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The practice of cross examination in

debate is certainly not a new idea.  In fact,

cross examination has been used in debate

for quite some time, however, it is evident

that the knowledge debaters and coaches

have about the process of cross examina-

tion is still quite limited.  For example, there

are few comprehensive theories on the sub-

ject and so coaches have a difficult time

teaching the art of cross examination and it

is rarely used by debaters to its full strate-

gic potential.  In addition, little has been

written in the field on cross examination.

Only four articles have been published on

the subject in the CEDA Yearbook.  Even

after the adoption of cross-examination in

the National Forensic League (NFL) and the

National Debate Tournament (NDT), little

attention was directed toward teaching

cross examination properly.  Only one book

has ever been published exclusively on

cross examination in debate--that of James

Copeland in 1981--and most debate texts

only dedicate a few pages or a chapter to

this difficult and crucial process.  More in-

depth study into the nature of cross exami-

nation could provide insight we need to

understand and use this process more fully.

Cross examination is a structured con-

versation between two people, and so it

provides us with a unique opportunity for

a rhetorical analysis of dyadic communica-

tion.  Conversational analysis is a useful

tool for analyzing such dyads and thus

seems quite useful for evaluating cross ex-

amination.  The same types of statements

and questions that exist in traditional inter-

personal conversations are also present in

cross examination and the basic premise of

relational control is the same.  Debaters wish

to control cross examination in order to es-

tablish credibility and a strategic advantage

over their opponent.  This study of cross

examination conversations should be well

suited to rhetorical analysis since the spe-

cialized and public nature of cross examina-

tion makes it open for easy scrutiny by oth-

ers.  Transcripts of debates are readily avail-

able, and so conducting conversational

analysis should not be difficult.

Review of Relevant

Literature
My purpose in this paper is to fur-

ther extend the study of cross examination

through a new type of analysis.  While the

strategic function of cross examination

seems to have been lost, relational control

has never been used to analyze this pro-

cess.  This is a pilot study to determine

whether relational control techniques are

in fact appropriate to study cross examina-

tion.  The literature review will be divided

into four main parts.  First, I will examine

how cross examination in debate became

the current debate style.  Second, I will dis-

cuss lack of strategy that exists within the

current use of the process.  Third, I will look

at the unusual communication situation of

cross examination in team debating, and the

potential use of relational control as a strat-

egy.  Finally, research questions for the ap-

plication of relational control to cross ex-

amination in this pilot study will be dis-

cussed.

The History of Cross

Examination
Gray (1926) introduced the Oregon

Plan of debating in an effort to increase the

popularity of academic debate for audi-

ences.  He proposed that a ten minute pe-

riod of cross-questioning after each of the

twenty-minute constructive speeches made

by affirmative and negative speakers would

keep the audience more interested in the

debate.  Gray found that "the audience is

always intensely interested in the periods

of cross-questioning and may attend the

debates just for this feature."

Even in these early trials of cross-

questioning, Gray (1926) recognized its ben-

efits.  "It requires thorough preparation, skill

in keen and quick thinking, ability to make

speech adjustments to unusual and unex-

pected situations, and the ability to estab-

lish and maintain a communicative contact

with the audience".  His early experimenta-

tion with cross-questioning revealed ben-

efits for debate that made it attractive for

others to study.

At Montana State University, Parker

(1932) agreed with Gray's philosophy re-

garding the benefits of cross-questioning

and the cross-examination process used in

the legal system.  As a result, Parker pre-

ferred to use the legal term "cross-examina-

tion".  Parker shortened the constructive

speeches to twelve minutes and included

four periods of cross-examination so that

all four speakers would have a chance to

ask questions:

If the cross-examination affords

the valuable training (which it as-

suredly does), all participants

should share in that training.  Each

speaker should have the opportu-

nity to participate both in the ca-

pacity of examiner and examined.

More-over, this modification still

allows all speakers an opportunity

for practice in constructive argu-

ment.  Each speaker is subjected

to cross-examination immediately

upon concluding his main speech.

Parker's changes in cross-examination were

the true start of "cross-examination" debate

and closely resembles modern debate.

Changing from the traditional aca-

demic debate format was arduous, but the

National Forensic League finally adopted

cross-examination in 1952 into standard

high-school debate practice.  The accep-

tance of cross-examination at the collegiate

level, however, was adopted at a much

slower rate (Freshley, 1965).  Once guide-

lines for cross-examination in debate were

established, certain members of the college

debate community tried to make the prac-

tice of cross-examination more widespread.

Fuge and Newman (1956), from the Univer-

sity of Pittsburgh, were two such people.

They encouraged more colleges who

hosted regular tournaments in the Pitts-

burgh area to include cross-examination

tournaments and wrote articles for schol-

arly journals to "provide thorough and sys-

tematic instruction in this difficult tech-

nique".  They outlined what they believed

to be necessary rules for cross-examination

including proper delivery, types of appro-

priate questions and responses, and what

should be accomplished through cross-ex-

amination.  [See page 24]

Freshley (1965) also tried to encour-

age more schools to teach the cross-exami-



nation type of debate.  He summarized the

advantages of cross-examination including

the need for speakers to think on their feet,

learn the use of facts, and articulate clearly

their point of view in order to prepare them

for future careers (usually in law or poli-

tics).  He summarized that, "if properly

taught, cross-examination is superior to the

orthodox system.  In the years that followed,

more coaches and tournament directors

began to agree with Freshley (1965) and

Fuge and Newman (1956).  During the late

1960's and early 70's, for example, cross-ex-

amination flourished in debate in the U.S.

In 1971, under the direction of Howe,

a new debate organization was formed --

the Cross-Examination Debate Association

(CEDA) -- as a reaction against the prevail-

ing form of intercollegiate debate (Schiappa

& Keehner, 1990).  CEDA had gradually built

support for the wider use of cross-examina-

tion, but its influence at the time was limited

to the southwestern states (Ziegelmueller,

1983).  Soon after the creation of CEDA, the

NDT realized that the value of cross-exami-

nation "because its use is expected to

sharpen the contest among arguments in

debate. . . the NDT utilized a cross-examina-

tion format for the first time in its history in

April, 1976" (Boaz, 1977).  At that time, NDT

exerted great influence on the practices of

other tournaments, and as a result, their use

of cross-examination in 1976 meant the rapid

acceptance of cross-examination across the

country (Ziegelmueller, 1983).  With both

CEDA, NDT, and virtually all high school

tournaments still using cross-examination

today in competitive debate, it seems that it

is here to stay, but there are still problems

with the way cross examination is used to-

day.  Specifically, many coaches have agreed

that  there is a decided lack of strategy in

the use of cross examination (Larson, 1987).

The Lack of Strategy With Cross

Examination
Many argumentation instructors and

debate coaches have difficulty teaching stra-

tegic cross examination to students, which

might be due to the lack of literature on the

subject.

Despite the existence of an orga-

nization which calls itself the Cross

Examination Debate Association,

cross examination is still one of the

most difficult arts for the debate

student to learn. . . A comprehen-

sive examination of current debate

and argumentation texts clearly

reveals that cross examination re-

mains a largely underdeveloped

area of forensics instruction.

(Miller & Caminker, 1982)

Henderson (1978) was one of the first

to seriously address the subject when he

suggested the idea of cross-examination be

extended to argumentation theory in gen-

eral:  "Few college instructors of argumen-

tation courses recognize cross examination

as more than rhetorical embellishment.  Yet

cross examination should be a basic goal of

teaching argument".  He articulated one of

the first systems of teaching cross-exami-

nation to argumentation students.

Ziegelmueller (1983) expanded on

Henderson's idea by suggesting that cross-

examination be taught as it was practiced in

debate by making implicit norms and rules

explicit:

Most works on cross examination

advise students to ask only fac-

tual questions to which they know

the answer and to avoid open-

ended questions and undirected

"fishing" inquiries.  While this

advice is generally sound, scru-

tiny of both the NDT cross-exami-

nation and sample cross-examina-

tions offered as models in legal

articles and textbooks reveals that,

in practice, this advice is often ig-

nored.

Based on his observations of actual de-

bates, Ziegelmueller created a format for

teaching cross-examination which focused

on how likely the answer to cross examina-

tion questions will be what the questioner

expects.  Ziegelmueller divided the ques-

tions into "High Safety Questions", "Me-

dium Safety Questions" and "Low Safety

Questions" based on the predictability or

"safety" of the responses so that debaters

could learn some of the tricks of cross ex-

amination which were practiced in tourna-

ments but rarely taught in the argumenta-

tion classroom (Ziegelmueller, 1983).

In order to help us better understand

the function of cross examination, Simerly

and Crenshaw (1991) did an empirical study

of several cross examination periods and

determined that there were three different

types of questions.  The first type is the "X

or wh-questions" which generally ask

where, when, who, whose, which, what, how.

The second type is the "yes/no questions"

which are questions asked that expect a yes

or no answer, and the third type is "tag ques-

tions" which also expect a yes or no answer

but are generally declarative statements that

are followed by a tag such as "isn't it"?  De-

baters are taught that cross-examination is

a time to ask questions, not make speeches,

so often try to get their point across by

making statements disguised as questions.

While effective and strategic ways of

using cross examination are not easy to

teach to novices, many coaches of advanced

debaters are trying to make it more useful.

"The greatest challenge to critics of cross-

examination has been 'how to teach it' with-

out being there" in the debate round

(Berube, 1994).  Alan Cirlin (1988) feels that

any teaching of cross examination is too

comprehensive because debaters are unable

to employ more than a couple of ideas in

any given session.  He says, "very little has

been written about the fundamental strate-

gic problem which is created by the three

minute time limit -- specifically, how to use

that limited period of time to its best advan-

tage" (Cirlin, 1988).  Cirlin believes that

cross-examination is generally ac-

knowledged to be an extremely

important and yet an extremely

weak element in the average de-

bate.  There is a general agreement

concerning the theoretical impor-

tance of cross-examination, while

at the same time coaches tend also

to agree that the average quality

of cross-examination sessions is

quite poor. (Cirlin, 1988)

Simerly and Crenshaw (1991) agree:

The extent to which students ef-

fectively utilize cross-examination,

no matter what its purpose, is ar-

guable.  After more than a few

years of participation in the activ-

ity as debater, coach, and critic, we

feel that the vast majority of par-

ticipants do not use the cross-ex-

amination periods for any strate-

gic advantage.  In fact, debaters

hardly seem to consider cross-ex-

amination as a valuable argumen-

tation tool.

While strides toward teaching cross exami-

nation are a positive step, there is another

difficulty with cross examination today -- it

is rarely used for strategic purpose.  It would

be more beneficial to the students and the

activity in general, if we look for a more stra-

tegic way of using cross examination.

One of the reasons for the poor qual-

ity of cross examination sessions is the fact

that cross examination rarely becomes rel-

evant to the outcome of the round.  The



weaknesses in the opponent's case exposed

in cross examination are often not used as

arguments in later speeches because the

person who speaks next is rarely involved

in the cross examination.  Norton (1983) says

the major problem with cross-examination

is that it has become "prep time in drag"

because debaters simply use the time to ask

meaningless questions while their partners

prepare for the next speech.  "Even though

a strong theoretical case can be built in fa-

vor of questioning prior to one's own

speech, debaters insist that the

practicalities of modern debate -- spread

debating, briefs, hundreds of pieces of evi-

dence, and primary source checks -- make it

more convenient to have one's colleague

do the questioning" (Copeland, 1981).  While

it is not practical for judges to expect debat-

ers to question immediately before they

speak, cross examination should not be a

waste of time.

In a survey conducted in 1985 by

Suzanne Larson using a Likert-type scale,

debate coaches made it apparent that they

were dissatisfied with the use of cross ex-

amination:

Responses to the question "Over-

all in CEDA debate, how would

you rate the effectiveness of cross

examination" revealed that cross

examination as currently practiced,

is not very effective. . . .Respon-

dents were overwhelmingly in dis-

agreement that "Debaters know

how to use cross-question effec-

tively" while only 5% of the re-

spondents agreed. . . .

Clearly, there is a need for some im-

proved strategy in cross examination be-

yond the simple use of it as extra prepara-

tion time.  The twelve minutes of cross ex-

amination in every round are a way for each

team to take control and win extra time for

themselves.  "Each side is guaranteed

twenty-four minutes to speak, and an addi-

tional twelve minutes, the cross-exam peri-

ods, are 'up for grabs'.  The team which is

able to 'capture' these minutes for the ad-

vancement of its position or the destruc-

tion of the opponent's position has won a

significant advantage over its opponents"

(Copeland, 1981).

Even though cross-examination has

become the norm for contemporary debate

style, there is still much more to learn.  The

complications of strategy and technique for

cross examination are definitely appreciated

by most coaches but sadly under-utilized

by debaters.  While certain people have tried

to develop a way to teach the art of cross

examination to debaters, little has actually

been done to further the strategic use of

cross examination.  The use of relational

control analysis in these interactions could

be a way to help us to further understand

the problems.

Relational Control in Cross

Examination
Every communication event takes

place in a context that Bitzer (1992) refers to

as a rhetorical situation:  "It seems clear that

rhetoric is situational. . . Virtually no utter-

ance is fully intelligible unless meaning-con-

text and utterance are understood".  Each

situation is very different and may be either

simple or complex.  Some situations, like the

courtroom or a debate round, are highly

structured and often repeated.  "From day

to day, year to year, comparable situations

occur, prompting comparable responses;

hence rhetorical forms are born and a spe-

cial vocabulary, grammar, and style are es-

tablished" (Bitzer, 1992).  Cross examination

is a rhetorical situation that occurs frequently

(four times every debate round) and has

highly specialized rules such as controlled

time limits, and generally agreed-upon

norms about who asks and answers the

questions.

The rhetorical situation of cross ex-

amination is much more structured than an

interpersonal conversation.  Most critics of

debate would agree that the questioner may

only ask questions and the respondent may

only answer questions -- neither side may

make arguments except as part of questions

and answers (Cirlin, 1986).  It is very frus-

trating to watch a cross examination ses-

sion in which the respondent does not an-

swer any questions or responds with more

questions, or the questioner makes long

statements with no questions.  Interpersonal

situations on which relational control meth-

ods are based are not governed by such

rules, but we should be able to study con-

trol issues in cross examination through dis-

course analysis, much like we study inter-

personal conversations.  There are similari-

ties between cross examination and conver-

sation which support the notion that rela-

tional control analysis is appropriate in both

circumstances.  Debaters are trying to di-

rect, delimit, and define the progress of the

cross examination session despite the fact

that they need to operate within certain

norms and rules for behavior.

In conversational analysis, we can

specifically study interactants in a conver-

sation in a variety of ways in order to un-

derstand message exchange (Poole, Folger,

& Hewes, 1987).  Message exchange is the

key to discovering the systematic and or-

derly properties which are meaningful to the

conversants and researchers.  Conversation

analysts generally focus on understanding

the content, function, structure, and effects

of conversation (Frey, O'Hair, & Kreps,

1990).  Hopper, Koch, and Mandelbaum

(1986) describe five subjects that are gener-

ally discussed in conversational analysis

research:

(1)  How do participants in conversa-

tion achieve turn-taking?

(2)  How do partners accomplish ut-

terance sequences across turns?

(3)  How do speakers coordinate talk

with gaze, movement, and other action?

(4)  How do partners identify and re-

pair problems in interaction?

(5)  How does conversation function

in particular settings, such as interviews,

court hearings, or card games?

Even though cross examination is a

very different rhetorical situation than in-

terpersonal conversation, some of the same

elements exist in both.  Cross examination

participants are also concerned with turn-

taking, sequences of utterances, and other

aspects of communication that exist in in-

terpersonal interaction.  If the cross exami-

nation is not productive, they identify and

repair the problems in the interaction.  De-

baters change their behavior in cross ex-

amination for various judges by deciding

to sit or stand, and by their choice of ques-

tions and so also change their conversa-

tion in particular settings.  It seems obvi-

ous through the application of Hopper,

Koch, and Mandelbaum's five subjects

(above) that both conversation and cross

examination have similar goals and so we

may be able to use a similar method for

evaluating both.

One way to use conversational analy-

sis to study cross examination is to con-

sider relational control.  Control is a part of

every interpersonal interaction:  "relational

communication refers to the control aspects

of message exchange by which interactors

reciprocally define the nature of their rela-

tive "position" or dominance in their inter-

action" (Rogers & Farace, 1975).  In inter-

personal conversation and in cross exami-

nation, establishing control is an integral

part of the interaction.  While trying to get



information out, cross examination partici-

pants also want to convey their position of

dominance in the debate, and establish cred-

ibility with the critic by using the "com-

mand" aspects of their communication

which are directions for action, usually a

demand for an answer to a question.

Perhaps the one idea that debaters

grasp immediately is that their credibility is

on the line with cross examination.  No one

wants to look like a fool when they are speak-

ing directly to their opponent, and debaters

usually want to impress the critic in order to

improve their speaker points, or in very

close rounds, win the decision on their ethos

(Miller & Caminker, 1982).  Many texts speak

to the crucial role of cross examination to

make the opponent's logic look flawed, a

debater can simultaneously boost her or his

own credibility.

Therefore, one of the key components

of establishing credibility is maintaining

control of the cross examination period.

Questioners want to have their questions

answered, respondents want to use as

much time as possible to re-state their posi-

tion, and even partners not officially in-

volved in the cross examination tend to

jump in and make sure their partners are an-

swering questions correctly.  These days,

cross examination can turn into a four-way

conversation with all four debaters fighting

for control of the interaction, although most

debaters still stick to the traditional format

with one questioner and one respondent.

In referring to control in interpersonal

relationships, Millar and Rogers (1976) say:

"The control dimension is concerned with

who has the right to direct, delimit, and de-

fine, the action of the interpersonal system

in the presently experienced spatial-tempo-

ral situation".  The key aspect of any rela-

tional communication is the control aspects

of message exchange.  Interactants continu-

ally define the nature of the interaction by

their dominance.  Communicators do not

necessarily simply state the content of the

message when they speak, but also convey

information about the relationship itself.

"This is another way of saying that com-

munication not only conveys informa-

tion, but at the same time it imposes behav-

ior. . . . These two operations have been

known as the 'report' and the 'command'

aspects, respectively, of any communica-

tion"  (Watzlawick, Beavin, & Jackson,

1967).

The Relational Communication Con-

trol Coding Scheme (RCCCS) was developed

by Ericson and Rogers (1973) and Rogers

and Farace (1975) to study the use of rela-

tional control by people in dyadic interac-

tions.  Wiemann and Widenmann call this

coding scheme "the most well-developed

system for the structural analysis of trans-

actions"  (1981).  This method uses a rela-

tional communication approach that fo-

cuses directly on interaction and is outlined

in a number of articles (Ericson & Rogers,

1973; Millar & Rogers, 1976; Millar &

Rogers, 1987; Rogers & Farace, 1975).  The

analysis used in the RCCCS "focuses on

message sequences, rather than on indi-

vidual message units; on indexing relational

control, rather than the content of mes-

sages; and on mapping transactional pat-

terns as they unfold over time" (Rogers &

Farace, 1975).

The emphasis in the RCCCS is on the

"command" rather than the "report" aspect

of communication, meaning the interactants

are not only trying to convey information,

but are using commands to impose action.

Commands are usually a controlling maneu-

ver.  This same type of analysis used in the

RCCCS to study conversation can also be

used in the study of cross examination since

the interactants are both trying to assert

their dominance in either a reciprocal or sym-

metrical way.  In interpersonal communica-

tion, "there is a similarity of conduct be-

tween the two individuals; there is a sym-

metry of relational control" (Ericson &

Rogers, 1973, p.247).  This relational con-

trol is also present in cross examination and

often has little to do the content of the mes-

sages and much to do with the transactional

pattern of relational control.  For example,

due to the increase in the practice of pre-

round disclosure where opponents disclose

their strategy before the round starts, most

debaters are already familiar with their op-

ponents' arguments.  In cross examination,

they are not always asking questions to find

out what their opponents' arguments are,

but to enhance their credibility with the

judge, trap their opponents, and establish

control of the interaction.

The same types of conversational

situations in interpersonal discussions that

Rogers and Ericson (1973) and Rogers and

Farace (1975) examined also exist in cross

examination.  They delineate 50 different

category combinations using the five gram-

matical forms of questions and nine re-

sponse modes that are possible in the model

(Ericson & Rogers, 1973).  Verbalizations are

classified as one-up, which assert defini-

tional rights, one-down, which are requests

or acceptance of the other's definitional

rights, and one-across, which is a leveling

maneuver.  One-up moves are control ma-

neuvers such as questions demanding an

answer, nonsupport responses, answers

with substance, complete statements that

initiate an interaction, and all talk-overs ex-

cept supportive talk-overs.  One-down

moves include support responses,

noncomplete phrases that seek others to

take control, and supportive talk-overs.

One-across are control-leveling maneuvers

such as assertions of extension and

noncomplete phrases (Rogers & Farace,

1975).  Only one-up moves are associated

with control.  The interactant with the most

one-up moves is generally considered to

be the one with the most control in the in-

teraction (Millar & Rogers, 1987).  Ques-

tions are almost always one-up moves such

as those that demand an answer, but ques-

tions that seek supportive responses or that

continue the dialogue (extension) are coded

as one-down (Ericson & Rogers, 1973).

The relational control model, how-

ever, extends beyond simply coding indi-

vidual messages as one-up, one-down, or

one across, but also allows for transactional

analysis.  We can look at pairings of mes-

sages or even long sequences to determine

if patterns exist in the interactions (Rogers

& Farace, 1975).  Looking at the transaction

rather than individual messages is impor-

tant to relational analysis since the entire

interaction can have different control ele-

ments than the individual messages.  "Some-

times communicators choose to perform

speech acts indirectly rather than directly"

(McLaughlin, 1984).  The individual mes-

sages may appear to be relinquishing con-

trol, but looking at the entire transaction

clearly shows the opposite.  The two main

types of control-defining categories are

symmetrical, both parties using one-up or

one-down or one-across moves, and com-

plimentary, both using opposite moves.

The addition of a third direction, one-across,

is an attempt to sensitize the control mea-

sure because it allows some messages to

simply continue the conversation and be

coded as neither one-up nor one-down.  For

example, any statement that is coded as a

"noncomplete extension" of conversation

is neither one-up nor one-down because it

is an extension of a previous statement that

isn't completed.  To code it one-up or one-

down would be inaccurate, so it is one-

across.  The one-across direction produces



an additional type of symmetry and a third

type of transactional exchange -- the transi-

tory category (Ericson & Rogers, 1973).

Symmetry and complementariness help us

to understand how the participants each try

to control the transactional pattern.

In cross examination, it can be often

effective to hide the real goal of the ques-

tion, since the goal of some questions is to

open up the opponent to a future question

or argument.  These are indirect speech acts

in which the speaker does not mean literally

what s/he says, are used to set up a strat-

egy (Bierwisch, 1980).  Therefore, it is only

by examining the overall transaction instead

of the individual messages, can we see who,

if anyone, has the control in a cross exami-

nation interaction.  Once it is determined

which participant has control and how that

control is established, we can more fully un-

derstand the situation of cross examination

and move towards answering questions

about the strategy involved.

Summary and Research

Questions
Using the relational control model to

further study this process can help us teach

students to use cross examination because

the same types of assertions and questions

that exist in interpersonal conversations also

exist in cross examination and the basic

premise of relational control is the same.  For

coding control messages, the context of

cross examination seems to be close enough

to the interpersonal communication context

that this model will be useful.

In both cross examination and inter-

personal contexts, messages that allow

someone else to take control are one-down

and messages that attempt to acquire con-

trol are one-up.   Even though most cross

examination periods are attempts to gain

control and achieve higher credibility, there

must be some relinquishment of control if

the time is to be productive at all.  At some

point, a question must be asked and an-

swered.  This context, though it is bound

by more rules and norms, is similar to an

interpersonal argument -- both members

want control and to have their point heard.

The relational control model creates

the possibility for further study of cross

examination.  If we can use conversational

analysis to understand how control is es-

tablished in this special rhetorical situation,

then perhaps we are on the way to making

cross examination a valuable strategic tool

for debaters.  Once we understand the rela-

tionship between control and strategy, cross

examination can be used more effectively in

academic debate and could prove to make

the activity easier to teach, more useful, and

more educational.  This leads us to the re-

search question in this study:

RQ:  Can relational control be used

to evaluate cross examination in academic

debate?

Methods
Sample

In order to test the theory of conver-

sational analysis uses for studying cross

examination, I examined the four cross ex-

amination periods in the 1994 Cross Exami-

nation Debate Association Nationals final

round transcript, between Johnson and

Genco from the University of Missouri at

Kansas City and the hybrid team of Repko

and Devereaux from Michigan State and

Kansas State Universities.  The resolution

for Spring 1994 was, Resolved:  that US mili-

tary intervention to foster democratic gov-

ernment is appropriate in the post-cold war

world.  The affirmative in this particular de-

bate argued that the US should intervene

militarily in Haiti, and the negative argued

intervention is inappropriate because it

threatens our relationship with China.

The final round can probably be as-

sumed to have high caliber debaters, and

its cross examination might likely be repre-

sentative of most cross examination that

occurs among experienced debaters in the

United States.

The debate round is recorded, tran-

scribed, and verified by Patrick M. Jablonski

of the University of Alabama.

Procedures

Since this was designed as a pilot

study, only the researcher coded the inter-

actions according to the RCCCS.  The tran-

script was first compared to the video for

accuracy, and then coded according to the

utterances on the transcript.  "The category

decisions involve very little inference on

the part of the coder" (Ericson & Rogers,

1973).  Wiemann and Widenmann (1981)

found both the inter-coder reliability and

intra-coder reliability for this coding scheme

to be estimated at .81.

Coding Scheme

The Relational Communication Con-

trol Coding Scheme describes messages in

the cross examination periods of debate in

terms of control direction.  The coding sys-

tem involves three steps (see table 1).  In

the first step,

each utterance of an interaction is

assigned a three digit code.  The

first digit denotes the speaker.  The

second digit describes the form of

speech.  The third digit describes

the response mode of the speech.

Second-digit category decisions

are based only on the message

being coded.  Third-digit category

decisions are based on consider-

ation of the preceding message, as

well as the message being coded.

In this manner, any two-person

communication exchange can be

represented by a series of sequen-

tially ordered three-digit codes

(Ericson & Rogers, 1973).

The code categories under the sec-

ond digit refer to the form of speech and

there are five possible types of utterances.

A "talk-over" is any distinguishable inter-

ruptive manner of coming into a conversa-

tion.  Whether a talk-over is successful or

not, both messages indicate attempts to

control.  An "assertion" is any completed

referential statement that is not a talk-over.

A "question" is any speech, that is not a

talk over, which takes interrogative gram-

matical form.  "Noncomplete" utterances are

those initiated but not expressed in a com-

plete format such as "Well, I . . ." or "What

I thought was . . .".  The category "other"

refers to verbal utterances that are

unclassifiable (Ericson & Rogers, 1973).

In the third-digit categories, which

refer to how the speech responds to the

previous message, there are ten categories.

The "support" category refers to the giv-

ing and seeking of agreement, assistance,

acceptance, and approval.  The "nonsup-

port" code is used for disagreement, rejec-

tion, demands, and challenges.  An "exten-

sion" is a message that continues the flow

or theme of the preceding message, while

an "answer" is a response to a question

that has substance and/or commitment.  To

clarify these two categories which have dif-

ferent control-defining natures, a noncom-

mittal response such as "It was July 4th" is

coded as an answer (Ericson & Rogers,

1973).

Like extension and answer, some cat-

egories are similar but are coded differently.

The fifth category, "instruction" is a sug-

gestive statement often accompanied by

qualification and clarification such as "I

think you should go to bed now because



you have to get up early for school."  An

"order", however, is a more intense, unquali-

fied demand such as "Go to bed."  The

"disconfirmation" category denotes as mes-

sage that ignores the request made of the

other individual.  The response, "Look!  It's

snowing!" to the question "Where are we

going to eat lunch today?" is a

disconfirmation.  A "topic change" is simi-

lar to disconfirmation, but is a response that

has no continuity with the previous mes-

sages when no response continuity is re-

quested (Ericson & Rogers, 1973).  Farace

and Rogers (1975) give this example of a

topic change:  "Where is tonight's paper?"

in response to "The baby is learning to

walk."

The last two third-digit codes are sim-

pler.  The "initiation-termination" code is a

message that begins or attempts to end an

interaction.  "Other" is a category for any

response that is indistinguishable or un-

clear.  It is clear that the third-digit catego-

ries are more complex than the second-digit

categories.  "These classifications involve

more inference than the previous catego-

ries.  However, careful delineation of the

meaning of each of these categories lowers

the subjectivity of the coding".  The aver-

age reliability for the coding procedures was

measured at .86 (Ericson & Rogers, 1973).

In the second step of the coding pro-

cess, once the initial coding is completed,

the transformation of the data into relational

categories is completely determined by the

rule system developed by Ericson and

Rogers (1973) and Rogers and Farace (1975).

One of the three control messages (one-up,

one-down, one-across) are assigned to

these categories based on whether they are

controlling moves, relinquish control, or are

leveling maneuvers.  The first digit is irrel-

evant to this step because the code transla-

tions are the same for both speakers.

In the third step of the coding pro-

cess, the control direction of individual

messages are combined into transaction

codes.  Symmetrical transaction are paired

messages with similar control directions (up,

up; down, down; and across, across)

complementary transactions have a pair of

messages with dissimilar control direction

(up, down and down, up), and transitory

transactions are paired messages in which

one of the messages are one-across (up,

across; down, across; across, up; and

across, down).

Analysis
The purpose in this study was to test

the theory that the RCCCS could be applied

to cross examination.  I assigned message

codes to the individual utterances of each

person in the four cross examination peri-

ods using the video and transcript.  There

seemed to be the same type of topics in the

model as in the debate and so finding the

appropriate codes was relatively easy and I

did not find it necessary to create new

codes.  Next, I assigned the control codes

to the message codes (one-up, one-down,

etc.) and again, the control possibilities

seemed to be the same as the RCCCS.

The transactional directions of the

RCCCS (symmetry and complementariness)

are also present in cross examination, since

the goal of some questions is to open up

the opponent to a future question or argu-

ment.  These are indirect speech acts in

which the speaker does not mean literally

what he or she says, are used to set up a

strategy (Bierwisch, 1980).  For example, in

the following dialogue from the 1994 CEDA

final round, Devereaux asks Genco a simple

question in order to open up a future ques-

tion:

Devereaux:  What's a surgical strike?

Genco:  It's a strike that uses troops

and some air support in order to remove. . .

Devereaux:  How many troops. . .

Genco:  A specified power.  Our sol-

vency. . .

Devereaux: . . .and where do they come

from? (Jablonski, 1994)

While all conversational analysis re-

quires some level of interpretation, it can be

reasonably assumed that Devereaux knew

what a surgical strike was -- one does not

debate a topic for four months and become

one of the best debaters in the country with-

out this rudimentary knowledge -- but he

wanted Genco to say that the affirmative's

plan was indeed to use troops.  He did not

literally want the definition of a surgical

strike, but was more interested in finding

out how many troops the US would need to

use for a successful intervention into Haiti.

His initial question may not have seemed

like it was a controlling question, but the

entire interaction sequence displays that he

is trying to get Genco to commit to a speci-

fied number of troops -- a definite one-up

move.  The RCCCS codes question demand-

ing answers such as this one, one-up

moves, and so the model seems to produce

the same control dimension as does a re-

flection of Devereaux's purpose.

In a Rogers-style relational analysis

of an interaction, patterns of control simi-

larity or dissimilarity between the dyadic

members can indicate more about the con-

trol in the interaction than looking at iso-

lated messages.  In symmetrical transac-

tions, both members of the interaction are

trying to exert the same type of control.  In

one instance of this, Devereaux is asking

Genco about where the troops necessary

for the affirmative's proposed intervention

into Haiti will come from:

Devereaux:  Would they come from

elsewhere?

Genco:  I think some of our solvency

evidence indicates that they would come

from Guantanomo Bay.

Devereaux:  Guantanomo Bay.  Are

they ready?  Are they prepared?  How

quickly could they be there?

Genco:  Ah, yes they are.  Yes they're

prepared and they could be there as quick

as we read solvency evidence as soon as

you read solvency answers for. . .

Devereaux:  Sure, what about public

support before. . .

Genco: . . . we're reading cards in the

1AC that says we could do it in a couple of

hours.

Code Categories

1st Digit:

1 = Speaker A

2 = Speaker B

2nd Digit:

1 = Assertion

2 = Question

3 = Talk-over

4 = Noncomplete

5 = Other

3rd Digit:

1 = Support

2 = Nonsupport

3 = Extension

4 = Answer

5 = Instruction

6 = Order

7 = Disconfirmation

8 = Topic change

9 = Initiation-termination

0 = Other



Devereaux:  I hear ya!  What about

public support? (Jablonski, 1994)

A series of talk-overs (verbal inter-

vention made while another is talking) oc-

cur in this sequence because both men are

trying to control the exchange.  Genco is

determined to finish his statement about the

readiness of the American military despite

the fact that Devereaux has already asked a

new question.  Devereaux sees Genco is

confident about the fact that the military

can complete the Haiti mission swiftly so

he tries to move Genco to another topic that

he may be more vulnerable on -- the Ameri-

can support for a Haitian intervention.  In

this interaction, both men want control of

the exchange and so they are competing for

control symmetrically.  The model codes

both of their messages as one-up because

Devereaux is asking questions that demand

answers and Genco is providing responses

with substance.

In complementary transactions, the

two interactants are not competing for con-

trol, rather, one person relinquishes control

and allows the other to define the interac-

tion.  In cross examination, this type of dia-

logue also tends to occur:

Repko:  The study was done by the

Canadians, right?

Johnston:  You're correct.

Repko:  And they decided that you

could use their force to go in and you'd take

7,000 of them and you could storm into Haiti,

right?

Johnston:  No, there's 7,500 members

of the Haitian army.  They do not have heavy

weaponry.  They are not trained, and they

do not have support.  Their conclusion is

any intervention force would be effective.

They have no way of defend -- standing up

against it.  The evidence is not specific to

Canada, it says any invasion force.

Repko:  All right.  Now, isn't  -- there

is a dis -- a different historical relationship

between the United States and Haiti as there

is between Canada. . .

Johnston:  You're correct.

Repko:  . . . and Haiti, right?

Johnston:  You're right. . .

Repko:  The United States. . .

Johnston:  . . . the study does not

answer the nationalism debate, but my evi-

dence I read down below does.

Repko:  All right.  So so OK so it

doesn't.  All right.  (Jablonski, 1994)

Repko automatically has control with

the initiation of the interaction and Johnston

does not try to take that away.  The goal is

to clarify Johnston's position and Johnston

agrees with much of what she says, since

most of Johnston's answers are support re-

sponses such as "you're right" and "you're

correct".  Repko is making one-up moves

and Johnston is answering with one-down

moves.  In the second question in this ex-

ample, however, Johnston does disagree

with and offers a nonsupport answer (a one-

up move) to which Repko agrees (one-

down).  Near the end of the series, Johnston

qualifies his answer about the nationalism

debate (another one-up) and again Repko

accepts his statement (one-down).

Throughout this exchange, one

interactant is offering one up-moves and

the other is responding with one-down

moves.  One person makes a statement that

the other person agrees to.  Even though

each person makes the one-up move at some

point in the sequence, it is constant comple-

mentary transaction since neither person

seems to completely take the control away

from the other.

Conclusion
To answer the research question in

this study, the relational control model can

be quite useful for evaluating cross exami-

nation.  The same types of assertions and

questions that exist in interpersonal con-

versations also exist in cross examination

and the basic premise of relational control

is the same.  As far as the coding of control

messages was concerned, the context of

cross examination seemed to be close

enough to the interpersonal communication

context that this model was useful.  There

was no need to create new codes or a new

translation of the message codes to a con-

trol dimension.

In both cross examination and inter-

personal contexts, messages that allow

someone else to take control are one-down

and messages that attempt to acquire con-

trol are one-up.  Even though most cross

examination periods are attempts to gain

control and achieve higher credibility, there

must be some relinquishment of control if

the time is to be productive at all.  At some

point, a question must be asked and an-

swered.  This context, though it is bound

by more rules and norms, is similar to an

interpersonal argument -- both members

want control and to have their point heard.

I hope that this examination of the

relational control model will create the pos-

sibility for further study of cross examina-

tion.  If we can use conversational analysis

to understand how control is established in

this special rhetorical situation, then per-

haps we are on the way to making cross

examination a valuable strategic tool for

debaters.
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