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Teaching creativity is an issue gaining more attention. Businesses and 
universities alike are looking for ways to promote creative and innovative 
thinking. As universities look for ways to teach and assess creativity, 
interscholastic speech and debate competition should be held up as a model 
for such efforts. Through a combination of iterative performances, the 
mastering of domain knowledge, an environment that encourages/rewards 
creativity, and feedback based on the Consensual Assessment Technique, 
forensics offers an ideal environment for students to learn the process of 
developing creative products.   

 
 
Interscholastic speech and debate activities (forensics) can teach a variety of skills: 

critical thinking (Allen, Berkowitz, Hunt, & Louden, 1999; Hill, 1983; Holm & Carmack, 
2012; Milsap, 1998; Rhodes, 1961; Williams, McGee, & Worth, 2001); public speaking 
(Allen, Berkowitz, Hunt, & Louden, 1999; Bartanen &Littlefield, 2015; Colbert & Biggers, 
1985; Millsap, 1998; Stenger, 1999); argumentation; literary analysis (Endres, 1988; Lewis, 
1988; Lindemann, 2002); character development (Dimock, 2008; McBath (1984); persuasion; 
analytic skills (Aden, 2002; Allen, Berkowitz, Hunt, & Louden, 1999; Hill, 1993; Semlak & 
Shandrow, 1976); and research and writing skills (Rogers, 2002; Semlak & Shandrow, 1976. 

especially the abilities to analyze controversies, select and evaluate evidence, construct and 
refute arguments, and understa  

In addition, competitive speech and debate helps students develop aspects of their 
personalities including self-confidence (Holm & Carmack, 2012; Sauro, 2008). A key 
component of the oral interpretation of literature is emoting empathy which teaches students 
to see the world from the perspective of others and help us understand the human condition 
(McBath, 1984). Because of the nature of the activity and the time students devote to travel 
and 

these issues. It is the issue of creativity upon which this article will focus. Forensics provides 
students with the best possible environment for the development of their creative abilities. 
Forensics is more than just a creative outlet; through their participation in forensics students 
are taught to be creative. 

To fully understand the issue of creativity in forensics we will look at the need for 
creativity in our society, then define exactly what we mean by creativity, examine how the 
activity of forensics fosters creativity, and finally look at how the assessment process in 
forensics is ideal for promoting, fostering, teaching, and rewarding creativity.  
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Defining Creativity 

 
Justice Potter Stewart gave us a solid analogy to use for defining creativity when he said he 
knew pornography when he saw it. Most people can identify creativity when they see it, but 
to set down parameters that define creativity is more difficult. Part of the problem is that 
creativity is like, and in some cases overlapping with, several other issues such as innovation, 
divergent thinking, novelty, and originality. Within creativity research, scholars have 
identified two levels of creativity; big C creativity and little c creativity (Schlee & Harich, 

-known 
and eminent in their domain, the proverbial creative genius (e.g. Steve Jobs, Thomas Edison, 

problem-solving by relatively ordinary people (Csikszentmihalyi, 1996; McWilliam & 
Dawson, 2008, Simonton, 2012). Creativity researchers have also identified type A and Type 
B creativity. "Type B creativity is what educators teach in their classrooms by the means of 
methods, tools, strategies, and other processes such as brainstorming, visualization, 
imagination, mind mapping, lateral thinking, questioning, problem reversals and examination 
of opposites." (Sani, et al, 2011, p. 148-149). They go on to explain that Type A creativity 
doesn't follow any rule and is not controlled by habit or choice. When children exhibit Type 
A creativity people label it genius or gifted. "This type of creativity cannot be taught because 
it is a spontaneous activity." (Sani, et al, 2011, p. 149) These are all valuable observations 
and distinctions, but they do not provide us with a definition of creativity. 
 Creativity researchers come from a variety of fields: cognitive psychology, sociology, 
communication, business, the fine arts, engineering, software development, education, and 
the list goes on. Each field has a slightly different approach, use, and definition of/for 
creativity. All creativity is not created equal. "There has been an extensive debate in the 
psychological literature, for example, about whether creativity is a general phenomenon that 
applies across contexts, or a domain-specific skill that does not generalize to alternate areas 
or disciplines" (Marquis & Vajoczki, 2012, p. 2). The idea of creativity transcending domain 
boundaries is important. If participation in forensics teaches a student the fundamentals of 
oral interpretation and they master that skill set and then become creative, innovative, and 
adventurous, they might exhibit creativity in the way they perform literature. In common 
parlance they push the envelope. They find a new (and ideally better) way of performing 
literature. They exhibit creativity by producing a product that is novel, effective, and whole 
(Mishra, Henriksen, & the Deep-Play Research Group, 2013). If we then move the students 
into a different domain we hope the skills of creativity transfer. If they can cross apply their 
creativity to public speaking or debate events we would see the skill as transferable. But the 
argument could be made that all of these events are just variations on a theme. If forensics 
students transfer the creativity they developed in preparing events for competition to work 
within their major (engineering, law, physics, economics, etc.) we would be more inclined to 
see the skill as transferable. Prior scholarship on forensics pedagogy has presented strong 
evidence that participation in forensics competition results in a variety of increased skill sets. 
McMillan and Todd-
percent reported improvement in critical thinking skills, 89 percent reported improved 
organizational, 74 percent reported improved research, and 82 percent reported improved 
writing skills. Rogers (2005) found that students with a forensics background had higher 
levels of social responsibility, cultural understanding, and more job offers upon graduation 
and others found forensics participation correlates to academic success (Colbert & Biggers, 
1985; Derryberry, 1998; Hill, 1982; Holm & Carmack, 2012; Jones, 1994; Rogers, 2005; 
Williams, McGee, & Worth, 2001). It stands to reason that if cultural understanding and 
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academic success are transferable skills, creativity should be a transferable skill as well. To 
understand how participation in forensics can be a portable skill we need to understand what 
creativity is.  
 Ford (1996) defines creativity as "a domain-specific, subjective judgment of the 

creativity is domain specific, but rather the evaluation of creativity must be conducted by 
someone with domain-specific knowledge. If a person who rarely attends the theatre sees a 
performance where the actors directly interact with the audience members rather than 
confining themselves to an interaction between characters on stage they might view this as 
being very creative. But someone who regularly attends the theatre or majored in theatre 
would recognize breaking the fourth wall as a fairly common theatrical technique. While the 
technique was creative the first time it was used, its use today is imitative, derivative, and 
even commonplace. But one would only know that if they had some domain expertise. (This 
idea is explored in greater detail in the assessment section of the paper when the Consensual 
Assessment Technique is explained.)  
 Creativity is often associated with divergent thinking (Ashton-James & Chartland, 
2009; Cropley, 2006; Erbil & Dogan, 2012; Guilford, 1967; Moore, et al, 2009). As Erbil and 
Dogan (2012) explain, convergent thinking seeks to find the answer or the best answer. 

racy, logic, and the like and focuses on 
recognizing the familiar, reapplying set techniques, and accumulating information." (p. 391). 
Erbil and Dogan (2012) go on to explain that divergent thinking involves looking for or 
creating multiple alternative answers, seeking possibilities, making unexpected combinations 
and associations, and finding unexpected and unconventional answers. Ashton-James and 
Chartand (2009) claim both convergent and divergent thinking are needed for creativity: they 
tell us "being creative requires both convergent and divergent thinking capabilities to 
differing degrees depending upon the nature of the problem." (p.1036) an idea echoed by 

 thinking is an important measurable 
component of 
definition of what constitutes creativity. 
 Clearly there is a connection between divergent thinking and creativity. But even 
Guilford, the researcher who coined the terms convergent and divergent thinking, maintained 
that divergent thinking and creativity could not be equated. Most researchers have found 

products have become widely acknowledged as the most useful approach for empirical study 
 

 Isaksen, Stead-Dorval and Treffinger (2011) define creativity by its characteristics 
and applications. They also differentiate it from innovation saying that creativity uses 
imagination, is a process, it generates, is novel, and soft. This contrasts with innovation 
which involves implementation, a product, developing, usefulness, and hard. Amabile (1987) 
is a leading expert in creativity research and 
creative if it is a novel and appropriate solution to an open-

both novel and in so

it is not meaningful, it is not, by such a definition, an example of creativity because it is not 
useful" (Aldous, 2007, p. 177). This combination of novelty and value/usefulness seem to be 
at the center of most contemporary research on creativity (Aldous, 2007; Mishra & 
Henriksen, 2013; Mueller, Melwani, Goncalo, 2012; Simonton, 2012). Compton (2004) 
discusses the importance of novelty in forensics in terms of topics, literature, and argument 
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choices. Assuming that it is also useful, the more novel or unique an idea, example, 
argument, or piece of literature, the more value it has in competition (Compton, 2004). 
Creativity is an integral part of competitive forensics.  
 For the purposes of this article creativity is defined the way Simonton (2012) explains 
it, 

state "creativity and analytical thinking do not have to be mutually exclusive" (p. 236). Rigor 
is not the enemy of imagination; critique does not thwart creativity. Those are two of the 
important qualities forensics brings to the creative process. As the article explores later, 
critique and revision are critical to the process of developing creativity. It is through practice, 
alteration, adaptation, and revisions that students begin to see creativity as a process rather 
than simply a product that appears as if by the magical inspiration of an external muse. 
Creativity can be learned and therefore it can be taught. 
 
 

The Need for Creativity 
 
Preparing college students for a working world is a complex and varied task. Students need to 
have a solid grasp of the technical aspects of the field they intend to enter. No one would 
argue that point. But post-secondary education has also identified other skills sets that seem 
to be universally needed such as solid interpersonal and public speaking skills, strong 
writing/grammar skills, and a basic knowledge of math, science, and computers (Eisner, 
2010). With input from business most institutes of higher education have also taken steps to 
help students develop leadership skills the ability to work in a group or on a team. Higher 
education wants to produce critical thinkers; we want our graduates to be savvy consumers of 
information. Liberal arts institutions want students to have a familiarity with history, the arts, 
the sciences, other languages, and, more recently, we want them to have intercultural, 
multicultural, and/or cross-cultural experiences. These are all skills and experiences that 
make our students better suited to the workplace and help them become well-rounded 
citizens. Once again, a forensics education can help provide educational opportunities in most 
of these areas. Bartanen (1998) suggests that forensics programs teach to the heart of the 

proven effectiveness for learner-  
 Higher education has met or attempted to meet, the changing needs of our businesses 
and communities. To greater or lesser extents we have been successful in helping students 
develop the skills employers are looking for in graduates. "After years of seeking students 
with leadership skills, companies today are putting similar levels of emphasis on those with 
creative capabilities" (Lewis & Elaver, 2014, p. 235). The United States has long been 
recognized as a mecca for intellectual and creative processes. After all we put a man on the 
moon, we produce what are arguably the best cinematic creations in the world, we have 
broken countless world records, and our artists have created countless highly acclaimed 
master pieces. But it would seem the creativity landscape is changing on a global scale. The 
United States fell just south of the top ten creative countries on The Global Creative-Class 
Index. We placed 11th out of the 25 countries on the index (Florida, 2004). That can be a 
significant long-term problem for the US because creativity and talent seem to be inextricably 
linked and talent goes where talent can best thrive. Ultimately, "wherever creativity 

follow" (Florida, 2004, p. 123). The brain drain might very well give way to the creativity 
drain. 
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 A seeming dip in creativity in college graduates has not gone unnoticed by big 

world in 2010 to gauge how much they valued characteristics like creativity, integrity, 
management discipline, rigor, and vision in an increasingly volatile, complex, and 

some: "Unfortunately, even though creativity is crucial to business and management success, 
higher education generally does not devote sufficient attention to it" (Lewis & Elaver, 2014, 
p. 236). Creativity is often viewed as a soft skill; like a sense of humor many believe you 
either have it or 

fact of life because creativity cannot be taught (Gow, 2014). But that is not true (Amabile, 
1998; Davis & Rimms, 1985; Epstein, Schmidt, & Warfel, 2008; Marquis & Vajoczkl, 2012; 
Schlee & Harich, 2014; Simonton, 2012; Sternberg, 2006; Tepper & Kuh, 2011; Torrance, 
1987). Not only can creativity be taught, it needs to be taught. 
 But the United States will need to make some changes to how we approach teaching 
creativity if we are to be successful in creating an educational environment and pedagogical 
approach that will foster creativity in our students. Because "As calls for enhancing the 
ability of business students to think creatively and develop innovative goods and services 
have become universal, researchers in the area of creativity have expressed concerns that the 
U.S. educational system may not foster creative thinking" (Schlee & Harich, 2014, p. 133). 
Because even though creativity is critical to success in business and management higher 
education has not made a concerted effort to devote sufficient attention to it (Lewis & Elaver, 
2014).  

But the problem may be greater than simply not teaching creativity. Tepper and Kuh 
 creativity in K-

12 education through relentless standardized testing and the marginalization of subjects like 
art and music" (p. B13). No one is claiming that there is a nefarious plot to undermine 
creativity in the United States educational system. But we cannot deny that we have 
prioritized other issues over creativity. We have an expressed promotion of science, 
technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) especially for young female students. 
These are all fields that drum analytical, linear, and classic scientific-process driven thinking 
into students. That is not inherently bad: I think we all agree that a greater understanding of 
the domain knowledge of these fields will lead to more discovery in those fields. But one 

rgument is not 
that we should teach creativity instead of domain specific information, but rather that we 
should teach creativity as part of and alongside domain specific knowledge.  

 Education 

134). The benefits of teaching our students to be more creative is not limited to success in 
business for the individual after they graduate. The im
been indicated that creativity not only is conducive to learning, student achievement, and 

Strengthening the creativity of 
in creative expression in an organizational setting" (Epstein, Schmidt, & Warfel, 2008, p. 12). 

hierarchy of needs, "a more recent tradition, starting with humanistic psychology and 
continuing with the positive psychology movement, argues that creativity is a sure sign of 
self-actualization and subjective well-being" (Simonton, 2012, p. 220). Teaching and 
promoting creativity improves education, increases creativity in organization, and can lead to 
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self-actualization. Creativity seems to be a pervasive and valuable addition to individuals, 
organizations, and societies.  

It is no doubt because of the increased need for and call for creativity that many 
organizations in higher education have started aggressive programs to promote the teaching 
of creativity. Stanford University requires incoming students to take a course in creative 
expression (Berrett, 2013). It could be a coincidence that there is a high school forensics 
event by the same name. Berrett goes on to talk about programs at Carnegie Mellon, Bryant 
University, Adrian College, the University of Kansas, and the City University of New York 
that are all designed to teach students to access their creative side and be more creative. Even 
the US military is taking steps to train our men and women in uniform to find more creative 
solutions to problems. Last spring I was asked to be a part of the Marine Corps Univ
Quality Enhancement Plan for Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) 
accreditation. After surveying key officers and enlisted personnel and examining after action 
reports, the university decided the greatest need across the Marine Corps was for an increased 
use of creativity to solve complex problems. As a result the QEP Team proposed a center for 
creative problem solving be integrated into the university and be used to train faculty to train 
students to find creative solutions to problems that occur on and off the battlefield. That 
center (the Center for Applied Creativity) opened its doors in the fall of 2015.  

Creativity is a valuable attribute in any organization and it is an area in which the 
United States has started to fall behind. While standardized testing in K-12 and a regimented 
curriculum in higher education may have pushed the development of creativity to the side in 
our classrooms, extra-curricular and co-curricular activities often keep creativity at the core 
of what they do and often teach our students to be creative when the classroom experiences 
they have fail to do so. Going to college should be about learning and developing all of our 

student 
should receive a college degree without knowing something about creativity or without 

 
 

The Teaching of Creativity 
 
The teaching of creativity has been an area of study for many researchers for decades. There 
are those who will contend that creativity is an innate trait and not learnable. As Simonton 

nurture issue now constitutes a general controversy 
in developmental psychology, it is important to remember that the debate first centered on 
understanding creativity" (p. 219). After extensive reviews of the available research on 
creativity and the teaching of creativity, both Torrance (1987) and Davis and Rimm (1985) 
conclude that creativity is definitely teachable. While the current higher education system 
seems to be primarily focused on teaching hard skills that are easily and objectively 
assessable on paper and pencil tests, Lewi

the content and convergent thinking is needed for students to be creative within a given 
onents of creative thinking processes and creativity are a 

knowledge base; general as well as domain-specific skills; metacognitive skills in planning, 

rigor is essen
 

Teaching students to be creative does not require advanced study in creativity. It may 
require forethought and planning to create assignments that foster and encourage creative 
thought. It would certainly require teaching the domain-specific knowledge needed for 
creativity to take a student down a novel and useful path (think teaching them the box so they 
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can learn to think outside the box). It would certain require promoting an environment that is 
welcoming to creative thoughts and products. But it is certainly not outside the realm of 
possibility for any educated instructor who wants to promote creativity. 

 
The Uniquely Human Factor 

None of this should deny the fact that some people seem to be more creatively 
inclined than others. In the same way that a novice who first picks up a paintbrush and blank 
canvas might produce something that looks more like art than the novice on the next easel, 

personality (which might be the product of genetic coding or environment) influences 
omplexity, self-

confidence, aesthetic sensitivity, and an emphasis on the value of originality and 
independence, and they tend to reject the narrow and the mediocre and to cherish the general 
and the fundamental" (Hemlin, Allwood, & Martin, 2008, p. 205). That is not to say these 

"Generativity Theory suggests, among other things, that creative potential in individuals is 
universal and perhaps limitless" (Epstein, Schmidt, & Warfel, 2008, p. 7).  

out to be creative but they will fulfill their goals and further their passions in creative ways 
(Ford, 1996). In other words, creativity seems to be intrinsically motivated. It would appear 

propel individual into and through creative work." (Lewis & Elaver, 2014, p. 237). McMillan 
and Todd-Mancilas (1991) reported only 7.6 percent of forensics students surveyed reported 
the desire to win awards was what motivated them to participate in forensics. Clearly, 
forensics students are internally and intrinsically motivated. 

 
The College Environment and Creativity 

After their extensive review of the available research on creativity and the teaching of 
creativity both Torrance (1987) and Davis and Rimm (1985) conclude that creativity is 
definitely teachable. Epstein, Schmidt and Warfel (2008) come right out and say "Creativity 
competencies can be trained." (p. 12) Many researchers have conducted empirical studies 
related to teaching creativity. Schlee and Harich (2014) note that other researchers have 
shown the impact of teaching creative can result in trained groups outperforming control 
groups by roughly one standard deviation.But institutions of higher education have been 
criticized for emphasizing a narrow, skill-based curriculum (Tepper & Kuh, 2011) that is not 
conducive to creativity. Westby and Dawson 

traditional educational environment in colleges and universities is not conducive to the 
teaching of creativity. He writes, "If the academy wishes to center its mission on honing 
creativity, it can best do so by pedagogies that maximize opportunities for students to practice 
being inventive" (p. 60). Competitive speech activities are a direct fit for the kind of 
environment in which Livingston and others claim the teaching of creativity will be most 
successful.  

Researchers have found several factors that contribute to developing creativity and 
creative products in the educational environment. As the University of Kentucky laid out the 
requirements for creativity courses offered across the curriculum, "The common thread, no 
matter the discipline, is that students must produce an original work, be evaluated by their 
peers, and revise their work based on that feedback" (Berrett, 2013). Amabile (1996) pointed 
out that practice and learning is necessary for creativity to occur, an idea Simonton (2012) 

-specific expertise by means of deliberate 
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tice is differentiated from simply repeating a task until you 
can complete the same task each time in the exact same manner. Deliberate practice focuses 

practice not making perfect and only perfect practice making perfect. Hemlin, Allwood, and 
Martin (2008) say group interaction and time for reflection is critical. Livingston (2010) 
emphasizes the importance of practice, and Marquis and Vajoczki (2012) says the 
environme

say, "It is reasonable to say that creativity occurs in the iterative processes of convergence 
and divergence" (p. 75).  

This laundry list of criteria laid out by scholars could just as easily be a list of the 

unethically writing speeches for studen
their coach models for the students, the process most forensics students and coaches follow is 
one of creativity. Forensics students become domain experts (in poetry, or a specific 
invention or policy), regularly create original works, receive feedback from peers (and 
experts), revise their work based on feedback, engaging in critical reflection, conduct 
deliberate practice, take risks, and through the iterations of both convergent and divergent 
thought, present a unique, original, an often engaging performance that is a result of this 
creativity-generating process. Perhaps the best part is that these students are largely internally 
motivated to engage in this process. While we give them awards, those are usually not why 
students compete in forensics. They do it because it is fun and they want to do it. 

While a typical college classroom does offer students the opportunity to produce 
 students the 

opportunity to acquire domain-specific knowledge, practice, interact with a group of students 
interested in their creative product, take the time to reflect on their process and product, take 
risks, find internal motivation, and repeat the process of creative development through 
convergent and divergent thinking. But forensics competition does all of those things and as 
Duncan (2013) points out directors of forensics ask students to commit years of their life with 
only the promise of helping t
become as familiar to them as their own reflection in the mirror.   

Obviously this is not a definitive list of the environmental factors necessary for 
creativity to flourish, but the list is sou
personality, a confluence of ideas, perspective-taking, exposure to ideas, mental agility, and 

have even concluded that luck is the main factor in creativity" (Cropley 2006, p. 393). 
Chance meetings with people with differing viewpoints, random happenstances, and 
serendipity all play a role in creative development. But, again, forensics activity brings 
together a confluence of intelligent and creative people who articulate philosophies, 
perspectives, arguments, ideas, and literature from a variety of domains. While a university 
might be a deep pool of knowledge, forensics activities is a fast moving river of ideas and 
information.  

 
The Forensics Environment and the Teaching of Creativity 

 
In addition to the process forensics teaches, it also creates an environment that is uniquely 
suited to fostering creativity. The environment created by competitive speech and debate 
programs is far more conducive to creativity than a traditional classroom setting. Several 
creativity researchers and scholars have identified characteristics and influences that will 
promote, foster, and encourage the development of creativity and creative products (Amabile, 
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1987 & 1998; Berrett, 2013; Csikszentmihalyi, 1996; Davis & Rimm, 1985; Erbil & Dogan, 
2012; Ford 1996; Guilford, 1967; Lewis & Elaver, 2014; Marquis & Vajoczki, 2012; 
McWilliam & Dawson, 2008; Pink, 2006; Simonton, 2012; Sonnentag, 2000; and Torrance, 
1987). Tepper & Kuh (2011) stands out and provides a list of seven activities that develop 
creativity. To understand how forensics competition provides an ideal environment for 
students to develop creatively and creativity we will look a
methods or activities for developing creativity: 
 

1. Approaching things in non-routine ways by using analogy and metaphor. Other 
than the obvious exploration of metaphor and analogy in literature forensics student 
also explore these devices as a way to help audiences understand complex issues in 
informative speeches and as examples in persuasive speeches and debate rounds. 

and crust of the earth 
in his national championship speech, he is using something tangible that we 
understand to explain something theoretical and unfamiliar. Analogies and metaphors 
are common techniques in informative speeches. They are also common literary 
components and something forensics students use and hear others use at every 
tournament they attend. Approaching things in a non-routine way become routine.  

2. Proposing what if propositions and reframing problems. This is a common 
technique in literature as well, but it is often used by speakers in After Dinner 
Speaking and parliamentary debate rounds as well. What ADS speakers asks us to 
consider the idea that maybe we need confrontational rhetoric or to reframe the way 
we think of death, they are asking us to see our world through a different lens or look 
at an issue from a new perspective. When debaters engage in hypo testing (taking the 

their 
 

3. Keen observation and the ability to see new or unexpected patterns. Paying close 
attention to the language of literature, finding and applying a rhetorical model to a 
communication artifact, generating an extemporaneous speech on economic trends, 
and finding social trends that become part of an after dinner speech are just a few 
examples of this method at play in forensics. Inductive reasoning is about building 
arguments from examples. When an impromptu speaker provides three or four 
examples to support or negate the claim being made by the prompt for the round, they 
are showing the audience that they have found a pattern that proves or disproves the 
claim. Where a student pulls together a program of literature about a common issue 
but from multiple perspectives, they are identifying patterns.  

4. Taking risks. Nearly any forensic performance involves risk taking. To stand in front 
of an audience and portray a character, to embody that character, to emote the feelings 
of a character is to take a risk. To stand in front of a group and make an argument 
with passion and conviction to try to make an audience laugh with original humor is 
to take a risk. Duncan and Bonander (2015) discuss techniques for encouraging risk-
taking behaviors in forensics students because, in general, risk taking can be 
competitively successful. The recommend that when coaches want to encourage risky 
behaviors they should frame the discussion in terms of the 
positive responses. If the coach knows some judges will really dislike the idea or 
approach but others will really like it, coaches can increase the likelihood of  students 
engaging in the risky behavior if the discussion focuses on how some judges will 
really like it rather than mentioning that most will dislike it.  
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5. Use critical feedback to make revisions and improve an idea. This is a mainstay of 

promote learning and inspire transformation. Dozens of books (Faules, Rieke, & 
Rhodes, 1978; Hindman, Shackelford, & Schlottach, 1991; Klopf & Lahman, 1967; 
Swanson & Zeuschner, 1983), articles (Bartanen, 1990; Broeckelman, 2005; Elmer & 
VanHorn, 2008; Epping & Labrie , 2005; Lewis & Larsen, 1981; Mills, 1991; Morris, 
2005; Preston, 1990; Scott & Birkholt, 1996; Verlinden, 2002) and convention papers 

forensics competitors improve their performances. The activity cares so much about 
giving feedback to improve student performances of creative works that we train our 
judges to make them better at giving meaningful feedback (Holm & Foote, 2015). For 
active competitors it is rare to see a performance at the end of the year that is very 
similar to the performance they gave at the first tournament because of the constant 
process of revision and improvement.  

6. Bring people and resources together to create and implement novel ideas. To 
bring together a collection of poetry for a program of poetry or a collection of mixed 
genres of literature for a Program Oral Interpretation (POI) would be one example. 
Finding a communication artifact and a rhetorical model that helps to explain why it 
has been successful or unsuccessful would be another. Identifying a problem in a 

also involves the implementation of novel and useful ideas. But the truly important 
element in this blend is the human factor. When students and coaches interact and co-
create performances and arguments both parties come away enriched from the 
experience. Peer-coaching programs, duos, debate pairings, and Readers Theatre 
groups are prime examples of the synergy that the activity offers that foster a unique 
blending of talent and resources to create a final product that is an amalgamation of 
the tangibles and intangibles brought together.  

7. The expressive agility required to draw on multiple means (visual, oral, written, 
media related) to communicate novel ideas to others
B13) might as well be a description of forensic activities. I think one of the things 
people involved in forensics forget is that if you stopped the average college student 
or working professional and asked them to give a five minute speech on the contents 
of fortune cookie with less than two minutes to prepare most of them could not do it. 
Those who did would likely fumble through it pulling together random thoughts and 

and oral skills to present a message. That is really the easy part. They draw on 
rhetorical devices to help audiences understand extremely complex ideas. They 
master the art of emoting and expressing literature in a way that can literally cause an 
audience to stop breathing. They will learn to make an audience laugh, cry, 
understand, and question what they thought they knew. They will take these skills 
with them when they leave and they will use those skills every day at work, with their 
friends, and with their children.  

I recently had a discussion with a Captain in the Marine Corps about an issue 
he was struggling with for a paper he was writing. The issue was a military issue that 
I think I understood on a rudimentary level. After he explained what he wanted to do 
with the paper, 
So I quickly outlined the ideas he had just run passed me, told him which claims he 
would need support for, and suggested two or three counter arguments that he should 
address in the paper. It was much easier that coaching a persuasion or helping to 
develop a debate case. When I looked up from the notes I was making for him he was 
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you do that so fast? I might have been able to do that with a couple of weeks to think 
about it bu

needed for creativity and critical thinking. 
 
  While Tepper and Kuh (2011) provide cumulative characteristics of the kinds of 
activities and perspectives students learning to develop their creativity will find most helpful, 
other researchers have looked at the individual characteristics of creative organizations to see 
what organizational factors and climates best facilitate creativity. Hemlin, Allwood, and 
Martin (2008) found that encouraging supervisors, freedom to choose work assignments, and 
contact with researchers in neighboring research fields promote creativity. These would be 
common traits of successful forensics programs as well. In the same way that some 
workplace supervisors do not allow employees to choose assignments or mandate exactly 
how work is to be done, there are coaches who assign students to events and model for the 
students how the performance should look. These are not good coaches and they are not 

approach will never be better than the coach they are told to model. An extremely directive 

creativity.  Shapira (1995) points out that an organization's support for creative actions and 
willingness to use creative ideas are critical in promoting creativity. When students develop a 
new approach or technique and that approach or technique is functionally sound and 
improves the overall performance, other students will also adopt that approach. "In creative 
settings, exposure to creative exemplar products may invite imitation and as such influence 
creative performance" (Rook & van Knippenberg, 2011, p. 346). This idea is also proffered 
by Ashton-James & Chartand (2009). Duncan (2013) and Cronn-Mills and Schnoor (2003) 
both point out that many public speaking textbooks include sample speeches written by 
forensics students as exemplars. Students in the classroom and in competition feed off the 
creativity of forensics students. 

The very nature of forensics teams also seem to support and promote creativity. 
Livingston (2010) says to promote creativity we need to embrace interdisciplinarity, allow 
students to mentor each other, and practice problem solving as a team game. Again, these are 
common practices of most forensics teams where extempers often file jointly and engage in 
weekly briefings by domain, or in debate activities where teams will work together to 
develop cases or scout other teams to help develop counterarguments, and of course peer 
coaching is a standard part of nearly every successful forensics program (Keefe, 1991). 
Hemlin, Allwood, and Martin (2008) discuss creativity in what they term creative knowledge 

 or projects and where 
experiences from one domain can exert a positive influence on another" (p. 206). The 
interdisciplinarity of forensics is clearly evident. Our activity is continually pushing 
participants to find new and fresh ways of presenting material. Ford (1996) contends that 
even the most creative people will fall back on uncreative solutions when they are in an 

rewarding creative (novel and valuable) ideas and approaches, we perpetuate creative 
development.  

Even the aspects of our teams that we sometimes consider negative, such a 
disharmonious atmosphere in the vans or the constant turnover in membership as students 
leave the team through natural attrition and new members enter, are, according to Hemlin, 
Allwood, and Martin (2008), positive environments for fostering creativity. Friction provides 
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opportunity for new and creative solutions or approaches. The turnover in membership keeps 
ideas fresh and creativity flowing from multiple perspectives and people. 

  
Assessing Creativity 

Creativity is one of a myriad of criteria upon which forensics competitors are 
evaluated. Students are first evaluated by what would be considered domain specific criteria. 
For example, solid rhetorical composition, the building of an argument, and the mechanics of 
delivery are all criterion applied to public speakers. The choice of literature, character 
development, and development of a thematic program (when appropriate) are criteria applied 
to oral interpretation performances. Creativity is a nuance of forensic performance that 
accents but does not over power the fundamentals of the domains. When it comes to 
assessing creativity, researchers have been searching for a good method of determining what 
is and is not creative and who is and is not creative. "The most common test measuring the 
creative process was developed by Torrance" (Schlee & Harich, 2014, p. 134). For years the 
Torrance test (Torrance, 1987) in which, among other things, subjects are given ambiguous 
partial drawings and asked to draw the rest of the picture which were then rated by trained 

aspects of forensics. For example while the Torrance test asks participants to complete a 
partially drawn picture, forensics asks students to complete a performance that is just words 
on a page or to complete a program of literature based just on an idea or a single poem. Then 
we assess the stu
with their own creativity. 

Unfortunately, unlike forensics, the Torrance Test does not always translate well to 
real world applications. "When it comes to judging real-world creative products, few people 
look to divergent-thinking test scores, psychologist-defined scoring rubrics, or self-
assessment checklists. They ask experts." (Kaufman & Baer, 2012, p. 83-84).  Asking of 
experts is the basis for one of the most widely used creativity assessment methods today: the 
Consensual Assessment Technique (CAT) (Conti, Coon & Amabile, 1996; Hennessey & 
Amabile, 2010; and Kaufman & Baer, 2012). The CAT has been widely used for the last 30 
years (Henessey & Amabile, 2010) and shows no significant racial or gender bias (Kaufman 
et al, 2010). Hennessey and Amabile (2010) found that the CAT yields coefficient alpha 
inter-rater reliabilities as high as 0.957. The system relies on the subject matter expertise of 
evaluators in their given fields, not on an expertise in the study of creativity. In short, the 
research shows that when you are an expert in a field (literature, rhetoric, performance 
studies, argumentation, etc.) you are uniquely qualified to recognize a product within your 
field that demonstrates a novel, imaginative product that is viable and useful.  

their work holistically is judged, students are given feedback including an indication of the 
quality of their performance compared to others in the round of competition (the rank in the 
round); 
performance where compared to a larger body of work they have seen over the years (the 
rating for the round). This system is not without its flaws. If you only needed three experts to 
assess a panel of six participants finding qualified experts would not be difficult on a college 
campus especially when other schools are sending their experts to help with the assessment. 
But tournaments are usually looking for a dozen or more judges at the same time to judge 
final rounds. Typically is a judge has been used in an event in preliminary rounds tournament 
managers will try to avoid using them to judge final rounds. Add to that a body of hired 
judges who may feel insecure about taking a strong stance without knowing what the norms 
are and the hired/lay judges who judge primarily on delivery or whether or not the speaker 
made them laugh and the assessment gets even more difficult. Throw in events with 
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drastically differing styles and content between speakers, for example, a round of Dramatic 
Interpretation could have a monologue; a dialogue;performances that break the fourth wall; 
programs of literature; performances that involve impressions or characterizations; content 
that is hilariously funny; content that is heart-wrenchingly sad; people who sing; and people 
who mime, all competing in the same event in the same room. Even for seasoned judges with 
high levels of domain knowledge, comparing very different types of performances is hard. 
But to evaluate the level of creativity students bring to bear on a humorous performance and 
compare that to the level of creativity another student offered in a dramatic performance is all 
but impossible.  

It is helpful if judges have a shared frame of reference for what criteria should be used 
to evaluate events or even genres. Several scholars have tried to identify the best or most 
commonly used criteria for various events. Some researchers looked at specific events like 
Hansen (1988) and Holm (1990) who looked at the evaluative criteria of after dinner 
speaking or Harris (1987) who looked at rhetorical criticism. Others sought commonalities by 
genre of event: Jensen (1990) searched for the evaluative criteria of public address events, 
Elmer and VanHorn (2003) identified commonalities of judging criteria and feedback in oral 
interpretation events, and Harris (1986) looked at the judging criteria of limited preparation 
events. While Olson (1989) identified evaluation criteria for all NFA individual events, 
Lewis and Larsen (1981) looked at the inter-rated reliability of forensics judges, and Kristine 
Bartanen (1990) analyzed the impact of the criteria referenced ballot. Clearly forensics 
scholars have devoted great energy to identifying pedagogically sound criteria by which 
forensics students can be fairly evaluated.  

Any coach or competitor who has been to even a handful of tournaments will tell you, 
forensics judges do not have a 0.957 interrater reliability rating. That is probably the result of 
the complexity of variables that go into evaluating a performance. While creativity (e.g. 
pushing the envelope, taking risks) is most often rewarded by judges, it is but one of many 
criterion. The creative act itself also needs to fit the performance and the event. It also needs 
to add something unique to the performance without violating the written rules of the events. 
For example, a program of literature on our perception of time could be creative if it was 
twelve minutes long and the last two minutes were people explaining why they need more 
time or wishing they had more time. More than likely it would still be ranked poorly in a final 
round. But performances that violate unwritten rules or norms are often rewarded. I 

introduction
end. The introduction being placed out of its normal place in the timing of the performance 
contributed to the performance while violating the performance norm of having the 
introduction at the beginning of the performance. In the same regard, when a duo (who would 
go on to become national champions) began by pulling one another into a sort of side-body 
hug I was ready to chastise them on the ballot for touching their partner during a performance 
(my interpretation of the idea of off-stage focus would prohibit that). But when they 
announced they were conjoined twins I had to shift my paradigm and actually reward them 
for their creativity. 

Creativity is just one criterion used to evaluate performances. The issues with 
interrater reliability (Lewis & Larsen, 1981) is not that judges are unable to agree on what is 
and is not creative, but rather they have differing opinions on what criteria should be used to 
evaluate a performance and what weight each of those criterion should be given. In a fairly 
thorough exploration of creativity assessment instruments, no instruments were found that 
were better suited to assessing creativity in a forensic setting than the CAT. So it is not 
surprising it (the ballot) is the de facto assessment instrument in forensics. As coaches it is 
important that will have discussions with students about what they see as the salient criteria 
by which events are judged and ask them to engage in self-reflection and self-evaluation so 
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they can determine where their performances offer opportunities to showcase the skillsets 
they see as critical to judges. This helps them establish goals and make meaningful changes 
to their performances rather than just making changes for the sake of change in hopes that the 
change will make it better. This practice also teaches them to analyze, compare, critique, and 
synthesize what they perceive to be the best practices of forensics competitors. Those are the 

 
 

Discussion 
 
This article has examined how forensics activities promote, foster, teach, assess, and reward 
creativity and the creative process. As educational institutions nationwide begin to answer the 
calls of industry and society for more creative graduates, forensics programs should stand as 
a model for the teaching of creativity. A student on a forensics team has many advantages 
that cannot be readily afforded to a student in a traditional classroom. For example, a 
forensics student can study and compete in forensics activities for up to four years not just a 
semester. Coaches take hours of time coaching each student, on weekends the students travel 
hundreds of miles to compete against students from other schools and national tournaments 
can involve over 100 schools and 1,000 competitors. A close bond develops between students 
on the team and between students and coaches. That bond, a shared sense of purpose, 
combined with the friendly competitive atmosphere of most programs and tournaments, 
motivates students to stretch themselves performatively. The forensics community is a safe 
place to test creative ideas, and the community rewards creativity while staying grounded in 
domain-specific knowledge and training.  

The forensics community provides an environment that is ideal for creativity. 
Coaches and peers encourage participants to stretch their creative abilities. Judges reward 
creative approaches that are novel and useful. Those factors make it almost impossible for 
forensics to not teach students to be creative. As colleges and universities look for ways to 
foster creativity they should look to forensics education as a model. Creativity is not taught as 
a stand-alone module or unit, it is best taught as an add-on component to other assignments 
and tasks. As the Marine Corps looks for ways to teach creativity they are looking for ways 
to modify their current war games, exercises, and case studies to allow for options that will 
foster out of the box thinking while still maintaining the rigors of the content to be covered. 
Because creativity tends to require the adaptation of domain specific knowledge the focus of 
the education process needs to be on domain specific content. Teaching creativity requires a 
medium for the creative outlet. Forensics teaches students to be good communicators, but it 
recognizes, fosters, and rewards creative modes and means of communication. In doing so it 
teaches creativity.  

Forensics students make creativity a habit; they learn to look for new and interesting 
ways to approach ideas and arguments. They recognize the value and usefulness of novelty 
and learn to generate novel, useful solutions to problems and challenges. That is something 
their peers in college can rarely claim. To fully develop their creative side, students who 

compete in all of the events they should, at a minimum, engage in each genre of forensic 
competition: Oral Interpretation, public speaking, limited preparation, and debate. Each genre 
teaches a different aspect of creativity. The more often students find ways to stretch their 
creative muscle in different venues and forums, the more universally they should be able to 
apply their creative acumen when they graduate and enter the work world. It is that flexibility 
in the application of creative ideas that will change our world. Coaches in the activity should 
not underestimate the importance of the fact that they teach students to be creative. Students 
should never underestimate the value of a forensic education.  
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Future Research 
  
It is clear that forensics provides all of the activities, support, and opportunities for students 
to develop their creativity producing skills. Anyone who has watched final rounds at a 
national tournament or even a highly competitive regional tournament would have to admit 
that there is a lot of creativity displayed in those competitive rounds. But that is not proof that 
forensics improves an individual's creativity ability.  Future researchers need to conduct 
empirical studies to see if students who join a forensics team show increased creativity scores 
on standardized creativity assessment instruments faster or to a greater extent than a control 
group.  
 Additionally, researcher should determine if the creativity skills fostered in one area 
(forensic competition) transfer to other areas (the work place for example). We seem to 
assume that once someone has learned to be creative within a specific domain the ability will 
transcend the boundaries of that domain. While research has given us no reason to believe 
that won't happen, we also have no evidence showing that it does happen.  
 

Conclusion 
 
It seems that there is a downside to just about anything. In this case the downside to teaching 
students to be creative is that they will likely expect the work world. The work world claims 
to want creative people and creativity. But that is not always the case. As a society we want 
creative people and we want innovative thinkers. But on a day to day basis we often prefer it 
when people think, behave, and work inside the box.  

This is even true in elementary schools where we would expect teachers to support 
the creativity of young children. Westby and Dawson (1995) report that "children who were 

pattern for the creative prototype. Conversely, the teachers' favorite students 

go on to point out that some of the most creative children go unrecognized, or worse yet, are 
punished for their creativity. In the workplace, Mueller, Melwani, and Goncalo, (2012) found 
that organizations and decision makers regularly reject creative ideas even when they have 
claimed that creativity is an important goal. The researchers explain that "the more novel an 
idea, the more uncertainty can exist about whether the idea is practical, useful, error-free, and 
reliably reproducible" (Mueller, Melwani, & Goncalo, 2012, p. 13). As a society we must 
shift from a zero-defect mentality to one of acceptable risk taking. When we focus on not 
doing anything wrong we are not focusing on creativity. The key, in the working world and 
in the forensic world, is to find a balance between the two perspectives.  
 The fact is that creativity is based on novelty, and novel ideas tend to be new. New 
ideas are sometimes scary because they ha
system for teaching creativity to our students we must also teach them to be open to creative 
ideas. If we do that, one day we will have a society that is open to new and creative ideas.  
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