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dual function of defense attorney and Lord High Executioner,
simultaneously" (p. 1). The rationale provided by Richardson is
that a judge describes what occurred in a round while a
critic/educator prescribes what should have occurred in the round.
However, the prevailing opinion is that judges have the obligation
to serve beyond the role of descriptor, and they are indeed capable
of performing two types of evaluation simultaneously--that of a
judge and that of a critic (Patterson and Zarefsky, 1983).
Phillips (1985) goes so far as to posit that while both roles are
important, the "debate judge is first and foremost an educator"
(p.1). Herbeck (1984) concurs and argues that debate has both a
competitive and educational end; Decker and Morello (1984) believe
that debate is "first and foremost an educational activity”
(p.154). If indeed the purpose of debate is to teach (Rowland,
1984; Ganer, 1987), judges must also serve as educators.

The National Federation of State High School Associations
recognizes the educational function of debate and contends that
"forensic educators must take a leadership role in promoting the
teaching of oral communication" (p-55). To meet this need they
passed a resolution in December, 1989, concerning the development
and improvement of curriculum and instruction. The resolution
states that, "Judges should provide extensive written comments on
ballots, even in cases where extensive oral critiques are given™
(p.56). The idea behind the resolution is that the comments on
ballots need to be targeted toward enhancing the educational
process of the activity.

The dominant view is that one role of the judge is to further
the educational goals of debate. A pressing question is how to
select qualified judges in order to insure that the activity
accomplishes the purposes for which it was designed. Research by
numerous people (see for example, Burgoon, 1975; Ulrich, 1984; &
Cox, 1974) suggests ways in which experienced judges can enhance
the educational benefits of forensics. The question has arisen,
however, whether or not those ocutside the forensic community are
also capable of insuring the fulfillment of the goals of debate.

Although there is considerable controversy regarding the use
of inexperienced judges, most of the discussion is based upon
anecdotal information. As early as 1940 Holm objects to the
inclusion of inexperienced judges claiming that judges must be
trained in the art and pedagogy of the activity (p. 5). Similarly,
Floyd and Cripe (1982) posit that a competent judge is one who
knows debate theory, terms and concepts. A debate critic should
also be familiar with the procedures of debate, obligation of
participants, and the arguments surrounding the topic, according to
Balthrop (1983).

In addition to criticisms concerning the inexperienced judge's
lack of knowledge regarding debate practices, others stress the
danger of intervention. Srader (1990) asserts that "Lay Jjudges
tend to vote for intuitive arguments and to intervene extensively
against complex arguments which seem to contradict their experience
even though they may not be experts in the field" (p. 9). Colbert
(1989) «claims that wusing only inexperienced judges is as
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"foolhardy" as a publisher hiring inexperienced editors to make
newspapers more meaningful for the average reader.

Nicolai {1985} warns of another potential harm if
inexperienced judges are used. He notes how "there is a tendency
to dismiss the hired judge's decision and/or comments if they seem
to deviate from the norm" (p. 5). The conclusion would follow that
learning is hindered if comments are ignored. Furthermore, as
Colbert (1989) argues, the educational benefits are harmed when the
lay judge treats each debate round as a single unit rather than "as
an educational means to an ends, not an ends unto itself" (p. 2-3).
Gotcher {1985) denounces the idea that anyone can judge CEDA
because students are seldom given information about the philosophy
of the lay judge, thus adaptation is prevented and consequently the
value of debate is harmed.

A final criticism of inexperienced judges deals with the
inability to record the development of arguments throughout the
debate. Freeley (1986) lists one of the functions of a judge as
taking notes during the debate. He argues that "Experienced
educators who have judged thousands of debates are known for the
care with which they take notes during a debate” (p. 280-281).
Phillips (1985) concurs by directly claiming, "Judges should take
flows," and that lay judges should not be used in academic debates
(p. 13).

There are those, however, who believe that inclusion of
inexperienced judges is beneficial to academic debate. Patterson
and Zarefsky (1983) list minimum criteria any judge critic must
meet. Although they are not arguing for or against the use of
inexperienced judges, they establish boundaries necessary for sound
academic debate. They claim that debaters can legitimately expect

judges to be: interested and attentive, unbiased, intelligent,
careful listeners, reasonable regarding inferences, and able to
apply common sense (p. 295). Therefore, anyone who meets these

criteria should be able to competently judge a debate round
regardless of experience. In fact, Durkee (1985) notes that most
inexperienced judges have equally sound decision making skills and
are as careful in rendering decisions as the best expert judges.
He goes so far as to claim that it is "distasteful to require a
minimum level of knowledge about debate in order to gqualify as a
judge" (p. 6). .

Tournament directors are urged to include inexperienced
critics in the judging pool for several reasons. Brydon (1984)
suggests that debate needs to be performed in front of real
audiences in order to learn to adapt to persons besides trained
debate critics. He argues that "University faculty in
communication and other disciplines, who are not involved in debate
coaching, are certainly competent judges of argumentation and
persuasion” {p. 87). Similarly, Friedman (1971) posits that lay
judges would enable debaters to assess any audience and be able to
convince "the man in the street of the propriety of his position”

(p. 126). Hollihan, Riley, and Austin (1983) describe the CEDA
vision as where students relate their arguments "to trained and
untrained judges, equally well" (p. 872). Even though Srader
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business owners to housewives. FEach judge was required to fill out
a judging philosophy form, which -was then photocopied and
distributed to all the debaters.

There were 28 debate teams and 168 ballots from a pool of 62
judges, 39 inexperienced and 23 experienceﬁ.' One ballot w:s
randomly selected from each judge in the preliminary rounds of the
Open Division of the CEDA debates. Standard CEDA ballots were used
i ry round. ]

" ev’?’oyanswer Question #1, the number of times thg exper}epced and
inexperienced judges agreed or disagreed on their decisions was

tabulated. Outrounds of spring and fall CEDA tournaments across
the country during the 1989-1990 season provided one standard of
comparison regarding how often judges typically agree. Another

comparison was made with a midwestern state high schoo; debate

tournament where two experienced judges were used in each
iminary round.

prell?he ;ﬂswer to Question #2 was found by tabulating speaker

ratings from the standard CEDA ballots (30 point sca%e).

In order to answer Question #3, a content analysis of a}l the
preliminary round ballots was conducted. Content analysis was
selected because it allowed the authors to accurately conceptualize
the round as well as clearly establish the boundaries and goals for
the research (Krippendorff, 1980). Thus, content analysis of the
comments on a ballot assisted in determining which "glements,
assertions, or arguments" influenced the decisions of.judges SO
that an inference regarding differences between inexperienced and
experienced judges would be possible (Krippendorff, 13580, p. 27}.
This process made the establishment of a list of themes useq in the
reasons for decisions/comments section of the ballot pOSSLblg._

According to Holsti (1969), in order to establish the validity
of a content analysis, the following steps should be taken. The
themes must ‘"adequately reflect the investigator's re;egrch
question" (p. 95). 1In order to compare the reasons for decisions
by experienced and inexperienced judges, predetermined themes were
not superimposed but constructed from the total sample of 168
ballots.

Another step is that "all relevant items in the sample of
documents under study must be capable of being placed into a
category" (Holsti, 1969, p. 99). By having each Com@ent on the
ballot represented by a theme, the element of exhaustiveness was
met.

Themes must also be "mutually exclusive...no content datum can
be placed in more than a single cell” (Holsti, 1969, p. 99). Every
ballot was examined to insure that all possible themes were
detected and each theme was discussed until its parameters were
agreed upon to safeguard that one comment could only fit into one
theme (Weber, 1985; Holsti, 1969).

The next major phase of the content analysis involved an
independent examination of the 62 randomly selected ballots, one
from each judge. Since critics judged a different number of
rounds, ballots were randomly selected so that each ballot "has the
same chance of being represented in the collection of sampling
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un%ts [which]... assures that there is no bias in the inclusion of
units in a sample” (Krippendorff, 1980, p. 66).

A Each author analyzed the comments on the ballots and
1denti§ied the themes to which they belonged. To generate a final
composite of each judge, independently established lists were
compared and disagreements were resolved by negotiation, which
sometimes included re-examining the ballot, until consensus was
reached. This provided an additional assurance that each comment
was assigned to only one theme.

) A content analysis should also insure that "conceptually
different levels of analysis must be kept separate" (Holsti, 1969,
p. 100}. The present analysis was based upon one level because it
only involved determining to which themes judges' comments
belonged. The number of times a particular theme was used was not
Fabulated; instead, a theme was noted regardless of how many times
it was present on the ballot.

Now that the validity of the methodology has been established,
the‘second vital element is reliability. To secure reliability,
defined by Krippendorff (1980) as "the degree to which a process
can be recreated under varying circumstances at different locations

using different coders," the authors independently coded each
randgmly selected ballot and then compared their results. This
consistency is called "reproducibility... An example is when two or

more individuals apply the same recording instructions
independently on the same set of data” (p. 131). '

Finally, the findings were transferred to computerized forms.
Each theme was treated as a variable. A one (l=yes) or a five
(5=no) was marked to indicate whether or not the judge relied upon
that theme. Comments by inexperienced and experienced judges were
compared by using Chi Square.

RESULTS

Question #1
Sixty-four percent of the time there was agreement between the

inexperienced and experienced judges in the rounds, and 36%
disagreement.

Table 1
CHART OF JUDGES DECISIONS
AGREEMENT DISAGREEMENT

Rd. 1 20 8
Rd. 2 14 14
Rd. 3 12 16
Rd. 4 26 2
Rd. 5 16 12
Rd. 6 20 8
TOTALS 108 60

64% Agreement 36% Disagreement
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Question #2
i i d findings similar to
The tabulation of speaker ratings reveale as;%gned ranes

i H i judges (M = 23.53) *
Miller (1969); inexperienced ju (M LD 5% gy =
i than did experienced judges (M . , &
§p32k8£<pgi?ts(The N of 248 is accounted for by the fact that each
o% tﬁe 62 judges provided 4 ratings.)

. . b
Rather than superimpose any categgrlgaglog foiji?e fﬁgmeggierz
i i e
i r inexperienced or experienced jucges, ) ore
?isggendentli examined all ballots noilng §Yﬁf%£§jﬁ;;;$lf§béfawas
isi j The number o© i )
for decision by each judge. i : n LD hie
tive list of a o]

s not tabulated, but an exhaus Le
nggl:awas sought. The agreement rate between the twi ggdill
concerning "labels" for the reasons for dec1ilgni piiiinused s

% i different labels
the ballots was 88%. On occasion bels e diomn
i coder used "judglng P
similar themes. For instance, one e ! IR et
i tion of "judging P :
while the other used the designa ph. PRy
i reached resulting

tiation was used until consensus was : T
gzggrgtion of 17 themes. Following a second readlggtﬂiﬂfiiemes
ballots and further discussion, the authors agreed t a”General nes
needed to be combined. "Jargon' was.plac$d into the Joenerd ot
Miscellaneous" theme and "Reasoning™ into Strength an

Argument.”
2 .
fapie Themes From Ballots Lit
i Topicality
er > _
gsi;chZ Organization
Judging Philosophy Spec111c‘Speager
Adaptation Delineation

Specific Case Points

Strength and Weakness of
Arguments

Criteria/Value

Personal Views

Cross Examination”
Refutation/Rebuttal
Offcase/Value Objections
General/Miscellaneous

To further explain the parameters of the‘themes, definitions and
actual comments from the ballots are provided.
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Table 3

Delivery

Evidence

Judging Philosophy

Adaptation

Cross Examination

Topicality

Organization

Specific
Delineation

Speaker

Specific Case Points

rate, rudeness,
language
¢ holic¢ce,
comprehension,
& nonverbals

8 O u r ¢ e
citation,
recency of
evidence, &
credibility of
source.

mentioning
philosophy
itself

comment s
referring to
adapting to
both judges

any reference
to Cross
examination

any reference
to topicality

jump around too

much, order,
arrangement,
structure

not just
reference to
aff. or neg.
side but 1AC,
1NC, etc. or

speaker's name

reference to
cutlining,
enumeration of
contentions

"finally-a debater who
speaks at a normal rate
of speed...good job of
reading evidence so I
could understand it"

"negative evidence not
specific to waiting
period" and "much

evidence presented"

"I am offended that the
negative has chosen to

ignore my judging
philosophy"
"Adapt to vyour entire

audience" and "given the
fact we have a judge in
this room that is judging
his first round"

"Strong 2CX-that gave a
slight advantage to the
negative team”

"I believe that your case
is topical”

"your organization was
very weak" & "each team
could do a better job of
previewing and
signposting for us"

"2 aff-good
clarifying purpose of
waiting period" &
"{name)-you don't need to

point-

read all those blocks,
ugh"
"Cont I & II fall" &
"Obs. 2 is labeled
'"Effective Handgun
Limitations Are
Impossible'"
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Strength
Weakness
Arguments

Refutation/ Rebuttal

Off-Case/V0's

Personal Views

Criteria/Value

Misc/General

03
(S e}

reasoning,
analysis,
evaluation of
arguments

responsive to,
inadeguate
answer, clash,
d r o p s ,
countered

reference to by
name or disads

indication of a
personal
preference
regarding a
particular
claim

reference to by
name

any comment

that did not
£ izt t h e

previous themes

"neg missed the Big Boat-
They never linked VO's to
aff case" & "you need to
understand the difference
b/t causality &
correlation”

"be careful not to drop
Observations in 1INC" g
"effective clash on C-E
relationship of h. guns &

death w/ wise neg
arguments for counter
causes"”

"OFF CASE IN THE END MADE
NO DIFFERENCE" & "VO #3
weapons shift flips case”

"While negative made the
better case, in terms of
style & content, positive
was where my heart is!" &
"I voted neg. because
aff. is banning hand
guns...there are decent
people who enjoy hunting,
collection etc.”

"gave standards &
criteria for Jjudging"” &
"the value argument was
never central to the
round"

"judges are not morons" &
"I'd dress up & look the
part if I were you" &
"Will you stop snapping
your fingers!!!" & "This
is good tight round”

To further answer Q3, one randomly selected ballot from every
judge was analyzed and comments were coded using the 17 themes. A
comparison of the independent coding resulted in 80% agreement and

a Scott's Pi
differences.

the themes he or she used on the ballot.
sheets so that a Chi
Table 4 provides a summary of the results of the
regarding the relation between a judge's

on scantron
performed.
statistical analysis

of 0.78.

Again, discussion was used to resolve

each judge was represented by a composite of

Square

The composite was placed
analysis could be

experience and the use of a particular theme.
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In addition to comparing how each theme was u
overall comparison was conducted.

sed by judges, an
Each theme was treated as one

unit, and a t-Test was performed to determine if a statistical

difference existed regarding reasons for decisions.

A score was

calculated for every judge depending upon the number of themes he

or she used.
assigned;

given.

whereas,
Thus,

For instance, for each theme used, a score of "1" was
if a theme was not used,
the higher the mean,
was a significant difference between the 39 inex

a score of "5" was
the fewer themes used.

There

perienced judges (M

= 26.48) and the 23 experienced judges = 23.17 t =
adjusted df= 49.8, p<.00. g T sy
Table 4
Name of Theme Chi Square Probability Use of Theme Use of
Theme. Inexperienced
Experienced )
Ye
o s No Yes
Delivery X2 (1, N=62)=.16 p<.69 20 13 i3 10
Evidence X2 (1, N=62)=3.64 p<.06 14 25 14 9
Judging X2 (1, N=62)=.60 <.44 1
Philosophy ' P ’ ° 2
Adaptation X2 (1, N=62)=3.99 p<.05 2 37 5 18
C r o s s X2 (1, N=62)=7.65 p<.01 6 33 11 12
Examination
Topicality X2 (1, N=62)=5.58 p<.02 4 35 8 15
Organization X2 (1, N=62)=1.0 p<.32 9 30 8 15
Specific X 2 (1 , p<.00 19 20 21 2
Speaker N=62)=11.46
Delineation
Specific X 2 ( 1 , p<.00 0 39 6 17
Case Points N=62)=11.26
Strength/ X 2 ( 1 , p<.00 20 19 22 1
Weakness of N=62)=13.03
Argument
Refutation/ X2 (1, N=62)=6.29 p<.01 16 23 17 6
Rebuttal
0 £ f X2 (1, N=62)=7.99 p<.01 1 38 6 17
Case/VO's



Personal
Views

Criteria/
Value

General/

Misc.

X2 (1, N=62)=.02  p<.89 2 37 1 22

X2 (1, N=62)=4.21 p<.04 5 34 8 15

%2 (1, N=62)=4.54 p<.03 18 21 17 6

DISCUSSION

Contrary to what has been suggested by severgl authors,
decisions by inexperienced judges do not differ ;adlca%ly from
those of experienced judges. This finding becomes impressive when
one compares it to the only available data regar@lng agreement
among collegiate judges and the decisions rendered in elimination
rounds. Data distributed by CEDA regarding the out rounds of 117
tournaments in 1989-90 throughout the United States, ;eveals that
out of 1,598 decisions, only 829 or 52% were 3-0 dec1510ps. _Thus,
48% of the time there is a 66% agreement rate regarding judges
decisions where typically experienced judges are involyed. In
addition, 78 ballots from preliminary rounds at a 1990 mldwe§tern
state high school tournament provide further data for comparison.
The results showed that when two experienced judges werelpresent in
a round there was agreement only 72% of the time and dlsagreement
28% of the time. The agreement rate between inexgerlencgd and
experienced judges when compared to that of two experienced judges
reveals an 8% difference. This difference can be accounted for
considering that expert judges were involved. Thus( the
agreement/disagreement rate between inexperienced and experienced
judges appears to be close to the norm.

Since there is no absolute or "right" agreement percentage
rate between or among judges, even when they are experts, the small
amount of disagreement that was found should not_ be usgd as
justification to dismiss the decision of the inexperlepced judge.
When hearing students complain that they "lost becapse it was a lgy
judge," coaches can confidently explain that this complaint is
rarely valid. i )
The statistically significant difference that was found in Question
2 suggests that experienced judges do not assign higher speaker
points due to expectations regarding a particular debatg team, as
is claimed by Phillips (1985). He argues that speaker 901nt§ below
24 are rarely given. Yet, the average speaker poipts glven-by
experienced judges was 23.17. Instead, inexperiencgd‘Judges assign
higher speaker points and thus might be less critical and more
easily impressed.

Concerning reasons for decisions offered by judges, numerous
authors (Durkee, .1985; Marrs, 1990; and McGough, 1983) clalp that
using inexperienced judges 1is a means for controlling "splt gnd
spread" tactics and increasing the "real world" com@unlcatlon
training. Conversely others (Phillips, 1985; Flood & Cripe, 1982;
and Gotcher, 1985) note how inexperienced judges rely far too
58
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heavily on the communication aspect of the round. The results of
this study indicate, however, that neither of these claims is true.
Inexperienced judges do not comment significantly more on delivery
than experienced judges. Participants in this debate tournament
were warned that an inexperienced judge would be in each round and
thus knew a need to adapt existed. Also, the absence of any
comment regarding delivery does not establish that it was not
influential at all in the judges decision. But, based upon all the
available data to students and coaches, there was no difference.
Nor was a significant difference found regarding evidence, judging
philosophy, or organization. One indictment of inexperienced
judges is that they are more apt to accept weakly supported claims.
The results deny this charge and indicate that inexperienced judges
stress the amount and quality of evidence as do experienced judges.
One might expect that experienced judges, who have filled  out
numerous judging philosophies, would refer to their philosophy more
than inexperienced judges who rarely, if ever, have filled one out.
However, no significant difference was found. One implication of
this will be discussed under adaptation. Finally, although it is
commonly believed that inexperienced judges will be more concerned
with organization, this difference does not exist. Both categories
of judges are equally concerned with the arrangement and structure
of the arguments.

A significant relationship was found in the adaptation theme--

experienced judges were more likely to make comments about the
necessity of adapting, especially to the inexperienced judge in the
round. Although experienced judges did not comment significantly
more about adapting based upon judging philosophies, they were
concerned with debaters accommodating both judges in the round.
Also, as noted by Hanson (1989), inexperienced judges often lack
the confidence to demand that debaters adapt to them or might not
realize the importance of the adaption aspect of a debate round,
thus not commenting about it. A significant difference was found
in comments made about cross-examination (p<.01). Perhaps the
experienced judges make more comments because those in the activity
pay more attention to what is happening in cross-examination, and
the inexperienced appear not to be as influenced by it.
Experienced judges might see it as a strategic time to exercise
critical thinking skills, and they reward the gquality of questions
utilized by the debaters. On the other hand, the lay judges may
have viewed cross-examination as more for the debater's sake of
clarification rather than for the judge.
Topicality is another area in which a significant difference was
found (p<.02). Experienced judges commented on it over 50 percent
of the time, while inexperienced used it approximately 11 percent
of the time. Because the word itself is an "in-house" or jargon
word, experienced people were more likely to use it.

The significant difference between inexperienced and
experienced judges regarding specific speaker delineation (p<.00)
was not surprising since 21 of 23 experienced critics address each
speaker. These judges are more aware of the particular duties and
perhaps are in the habit of structuring the ballot speaker by
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. . in
speaker. In other words, experienced ]udgei irguggzngzszegziging
. . : o3 a
to provide justification for the dec1510n,. u =
strgtegy ané specific flaws or strengths in E:Eglggiiinspg?kiiat
i i i e accu
hus, experienced judges provide a more g
gappénedpin the round. Inexperienced judges, on the otgggrhigaﬁ
when directing comments to speakers, do so.by namg_ra e Chhn
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factor that enters into these results. As Phillips (1985) and
Freeley {1986) have argued, a judge should flow the debate round.
If inexperienced judges do not flow, or flow well, then they would
not be able to remember what exact points were and were not
refuted. Some of the educational value of the comments provided by
an inexperienced judge is diminished if the comments are not
complete in nature.

Only 1 out of 39 inexperienced judges commented on the theme
off-case/VO's (p<.0l). As mentioned previously, flowing might be
a factor. This particular theme also is related to identifying the
format of debate; typically second negative deals with off-case or
value objections. Holm (1940) and Balthrop (1983) insist that a
judge must be familiar with debate procedures and participant
obligations. An inexperienced judge might not understand what a
"VO" is and thus not feel comfortable commenting on it. Again, the
educational dimension is reduced if comments are not thorough
because a specific term is not understood. Conversely, if these
words are jargon terms that only those involved in forensics
understand, debate is then a closed system as McGough (1988) and
Decker and Morello (1984) posit, and an inexperienced judge helps
bridge the artificial environment to the "real world" (Durkee,
1985). While most technical activities are bound by field
dependent language, one of the founding principles of CEDA is to
provide debate appropriate for public consumption (Jensen &
Preston, 1991; The Vision and the Reality, 1991; Hollihan, Riley &
Austin, 1983).

Contrary to what Srader argued that lay judges intervene and
weigh the debate round against their own experiences, no
statistical difference was found between the groups of judges
regarding comments containing personal views. Perhaps one would
expect inexperienced judges to express their personal beliefs about
the topic more often, but the data does not confirm this
expectation. This finding might help account for the fact that the
decisions at the end did not differ a great deal.

Similar to off-case/VO's, experienced judges commented more on
criteria/value (p<.04) than did inexperienced judges. Since these
terms are predominantly asscciated with CEDA debate, these results
are not at all surprising. Anyone outside the debate realm would
be unfamiliar with these terms and not use them on the ballot.

Finally, a significant difference was found in the category of
miscellaneous comments (p<.03). Experienced judges write more
general comments because they feel free to do so and have a broader
knowledge base from which to draw. They might know the debaters
personally or have judged them numerous times. However,
inexperienced judges might not think that the miscellaneous/general
comments are appropriate, and perhaps these judges felt uneasy
about making comments outside the realm of the debate round.

In an overall comparison, experienced judges used significantly
more themes than did the inexperienced (p<.00). Since these themes
encompass the essence of what is necessary to accomplish the goals
of debate--critical thinking, communication skills and academic
advancement--experienced judges ought to be used predominantly over
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inexperienced judges. Those within the activity better serve the
educational functions due to their breadth of comments.

If only delivery, organization and evidence are the essential

elements to achieving the ends of debate participation, then
inexperienced judges should be used just as often as experienced.
However, no one claims that these three factors alone are
sufficient to insure that debate accomplishes its objectives.
As long as the primary function of the judge is to render a
decision, then inexperienced judges can be used with confidence.
The educational dimension of debate will then need to be
supplemented after the tournament by the coach. However, if a
judge is to function as both an adjudicator and an educator, then
assignment of inexperienced judges should be limited. Implications
for Future Research

Additional generalizations regarding the 1issue of using
inexperienced and experienced judges in debate tournaments need to
be based upon verifiable data rather than anecdotal observations.
This study illustrates that anecdotal information 1is often
misleading. For instance, the common belief that inexperienced
judges focus far more on the element of delivery was not verified
by the data. Thus, scholars need to be cauticus not to make hasty
generalizations.

Future research could expand upon this study, which has
determined that a difference exists between categories of judges,
and include counting the number of times a judge relied upon a
theme. Such an extension might provide insight into the subtleties
of the differences and/or similarities in reasons for decisions.
Expansion could also take place by increasing the sample size and
using ballots from more than one tournament. Another change might
include not telling debaters of the presence of inexperienced
judges. Since debaters were primed to adapt, information gathered
might have been affected. Additionally, a contingency analysis
between themes used, side voted for, and win/loss decisions might
be attempted.

Finally, a comparison of inexperienced judges who receive some
training prior to judging to those who do not, could provide needed
insights regarding what should be included in judge training. 1In
fact, the value of training itself might be assessed.

Because of the scarcity of information upon which conclusions
can be drawn, hopefully future research will take into
consideration the use of inexperienced and experienced judges.
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MEANING AS LANGUAGE USE: .
THE CASE OF THE LANGUAGE-LINKED VALUE OBJECTION

Ken Bahm
Gonzaga University

"When I use a word,"” Humpty Dumpty said in a rather scornful tcne,
"it means just what I choose it to mean - neither more nor less."
"The question is," said Alice, "Whether you can make words mean so
many different things.”
-Lewis Carroll, Through the Looking Glass

In Wittgensteinian terms, Humpty Dumpty would not have been
considered much of a linguist. By presenting meaning as a simple
choice made and imposed by the language-user, this view sericusly
endangers any possible concept of language as an active and
consensual process.

While it is perhaps unsurprising to recognize philosophical
naivety in the characters of Carrocll's book, it should be more
surprising to recognize Humpty Dumpty's analysis in the defining
norms of contemporary academic debate. When we tell an affirmative
team that they have a "right to define," we are telling them that

they, as language users, can select meaning -- can choose what a
word will mean, neither more nor less. The legitimate question to
be asked -- Alice's question -- 1s whether words can, in fact, be

made to mean at all.

This paper focuses on the debate community's conception of
meaning. I suggest that seeing meaning as something that an
affirmative team, or any team, has an open right to pre-select is
dramatically inconsistent with modern philoscophies of language,
specifically with Wittgenstein's conception of meaning as use. The
application of a more functional perspective on meaning will
present academic debate with a much less problematic method of
determining meaning.

Certainly, it is justified for the philosophy of language to
intrude on the world of academic debate. Debate is an activity
intimately involved in communication, not an activity separate from
other communication disciplines. Goodnight (1981) and Hingstman
(1983) have argued that the practice of forensics should forge a
closer relationship to communication theory. A broader and more
informed perspective can be gained by promoting more relationships
between forensics and other communication-related theories.

Specifically, modern theories of meaning should be applied to
academic debate. Since debate is most fundamentally a thinking and
communicating activity, concepts of meaning which are

'.An earlier draft of this paper was presented at the 1990
Speech Communication Association conference in Chicago Illinois.
The author would like to thank several debaters whose advocacy of
this position has furthered his own understanding of it: David
Devereaux, Jennifer Dunn, Marty Horn, Joe Sullivan, and Mark West.
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