrained

forcefulness and an almost hushed whisper, sustained eye contact, well-

timed gestures, physical poise, and a superb sense of when to pause for clar-

ity, emphasi s, and e mo-timedp anagatteristicf f e c t .
nod of the head with clenched teeth and pursed lips between some words,
whereby an impression of determination was reinforced. In combination

with physical poise that bespoke both unflappable stature and the coolness

so suitable for television, Reagan
acclaim for performance (actio) and the controlled flexibility and polished

delivery of his lines (Carpenter & Lawrence, 2005).

o

Great communicators need more than delivery, however. Effective content of
their discourse is mandatory, even at the subtlest nuances of syntax and lexicon.

Any —great communiiclhéoofli csalrley yseé ss.it
willing to undergo the strain of adapt at iimndr der —t o deal |
very different perceptual world of the
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Mor eover, after determining —which i de
sensitive people wildl —attempt (tr-o pr o
bal strategies beforegi vi ng wutterance to an ideal

Obviously, what publics now hear as presidential discourse reflects substantial

input from pollsters, speechwriters, political advisors, and even prior empirical
quantification of the specific words most likely to work best qualitatively. For
Reagan‘s 1980 A cthedRgptiblacan tNationah Codventgos, for t o
exampl e, Richard Wirthlin*s research t
tested early drafts on focus groups of 30 to 100 listeners who turned dials in

different directions on electronic boxes while listening to various speech drafts;

—r eal t Hlike eeddoutEthkuGindicated specific words they qualitatively

|l i ked or disliked; and those words the
important address (Hall, 2002).

In Verbal Style and the Presidency (1984), Hart utilized DICTION, his
computerized program that reliegs on ||
tionariesll) that then are identified
mi ned —majorll factors of actaswelldsy, op
—mi norll el ement s -reffrence wabety,|familisity, menant |, s el
interest, compl exi ty, and symbdudli s m.
presidents, searching for those habits of locution which best explain popular
reactions to their respective presid enci e s | and thereby st
peopl e t he mslé R4). &levditheldssp giher indicds of presi dent s
—habits of |l ocutionll and hence rhetori
as finally worded with lexic a | items on investigators
rather more in president-sadditime cossanal ,
out words, substitutions, and deletions of sentences, for instance—in successive
draftsofimport ant s peechesdagpd attfbremgivery.Rathera | —a
than words found in discourse as it conforms to previously established computer
dictionaries, these |l onghand emendati
predi | ecti ons on behalf of —greatl c¢commt

INRonaldReagan‘ s case, such evidence exi s
October 1983, nationally televised —Ad
and Grenada.ll After the terrorist bom
Beirut airport i smmtharL 20 o theosteeping menhwere mo r
killed, I Reagan described this —one hi
thereby was required of Americans. The Reagan Presidential Library has suc-
cessive drafts of the speech:

1. One draft went to Reagan from speechwriter Ben Elliott on 26 October
as a —proposed draft for your spee
has been through an initial senior staffrev i e w. |

2. Another draft consisting of substantially long passages added in Rea-
gan‘s handwr i deletionp of arassedvoet pagsageafrom h i s
the Elliott draft, replete with the longhand emendations in syntax and
lexicon.
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4 Speaker T Gavel 2007

3. A more polished draft reflecting all of the above but including still fur-

ther subtl e, l onghand changmis that
tive —adaptation.|

4. A successive draft on 27 October (shortly before its delivery) that em-
bodies additional changes in Reaga

urgently recommended, substantive addition recommended in a memo

from speechwriter Anthony R. Dolan, which also offers insights into

the presidentyvitys rhetorical sensiti
5. The final draft of the speech exactly as delivered.*

Al | of our quotations herein reveal i ng
from these five documents as we specify in our text. In sum total, these materials

constitute a treasure trove of direct
tions conducing to —greatl communicat.i

i

One clearly dominant tr en(dt d nusRe alarm
terminology) is consistent longhand wording and emendations in successive
drafts to change what might have been a formal address on a somber subject to
an increasingly more conversational or colloquial mode of sentence construc-
tion. Reagan introduced a conversation style, rhetorically different from any of
his predecessors (Jamieson, 1988). His personal preferences thereby created new
potentials for standards within presidential political discourse and thereby gave
rise to rhetorical choices different from those expected for a traditional public
speech. Indeed, because conversations usually occur between two people or a
very small group of individuals, that mode of expression is expected to be more
personal and informal than speeches given to larger audiences. Contemporane-
ous rhetorical cri ti ciatomrewed thrd@ feaduesa n ' s
of the conversation style, each of which arguably offers a distinct advantage
contributing to the effectiveness and appropriateness of his discourse for televi-
sion.

To reveal Reagan‘s rhetorical sensi |
prominent of his emendations is a distinct tendency to substitute informal con-
tractions and qualifiers for what instead might have been usage that is more

gammatically for mal. I ndeed, successiv
edits demonstrated his propensity to pepper successful drafts with transitional
words to begin sentences, such ras —We
more, he added contractions trough ou't his speech such
—can‘t, I —t ha tcius thely gereerallgt are-marespontameou andB

informal, conversations usually feature more qualifiers, broken sentences, and
contractions that lend themselves to a more personal tone. These emendations
created a more informal, plainer style but were not the only alterations that un-
der girded his conversational style.

Another per sonal preference demonst
emendations is his obedience to the rules of polite conversation. In essence, by
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mimicking the back-and-forth structure of questioning that is encouraged in a
personal dialogue, he privileged the rules of social etiquette wherein turn-taking
and polite interaction are essential (Hollihan & Baaske, 1994; Lakoff & John-

son, 1980) . For instance, Reagan cont er
ask if we‘re serving any purpose in be
question. Would the terrorists have launched their suicide attacks against the
multi nati onal force if it were notn- doi ncg
gaged in conversation, Reagan structured his question as if his audience had
asked him a question first. In fact, |
is demonstrated when his speechwriters in a successive draft changed his sen-
tence to read simply, — et me answer
sentence backt o t he ori gi nal emphasis and re
Similarly, Reagan c h aayweshduld getelthofdebe ar e
anonl to —Let me ask those who say we
to leave Lebanon now, what message would that send to those who foment in-
stability and t dance theorigmahd®aftreddn anot her i

Brave men have been taken from us. Many others have been wounded. All
carried out their duties with honor. The worst possible course we could now
take would be to run from Lebanon, stripping every ounce of meaning and
purpose from their courageous sacrifice.

To thi s, Reagan added a question: —ATr €
Furthermore, the politeness of his style is reinforced by the wording of his ques-
tions, MaydEbmpbBasis our s] share somet hi
Il i ke t o kdobsimpIy statinghckimse Reagan asked questions of his
audi ence and mimicked the feel of a pa
wording thereby created an overall feel of a conversationalist who aimed at ex-
changing information for the sake of understanding and relating on a more per-
sonal level.

Whil e sentence structure compl ement e
an inclusive and familiar tone, accomplished through word choice and analogies,
reinforced this conversational form. For instance, in addition to copious usages

of pronouns | i ke —wel and —us, Il g-Reaga
ing of —governmentl to —our gover nmen
—Vvisible supportll to —our supppglesivet I as
wording.

Reagan‘s emendations also reveal a |
words, with his subbsdaiinaglt ifoor ofvitthael itte
mi ssi onl for —kami kaze mission. Il Afte
sinceWorl d War ||, and —suicidel waa a mol
bul ary than —kamikaze. Il Further ocontri
bert McFarl anel to —Bud McFarl anreell opt

ly found being used with familiar friends. Reagan also made several analogies,
noted for their effectiveness in putting the unfamiliar in terms of the familiar, in
his description of —Grenadal asm-only
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bia.lll Similarly, h e i needbonuahdead insarance o mp a r
policy: —Sam Rayburn once said that f
wor k for once and win forever. sEle sai
premiums must be kept up to date, in order to keep it, we have to keep working

for it —sacrificing forit—j ust as | ong as we |ive. "I
scenes watched on American televisions as proof of Lebanese ineffectiveness in
controlling militias: —Only a year agoc¢

shelling and bombing of Beirut which was being used as a fortress by P.L.O.
bands. | Re agan "’ gartonencomplimsntied aad reinforded hisa mi |
use of the conversational style.

The personal qualities of a conversational style are particularly effective as
television has changed the nature of the relationship between speaker and view-
er, and Reagan used the conversation style to reinforce the transformation of this
relationship. If President John F. Kennedy used the camera as something to
speak through to a wider audience, Reagan used the camera as his conversation-
al partner and let the immediate audience overhear him conversing. Such a strat-
egy, however, is hardly evidence of €
communication greatness. Further critical assessment is warranted.

v
In addition to contractions, qualifiers, politeness, and turn-taking, conversa-
tional style also includes anecdotal forms of evidence, and some of that manifest
content (in contradistinction to stylized sentences) well might qualify as what

Kenneth Burke calls the —Fepresentatiywv
p. 324). Reflectingthe Arist ot el i an noti on that an apt
—facts of history, I 135 6coursetapetsuade3d 9 3 a) i

Burkeian rhetorical theory extolsthosei s e | eaft i roemas!| | tfydd t hat
mat i aytabécame sources of appealsaroundwhichAihuman r el ati on
grandl y (@9%3npv34). Grenalassical rhetorical theory espoused by
Longinus when elaborating On the Sublime, a st at ementeof —ext
ni usllrvied owmd in its —power to persuade
and irresistible t o Dblieniayyrwekngvobrouggeaute r y he
at the happy moment, parts all the matter this way and that, and like a lightening
fl ash, reveal s, at a stroke *€uld in its
conversational Reagan be capable of Longinian sublime? Perhaps so.

On 26 October 1983, the day bef ore R
ing urgent Memorandum was sent (as underlined) to speechwriters Robert C.
McFarlane, David Gergan, Ben Elliot, and Allen Myer; its author was a close
confidant of the president:

FROM: ANTHONY R. DOLAN
SUBJECT: Very Important Passage in TV Address
Urge inclusion of this anecdote. It says it all.
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I know of course that no words from me can ever fully describe or do
justice to the unselfish devotion of the young men who were and are today
part of our Marine contingent in Beirut. | will attempt no such words.

But I do think something that happened to the commandant of our Ma-
rine Corps, General Paul Kelley, while he was visiting critically injured Ma-
rines in an Air Force Hospital .It says more than any of us could ever hope
to say about the gallantry and heroism of these young men; young men who
serve so willingly so that others might have a chance at peace and freedom
in their own lives and in the life of their country.

I will let General Kelley's words describe the incident. He spoke of a
"young Marine with more tubes going in and out of his body than | have ev-
er seen in one body.

"He could not see very well. He reached up and grabbed my four stars,
just to make sure | was who | said | was.

"He held my hand with a firm grip. He was making signals and we rea-
lized he wanted to tell me something. We put a pad of paper in his hand . . .
and he wrote _Semper fi . I

Well, if you've been a Marine or if like myself you're an admirer of the
Marines, you know those words are a battle cry, a greeting and a legend in
the Marine Corps. They're Marine shorthand for the motto of the corps —
"Semper Fidelis" — "always faithful."

General Kelly has a reputation for being a very sophisticated General
and a very tough Marine. But he cried when he saw those words, and who
can blame him.

That Marine and all those others like him, living and dead, have been
faithful to their ideals, they have given willingly of themselves so that a
nearly defenseless people in a region of great strategic importance to the
free world will have a chance someday to live lives free of murder and
mayhem and terrorism. | think that young Marine and all of his comrades
have given everyone of us something to live up to. They were not afraid to
stand for their country or, no matter how difficult and slow the journey
might be, to give to others that last best hope of a better future. We cannot
and will not dishonor them now and the sacrifices they have made by failing
to remain as faithful to the cause of freedom and the pursuit of peace as they
have been.

This summational (if not sublime) representative anecdote supplied by Dolan—

because —tigaysdipramidently in Reaga
The memorandum found its way directly to Reagan, who recognized its rhe-

torical value and quickly added in his own handwriting, an ending to the anec-

dote that became the peroration of the speech as it evolved into final form before

del i very: —I w0 u avherk évek you ntaybe ia ik belgvedu  a | |

land to pray for these wounded young men and to pray for the bereaved familys

[sic] of those who gave their lives. | will not ask you to pray for the dead be-

cause they are safe in God's loving al

Bl ess you and God Bl ess America. |l Act
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8 Speaker T Gavel 2007

for these wounded youn g men and for the bereaved

changed his sentence to say, etpmy pr ay
[italics our s] for the bereaved ... .1 |
religiosity that might work to his rhetorical advantage. In the final draft as deli-
ver ed, however, Reagan reversed the o
wi || not ask you to pray for the dead,
and beyond need prdceded prayi npgr dhyfeaasnded n o w
young men and .. .l Conforming to Lear
of recency over primacy, Longi niean —I i
diate present more so than a past event now unalterable.

Reagan‘®s | ongh anadmemorarelumdrevealiammthes al-on t h

most instinctive impulse to ignore the past and emphasize the present. He simply
crossed out Dol an‘s first paragraph be
from me ... | wi || attempt no saitiogh wor ¢
quickly to the anecdote, as if wanting quickly to tell an important story, Reagan
preferred for the final draft, —May |
to know? I|It's something that that happ
lastmoment of final emendation, al oing wit
nal, |l onghand —It islll to a more conver

Critical endeavor to explicate Reagsa
address this question: is a potential representative anecdote about Marine Corps
General Paul Kelley evidence of D o | arhmetérigal sensitivity, which the Presi-
dent usurped and passed off as his own? Or, did Dolan accurately assess, pre-
dict, and thereby conform to R e a g alreadlysestablished, rhetorical prefe-
rences, whether for presidential discourse generally or the Lebanon speech spe-
cifically? The latter alternative well may be the more likely. Dolan could serve
an important role for Reagan because he knewh i s pr esi dent ‘s pr
still other longhand emendations evince that already established predilection on
the president*‘s part.

At 5: 30 PM on Wednesday, 26 October
had completed a —proposed draftnfor vy
ing. It has been throughani ni t i al senior staff revi e\
time had this statement:

Well, we intend to meet our responsibilities. For longer than any of us can
remember, the people of the Middle East have lived from war to war with
no prospect for any other future. Because it is our moral obligation, and be-
cause of our important interests in the area, that dreadful cycle must be bro-
ken. That is our course and there is no responsible alternative.

With longhand emendations, Reagan changed the paragraph as follows:
Let us meet our responsibilities. For longer than any of us can remember,
the people of the Middle East have lived from war to war with no prospect

for any other future. That dreadful cycle must be broken. Why are we there?
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A Lebanese mother told one of our Ambassadors her little girl had only at-
tended school 2 of the last 8 years. Now because of our presence there her
daughter could live a normal life.

Reagan himself preferred an anecdote to represent—in a personal story mode of
expression—American responsibilities in that part of the world. His preference
prevailed in the text as delivem-ed on
mationall quality is evident in his i
with bold markings, the next four paragraphs of the Elliot draft to start, in his
| onghand, a new topic: —Now | know anc¢
your mi nds, a place much <cl oser to o
Spi-e&r'enadal (retained, Jas is, in the
Finally, Dol an‘®s correct anticipatioc
anecdotes, such as that about General Kelley, is demonstrated in what may be
the most subtl e but neverthel esiml r evee
sensitivity. Working in longhand with the Elliot draft, Reagan read the following
sentence about the situation in rLebano
ests.ll Reagan crossed out the | ast wor
not be summational of any ignoble interest (such as Middle East oil) but only the
nobility of our own people. Nevertheless, for the draft as finally delivered, Rea-
gan could not resist—again—his imperative to embody more conversational
contractions: —We'‘'re natotsamda whge rseo melos
interests; we‘re there protecting our
perhaps even sublime.

\%
In 1964, Marshall McLuhan published a significant book, Understanding
Media: The Extensions of Man. The analysis therein of television as a medium
of monumental import is directly relevant for an understanding of some person
in an el ectronic age that potentially
if any president matched McLuhan®s no
optimal rhetorical advantage, Ronald Reagan was he.

t

Essentially, McLuhan epitomizmd tel e
muni cati on, which in turn requires a
wel | as —cool messages, i substance tnth c on't
style. After all, television essentially requires of viewersa highd e gr eer- of —

ticipationll as ttingdotyfliting rapidlg acrbss alsaregntiot e mi
create images low in definition (despite current claims for HDTV). Thus, in

short, anyone using TV as a primary mode of communication—as American

presidents now do—wi | | strive for a correspond
presentationll so that the messahgne meet
1964, p. 270). As if presciently anticipating an actor turned President, McLuhan

(1964) described an ideal television persona:

The TV actor does not have to project either his voice or himself.
Likewise, TV acting is so extremely intimate, because of the peculiar

Speaker and Gavel, Vol 44 (2007) www.dsr-tka.org/




10 Speaker T Gavel 2007

involvement of the viewer wi t h t he compl etion or
image, that the actor must achieve a great degree of spontaneous ca-

sualness that would be irrelevant in movies and lost on stage. For the

audience participates in the inner life of the TV actor as fully as in the

outer I|ife of the movie star. .. News
frequency with which they are approa
met them before. Joanne Woodward in an interview was asked what

was the difference between beinga moviestarand a TV actr ess.

replied: —When | was in the movies

Joanne Woodward. Now they say, _Th

know" I -27p.p . 276
And as in real-life, face-to-f ace conver sation, wialt h it :
expression, TV is not so much an acti
1964, pp. 277) . In the past, dvehle® Jack
the inherent need of TV for spontaneou
presidency, Ronald Reagan, with his penchant for a conversational mode of ex-
pression for the Lebanon speech is an

The contrapuntal representative anecdote, however, is potentially a message
segment whose speci ficit yaccourdof Gegeralk hi gt
Kell ey*s moving encounter wihingitothehe ba
imagination. TV viewers listening to that account heard all the details about the
characters, their outward states, and their inner feelings. The approximately 385
words of the anecdote likely required about 3 minutes of time for delivery. Nev-
ertheless, in an age becoming attuned to five commercials in a row, each of
which is 15 seconds in length (or perhaps more), three minutes of continuous
statement about General Kelley and the Marine may have pushed the limits of

required time span for —sublimityl th
the happy moment, parts all the matter this way and that, and like a lightening
flash, reveals, at a stroke and initsent i r et y, the power of t

267). Nevertheless, if he indeed achieved Longinian effect and affect, Ronald
Reagan found a rhetorical counterpart for the eloquent style of John F. Kenne-
dy‘s I naugural Addr es s . hepigmmmatichrasea | ur e
of a president in 1961 was not an apt criterion to assess presidential language in
t he 198 6@atmn-garse atl.ellss
For those rhetorical critics and theorists who maintain a vital interest in the
traditional canon of styleasasourceof epi gr ammati c senten
cessful mastery of the contemporary medium of television well may have raised
a serious question: have efforts to achieve apt anecdotes replaced striving for
stylized sentences? Ronald Reagan may have offered an answer. Both can be
eloquent.

Endnotes
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'n the Reagan Presidenti al Libré&ry, t
l ection and/ or Subject Filel as White
OA 8206, WHORM Subject Files, SP 818 and SP 818 18858, and WHORM

Subject Files SP818. The authors express their gratitude to Professor Kurt Ritter,

Texas A & M University, for making these primary source, textual materials

available to us.

2 We use the translation of Longinus On the Sublime by A.O Prickard, in Read-
ings in Classical Rhetoric, ed. Thomas W. Benson and Michael H. Prosser. Da-
vis CA: Hermagoras Press, 1988, p. 267.
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Newspaper Coverage of U.S. Senate Debates

William Benoit
Corey Davis

Abstract

Political debates are important message forms, capable of informing and in-
fluencing voters. However, news coverage of debates informs and influences
both those who watch, and those who do not watch, the debates. This study
compared the content (functions and topics) of 10 U.S. Senate debates from
1998-2004 with the content of newspaper articles about those particular debates.
Newspaper coverage of debates was significantly more negative than the debates
themselves, reporting a higher percentage of attacks and a smaller percentage of
acclaims than the candidates employed. The newspaper articles also stressed
character more, and policy less, than the candidates. This journalistic emphasis
may facilitate the impression that the candidates are more negative than they
really are and that candidates are more concerned with character —and less with
policy — than their messages indicate. We also discovered that newspaper cover-
age of senatorial debates stresses defenses more, policy less, and character more
than news coverage of presidential debates.

Introduction

There can be no doubt that political debates are a very important campaign
medium (McKinney & Carlin, 2004; Racine Group, 2002). A media effects
perspective is justified by the results of a recent meta-analysis: Debates have
been found to increase knowledge of the issues and change preference for can-
di dat es i s s u e apable & praliwing andagefda setting effeatr e ¢
debates have been shown t o aohalitteand per c e
debates can also affect vote preference of viewers (Benoit, Hansen, & Verser,
2003). Clearly, political debates merit scholarly attention.

Accordingly, scholars have developed an extensive literature on presidential
debates (books on the topic include Benoit & Wells, 1996; Bishop, Meadow, &
Jackson-Beeck, 1979; Carlin & McKinney, 1994; Coleman, 2000; Friedenberg,
1994; Hellweg, Pfau, & Brydon, 1992; Hinck, 1993; Jamieson & Birdsell, 1988;
Kraus, 1962, 1979, 2000; Lemert et al., 1991; Martel, 1983; Racine Group,
2002; Swerdlow, 1984, 1987). However, political debates in campaigns for other
offices besides that of the president are becoming increasingly common in mod-
ern campaigns. For instance, almost twenty years ago Ornstein (1987) observed
t hat —These days debates are the nori
mayor al, and gub er rDebdtes forina-presigemtial eldc-i ¢ s II |
tive office have reached higher levels of visibility in recent years because of the
national attention they receive from C-SPAN, which televised over 100 debates
in 2002 and 2004. Research indicates that presidential primary debates have
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larger effects on viewers than debates in the general election campaign (Benoit,
Hansen, & Verser, 2003), it seems likely that viewers know less about contend-
ers in the primary campaign than about the two party nominees in the general
election phase. It is possible that these non-presidential debates also have rela-
tively large effects because the candidates for these offices also tend to be less
well-known than the Democratic and Republican nominees for president.
Furthermore, it is important to realize that millions of people watch political
debates and they may be influenced directly by these campaign events. Howev-
er, Kendall (1997) noted that news coverage of the debates is also very impor-
tant to voters: —Not only do theaey see
tary about those debates on television news, as well as in other media. Many
more people who have not watched the debates also hear or read analyses of
t heml Sp,mews cdvdrage of debates has the potential to influence both
voters who watch, and voters who do not watch, political debates. Furthermore,
there is reason to believe that news coverage of debates has important conse-
quences for the electorate. Chaf f ee and Dennis (1979) a
that the press‘®s i nt erepnpoeantantdéteommingo f t h e
the impact on the electorate than is
Bridges, & Barefield, 1990; Steeper, 1978). Accordingly, this study investigates
news coverage of campaign debates for U.S. Senate.

Literature Review

Several studies have investigated news coverage of presidential campaigns
(for a review, see Benoit, Stein, & Hansen, 2005). A number of other studies
have examined news coverage of non-presidential campaigns (e.g., Atkeson &
Partin, 2001; Becker & Fuchs, 1967; Graber, 1989; Kahn, 1995; Kahn & Ken-
ney, 1999; Kelley, 1958; Ostroff & Sandell, 1984; Serini, Powers, & Johnson,
1998; Simon, 2002; Tidmarch, Hyman, & Sorkin, 1984; Vermeer, 1987; West,
1994). None of this work on non-presidential election coverage, however, has
looked specifically at news coverage of political debates. Other studies have
investigated non-presidential debates (Bystrom, Roper, Gobetz, Massey, & Beal,
1991; Conrad, 1993; Hullett & Louden, 1998; Just, Crigler, & Wallach, 1990;
Lichtenstein, 1982; Ornstein, 1987; Pfau, 1983; Philport & Balon, 1975). How-
ever, these studies also have not examined news coverage of those debates.

A few studies have examined news coverage of presidential debates, com-
paring the content of debates with content of the news coverage of those de-
bates. The key variables — function and topic — are derived from Functional
Theory (Benoit, in press; Benoit et al. 2003). Political campaign messages have
three distinct functions: acclaims, which praise the candidate; attacks, which
attack the opponent; and defenses, which refute attacks. This discourse can oc-
cur on two topics: policy (governmental action and problems amenable to go-
vernmental action) and character (the qualities and abilities of the candidates).
So, statements by candidates (in the debates and quoted or paraphrased in news
stories about the debates) have two dimensions: functions (acclaims, attacks, and
defenses) and topics (policy and character).
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Benoit, Stein, and Hansen (2004; see also Benoit & Currie, 2001) content
analyzed newspaper coverage of presidential campaign debates from the general
election, 1980-2000. They found that the news stories on debates were signifi-
cantly more negative than the debates covered in the stories: Attacks comprised
50% of the statements from candidates reported in the news but only 31% of the
statements candidates made in the debates; acclaims appeared less frequently in
coverage than debates. Similarly, Benoit, Hansen, and Stein (2004; see also Re-
ber & Benoit 2001) analyzed newspaper coverage of presidential primary de-
bates from 1980-2004. Once again, attacks were exaggerated in stories about
these debates (52% in stories, 20% in debates), whereas acclaims were under
reported. So, news stories about both presidential primary and general debates
have been found to be much more negative than the campaign messages them-
selves.

This line of work has also examined the topics of news coverage of general
presidential debates. In the general campaign, policy was discussed significantly
more in the debates than in the stories about the debates (74% to 69%) whereas
character was emphasized more in the news than in the debates themselves (31%
to 26%; Benoit, Stein, & Hansen, 2004). Once again, this pattern occurred in
newspaper stories about presidential primary debates as well. In the debates, the
candidates devoted significantly more of their comments to policy than did sto-
ries about the debates (65% to 60%); the stories stressed character more than the
debates (40% to 35%). Kendall (1997), who wrote about news coverage of the
1996 presidential debates, reported a similar pattern:

Media interpretations have been found to follow a pattern: They devote lit-
tle time to the content of the debates and much time to the personalities of
the candidates and the process by which they make the decision to debate,
prepare to debat e, and —spinl t
of the debates. (p. 1)

In short, the news appears to have a tendency to overemphasize character cover-
age at the expense of policy.

So, newspaper coverage of both primary and general presidential debates
reveal two patterns: (1) news stories discuss attacks more frequently than they
occur in debates and (2) stories emphasize character more, and policy less, than
the debates. However, we do not know whether these patterns also occur in non-
presidential debates. Accordingly, this study will replicate existing studies of
newspaper coverage of general (Benoit, Stein, & Hansen, 2004) and primary
(Benoit, Hansen, & Stein, 2004) presidential debates, extending that work to
investigate news coverage of U.S. Senate debates. Based on the findings just
reported, we propose two hypotheses:

H1. Newspaper coverage of U.S. Senate debates will cover attacks more
frequently, and acclaims less frequently, than they occur in the debates.

H2. Newspaper coverage of U.S. Senate debates will cover character more
frequently, and policy less frequently, than they occur in the debates.
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Finally, existence of data on newspaper coverage of presidential debates (Be-
noit, Stein, & Hansen, 2004) allows us to test for differences in emphasis of
functions or topics between presidential and senatorial news coverage:

RQ1. Does newspaper coverage of U.S. Senate debates emphasize the same
functions as coverage of presidential debates?

RQ2. Does newspaper coverage of U.S. Senate debates emphasize the same
topics as coverage of presidential debates?

This study will extend our knowledge of news coverage of political campaign
debates to contests for other political office.

Method

We analyzed newspaper coverage of 10 U.S. Senate debates from 1998-
2004. These debates featured 10 Democrats and 10 Republicans including 7
incumbents, 7 challengers, and 6 open-seat candidates, a nice balance of candi-
dates (Benoit, Brazeal, & Airne, 2006). For the current study, we employed Lex-
is-Nexis to locate newspaper stories about each of these debates. We searched
for articles published after the debates (rather than articles about preparation for
or expectations about the debates) so we could compare the content of the de-
bates with the content of articles reporting on the debates. We ignored articles
that did not focus on the debate, were very short, or were transcripts of the de-
bates. These procedures obtained a sample of 17 newspaper articles about this
sample of debates (note that these articles were written about these particular
debates, not about Senate debates generally). The sample is described in Table
1.

The content — functions and topics — of these debates is known from pre-
vious research (Benoit, Brazeal, & Airne, 2006),* which will facilitate compari-
son of our (new) content analysis of news coverage of these debates with (exist-
ing) content analysis of the debates themselves. Similarly, we can compare the
data on newspaper coverage of presidential debates (Benoit, Stein, & Hansen,
2004) with the new data on newspaper coverage of senatorial debates produced
here. The content analysis in this study of news coverage employed three steps,
utilizing the same procedures employed to analyze these Senate debates. First,
we | ocated statements in a newsmpaper ¢
ments in the debate (either direct quotations or paraphrases). Other comments,
such as descriptions of the debates and evaluative statements from the reporters,

wereexcluded. Second, the statements inmthe s
ments were unitized into themes or utterances that address a coherent idea (in
our discussion, we use the terma- —utt e

onymousl y wiBehr edtshoeime(sll95b. 2) defriomed a
aboutasubject-matt er l HOpbst 1381969) explmined
gl e assertion abouSo athenmie an arguhentéacdar-l  ( p .
gument; i n  O' K e€/F terrhirology) dbout the candidates or their issue

positions. Because discourse is enthymematic, themes can vary in length from a
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phrase to several sentences. Third, as in the research on debates, each theme in
the newspaper stories was coded for the two variables under investigation here:
functions (acclaims, attacks, defenses) and topics (policy, character).

Table 1. Newspaper Stories on Senate Debates

Year Stories  State  Candidates Incumbent Challenger Open

2004 9/19 2 SD Daschle 1 1 0
Thune

2004 10/30 1 uT VanDam 1 1 0
Bennett

2004 10/3 1 OK  Carson 0 0 2
Coburn

2004 10/12 2 IL Obama 0 0 2
Keyes

2002 9/22 2 co Strickland 1 1 0
Allard

2002 10/24 2 MO  Carnahan 1 1 0
Talent

2000 9/13 2 NY  Clinton 0 0 2
Lazio

2000 10/24 2 CA Feinstein 1 1 0
Campbell

2000 10/22 1 MI Stabenow 1 1 0
Abraham

1998 10/19 2 FL Graham 1 1 0
Crist

Total 17 10 20 7 7 6

First candidate is a Democrat; second candidate is a Republican.

We then compared the data about news coverage produced by these content
analytic procedures with the results of previous content analysis of these Senate
debates. In other words, we began with the content analysis of the debates al-
ready available in the literature, and replicated those procedures to content ana-
lyze newspaper stories about the debates, and then compared the results of the
existing content analyses of the debates with the new content analyses of the
news coverage of these debates. The data from content analysis of debates and
newspaper coverage of those debates are comparable because they were gener-
ated with identical procedures.

Two coders performed content analysis on these texts. Reliability was as-
sessed with a subset of approximately 10% of the texts. Weemploye d Cohen* s
(1960) «k, which accourt $oforfuagt-eemeif!
tack, defend) in coding the debates w
.88. Inthe analysisofnewspaper stories k for functio
.95 and for coding topicwas 91. Landi s and Koch (8977) |
tween 61-. 80 refl ect —substant i allokepreseir e e me
—al most p -eodef reliability (p.i165). €his means the reliability of
these data are acceptable.
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Because the content analytic procedures produce frequency data, we will
test the two hypotheses with chi-square analyses. We report the significance
l evel and t he evffdr 2x8 thi-squarez@n d Cp ather * 2 x 2
squares).

Results

The first hypothesis predicted that newspaper coverage of U.S. Senate de-
bates would be more negative than the debates themselves. This prediction was
upheld in these data: the most common function in news coverage was attacks
despite the fact that the most common function in the debates was acclaims.
Specifically, attacks comprised only 29% of the debate utterances but were 48%
of the statements from candidates in the articles; acclaims, on the other hand,
constituted 60% of the statements made by candidates in the debates but only
39% of the statements from candidates in the news articles. For example, a story
about the 1998 Graham-Crist debate reported that Charlie Crist charged that Bob
Graham —has voted for more t dhisédls-ll ( Mal
strates an attack because most voters prefer lower, rather than higher, taxes. On
the other hand, the story also reported that Graham boast ed t hat h
bring us to a balanced budget amd the
tury, I a immbfacaaming. A tanysort thre 2000 Feinstein-Campbell
debates reported that Tom Campbell accused the Democrat of having a conflict
ofinterest The story reported that —Fedgnstei
perate tacti c byinsworth| 2008, ip. A8, ancerampleiofcha t e |l
defense. A story on the Strickland-Allard debate of 2002 reported that Allard
accused Strickland of —misstating AlIl a
ter, 2002, p. Al). Because the actual policy positions are not discussed, this is an
attack on Strickland for dishonesty in his campaign. These differences are statis-
tically §[dfga]iE 80il1% m.0001,(Vx .18; the frequency of ac-

claims versus attacks [excluding defenses] was also significantlydi f f e f[éfnt : X
=1]=829%,p< . 0001, ¢ = .19) and the data s
Table 2. Functions of U.S. Senate Debates and News Coverage, 1998-2004
Acclaims Attacks Defenses X (df =2)

Debates 1346 (60%) 597 (29%) 219 (11%) 80.17, p <.0001

News Stories 163 (39%) 200 (48%) 57 (14%) V=.18
Note. The chi-square for acclaims versus attacks (excluding defenses) is also statistically
significant: 82.96,p< . 0001, ¢ = . 19.

Hypothesis 2 anticipated that newspaper articles about U.S. Senate debates
would stress character more, and policy less, than the debates themselves. This
prediction was also confirmed. Although both debates and newspapers discussed
policy more than character, the emphasis on policy was greater in the debates
(71%) than in the news stories (57%); conversely, newspaper articles discussed
character more than the debates (43% to 29%). For example, the story on the
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Feinstein-Ca mp b e | | debate reported that Fei
Republicans to produce major bills like the Desert Protection Act, the Tahoe
Restoration Pl an, and the 1994 Assaul

A3). This statement is an example of policy discussion. These differences are
statisticacP[bfyl]s26@Xp<f i.c0a0n0t1)andyipe data can 1 1
be found in Table 3.

Table 3. Topics of U.S. Senate Debates and News Coverage, 1998-2004

Policy Character X (df = 1)
Debates 1307 (71%) 536 (29%) 26.02, p < .0001
News Stories 210 (57%) 156 (43%) ¢ = .11

The first research question concerned the distribution of the three functions
in news coverage of senatorial and presidential debates. There was a statistically
significant di f[dx2%=-79%8pd.05 VE DF). dnspéc-o n s
tion of the means reported in Table 4 shows that senatorial debate coverage re-
ports fewer acclaims and attacks and more defenses than presidential debate
coverage. Further analysis using only acclaims and attacks reveals that there is
no significant diff er en’fdes1]i=r05 p>s8), of
which means that the difference in function inheres only in defense.

Table 4. Functions of News Coverage of Presidential and U.S. Senate Debates

Acclaims Attacks Defenses X (df =2)
Senate 163 (39%) 200 (48%) 57 (14%) 7.97,p<.05
Presidential 969 (41%) 1160 (50%) 214 (9%) V=.05

Note. The chi-square for acclaims versus attacks (excluding defenses) is not significant:
.05, p >.82.

Research question two investigated the emphasis on the two topics in sena-
torial and presidential debate news coverage. Here again a significant difference
emerged: Senate debate coverage discussed policy less, and character more, than

t

(X

h

presidenti al *{de=tp-tl®34,pov e ageSelaple5 08) .

for these data.

Table 5. Topics of News Coverage of Presidential and U.S. Senate Debates

Policy Character X (df = 1)
Senate 210 (57%) 156 (43%) 18.34, p < .05
Presidential 1542 (69%) 702 (31%) o = .0
Discussion

This study investigated the accuracy of newspaper coverage of U.S. Senate
debates. Rather than perform fact checks (e.g., www.factcheck.org) on the truth
of report e mwslbokedstd setifenemspapeér articles about debates
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accurately reflected the tone and topics of the debates themselves. As with news
coverage of presidential primary and general debates (Benoit, Hansen, & Stein,
2004; Benoit, Stein, & Hansen, 2004), newspaper accounts of Senate debates
accentuate the negative. Attacks comprised less than one-third of the statements
made by candidates in these debates; however, almost half of all statements at-
tributed to candidates in these articles were attacks. Positive statements were
correspondingly under represented (60% of candidate debate statements were
acclaims but only 39% of the comments quoted or paraphrased from candidates
were positive). Clearly, these newspaper articles fostered the impression that
these Senate debates were more negative than they were in fact.
A negative tone in political campaign coverage should not be surprising.
Hart observed that —pol i ti dmNewNogkws i s
Times' coverage of g e n er aré negativee(57%)ithann c a m|
positive (39%; Benoit, Stein, & Hansen, 2005). Similarly, Jamieson, Waldman,
and Devitt (1998) observed that —elia
the campaign would lead one to conclude that it contained a far higher level of
attack than was i 3onefvspapet coverdyesof UcSaSsnetdl ( p .
debates is substantially more negative than the campaign messages themselves.
This emphasis on the negative in news articles is easy to understand. At-
tacks, clash, or conflict is likely to be more interesting than platitudes. Surely
journalists want to arouse and maint a
attacks might well be thought to serve this goal. Furthermore, voters must know
the differences between candidates in order to decide whom is preferable. If
voters only hear positive statements
jobs, I —I want to protect Soci al Secur
there is little basis for preferring one over the other. Criticism or attacks — if
truthful and accurate — can help distinguish candidates and give voters a reason
to prefer one over another. So, attacks are not necessarily undesirable in and of
themselves.
The potential problem lies in the fact that newspaper coverage of debates
could easily create the impression that the candidates were more negative than
was actually the case. Although some questions have been raised about their
study (see, e.g., Finkel & Geer, 1999), Ansolabehere and lyengar (1995) argued
that negativity in political advertising adversely affects voter turnout. It is possi-
ble that high levels of negativity — or high perceived levels of negativity — in
political debates could also depress voter turnout. It is worth noting that, as Fin-
keland Geer point out, one of Ansal abeh
lyzed negativity in news about the campaign (rather than negativity in television
spots). That means their research actually found that higher levels of attacks in
news was associated with lower turnout. Therefore, there is a possibility that the
fact that news coverage of U.S. Senate debates is so negative could have a ten-
dency to depress voter turnout on election day.
Our findings also indicate that newspaper accounts of Senate debates em-
phasize character more, and policy less, than the debates themselves. News cov-
erage of presidential campaigns generally emphasizes horse race the most (40%
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of themes in stories); after that, character is more common than policy (31% to
25%; Benoit, Stein, & Hansen, 2005). This emphasis on character is also consis-
tent with studies of news coverage of presidential primary and general debates
(Benoit, Hansen, & Stein, 2004; Benoit, Stein, & Hansen, 2004). Similarly,
Sears and Chaffee (1979) commented on the 1976 presidential deb at e s : —t h
debates themselves were heavily issue-oriented, but the subsequent coverage of
them deci ded]!| yAswithe gresiderdiab debatds, pewspapel cBvpr-
age of Senate debates stressed policy less, and character more, than the debates
themselves.
Why would journalists stress character more than the candidates them-
selves? Patterson (1994) explained that —P
the journalist seeks. . . . The first time that a candidate takes a position on a key
issue, the press is almost certain to report it. Further statements on the same is-
sue become progressively |l ess newswor't
61).So, the search for the —mewl iln —new
icy. Furthermore, Clarke and Evans (1983), who surveyed 82 reporters who
covered U.S. House of Representative races in 1978, observed that:

Candidates are above all recognized for speaking out on particular policy
positions.... Strikingly, issue-related topics recede when reporters turn to
analyzing the strengths and weaknesses that they think will determine the
election.... On the whole, candidates do not dwell on these [personal] cha-
racteristics in their appeals to voters. Yet journalists believe that they are
important factors in determining the outcome of a congressional race. (pp.
39-42)

If journalists believe that character is more important than policy, it makes sense
that they would stress that topic in their articles about debates.

However, the journalist s * tendency to privilege
consistent with Brazdaland Behoit €001 reperspsblicwi s h e s
opinion data from five different years in which voters reported that state, local,
and national issues were a more important determinant of their vote for Con-
gress than candidate character. Similarly, a Princeton Survey Research Asso-
ciates poll from 1999 (on presidential elections) found that only 8% of respon-

dents thought that news organizations should pay the most attention t o —wh a't
candidate is |like as a personl; ein sh
vote most attention to —what a candi ds

thought the news should spend most ti
important i s s uAa amphlhsis on character over policy in stories about Senate
debates may be detrimental to voters"
Conclusion

This study investigated newspaper coverage of U.S. Senate debates from
1998-2004. Political debates have become more popular as time passes and re-
search has established that they are capable of influencing voters. However,
news coverage of debates can influence those who watch these debates as well
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as those who do not watch them. The newspaper articles in our sample did not
accurately reflect the content of the debates on two dimensions. First, the fre-
quency of attacks in news coverage was much higher than the frequency of at-
tacks in the debates themselves. This emphasis may foster the impression that
campaigns are more negative than they are in fact. Second, the news stories dis-
cussed character more, and policy less, than the debates. This journalistic em-
phasis may do a disservice to voters, who report that policy is more important to
them than character.

This study also discovered that although the general emphasis is the same
(newspaper coverage of debates at both levels stresses attacks and character
more than the debates themselves), nevertheless there are differences in news
coverage of senatorial and presidential debates. Senate debate coverage stresses
defenses more than presidential debate coverage. Senate races have a more li-
mited audi ence than presidenti al
senate campaigns are statewide rather than nationwide. Presidential candidates
need to address a wider range of issues to address the national electorate, com-
pared with senate candidates. This could mean that the news coverage stresses
defenses to highlight differences on the issues that matter most to voters. The
other difference — more coverage of character and less of policy in senate than
presidential coverage — may be related to the fact that a senator is 1 among 99
other senators —and one among 534 other members of congress. When the pres-
ident signs a bill or implements the law, he (all presidents so far have been male)
appears to be solely responsible and is therefore clearly associated with the poli-
cy. Because responsibility for legislation is so diffuse (535 law makers in con-
gress), it is more difficult for senators to become identified with particular poli-
cies. Thus, news coverage may stress character of senatorial candidates more
than presidential candidates. Note that we do not argue the president in fact is
solely responsible; clearly the entire executive branch is involved.. Our point is
that the president is more likely to be perceived as responsible for a policy than
a sentor.

Future research could consider both other news media — such as television
or Internet coverage of debates —and political debates held for other offices be-
sides the U.S. Senate. Debates for governor, U.S. House, as well as other offices
have been held. Political debates have also been held in other countries (includ-
ing Australia, Canada, France, Germany, Greece, Holland, Israel, New Zealand,
Scotland, South Korea, Sweden, Poland, Taiwan, and the Ukraine) and news
coverage of those events merit scholarly attention. Although the results reported
here are consistent with presidential primary and general news coverage of de-
bates, we do not know if the findings would replicate with other kinds of politi-
cal debates. Furthermore, research on the effects of watching debates, compar-
ing those exposed to news reports and those who are not, could add to our un-
derstanding.
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Endnotes
'Benoit, Brazeal, and Airne content analyzed 15 Senate debates; however, we
were only able to locate newspaper stories about 10 of those debates. In order to
make the data for debates and news directly comparable here, this study only
includes data from the 10 debates for which we could locate newspaper articles.
Accordingly, the data on Senate debates for functions and topics vary between
their results and the data we report here (the frequencies are smaller and the per-
centages are slightly different here).
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Finding an Acceptable Definition of “Original” Work
in Platform Speeches
A Study of Community College Coaches

Crystal Lane Swift

Gary Rybold
Abstract
The quantitative analysis of this paper was undertaken to discover coach de-
finitionsworfkIl—oirn gplnattf orm speakii ng in

rensics competition. A survey was conducted to determine if there was any con-
sistency to coaching practices when considering a recent rule change requiring
that all platform speeches be the original work of the student. Although the lite-
rature review indicates that academia has established guidelines for plagiarism
and unattributed collaboration, no such consistent definition was found among
the coaches surveyed. The discussion of the results revolves around the conclu-
sion that coaches are consistent in their own practices but those practices are not
universal within the field. Ultimately, the conclusion is that an agreed upon de-
finition of —original workIl remains in

Introduction
In 2005, at the general meeting of Phi Rho Pi, a rule was passed to insert the
wor d —or i gi nemdntd that platfortn bpeeches lee ¢theioriginal work
of the student. Specifically, 2005 Phi Rho Pi proposal form #8 changed section 3
(event rules); part 4 (unlimit ed pr eparation events) i
speeches and the personalized introduction of interpretive programs in these

events must be the original wor k of t
coaches and students who voted for the rule change wanted the word added to
the | anguage, one coach commented —Ho
said —What does original mean?ll That
definition of —originall provide the I
Many opinions have surfaced in the writing of platform speeches. Com-
ments such as —actors do not write th
have to write their own speechedgll or
ing a sitcom: it takes fahattorggiaatrwortt 6f wr i t
the student includes collaborative effort. A student once joked to one of the au-
thors, —my coaches didn't ¢ mt@negves one
on page three.lll This type of inlidl veme

pedagogy in teaching the process of writing. Many conclude the best product
will surface through the synergy of collaboration.

Some of the controversy surrounding the coaching process involves several
practices. Of course, the most obvious violation is to hand a student a speech
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that has been written by someone else. Since the student was not even involved

in the original invention process most
of the student . | However, suaelythem bl at
charge and is usually not cited as the need for the original wording. Instead there

are other practices that as Kimball (1
rai se . . . in the face of pol hatee si |

heard from others that are considered to be violations of the original rule are:

1. Giving students topics, research, artifacts (for CA) or models (researched
and copied by the coach for use in CA).

2. Sitting down with a student to assist in an extensive outlining process (30
minutes plus) in the beginning stages of a platform speech.

3. Placing students who may not be good writers into a group writing process.
During this process the speech would be at the center of a big group process
to assist the student in writing the speech.

4. After a draft is completed, a coach and the student would sit down at a
computer and review the entire speech, sentence by sentence, to develop the
best finished product.

5. Taking a student
student present.

Did some of the above standard coaching practices (and perhaps others) moti-

vate Phi Rho Pi to change the rule to

in the term —originall thathemaneofst ude!

delivery and the matter of content? If there is no guarantee of a minimal in-

volvement by the coach, does an evaluator need to consider the unattributed

collaboration in a decision or exclude consideration of content since it is not the

sole indicator of the speakers writing skills?

To answer these questions it is imperative for Phi Rho Pi to determine a
common definition of —original wor k, |
actions should be taken to move the community towards a commonality of prac-
tice within coaching? Our study undertakes answering the first question to de-
termine if there isa common defini t i on for —ori gi nal wor
about our findings will be outlined in the discussion.

3

s s peechewdhoudtheedi t i

Review of Literature
Academia is very vocal when it comes to ethical concerns and definitions of
original work and unattributed collaboration. This is true in both general aca-
demic definitions of plagiarism and specifically with forensics ethical considera-
tions. However, while general academia outlines specifics for what qualifies as
plagiarism, forensics tends to be much more ambiguous.

General Academic Definitions of Plagiarism
To begin our understanding of original work, it appears that most of acade-
mia does not struggle with definitional problems of collaboration. Har vard®
website undertakes an extensive discussion on the misuse of sources. Section
3.2b specifically defines Improper Collaboration:

Speaker and Gavel, Vol 44 (2007) www.dsr-tka.org/



Speaker L Gavel 2007 29

Collaborative discussion and brainstorming is a vital activity of professional
scholars, especially in the sciences; but these scholars not only acknowledge
in each completed article the contribution of other discussants, but write the
article on their own or else submit a single article under two names. When
you are asked to collaborate on a project but required to submit separate pa-
pers, you must write up your paper on your own, acknowledging the extent
of your collaboration in a note. You and your partner should not compose
the report or exam answer as you sit together, but only take notes.

Section 3.2 (d) continued

Abetting plagiarism: You are also guilty of misusing sources if you kno-
wingly help another student plagiarize whether by letting the student copy
your own paper, or by selling the student a paper of yours or somebody
el s e’ sritinga papetoy partvof a paper for the student: as, for exam-
pl e, when in the course of —editing
beyond correcting mechanical errors and begin redrafting significant
amounts of the paper. Any of these actions makes you liable for disciplinary
action by the College. If another student asks you for help with a paper, try
whenever possible to phrase your comments as questions that will draw out
the studen@008 own i deas

The University of Cincinnati in their UC Student Code of Conduc
pl agiarism as: Submitting as o' s ow
produced through unacknowl edged col |l ab
citing the University of TexasBigtly pr ovi
speaking, is not a question of intent.
intellectual product with proper attribution constitutes plagiari s m. |l

He continued —plagiarism and unaut hc¢
related areas of scholastic dishonesty . . . plagiarism and unauthorized collabora-
tion both involve the same fundamental deception: the representation of anoth-
er's work as one‘s own. Il He offe+ed th
ten work misrepresenting as his or her own, which in fact he or she has bor-
rowed from other unattributed sources: the other students. Remember, plagiar-
ism includes not just copying from a published source, but also submitting work
obtained fromanys our ce as one‘s ownl (Emphasis

Stuart specifically discusses the pedagogical and production justifications:

Unauthorized Collaboration

In the American educational system, the concept of original work is a fun-

damental tenet of scholarship. In recent years, more educators have also

recognized the value of having students work on some assignments in

groups. Students, however, may be engaging in scholastic dishonesty if they

fail to distinguish between collaboration that is authorized for a particular

assignment and collaboration that is done for the sake of expediency. Some

students rationalize their involvement in unauthorized collaboration on the

basis that it —helps them | earn bett
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contributing to the fllaboratibn wiphranmtdeu ct .... U
person on an assignment for academic credit is a common form of scholas-
tic dishonesty.

The George Mason University website strikes a positive tone with its honor
policy when it discusses appropriate collaboration:

the final p a p dyritisnet apgrapriate toture goron s i b
paper over to someone else to edit, revise, or complete for your. If only your
name appears on an assignment, your professor has the right to expect that
the work you turn in is fully and completely your own, with the exception
of the information, ideas, and language you have clearly credited to others.
As part of a learning community, you are encouraged to incorporate ideas
from colleagues, but you must give credit in an appropriate manner.

Three fundamental principles to follow at all times are: 1) All work submit-
ted under your name must be your own, 2) When using the work or ideas of
other, including your fellow students, you must give appropriate credit. 3) If
you are uncertain about the ground rules on a particular assignment, ask for
clarification.

California State University, Los Angeles in their catalog offers the follow-
ing on plagiarism:

One distinctive characteristic of an educated person is the ability to use lan-
guage correctly and effectively to express ideas. Faculty assign written
work to help students develop those skills. Each professor will outline spe-
cific criteria for writing assignments, but all expect students to present work
that represents the students' understanding of the subject in the students'
own words.

It is seldom expected that student papers will be based entirely or even pri-
marily on original ideas or original research. Therefore, incorporating the
concepts of others is appropriate when use of quotations, citations of origi-
nal sources, and acknowledgement to the author has been properly issued.
However, papers that consist entirely of quotations and citations should be
rewritten to show the student's own understanding and expressive ability.
The purpose of a written assignment is the development of communication
and analytic skills, and every student should be able to distinguish their own
ideas from the ideas of another. Properly indicating those distinctions on a
written assignment will aid every student in avoiding plagiarizing the work
of another.

Irvine Valley College published the following guidelines in the student ho-
nesty and dishonesty portion of their catalog (p.21).
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2. Pl agiarism is the misrepresentatio

data as one'‘ s 0 wn bewadoige o state ¢ sauctee n't s

of the ideas when these are known, since this lends strength to their ar-
guments and is part of the ethics of scholarship.
No student shall:

a. I ntentionally represent as one'’

rangement of ideas or research, formulae, diagrams, or statistics, evi-
dence of another.
b. Take sole credit for ideas that resulted from a collaboration with others.

(p. 21)
Louisiana State University provides this definition in the student code

S

(o]

of conduct item 16: CommittingPlagi ar i sm. —PIl agi ar i st

the unacknowledged inclusion of someone else's words, structure,
ideas, or data. When a student submits work as his/her own that in-
cludes the words, structure, ideas, or data of others, the source of this
information must be acknowledged through complete, accurate, and
specific references, and, if verbatim statements are included, through
quotation marks as well. Failure to identify any source (including inter-
views, surveys, etc.), published in any medium (including on the inter-
net) or unpublished, from which words, structure, ideas, or data have
been taken, constitutes plagiarism;

The American Historical Association emphasized ethical responsibility for

al | of academia: —Every fisabsdyoadfdscholari on

has an obligation to establish procedures designed to clarify and uphold their

et hical standards. | (1995 Statement

cited in the ASU website, 2005)
The Publication Manual of the American Psychological Association (2001)
provides a bright line standard:

Plagiarism (Principle 6.22). Psychologists do not claim the words and ideas
of another as their own; they give credit where credit is due....The key ele-
ment of this principle is that an author does not present the work of another
as if it were his or her own work. This can extend to ideas as well as written
words ... Given the free exchange
health of psychology; an author may not know where an idea for a study
originated. If the author does know, however, the author should acknowl-
edge the source; this includes personal communication. (p. 349-350)

The Modern Language Association
plagiarize is to give the impression that your have written or thought something

that you have in fact borrowed ftr om

ers of Research Papers, 1988 as cited in the ASU website, 2005).
Forensics Ethical Considerations
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Establishing a definition of plagiarism in platform speaking is dependent on
many factors. One starting point is communicative ethics. Jensen (1997) defined
ethics as —the moral responsi bil
oughtness in values like rightness, goodness, truthfulness, justice, and virtue,
which may, in a communicative transaction, significantly affect ourselves and

ot her s (emphasis in ori gi na lnjcativp .

ethics to undergraduates is essential yet problematic, due to the lack of agree-
ment upon definition and employment. This problem could be avoided with clar-
ity in teaching. Nilsen (1966) also established the inherent need for establishing
ethical practices within platform speaking specifically, because it has the poten-
tial to influence theaudience* s choi ces.

The American Forensics Association outlines original work in their website
under the AFA CODE of Standard, Article I1: Competitor Practices:

2. In Individual events which involve original student speech composi-
tions (oratory/persuasion, informative/expository, after-
dinner/epideictic, rhetorical criticism, impromptu, extemporaneous or
other similar speaking contests), the speaker shall not commit plagiar-
ism.

A . Pl agiarism is defined as <cl ai
one's dwri,miomrg @s onhe‘s own a-
tive work of another.

B. A speech in individual events competition is considered plagiarized
when the student presenting it was not the principle person responsible
for researching, drafting, organizing, composing, refining, and general-
ly constructing the speech in question.

Regardless of disagreement over definitions, it is clear that the forensic
community strives to teach and practice ethical behaviors. A number of scholars
who study forensics have attempted to uncover the ethical implications of the
activity, including: Cronn-Mills (2000), Cronn-Mills and Golden (1997), Endres
(1988), Frank (1983), Friedley (1983), Gaskill (1998), Green (1988), Grisez
(1965), Hanson (1986), Kuster (1998), Lewis (1988), Littlefield (1986), Pratt
(1998), Rice and Mummert (2001), Rosenthal (1985), Sanders (1966), Stewart
(1986), Thomas (1983), Thomas and Hart (1983), and VerLinden (1997). Sub-
ject matters that have been addressed by forensic researchers regarding ethics
include plagiarism (Anderson, 1989; Frank, 1983; Ulrich, 1984), source citation
concerns (Anderson, 1989; Frank, 1983; Friedley, 1982; Greenstreet, 1990),
coaches writing platform speeches for students (Kalanquin, 1989; Ulrich, 1984),
and whether or not tournament administration ought to include competitors and
undergraduate students (Ulrich, 1984).

Perhaps the clearest justification for study in this area comes from Friedley
(1983), wh o  dboolstprevide littlefachsion the ethical use of
evidence in original speech events [platform speeches/public address speeches],
the forensics community as a whole has clearly demonstrated a concern for the
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ethics issuel (p. 110) . The forensic
dies as a whole has had a recent increase in interest and concern regarding eth-
ics. Anderson (2000) stated that because the area of communication studies does
not usually aim to prepare students for one, specific career, the ethical responsi-
bilities of the field are ambiguous. He reported that the National Communication
Association (NCA)—at the time the Speech Communication Association
(SCA)—formed a committee on communication ethics in 1984 and drafted a
credo regarding the subject in 1999, which was adopted that same year.

There have been many debates and inconsistencies in the study of commu-
nicative ethics. However, Brembeck and Howell (1952) set the norm for persua-
sion texts to have a chapter regarding ethics. Additionally, Anderson (1979)
found seven consistent unethical behaviors as defined by speech text books: 1)
being unprepared, 2) letting audience adaptations overtake convictions, 3) being
insincere, 4) the fallacy of suppressing evidence, 5) lying, 6) using pathos to
mask truth, and 7) not listening critically.

The specific controversial subjects within the ethics of platform speaking
seem to be: detailed source citation, ghostwriting, and collaberation. VerLinden
(1996) argued detailed source citation has become the norm in forensic competi-
tion and is problematic. The reason that competitors tend to follow the norm of
overly detailed source citations is because this is the current expectation. It is
attribution to the author(s), however, not the date that avoids plagiarism. Franck
(1983) furthered that in order to check the validity of sources, it is not necessary
to have the level of detail usually included in forensic speeches. Reinard (1991)
agreed by stating that the exact date of a source does not bolster its credibility.
Source citation my i naly# thsseurcaitselfipeaker
credible (Bettinghaus & Cody, 1994; Freely, 1996; Simmons, 1986; Warnick &
Inch, 1994; Ziegelmueller, Kay, & Dause, 1990). Many speech communication
texts inform their readers that there are a variety of citing sources (e.g. Barrett,
1993; Beebe & Beebe, 1991; Ehninger, Gronbeck, & Monroe, 1984; Gamble &
Gamble, 1994; Lucas, 1992; Nelson & Pearson, 1990; Samovar & Mills, 1980;
Sproule, 1991; Verderber, 1994; Wilson, Arnold, & Werteimer, 1990; Wolvin,
Berko, & Wolvin, 1993; Zeuschner, 1992). However, there are other speech
communication texts that do not give specific plan for how to cite sources at all
(Oshorn & Osborn, 1991; Peterson, Stephen, & White, 1992; Ross, 1992; Tay-
lor, Meyer, Rosegrant, & Samples, 1992).

McBath (1975) stated that the goal of forensic coaches ought to be to teach
that —studentrsocos mmManimsatoé wa gument n
11). However, rewarding overly detailed citations violates this educational goal,
because no student will use this practice in the real world, this practice perpe-
tuates poor sentence structure, and it can distract the audience (VerLinden,
1996). To correct the problem of detailed source citations, coaches must teach
their students to —be benouge ihformationtc i t i n
satisfy essential needsl (Barrett, 19
in this area by stopping the practice of rewarding detailed source citations, talk
to each other about doing so, and replace detailed sources with reference pages
(VerLinden, 1996). Haiman (1984) argued that ghostwriting is a major concern

g
9
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in the forensic community. He drew two conclusions about ghostwriting: speak-
ers and audiences both have responsibility to be accountable and there is no
excuse for not attributing original authors.

Bormann (1961) stated that the primary reason that ghostwritten speeches
are problematic is because of the inherent deception involved. He went on to
reveal that many authors defend ghostwriting by saying that the act of reciting
another author‘®s speech makes those i
tionally, Bormann (1961) exposed that authors speak in support of collaboration
by saying that there is no deception involved in collaboration at all. He con-
cluded that there is a continuum in the ethics of speechwriting, and it is the di-
rector of forensics’ responsibil-ity t
nuum for his or her competitors. Until we hold public speakers such as the pres-
ident accountable for ghostwriting, however, Bormann claimed, there will al-
ways be ambiguity in this area.

Method

This study sought to establish a general definition for what constitutes
—original wor k aform ¢vdmte in RBhit RhodPe conpdtitiod. o r pl
The survey we used wasor i gi nal , and tested four v
et hics, coaches’ perception of aoll abc
ception of coach editing of student p
of whether the student ought to be the sole author of the platform speech with no
outside help (see Appendix). There were five items for each variable, totaling 20
items altogether. We used a seven-point Likert scale where one represented
strongly disagree and seven represented strongly agree. We used electronic
means to send the survey to all programs provided by Phi Rho Pi , after obtain-
ing secure permission of the executive board to conduct the survey with their
data base.

Results

Demographics

Our participants consisted of 38 forensics coaches; 14 were female and 24
were male. They ranged in age from 25 to 60 and had between two and 38 years
of forensic coaching experience. Seven were not directors of forensics and 31
were directors; 30 were the primary coach for platform speeches, 29 were the
primary coach for interpretation of literature speeches, 26 were the primary
coach for limited preparation speeches, and 21 were the primary coach for de-
bate.

Analysis

Our survey tested four variablpes: <co
tionofcollabor ati on in platform speeches, CC
of student platform speeches, and coa

ought to be the sole author of the platform speech with no outside help. We cal-
culated the means of itemsonethr ough fi ve to create th
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Once our scales had been transformed, we ran independent sample t-tests to
determine whether sex, status, or events coached made a significant difference
in perception of any of our variables. There were no statistically significant re-
sults. Our data suggests that sex, status, and events coached do not correlate with
a ¢ o a cdof ethicsyperdeption of collaboration in platform speeches, per-
ception of coach editing of student platform speeches, or perception of whether
the student ought to be the sole author of the platform speech with no outside
help.

Next, we ran a Pearson two-tailed correlation on our transformed scales.
Here we found some significance. Collaboration and ethics had a .59 correlation,
with a .01 significance level. Collaboration and student had a .38 correlation,
with a .05 significance level. Collaboration and practice had a .63 correlation
with a .01 significance level. Edit and student had a .53 correlation, with a .01
significance level. Edit and practice had a .75 correlation, with a .01 significance
level. Student and practice had a .87 correlation, with a .01 significance level.

Discussion

Demographics

On the Phi Rho Pi website, there are 91 schools and 112 coaches listed as
members. This means that we were able to collect data from 34% of our target
population. While it would have been ideal to collect data from the entirety of
the population, and our results are not completely generalizable to all Phi Rho Pi
coaches, we do believe that we have a fairly representative sample. For future
studies in this area, it may be helpful to collect data at the Phi Rho Pi National
Tournament in order to increase return of the surveys.

Scales

Our ethics scale and practice scale had the most highly reliable internal va-
lidity, which indicates that the coaches in our sample may agree on definitions
of ethics and put similar habits into practice when it comes to forensic platform
speaking. However, our edit, collaboration, and student scales had highly unreli-
able internal validity. This seems to be the crux of our results. Coaches do not
seem to agree on definitions of appropriate editing, how much collaboration is
appropriate, or where the line of absolute one-student authoring lies. Some of
the unsolicited comments about the survey yielded excellent qualitative data.
For example, in response to item numb e r  Speeckes that-were the product of
a coll aborative effort should not

be

which is a collaboration question, one partici pant weote,
pends upon what you mean by collabor at i on. Il I n res@onse

anot her c¢ ol |Caadhesshauldiprovite tapit recommendations for
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|l ated to determine the coaches’ over al
kind when authoring platform speeches,

t



part

you
part

36 Speaker T Gavel 2007
sstudents competing iamoplhatf pramtspgepames
we do when we teach courses?lI
On an editing Qquestion, anololyu
define editing - if it is writing comments of what to revise, than it is perfectly
acceptable - b u t I sense this i sn'CQoacheskhautd
never edit a student's speech without the student present. I  Anot her
inr esponse tGoost éditing (provididg, words-and phrases without

crediting the source) is a problem in forensics competition, |l

k n

simply wrote

ow really. Il Another coach responded
her responses to the survey items:

This survey is confusing. The term "editing" is not clearly defined. I really
hesitate to send this in, because of this ambiguity but I know that it is prob-
ably important research for you. So let me express my feelings in a non-
likert way and you can use this info as you see fit. If, by editing you
mean; someone other than the student writing whole paragraphs or sections,
I am ethically opposed to it. If, by editing you mean; sitting with a student
(at the computer) and using questions and discussion to help them come up
with better choices for how the speech is written, than | think it is not only
ethical - but highly recommended. If, by editing you mean; a coach sitting
with the speech and a red pen (I still like red) and crossing out sections and
offering a limited number of phrasing suggestions and then sending the stu-
dent off to rewrite the speech than | think that is also acceptable.

Another coach put his or her overall response to the survey as follows:

English Department writing laboratories. I f An a |

i d

| filled out the survey, but I think | was looking too much into the word,
—edit, I so | mar ked 4. By editi
I would never write any of my
give them a lot of feedback that goes beyond grammar (e.g., thought
process and logic). Perhaps | am incorporating feedback with editing. Does
collaborative effort include feedback? I am not looking for a response back.
| just wanted you to know that | had difficulties filling out this survey and
by marking four (which | am assuming is neutral) may not really represent
my view.

ng, d
stude

One respondent simply wrote, —( Conf
1 3 Forensic competition coaching should allow for more specific editing than

participant s

eal wor | d, I i n Corce aliing ofs student apee¢htfoe m 1 6,
competition constitutes plagiari s m. |l

In further support of a lack of understandable definitions, at the end of a survey,

one

coach wrote:
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| appreciate that y'all are doing this, but it is really hard to quantitatively an-

swer these questions w/o explaining rationale and clearing up gray areas in

wor ding. Il *m sure that the | ast thin
the survey, but it was so difficult to make definitive statements on these top-

ics. In case you ever felt the need to read about my random thoughts, here's

where | had such a hard time. If not, good luck collecting the responses and

presenting! If a collaborative speech writing process is a coach writing half

the speech that is unethical. But | define a collaborative process as sitting

wi/the student and suggesting substructure and brainstorming humor w/them

and cleaning up words. In this way, they learn how to do all of this much

easier themselves. | also don't force topics on students, but if you know

them and find a topic that fits them, suggesting it isn't wrong. Editing a

speech without them present is like grading a paper. | won't rewrite, but will

make suggestions, clean language (in pen and not just on a computer file)

and they see where they went wrong. The idea of students working on one

another's speeches is tricky too. When teammates invest in one another and

look at one another's speeches or watch delivery, it brings the team closer

toget her . Il *m not saying that "smart
I am saying that it's great when stu
be peer coaches.

Another respondent made these comments:

| believe that | understand the intent of the questions, but | feel | need to

clarify some —definitionsll that guid
al | . I consider —coll aboratived to L
dent talk through research and organization together and workshop ideas);
therefore it should be considered the original work of the student because
s/ he created it through an instruct
—student writes some, coach writes s
the survey. The extremes of this survey were confusing. Is there an inherent
assumption that it*s all or not hing
mean, if the coach —coachesl then i :
Anyway, | am sure that your project will cover all this issues. | just wanted
to clarify so the results aren‘t inv

All of these responses suggest that the definitions of editing, collaboration,
and our primary research concern, —0r
coaches. This means that some of the student speeches used in competition have
the advantage of coaching which substantially changes the text of the speech
while other students must compete with speeches they have written exclusively
by themselves. Most would agree the collaboration speeches will have a compet-
itive edge. Does this mean that one set of coaches provides too much involve-
ment, while others not enough? The study does not answer that value proposi-
tion.
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Correlations

Our correlations indicate several things about our survey p o pu |l ati-i on

nions. The correlation between collaboration and ethics was a positive 59% at a
99% confidence level, which indicates that the more a coach views ethics as an
essential value to platform speakers, the more he or she will discourage collabo-
ration in platform speech writing. The correlation between collaboration and
student was a positive 38% at a 95% confidence level, which indicates that the
more a coach discourages collaboration the more he or she will encourage his or
her students to write their platform speeches completely on their own. The cor-
relation between collaboration and practice was a positive 63% at a 99% confi-
dence level, which indicates that the more a coach discourages collaboration, the
more he or she will discourage students seeking help overall with their forensic
platform speeches.

The correlation between edit and student was a positive 53% at a 99% con-
fidence level, which indicates that the more a coach discourages outside editing,
the more he or she will also encourage a student to write his or her platform
speech completely on his or her own. The correlation between edit and practice
was a positive 75% at a 99% confidence level, which indicates that the more a
coach discourages outside editing, the more he or she will discourage students
seeking help overall with their forensic platform speeches. The correlation be-
tween student and practice was a positive 87% at a 99% confidence level, which
indicates that the more a coach encourages students to write their forensic plat-
form speeches on their own, the more he or she will discourage students seeking
help overall with their forensic platform speeches.

Conclusion

Though many of our participants pointed out that our definitions were un-
clear, the consistency in their answers shows that they may have clear defini-
tions of these variables. Overall the results of the study lead us to conclude that
the inclusion of word —originall
practices. Quite simply, coaches do not agree on definition of what constitutes
ethical behavior in collaboration on platform speech writing. Therefore, al-
though a majority of Phi Rho Pi
really changed. So even though, some may have voted for the rule to stop the
use of unattributed collaboration, others who believe that unattributed collabora-
tion is their coaching duty will not be deterred. If Phi Rho Pi, on the whole,
wants to move in the general direction of the rest of academia to label unattri-
buted collaboration as plagiarism, then a specific bright line standard must be
established. Even if a clear standard was codified, enforcement may still present
a problem.

The respondents may not have fully understood what we meant on the sur-
vey, but they do seem to have their own consistent perspectives. The coaches
who disagree with the practice of one of the variables tend to disagree with the
practice of all of them. The concerns that coaches raise about not being clear on
definitions is the primary concern of this study. The many possibilities of defini-
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tions seems to support previous research that has drawn the conclusion that fo-
rensic coaches are resistant to universal rules or practices (e. g. Swift, 2006).

However, even if there is a subset of coaches who would violate a more ob-
jectively defined rule, Phi Rho Pi should try to communicate clear standards as a
way to establish a uniform ethical guideline for coaches and competitors to fol-
low. In this way the community as a whole would know what is expected and
the playing field would be more level. Judges would also know that when eva-
luating the text of a platform speech the students were operating under the same
constraints. Moore (2002) calls academia to action in the Chronicle of Higher
Educati on.memBludar & a(caitl tlyeast t hosme
ism themselves) remain in the front lines of a war against plagiarism. What is at
stake? Truth and honor .|

Appendix
Please answer the following questions about yourself.
lam__ female  maleand __ years old
I ama(n) ___director of forensics ___assistant coach
I primarily coach ___platform speaking ___interpretation of literature events
__limited preparation events ___debate
I have been coaching forensics for __ years

Please indicate the degree to which you agree with the following statements on a
scale of 1(strongly disagree) to 7(strongly agree).

1. Ethics are secondary to competitive success when it comes to platform
speaking.
1234567

2. Itis important for platform speakers to be as ethical as possible.
1234567

3. Coaches should be as ethical as possible when coaching platform speeches.
1234567

4. Platform speakers should follow the rules of the events as literally as possi-
ble.
1234567

5. The most important value to uphold in forensics is ethics.
1234567

6. Speeches that were the product of a collaborative effort should not be la-

beled as —oriwgiemdl llwor k of the
1234567
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Speaker T Gavel 2007
If a student is having trouble, a coach should write an introduction for a
student speech.
1234567

A collaborative speech writing process is an excellent pedagogical tool for
speech writing.
1234567

Coaches should provide one researched article to start a student on a speech.
1234567

Coaches should provide topic recommendations for students competing in
platform speeches.
1234567

Coaches should never edit a student's speech without the student present.
1234567

Coaches should not provide specific language suggestions for any platform
speeches.
1234567

Forensic competition coaching should allow for more specific editing than
English Department writing laboratories.
1234567

Ghost editing (providing words and phrases without crediting the source) is
a problem in forensics competition.
1234567

Coach editing of a student speech for competition constitutes plagiarism.
1234567

Platform speeches ought to be written from start to finish only by the com-
petitor.
1234567

Platform speeches should not have to be completely the work of the student
speaker.
1234567

Students should be allowed to work on each other's speeches instead of hav-
ing to work totally alone.
1234567
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19. Participating in platform speaking is an effective way for students to learn
to be better writers on their own.
1234567

20. Inwriting platform speeches, students should be responsible for every word
written without any editing (other than grammar corrections) from another
person.

1234567
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Giving Voice to the Wild
The Rhetorical Legacy of Sigurd Olson
and The Singing Wilderness

Brant Short

Introduction

Social movements have many rhetorical requirements, including the need
for advocates who can articulate a Vi ¢t
charts a course of action, and inspires the faithful to continue their commitment
tothecause. Somet i mes these visions emerge it
Dr eamo) , mani festos ( Th eThékemihist Mytr on S
que), or even novels (UncleT o md s ). Giahb confemporary American envi-
ronmental movement many notable advocates have advanced the cause of envi-
ronmentalism, including Aldo Leopold, Rachel Carson, Edward Abbey, Terry
Tempest Williams, and Annie Dillard. While these individuals certainly contri-
buted to the environmentalist vision, few also became recognized movement
leaders, assuming national standing as organizational representatives. Social
movement s, by their very nature as fil
eloquent and pragmatic advocates. i The sur vi val and effe
movement, 0 contSembnleratmed EIl i zabeth Me
upon adherence to its program, loyalty to its leadership, a collective willingness
and capacity to work, energy mobilizatf
422). As a result, understanding the environmental movement as a political and
cultural requiresdisc u s si on of the movementds rhet

In the 1950s and 1960s, the decades in which conservation was transformed
into environmentalism, one person combined the roles of movement visionary
and national leader. Si gur d Ol son served as one of
advocat es for preservation of Americabs
important decades. He wrote best-selling books promoting environmental values
for a public audience often ignorant and/or indifferent to the conservation
movement and its specific goals. He gave speeches to many groups, offered leg-
islative testimony to a variety of powerful audiences and worked closely with
political leaders including Secretary of the Interior Stewart Udall. He served as a
national leader for several major conservation groups and received honors from
other groups for his leadership and advocacy. Olson gave a voice to the wild that
paved the way for other advocates, for landmark legislation, and ultimately in
helping the environmental crusade move into the mainstream of American pub-
lic life. While many individuals shaped the popular environmental movement in
the United States, Olson played a pivotal role in helping Americans reconsider
their view of wilderness, nature, and humanity through his numerous essays,
books, and speeches. | n  t hi s study | wil/ examine
work, The Singing Wildernesgublished in 1956. This book became a standard
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work of the period, it established Olson as a national leader among American
conservationists, and most significantly, it served as a rhetorical blueprint for

others who were greatt y i nspired by Ol sonds perso
natural world on its own terms.

In this essay, | wi || describe Olsonds status
biographical overview of significant events in his life. Next I will analyze The
Singing Wildernesss a r hetori cal text which es
among American conservationists. Final | vy | wi | I di scuss OI s

the emerging environmental movement of the 1960s and 1970s. I believe that
Sigurd Olson is a major prophet of the environmentalist crusade and that The
Singing Wildernessust be remembered by scholars who seek a complete rhe-
torical history of the American environmental movement.

Sigurd Ol sonds Life and Lega
Scholars from many disciplines agree that Olson was a major figure in the
emerging environmental movement. Philosopher J. Baird Callicott concluded

thatOlson, al ong with Bob Manoverknadiahtsin wer e
the first hal f of t h e HiswraamRodere&elt Nush c ent u
| abel ed Ol son as one of atibnhmevenftmatiew | ead
John Muir 6s sdngAddd Ibegpoldl Rotert Marshgll, HdWward Zah-

ni ser and David Brower as the movement
200) . Noting the Aconsiderablmludpopul a

t hat Ol sondés wor k dAhel pewhichcSecetary & a c |
Agriculture Orville L. Freeman could issue a directive to National Forest offices

on January 12, 1965, giving unprecedented protection to its wilderness quali t i e s 0
(1982, p. 209). In a critique of pressures to commercialize the national park ex-

perience in the United States, environmental journalist Michael Frome praised

Ol sondés |l eadership in opposing snowmo
fimasttkadgorosuman and inspirational writer
199). In his historical account of the American environmental movement, Philip

Shabecoff pointed to the Wilderness Society of the 1950s and 1960s and its

icor a emft etd, inspired and now storied
Olson, Zahniser, Olaus Murie, and several others, as major leaders in the effort

to pass the Wilderness Act (1992, p. 88). Hi st ori an Mar k Har ve)
leadership in the Wilderness Society as vital when some members urged How-

ard Zahniser to abandon pursuit of legislation creating a national wilderness

system (2005, pp. 214-215). 1 n a | i terary <criticism o
Sanford Marovitz wrote that Ol son had
dedicated outdoorsmen, outspoken environmentalists, and prolific nature writers

ofthiscent ur y 0 ( 1 9Hn2lly, Intprior Sebr@tary)Udall, in his popular

historical account of American conservation, The Quiet Crisisconcluded that

the Wilderness Act of 1964 received approval with the hard work of Wilderness

Society Executive Howar d  Zahni ser and 0 Swildgmessd OI s
books and essays served as background music for a steady flow of articles How-
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ard composed to bring the wilderness gospel into the mainstream of American
thoughto (1988, p. 218).
After his death in 1982, Ol sonds stature seemed to

others took up the cause for wilderness preservation. Several of his books went

out of print and few environmentalists quoted him in their own speeches, essays

and books. At the end of the twentieth century, however, a renewed interest in

Olson emerged. As Ol s d"ifhday rikade® in 1999, a biography of his

life was published, all of his books were reprinted in a new series with wide-

spread accessability, and articles praising his life appeared in selected publica-

tions. For example, ecologist Ted Gostomski, wrote that Olson was recognized

as a fAvoice of natur eofi Hios mamryk pieso pd ®

today as it was during his | iheri me, 0
viewofOlsondés environment al | eader dliifei p, t 1}
Federati on, Mar k Van Putten, c adstl ed O

conservationists. His writings and the example of his life will continue to inspire
and gui desdofsies vaentomr y&@ader so (quoted
Born in Chicago, Olson moved to rural Wisconsin as youth, and spent his
early days in small towns throughout the state. His father was a minister in the
Swedish American Baptist church and the family moved often. As a child Olson
spent a lot time alone in the woods exploring and developing a passion for wil-
derness. A The Song of the North stildl fills
first heard it, o0 wrofil ©Oé¢ecmomdsigeharabhwrs al
direction as naturally as migrating bird is by unseen lines of force, or a salmon
by some invisible power toward the stream where it was spawned. Within me
was a constant | onging, and when | I i
1969,p.61).0l sondéds father was a stern figur
were only three appropriate choimces fo
ing, and all 0 t Hiefathsr belieged that his sois Badtefmd i al . 0
a | i f sed 0 theewdlfare of mankind or tilling the soil, never in mundane
pursuits having to do with QOmsantkeewi al t
teaching was the only choice of the three that fit his values and dreams.
Olson attended Northland College and later transferred to the University of
Wisconsin where he received his bachelor's degree. He taught high school biol-
ogy and geology in northern Minnesota and later attended University of Illinois
where he earned master's degree in ecology, writing his thesis on timber wolves
and coyotes. His promise as a researcher was so great that Aldo Leopold re-
cruited him to the doctoral program in ecology at the University of Wisconsin.
Confronted with great personal dilemma of whether to pursue a scholarly life or
begin teaching, Olson was c¢cl early torn, accepting
withdrawing at the last minute He became a junior college teacher and later dean
in Ely, Minnesota, where he stayed until 1947 when he resigned to write and
work in conservation organizations.
Olson wanted to write about nature, but not from a scholarly vantage. He
had been writing since his early 20s, but had years of limited success. He did not
like writing adventure essays (even though he published a number of newspaper
columns on hunting and fishing trips) and was a flop at fiction. Besides writing
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and teaching, he also was an outdoor guide in the 1920s and 1930s, supplement-
ing his teaching salary by summer guiding into the Boundary Waters area of
Minnesota and Canada. In the late 1940s and early 1950s he assumed leadership
positions in the Izzak Walton League and the National Parks Association and in
the 1960s he became President of the Wilderness Society. An active lobbyist
and tireless public speaker on behalf of wilderness, Olson served as President of
the National Parks Association "during three landmark events in conservation
history" ( Backes, 1997, p. 259 ). First, he was instrumental in the conservation
movement 6s effort to save DiSwmoadtur Na
helped conservation groups lobby for a massive funding increase for the Nation-
al Park Service in the Mission 66 program. Third, he was a leader in promoting
federal legislation to create a national wilderness preservation system, resulting
in the Wilderness Act of 1964. In addition to these efforts, at the age of 74, he
chaired a national commission to develop a master plan for Yellowstone Nation-
al Park.
In 1956, after years of writing with limited success, Olson published his
first book, The Singing Wildetess a series of essays about his interaction with
nature. He discussed his book idea with Howard Zahniser, executive secretary of
the Wilderness Society, who was enthusiastic about the project and recommend-
ed that Ol son cont a gent, Marge Bdiedl.|0lso@ wrotes o n 6 s
to Rodell, who agreed to represent Olson and sold several of the essays to popu-
lar magazines such as Sports lllustrated The book was submitted to at least
three publishers, finally receiving a contract from Alfred Knopf. It was a best-
seller, making the New York Timesest-seller list and ultimately selling over
70,000 copies. Backes describes the positive response the book generated (1997,
pp.254-258) and concludes that t Hdemedbookos
Soc i éetisioidts add Olson to its governing council in 1956" (1997, p 255).
The bookds publicati on c yprapiatoaadiececd Ol s o
for his description of wilderness and nature. His biographer writes:

For thirty years Sigurd Olson had been obsessed with writing, had felt it
was his ordained mission in life, that success was his destiny. The odds of-
ten had seemed insurmountable: the kind of writing he was best at and
loved most editors said had not market. . . . Somehow, despite the many re-
jections, despite the self-torturei despite the genuinely long odds of suc-
ceeding as a writer of essaysi he had held fast to his dream, and had tri-
umphed. (Backes, 1997, pp. 257-258)

Ol sondés book was not Iadidnoopromsteanywo r k
specific legislation, it was not historically situated in its content, and it rarely
moved beyond Ol sonds perlsautdograpecd per i e
nature, howe v e r mar ked Ol sonds belief t hat
change the world, albeit one reader at a time. Fans included Supreme Court Jus-
tice William O. Douglas who hiked the paths near the Potomac River with Olson
to publicize threats to American rivers (Graham, 1980, p. 65) and Interior Secre-
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tary Udall who caharhobt mspiredddndsingpiring offAfdanie o f
cadbs conservation | eaderso (Huyck, 196
Leaders have varied and specific du

agenda, including the following three roles: organizers, decision-makers and
symbols (Stewart, Smith and Denton, 2007, pp. 1141 119). Olson performed all
three roles in the 1950s and 1960s as a leader in both the Wilderness Society and
the National Parks and Conservation Association. But to emerge as a movement
leader and gain legitimacy across various movement organizations, an individual
must possess at least two of the following three rhetorical attributes: charisma,
prophecy, and pragmatism (Stewart, Smith and Denton, 2007, pp.119-125). As
such, classical models of rhetoric, which focus upon argument, evidence and
rational discourse, fail to explain fully the process in which a movement leader
emer ges, gains |l egitimacy andicalahdt i mat e
political goals. An alternative means of understanding the emergence of social
movement leaders, which allows scholars to assess the function of charisma,
prophecy and pragmatism, demands a theory that allows the critic to assess the
rhetorical qualities of personal narratives and autobiography, a staple of envi-
ronmental discourse.

The Rhetorical Message of The Singing Wilderness
Mi chael Osborn contends contemporary
tegic pictures, verbal or nonverbal visualizations that linger in the collective
memory of audiences as representative of their subjects when rhetoric has been
successf ul 0 ( 1 9WBifg,this pbservaifof Js a challenge to conventional
scholarship, Osborn offers a new vantage to examine discourse, a theory he calls

rhetorical depiction. Rh et or i cal depiction dtales not
nNi gue or moment i n bhstesl depidtion & eontrolledwy i t e s
the fAcumul ati ve i mp a O¢piotionarfight gain Bseur-i e s 0
rency by contrasting #Avisual or sensu
iradi caromehaplzeas sa fr emeahrikcalbd er eleantoir
I ndeed, Osborn believes that rBhtatori cae
term of modern rhetoricia si gni fi cant , recurring forl

In discussing the rhetorical dimensions of depiction, Osborn identifies five func-
tions that depiction may serve in public communication.

I believe evaluating the rhetorical qualities of The Singing Wildernessin
better be examined from Osborndés model
sical model of discourse. Although Olson clearly hoped to inspire, motivate, and
even persuade his readers, his style is personal, not public, emotional, not logi-
cal, and timeless, not situated. Indeed Olson claimed that he wrote the book to
help others learn how to understand the wilderness. When his agent expressed
concern that the book was too lyrical and needed more wilderness adventures to
attract readers, Olson objected, claiming that there were already many outdoor
adventure books on the market. fi | hs notvmy wish to do anothe r , 6 he wr ot
Rode. AiThe value of my book as | see it |
its meaning, and my reactions to it. . . . You may not agree with me at all but I
feel very strongly alb9Gp042)t hi so (quoted
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Ol sonés approach, using short ,r- descr
ness experiences, at first glance appears to center upon Olson and his life in the
North Woods. Only by a reading the complete text does one sense a larger and
more vital message than autobiography. Rhetorical depiction offers an appropri-
ate means of understanding the immediate and lasting rhetorical qualities of The
Singing Wildernesand in turn helps expl aiin Ol sc
ration for readers attracted to the nascent environmental crusade.

The first and (according to Osborn) the most important function of depic-
tion is presentation. Osborn identifies two kinds of rhetorical presentations. The
first, repetitive, utilizes symbolic representations already shared by a given
group. These symbols may be called icons, god or devil terms, ideographs, or
cultural archetypes. The power of such symbols is that they have been so em-
bedded in a culture that they are typically accepted without questioning their
persuasive qualities. On the other hand, innovative presentations provide new
perspectives by finding tensions and incongruities within established cultural
symbols. A power f ul example of rhetorsi cal [
say, fi E a s tierriltefolfibls the Huectiol rofeboth the repetitive and
innovative symbols to convey Ol sonds
define and commune with nature.

The essay begins with Ol son emergin
still-frozennortht o t he prairi es o0 ©®Olsort dos@ibedtlees t 0 (
sensations he felt as he moved from forest to prairie. He thought of the first set-
tlers of North America and how they must have felt moving from the great fo-
rests to the prairies. He listenedt 0 meadow | ar ks mphahy t heir
of soluhnd. sound, Ol son continued, fA wa:
the song when the herds of buffalo ranged the west, when the Indians rode them
down from t he h o Hedcantmimedby describifgBhb heautiful 61).
sounds of other birds, the mourning doves and the kinglets. Moving to a beauti-
ful lake, Olson saw a flock of herring gulls in flight and then a pair of mallards
emerged from their nest. After nine paragraphs of repetitive presentation, de-
scribing in intimate detail the wonders of wildlife and nature, Olson turned to
the theme of the essay: AA church bel
end of the field, and then | prdmember e

At this point the essay changes direction, moving away from a person im-
mersed in nature to a person drawn from the secular to the sacred. Seeing the
Afwhite churcho in the distance, Ol son
boots, at my worn jacket. Perhaps they woul d n ot  mip.no2) At th{isl 9 5 6,
point the essay becomes an innovative presentation. Looking at the parishioners

(

dressed in their finest, Ol son recal l e
Like the kinglets, I was a stranger, a migrant going thr 0 u g h 0 p. 3)1 A be6 ,

entered the <church, Ol son was struck
church | haddeegdyr Beehoond the interio

the pool with the gulls, the mallards, and the sandpipers, the lushness of the
fields. Here was no musty unused building, open once a week or a month. This
was part of the out-of-d 0 0 r s 0 p. €3)L(™sbnGdentified a powerful juxtapo-
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sition that allowed himself to experience two worlds simultaneously: the natural
world dear to his heart and the spiritual world constructed and shared by hu-
mans:

The little groups were quiet nowi no whispering or frivolity in the house of
God. Then through the open windows I heard again the chorus of larks and
from some where near by the deep, liquid undertones of the mourning
doves. There was a breeze and the smell of a thousand miles of prairie came
through the windows, fused with the sweetness of the lilies, the sharp pun-
gence of the geraniums. (1956, p. 63)

And then Olson experiencedafus i on bet ween t he fisomber
hymno and the music of the mEadmw | ar
sterdés words firolled on and on, and t|
that what he aid reflected somehow the beauty and the peace of Easter on the

p r a i As theservice ended and the congregation moved to leave, Olson wit-

nessed the dual meaning of Easter that gives his readers a powerful rhetorical
presentation:

This morning it was the real prairie as it had been a hundred, a thousand
years ago, the prairie of the wagon trains, virgin, lush, and beautiful. This
morning it was Easter with the promise of resurrection and hope. (1956, p.
65)

In this essay, rhetorical depiction works by merging a spiritual experience
in the wilderness (innovative presentation) with a constructed spiritual expe-
rience with other people (repetitive presentation). The meaning is clear for Ol-
sono6s Onemadbeirg 8 lifetime of theory, philosophy, ideology and the-
ology to the wilderness, but only when a person experiences these presentations
together will a complete understanding of the need for wilderness will emerge.

A second function of rhetorical depiction is intensification of feeling. Os-
born believes that depi ctt wewae snd makee Al e
our r eact i Bygwingdomotd adsebfect, depiction allows the au-
dience to transfer feeling to the subject of the discourse. Most importantly, de-
piction can i nt eingsvastfnymbefs ofe kubjattgo alfew A r e d
synec d oc h al i nst aln maypways vdyde8dy in THe Bihging
Wildernessintensifies feelings by discussing simple topics that become repre-
sentative of a larger and deeper rhetorical message. Ol son & s essay
ACampfireso i bricalppwer of intensificatioh. éle opehseby
claiming that a campfire transforms those who experience it in the wild.
AStrange stirrings take place within I
was not there bef or e 6 (1 9 A Gampfirp takes huthdmg back to their
ancient past, when fire provided safety, shelter, and warmth, but it also helps us
see the future as well: AAround a
campsite and all men partners of t

fir
he t
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Ol son6s i ma g effcayion dromrmsl thesimple aét of budding 4
campfire while in the wilderness. He observed that the building of the fire has

Aritualistic significancedo in which e\
i ng to ci Vhetampfireisthesliaax todhe adventures of each day
in the wilderness and is fAas i mportant

t ai n t dlsoa degerlbed in inthmate detail the importance of finding the
right spot for the fire, of everyone pitching in to find kindling and wood. He
wrote:

As the fire burns, see how it is tended and groomed and fondled, how little
chips are added as they fall away from the larger sticks, how every man pol-
icies the fringe before him, and treat the blaze as the living thing it is.
(1956, p. 108)

For Olson, each campfire he saw reminded him of all his previous experiences
in the wilderness. i My campfbsreesv,ed, hdiseem | i ke gl
 ong chain @& he eachedthcifie begireanddthen burst into
flame, herecapt ur ed At he scenes themselw#es, p
ten | i mbo of t he p aAdtérrrecallinglseveréhrkemorabldhh e m | i
campfires from his past, Olson concluded the essay by returning to the powerful
emotion of human friendship symbolized in the fire:

There have been countless campfires, each one different, but some so

blended into their backgrounds that it is hard for them to emerge. But I have

found that when I catch even a glimmer of their almost forgotten light in the

eyes of some friend who has shared them with me, they begin to flame once

more. Those old fires have strange and wonderful powers. Even their mem-

ories make life the adventure it was meant to be. (1956, p.111)

The third function of rhetorical depiction is identification, the ability of
i mages to creat e aenefsth& carsdevelop dmong thases e n e s ¢

who participate i rOsbambelievas the verpamtofshardi c at i
ingsymb ol s fAmust be a profoundly satisfy
i nstrument al funct i onlbdidve tidtavwp iesgays inon 0 (
The Singing Wildernegsomote a strong sense of identification between Olson

and his reader. Bot h deal with Ol sonds relation
invaluable lessons that he learned about nature, love and memory.

I n the first essay, iGr andmot hxer 6s T
periences as a boy fishing for brook trout. Al t hough Ol sonds gr a
never been trout f i s hsiouwdgor adventurhsesrthe | i f e,
most important part of his earlylife. i She shared every joy t
|l oved her for it as only a smal/l boy «
recalled Olson.i Fr om her |, | know, |  fornhbwildi t e d

pl aces of t hi slntheaastbflthéess{y Ol9ob detailedphe &&-7 ) .
perience of going to the woods by himself and the difficulties encountered as he
fishess Al t hough he | ost the fAbig oned in
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take home to his grandmother. The boy ran home shouting for his grandmother
to look in his creel. She admired the catch and helped him take the fish and lay
on a white platter. In this essay the boy tells his adventure and his grandmother
listens. Olson recalled:

She clucks in wonderment and shakes her head in sheer admiration, goes
over the entire stream with me pool by pool, rapids by rapids, listens to the
birds, sees the flowers, hears the running of the water. How excited she is
when I tell her of the big one underneath the stump, and how she suffers
with me from the loss!

Olson cleaned the fish outside in a pump and his grandmother prepared her

frying pan for dinner. Then under the | ight of a kit
feast of trout and milk and fresh bread, an eighty year-old lady and a boy of
t wel ve, and talk of robins and spring
72).

Anot her essay, ABirthday on the Mani

rhetorical identification. In this essay, Olson described going to a favorite fish-

ing spot and suddenly realizing that he is not alone. Acknowledging his selfish-

ness, Olson felt that his private place had been intruded upon. Because of the

difficult journey to find this special spot, Olson thoughto f it as hi s ow
not mine any more than anyone &eshipseos,
there based on the fact that I had ec¢
When he finally discovered the intruder, Olson noticed he was a small, spare

man.AHIi s | egs were braced and he made e
might throw him off balance. He was old, I could see that, far too old to be fight-

ing the fast treacherous wat éMatchinpand s
the man, Ol sonds resent ment faded, fil knew
coming in, it must Hnaly@soneweada theelderlyy i mp o
angler in conversation. Themanann ounced t hat today was
years old, and this little trip is a sort of celebration. Used to make it every year

in the old days, but now itdés ben a |
man continued, fiHad to see the old ri
p 0 0 As.OBon talked of his fishing experiences, he noticed the old man drift-

ing away in memory:

His face was alight wiTh his memories, and his blue eyes looked past me
down the river, took in the pool, the riffles below, and a whole series of lit-
tle pools for a mile downstream. I followed his gaze and for a moment it
seemed as though I had never seen the Manitou before. . . . Then while I
watched, the vision seemed to fade and I saw again the poplar-covered
banks, the bright sunlight on the water, and the old man dozing quietly be-

fore me.
The ol d man said, Al d6ve a feeling t|
pool. Bet t er wor k i n t hBut@son realiged thathawasl t ak e
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the intruder and said he needed to leave to find his partner downstream. A Ha p p y

birthday, 0.fiCHes owma vsehdo uhtiesd r od i n

al

ut e

ing quietly, hi ked cl ear around the poc

big one at the -$3ar endo (1956, pp
In these two essays, Olson crafted a powerful sense of identification with
his readers by using his relationships with other people to explain the meaning

of wilderness forhim. As a boy, he | earned t kat

pressed through her enthusiasm for his fishing adventure. As a man he witnessed
the power of a familiar fishing hole to bring back memories and give renewed
life, even though fleeting. These two chapters link Olson with his readers as they
recall similar experiences as children with special adults in their life or as adults
who must acknowledge that aging is a part of all lives. In each case, a wilder-
ness experience becomes a aiashigwith
other humans. In this way, identification with other people is enhanced by the
renewal of physical and mental energy that comes by leaving modern society for
even a few or weeks.

The fourth function of rhetorical depiction is implementation. This rhetori-

st

52

hi

cal function is AfAinstr unbebor cankends thdte pi ct i

while intensification and identification may transform our emotions and beliefs
toward a subject, we still seek a means of action. i Wh a t we ar es,
born, fAdetermines what we can do,
92). None of the essays in The Singing Wildernesttail a political agenda that
tells readers how to save the wilderness through collective action. In many ways
such an essay would have been anrt
ing message. But one essay is striking in suggesting that when an individual
experiences the natural world from a different paradigm, others should follow
suit. The essay that provides this sense of implementation and in turn epitomizes
Olson's ability to weave various strands of conservation together is entitled
ATi mber Wo | aossesves @s thavfindl chdpter in the book. In this es-
say, Olson described a late night encounter, with the temperature 20 below, with
two wolves. i Wh en | h etlaodate] batvimghowfl, Ul dhduld have had

0

con
or

thet

chills racing up arod sdown impsspade, O

know that the big grays might have picked up my trail and week following me
down the glistening frozen highwa

Olson recalled the cultural fear of wolves that migrated from the Old World
to North America and the continued in formal attempts to destroy the predators
forever. At the same time, Olson described his satisfaction in knowing that while
modern society sought to destroy all wolves, the creatures still existed in the
wild. He then recalled a walk earlier in the day and his discovery of a wolf kill
on a frozen lake:

That kill was part of the age-old cycle of dependency between the wolves
and the deer. The predators, by the elimination of the old, the weak, and
diseased, improved the character of the herd. . . . The deer provided food
when there was no other source, when the heavy snows hid small rodents,
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the fish and snakes, grubs and berries and birds that gave the wolves susten-
ance during all other seasons of the year. There on the ice was evidence of
the completed cycle, and, though all kills are gruesome things, I was glad to
see it, for it meant a wilderness in balance, a primitive country that as yet
had not been tamed . (1956, p. 242)

Later that night Olson went for a walk and suddenly encountered two large
wolves. After catching his scent, they stopped at about 50 feet away and stared
at Olson, attempting to discern his potential threat. The wolves bolted leaving
Olson to contemplate his experience. He wondered if people would ever over-
come their fears of wolves and understand the place of the wolf in the natural

world Saddened by the ficonstant war of e
in North Ameri ca, Ol son concluded, i P
wolves are now common only in the Quetico-Superior country, in Canada, and

in Al aska, and | knew the day rame, ght c

the great grays woul d be gHeeomludedbyen fr o
challenging his readers, who likely had never considered wolves and their eco-

logical and social significance, to broaden their view of how humans should

manage wildlife:

We still do not realize that today we can enjoy the wilderness without fear,
still do not appreciate the part that predators play in the balanced ecology of
any natural community. We seem to prefer herds of semi-domesticated deer
and elk and moose, swarms of small game with their natural alertness gone.
It is as though we were interested in conserving only a meat supply and
nothing of the semblance of the wild. (1956, p. 244)

The final function of rhetorical depiction is reaffirmation. Osborn believes that
this function attenipy,s fioftremafifmr mermna
which heroes, martyrs, villains, and the role of the people are recalled in com-
mon appr eci at iAtthough many & &&essayspn the Bodk )illu-

strate the power of symbolic i mages t
ple of this function appears inhADark
ing in an ice house on a frozen lake. Ol sonds son Bob was ho

[
go ice fishing with hisdad: A He wanted time to think | ¢
whi spering of the snow oTuw, on adleuary he t h
morning with temperatures 20 below, Olson and his son trekked to the family

ice house to share an experience they had many times earlier in their life. Olson

described the work necessary to get to the ice house and prepare for fishing. As

they started fishing and prepared coffee, the bond between son and father re-

turned:

After an hour of tension we began to relax, talked quietly about many

things. A fish house is a fine place for visitingl not for argument or weighty
ideas, but rather for small talk, local politics, and gossip, things we had seen
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coming in, ideas that required no effort, short simple thoughts that came as
easily as breathing. (1956, p. 212)

As the two continued to fish, f@Athere v
g u i @&wo haurs went by and the two anglers seemed to become part of the
world below as they watched for fish. After catching two fish, the two men
closed up the ice house and returned home, content to have one fish for dinner
and another to share with friends. These were not trophy fish to be mounted on
the wal|l of the anglerés den; instead,
in which a father and a son found sustenance, both physical and psychological,
in their journey to the lake.

In this essay, Olson reaffirms the wilderness as a place to think in solitude
and share the experience with another. Although the reader does not know the
entire story of father and son, it seems that a child left home and returned as an
adult, seeking a place to reaffThe m one
itensiond dissipates after an hlbeur , a
reaffirmation that guides this story comes in the interconnection of the two ele-
ments of the narrative: human intrusion into a wild place that is cold and deso-
late and the bond that exists between father and son. In this way the rhetorical
depiction is a reaffirmation of the |
person comes to understand oneself and his/her loved ones.

The Singing Wildemesa f f i r ms  Os thap rhatoficsl degickion i m

typically Adoes not arise from any si
More often, it i s a c¢ont Anahls meutkr, tigee st al
rhetorician carefully const reuhatiesds a r he
substance and authenticity to an image, using stylistic techniques that provide its

sense of ' i ving pr es &he onegés présedxsdbnothre n 19

book come together, presenting a unified vision of how humans should encoun-
ter nature, wildlife and wilderness. Ol sonds apparent kngs si mpl
experience, structured in the format of the four seasons, encouraged readers out-
side the formal conservation movement of the 1950s to enlarge their perspective
and in turn embrace an environmental ethic much larger and more complex than
wise-use of natural resources. In this vision, readers learn that humans must re-
turn to a past time in which they could listen to nature and in turn understand
their proper place within it.
Rhetorical depiction may be of value to others who study the sacred texts of
the contemporary environmental movement. Many works in the canon, includ-
i ng Edwa rDQbesedobtargfOonsn i e  DHilgrirh at Minkér Creek
and Terry Te mReflgsappeatiti bk dtrdight-fiorsvérd tales of au-
tobiography, placing readers within the personal narratives of the author. But
these books also exemplify how one per
cal statement for others in the movement. As a r e s uledry ofGhetdxrior n & s
cal depiction and its emphasis upon the cumulative impact of a text offers rhe-
torical critics an insightful means of assessing autobiography and social move-
ment ideology.
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A typical response to Ol sondsEnwritin
countering Ol sonbés books for tha first
nesota, Mathewson recalls that although the books were new to him, they were
al soama $ i @fr a sT hteh ee smaogmrs. dfispoke of a ki
its creatures that affirmed what I was feeling sodeepl y at tSimcethat i me. O

exposure, concludes Mat hedslberlfollovd 6 ve b
er of his teaching....1 6ve come to cherish beauty o
the love for its varied seasons as though his writings were the expressions of my

own hkemaké.many of Ol sonds reader s, Ma t

changed significantiWi tbhyo uttihrelgisasu twhitid 0615
have ventured into the border country, nor been quite so receptive to the mystic-

ism of the wild. Thanks to Olson, my hero for all seasons. I look forward to a

i fetime of {MWHOX)e experienceo

Sigurd Ol sonés Environment al Legacy
How may one describe Sigurd éiilsonds
ism? From a rhetorical perspective, Olson wrote and spoke on behalf of nature
in a new way. Like Aldo Leopold, he wrote about wilderness by combining hu-
manistic and scientific views of nature within an eloquent discourse. Like Ra-
chel Carson, he wrote for a widespread audience, achieving fame and respect
from reviewers and the general public. But unlike Leopold and Carson, Olson
used his public platform to speak in favor of wilderness preservation and to take
his agenda to the Congress through active participation in national environmen-
tal organizations. In contrast, Leopold died in 1948 before A Sand County Alai
nac emerged as a central text among environmentalists and Carson, who was
gravely ill as Silent Springgained stature, gave very few public speeches in her
life and lacked comfort in public situations.
Without question the publication of The Singing Wildernesslarged Ol-
sonds role within the national donser\
ing to display the three required attributes that create social movement leader-
ship: charisma, prophecy, and pragmatism (Stewart, Smith and Denton, 2007,
pp. 1191125). The book demonstrated Ol sonds p
wilderness ethic that looked beyond the traditional goals of the conservation
movement. His vision of wilderness preservation, of sustainable practices and of
urgency to act engaged many readers who lacked his broad focus. In contrast,
Olson was a pragmatist who worked in a political arena, understood the need for
science and public support, and believed that each battle was never fully won or
fully lost. Finally, his charisma as a person emerged when readers sought him
for advice and direction. Backes notes that most biographers avoid using the
word fAchari s mao isoveruset dndemay reveal @ pokitivefbiasr i t
inthe work. iBut in Ol sonbs case, 0 he concl
There was something in his bearingl a combination of gracefulness, poise, con-
fidence, and an engaging voicel that had a strong effect on peo pl e 0 ( Bac k ¢
1997, p. 315). With a national audience gained by The Singing Wildernessd
growing respect among the | eadership
Ol son emerged as a | eadi nmputiofiaidgadss.e i n t
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Between 1956 and 1982, Olson wrote nine books, some very similar to his
first book, others quite different in scope and content. The theme that guided
Olson's public discourse focused upon the spiritual and intangible qualities of
wilderness. Rejecting the concept of preserving certain areas as "wilderness mu-
s e u ndson @eemed prophetic in his belief that conservation had to stand for
more than safeguarding beautiful places for continued human enjoyment. In a
speech delivered in 1958, Olson explained his philosophy:

I have decided finally that the preservation of natural areas is more than
rocks and trees and lakes and wildlife. It has a far more fundamental signi-
ficance than any physical attribute any area might have. It is concerned with
broad social values that have to do with human happiness, deep human
needs, nostalgia, values that may be a counter-action to the type of world
we live in. (1958, n.p.)

Sigurd Olson was a pivotal figure in this transformation because of what he
wrote and who he was. In other words, Olson was an important symbol as a per-
son. I believe that in pre-World War II America, three disparate groups were at
the core of the American conservation movement. Although membership cer-
tainly overlapped, three quite different groups of people were drawn to the orga-
nized movement in the 1930s and 1940s. First, there were the popular conserva-
tionists, indivi dual s who embraced John Muiros
wilderness was for the good of the human soul. Often portrayed as the "bird
watchers" who embraced wilderness as a tonic for civilization, these conserva-
tionists adopted a "Spiritual" view of nature. Second, were the outdoor recrea-
tionists, the hunters and anglers who saw conservation as the primary means of
protecting America's tradition of outdoor sports. This group held a "Material"
view of nature, seeing its values in terms of how humans could use it for their
immediate gains. Third were the ecologists, the academically-trained biologists
who wanted to understand how human intervention affected the natural world.
This group adopted a "Scientific" view of nature.

As Olson grew in stature as a spokesperson for wilderness, first in Minneso-
ta and later nationally, it became clear that he embraced all three traditionsand
each helped form his view of wilderness. He believed in the spiritual benefits of
wilderness, emerging initially from his upbringing as a Baptist, and later en-
compassing philosophers and theologians from other traditions. Comfortable
discussing God and quoting scripture in his writings and speeches, Olson re-
jected a fundamentalist view of Christianity. Moreover, he was an avid hunter
and angler his entire life. He did not write about hunting in his later years, al-
though his biographer says that Olson hunted most of his life. He wrote of fish-
ing many times, emphasizing the idea to take only that which was needed. In
Ol sonés world view fishing was an act
Finally, he was an ecologist who taught natural science for nearly three decades.
His master's thesis has been recognized as one of the first efforts to create a
theory of ecology and impressed Aldo Leopold who attempted to recruit Olson
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as a Ph.D. student. Olson often mentioned Leopold's land ethic and ecological
conscience in his speeches and essays in the 1950s, helping to promote a new
means of understanding the natural world for the average American. After he
left academics, Olson served as Chief Ecologist for the 1zzak Walton League
and regularly participated in national meetings of ecologists.

By holding active membership in all three groups (preservationists, recrea-
tionists, ecologists) Olson had legitimacy in calling for a transcendent theory of
conservation, a theory that embraced all perspectives and articulated a unified
call to action. Olson challenged his readers and listeners to participate fully in
the wilderness experience, from personal encounters to political activism. Em-
bedded within his call for action was a strong sense of optimism. Backes ob-
serves that Olson's first book compared favorably with A Sand County Almanac
but that there were clear differences as well, especially in the tone of the books.

AfWhere Leopold invokes the God of powe
behavior toward the land and prophesying doo m i f soci ety diso
Backes, AOl son invites his readers to
nifest in nature (1997, p. 248).

Wh at then is Olsonbés | egacy for stu

movement? In my view, three lessons emerge f r om a study of Si
leadership and advocacy. First, to appreciate and understand the land--human
aesthetic, people must experience the wilderness first-hand. Hiking, hunting,
skiing, camping, any pursuit that joins people to nature is necessary. Second, the
need to embrace the wilderness runs through all people, not just those who find
it engaging. This need is primal and it is buried deep within the human psyche.
Even when people lack the ability to describe this need, it is a part of all of us.
Third, advocacy and eloquence have the power to change the world. How hu-
mans define and manage their wilderness depends in large measure on success-
ful advocacy. Arguments and appeals can save a swamp, prevent motorized
boats in canoe areas, or preserve wilderness for perpetuity. Olson never gave up
on an issue and understood the need to bring others to his views, whether
through books, speeches, meetings, or other forms of discourse.
Sigurd Olson changed a part of his world through his rhetoric; he lacked the
traditional paths to power, such as wealth, social status, or political office.
Among environmentalists of his era, his contributions were immense, as illu-
strated by the recognition he received from his peers: "Olson is the only person
to have received the highest honors of four leading citizen organizations that
focus on the public lands: the 1zzak Walton League, the National Wildlife Fed-
eration, the Sierra Club, and the Wilderness Society" (Backes, 1997, 316). More
remarkable, however, is that Olson served as a movement leader and movement
visionary at the same time. In addition to his awards for service to conservation
groups, Ol son also received the John
nat ur e Ofthd 60 medalgwinders since 1926, very few served in nation-
al |l eader ship roles. Ol sonds accompl i s
bi ographer, who concludes #Athat cdit is
ognition as nature writer while also leading national conservation groupsO
(Backes, 1997, p. 316).
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Ulti mately, Olsonb6s strength c¢ame

his cause. In examining the power of rhetorical depiction to redefine cultural

fr

norms and val ues, James Andrews Ltoncl u

hold the key to understanding the ways in which potent ideological conceptions
insinuate themsel ves i ntlothissmannes OlsorD
challenged the prevailing view of conservation as too limited and asked his
readers to broaden both their actions and their attitudes when considering the
nati on 6 s Thisielogdeece, fire nding a large public audience in The
Singing Wilderness became t he core of Ol so
omnipresent in the environmental debates of the 1950s, 1960s and 1970s. For-
mer Minnesota governor Elmer Anderson remembered Olson this way: "Sig
conveyed a religious fervor and a depth of conviction that no one else I know
succeeded in generating. Others could win adherence; he produced disciples"
(quoted in Backes, 1997, p. 315). Through his writings, speeches, and leader-
ship, Sigurd Olson helped redefine environmentalism in the United States. Ol-

nal

sonbs |l egacy may be best summed wup

Col | e ge HefeltahrBf@u® dutyfo bring his vision to the attention of
others and translate it into law and practice. . . .Knowing how time erodes the
details of life, we can be confident in saying that if Sigurd Olson is remembered
for a thousand years, it will be as a defender and definer of wilderness, or, as
one writer wished to put it, as t
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