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THE IMPACT OF PARADIGM CONSISTENCY ON
TAXONOMIC BOUNDARIES IN CEDA DEBATE'

Craig A. Dudczak
Syracuse University

Donald pay
Syracuse University

critics' expressed preferences. While a number of surveys have
evaluated critics' paradigm preferences in NDT (Cox 1974; Cross &
Matlon 1978; Thomas 1977) and in CEDA (Buckley 1983; Lee, Lee &
Seeger 1983), these surveys have not established whether expressed
preferences actually are used when judging debates. Judging
philosophies and Survey responses may be taken as  "ought"
statements; statement by critics of how they believe they “would"
evaluate a debate. However, unless confirmed by decision criteria
actually employed in debate rounds, philosophies may fail to
represent meaningful diffeérences in judges' preferences to which
debaters can adapt. Without such confirmation, the utility of
judge Philosophy statements in academic debate is open to question.

The present study reports two experiments which address the
question of whether judges "do as they say they will." The larger
goal of the combined experiments is to discover whether (1) judging
paradigms operate meaningfully in CEDA debate and (2) what elements
these paradigms contain. The first experiment analyzes the
correspondence among critic preferences expressed through judge
philosophy statements, responses to @ survey instrument, and
comments/decision criteria expressed on debate ballots. The second
experiment analyzes the consistency between Critics’ responses to
4 questionnaire and their performance on the template (top) portion
of ballots.

This investigation is justified by the scarcity of research
regarding debate critic decision criteria. Early investigations
(Cox 1974; Cross & Matlon 1978; Thomas 1877; Buckley 1983; Lee, Lee
& Seeger 1983) surveyed critic paradigm preferences through self-
report instruments. These surveys were limited to indicating
"professed” beliefs since they were not intended to validate the
extent to which preferences actually were applied. More recent
work by Gaske, Kugler, and Theobald (1985) attempted to
discriminate among CEDA judging paradigms, but relied upon unequal
(and generally subcritical) cell sizes (61-65). Brey (1989; 1990)
has analyzed CEDA philosophy statements to discover the elements of
judge preference, but his analysis does not indicate whether
paradigm preferences correlate with discernible patterns of judging
behavior.[2]

Even less research has focused upon the artifacts of debate
evaluation. Bryant (1983) conducted a content analysis of NDT and



CEDA debate transcripts to compare evidence use within each
format.[3] Hollihan, Riley, and Austin (1983) used content
analysis of NDT and CEDA ballots to determine thematic "visions"
embraced respectively within these two debate formats. While their
analysis of ballots suggested that different visions are held by
NDT versus CEDA critics, without knowledge of the critics’ prior
attitudes (as demonstrated through judging philosophies, for
example), one cannot know whether the ballot comments reflected
critic preference or circumstances unique to debate rounds.[4]

There were only three research reports that compared judge
philosophy statements with ballot artifacts. Henderson and Boman
(1983) reported a high consistency (83.5%) between a set of NDT
judge philosophy statements and corresponding ballot comments,
although their analytic procedures make this conclusion
suspect.[5] Dudczak and Day (198%a) found lower consistency
{54.9%) in a pilot study of CEDA critics.[6] They reported that
critics' claims to be concerned regarding "evidence out of context"
and "quality of analysis" (as reported on a survey instrument)
correlated about 70% of the time with their actual likelihood of
voting on "evidence out of context." Dudczak and Day also reported
that several clusters of paradigms were correlated with decision
criteria cited in critics' ballots.[7]

A secondary analysis of Dudczak and Day's pilot data (1989b)
sought to isolate differences among traditional paradigms. Paradigm
boundaries were found to be porous and unreliable. The willingness
of 94 percent of critics to employ a paradigm other than their
professed preference (if asked to do so by debaters) diminishes the

usefulness of paradigm preference statements. Support for
distinctions among paradigms was found only for Argument Critic and
Stock Issues paradigms. Even in these instances, support was

relatively weak.

Taken as a whole, the literature on judging paradigms is
limited to establishing the mere existence of preferences, with
weak and inconsistent evidence connecting them to actual use.
Since ballots constitute the primary feedback for debaters, an
attempt should be made to describe decision criteria in a more
systematic fashion employing actual artifacts (i.e., ballots).
If the decision criteria employed to resolve debates are associated
with different paradigms, knowledge of these associations would
better enable debaters to adapt their argument strategies to meet
the preferences of debate judge/critics. However, if judge
philosophy statements have little relationship to decision
criteria, the utility of philosophy statements may be questioned.

The present study extends the analysis reported by Dudczak and
Day (1989%a; 1989b). A number of experiments were designed to
assess the relationships among judge philosophy preferences, critic
preferences (as measured through a survey questionnaire), and
critic behavior (as measured through judges ballots). Two
experiments are reported here.

EXPERIMENT #1

Three research questions were
r eva
tested in this experiment. fuated and four hypotheses

Q1: Wha? is the strength of the
dgcxsion as claimed in a
cited in debate ballots?

re}atlopship between professed reasons for
questionnaire and actual reasons for decision

in whg2: %;i?t study (Dudczak and Day 198%a) revealed two instances
e ézr 52:?§§§§éff§§§ﬁ;f égiT i'questionnaire correlated with
€ C : ots. "Evidence out of co "
?;teg assggportgnt in survey responses correlated reasonablgtszfl
preferehces) let? ltg mention on ballots. Critics' survey
ballor poes gr quallyy of apalysis" correlated similarly with
s nts regarding "evidence out of context" (r = .698).
present study expected to confirm these results and determine

whether other pref i i
comments . [ 8] p erences were strongly associated with ballot

Q2: What is the strength of relationship between professed judging paradigms

as claimed in a questionnai
ire Ted n .
ballots? qu and reasons for decision cited in debate

Dudczak and Day (1989a) indicat
] ed that several clusters
giiégzsbsggVsz:wegeTcgaEacteristic of specific distinct paradigmgf
claime abula Rasa, Value Comparison, Argument i ,
Py s : Sk
Hypothesis Tester, Judicial Model, and Argumené Céitic par;éigé

preferences were about equall i

r renc y likely (range = .698 to .68
glte gv1dence out of cqntext" in decisions. Similarly, 3215:
.ogparlson, Argumgnt Skills, Judicial Model, and Argument Critic
judges were relatively consistent (range = .674 to .644) in the

app%lgatlon of "counterintuitive arguments” in decisions. Finall
Jgg;c1al Model_and.AFgument Critic judges were simila; (rangeY;
&h to .553) in citing "quality of analysis” as a discriminant.
e current study expected to confirm these results (and t
identify other paradigm clusters). °

Q3: ZZ;;: ;;igi;%qnally'gecognized paradigms are sufficiently distinct in
sion criteria to stand alone as taxonomic element i
° 8
should be merged with others based upon actual ballot behaviors?and whicn

Analysis by Dudczak and Day (1989b) indi
aly ¢ icated that four pai
of traQ1tlonal Qaradlgms were sufficiently similar to be consige;:§
po?egt%al combined proflle types (Value Comparison - Argument
Critic; .Argument Skills - Argument Critic; Argument Critic -
Hypo?hesls Tester; and Stock Issues - Judicial Model). Argument
g;;:sig;;d i:9i¥ €;§u€f paradigms were the only two traditional
whic isplayed suffici isti i
D adney wmieh vy ent distinctiveness to be
Only ll@lted sets of characteristics were identified with any
of the paradlgms.' None of t@e candidate profile types correlated
more strongly with key discriminators than did traditional



i ratel

aradigms: only the Stock Issues paradigm showed a mode Y

ptrong correlation to key discrxmlnants. ntended to identify

° The three research 'questli?s Iiif ;2 ded e tarough

istics of critic preterenc ey

c22§?§§:§éies among paradigm types on philosophy Stf;f;;i:fé survey

: onses and ballot comments. Four hypothgses g L Y et
Ess%udczak and Day (1989a) also were replicated 1

analysis.{9]

i s on ballots
ean proportion of presentational (vs. gubstantxve)eiimiigtic' ie
Thegidieiée—centered critics {Argument Sklyls, ﬁ;gun;h e made by
gidience) will be greater than the pgof?rtl?:pfkc;iions, e Tasaes.
i - i olicy
tic-centered (Value—-Comparison, Y
g?;é{hesis Testing, and Judicial Model) critics.

=

v itiqu \4 igi riteria)
i tigque (vs. dec:.sx.c'm C.

The mean proportion of ballots devoted to cri t

by Audl ence—-centered critics will be greater then the proportx.on allotted

by Analytic-centered critics.

I8

. . it ique
ballots devoted to decision criteria (vs. critiqu )

H3: The mean proportion of S eteea

ortio
on elimination round ballots will be greater than the prop
in preliminary rounds.

i de on
i i sentational) remarks ma
: oportion of substantive (vs. pre ATk S such
B g??m?ﬁZZiE: S;und ballots will be greater than the propor )
remarks made in preliminary rounds.

i two
pudczak and Day (198%a) failgd to prove ;ﬂs; §;§:§tion.
hypotheses, although the data were 1in the agth;gcant Py Dudcaak
Higotheses’#3 and #4 both were found todbet§1%§;K; ant DY e nens
= <.05).[10] We expecte ) < "ohe
iggioa?’l fsgmple use)d [in the curx:enth ana;y:xsh:o(urledqiii%%c;rpilOt
ly than di
i two hypotheses more strong hal :
igigie, andyﬁguld reconfirm the remaining hypotheses

Method

ues-

The current study integrated structured dataigifggstiicgured
tionnaire and template [top] portions of ballots) :ts) ot
data (from judging philosophies and ballot comme1 sié o Sela
research in concert with conten; analy S thined

comple ntary findings which are more valid than tho 2 To605
COISlpleme'ther alone (Paisley 1969; Webb and quer RSN
Strac e;d data limit respondents' choices to those dlctg e wg;h °
i;::gzgﬁer. Content analysis,bgn f%;ufiﬁiiggigikobiiﬁgzrm e
i i subjec - c
;;i:pggtijglészﬂifgi;igtgzesche%e of the researcher (Holsti 1969;

Krippendorff 1980).

Subjects:

Subjects used in the study were debate cri;égssgggznjuggzg
debate rounds at CEDA tournaments during the Fall (50.9%) aléhough
subjects had previous experience as a debater .

0

almost  half (43.8%) had two or fewer vyears' judging
experience.[11l] For a subject's work products and instrument to
be included in this part of the study, s/he must have completed a
judge philosophy statement and survey questionnaire, plus a minimum
of six ballots written for the Fall 1989 CEDA topic.

Eighty-seven subjects completed the questionnaire. Philosophy
statements for forty-two of these respondents were gathered from
the several CEDA Judge Philosophy Handbooks or solicited at
tournaments.[12] Ballots in sufficient numbers for analysis (six
Or more per critic) were available for one hundred and eighteen
critics (only twenty-three of whom had completed both a philosophy
statement and a questionnaire). Hence, twenty-three subject
responses were used for analysis in this experiment.[13]

Materials:

The work products and instrument examined in this study
included 1) judging philosophies, 2) ballots completed during
competition at tournaments, and 3) a structured questionnaire
administered at tournaments (following a majority of the rounds) .
Each of the three measures had a unique development history.

Questions for the survey were drawn initially from the
researchers' personal experience at various levels of debate. The
initial pilot study (Dudczak and Day 1989%a; 1989b) revealed a need
for additional criteria for decision and for inclusion of valences
for all decision elements. Two questions were taken from Buckley
(1983). The sequence of questions and style of respondent
selection options were based upon experience in professional
marketing and principles of survey research.

The coding of worksheets for content analysis of philosophy
Statements and ballots included the use of matrices to capture the
proportion of presentational vs. substantive elements noted and the
degree of critique vs. decision criteria appearing in critics'
written comments. Coding forms used for the pilot study were
expanded to include new discriminants and a coding category
description form was drafted to standardize discriminant boundaries
for coders. Worksheets adopted the list of traditional paradigms
employed by Buckley (1983).

The one instrument and two work products used in the study may
be visualized in a two-by-two table. Both the philosophy and
questionnaire are normative--"ought"--documents; the ballots are
applied documents. The philosophy and comment portions of ballots
are unstructured; the questionnaire and template (top) portions of

ballots are structured. Using these distinctions, future studies

may examine content, construct, and predictive validity of these
types of documents.{14]



FIGURE 1

Construct and technique matrix of tools in the study

normative : applied
Unstructured :
PHILOSOPHY >>>>>>>;>>>>>>> BALLOT COMMENTS
v :
QUESTIONNAIRE SE3>55>>>>>3>>> BALLOT METRICS
Structured

Procedure:

A two-page questionnairetwas used incorporating 32 Likert
Scale items, five vyes/no selections, £five multiple option
questions, two single selection choices, one 10-item rank order

question, and two 3-item proportional weighting scales. The
questionnaires were administered to Jjudges at CEDA debate
tournaments. Twenty-eight of the Likert Scale items also asked

whether the occurrence of an element in a round would help or hurt
the team involved.[15]

Twenty-nine tournament directors who had hosted CEDA
tournaments during the Fall 1989 season were asked to administer
the questionnaire. Sixty-nine questionnaires were returned from
eleven tournaments; two additional questionnaires were returned
directly by respondents; a follow-up solicitation mailed directly
to critics yielded an additional sixteen questionnaires. A total
of eighty-seven completed surveys were obtained.[16]

Official ballots submitted by judges at eleven (of the twenty-
nine) CEDA tournaments comprised the second source of data. Each
round was considered a unigue case for purposes of statistical
analysis. Of the 1653 ballots returned, 1519 were usable.[17]
only the usable ballots for the twenty-three subjects who had a
minimum of six ballots (and who had completed .a philosophy
statement and a survey) were included in this portion of the study
(N = 217). Ballot comments were recorded on a standardized coding
form.[18]

The third source of data were judge philosophy statements,
already described. Judge philosophy statements were rated
independently by two coders. Of the forty-two items on the judge
philosophy coding form, ten were binary, thirty were three category
choices, and two were ten-category choices. The overall inter-
coder reliability was (r = .492), although the method of

kiel

ii%ggi:ging yel;apility eliminated conventions which would have
reliability.[19] Table 1 reports the discriminants for

which relativel hi i i1
investigation. Y igh reliability levels warrant further

Table 1

Discriminants Revealipg High Intercoder Reliability:
Judge Philosophy Statements

DISCRIMINANT INTERCODER RELIABILITY
Tabula Rasa 1.00

Judicial Model :69?

Hypothesis Testing .585

Uniqueness -935

Obnoxious Behavior .894
Counterwarrants .738

Burden of Rejoinder .683

Ethics .585

Substantive Issues .563

Data processing for the study was performed on an IBM PC usi
B in
ﬁgiingAgLUS éa gatgbase program) and on an IBM 3090 Mainframg
u g (a statistical package). Data were entered via PC-FILE
onverted to.standard data format (SDF), manipulated using BASIé
programs written for this study, then uploaded to SAS f
univariate and correlation runs. ' o

Results

Research question 1 asked the strength o i i

reasons for decision professed on a qugstioiggiﬁifiﬁﬁfhgﬁ;bzzzszg
;easogs_for decision cited in debate ballots. Univariate analysis
1dent%fled seven ballot discriminants that appeared toy ;e
associated with questionnaire discriminants. However there
gppeargd to be little association between respondents’ rétin of
1;eg§ in the questionnaire and their subsequent ballot commgnts
éiiOtesiaéy.No correlation approached levels obtained in the



Table 2

Pearson Correlations between Questionnaire and Ballot Comments

éUéSTIONNAIRE BALLOT DISCRIMINANT
DISCRIMINANT Topic Justif Organ Criter EvSuf CrossX DropAr
- - .160 -.160 -.269
ignif .042 -.271 .137 .081 -
g;ggéntskl -.282 .103 -.147 -.069 .054 .éig —.ggg
EvidAttack -.021 -.149 —.OZ; -.igg .izg .095 .219
EvidContxt -.018 .163 -.1 -. -. . .
- - 1 .045 -.008 .227
EvidSuffnt -.136 .001 .282 .05 ~ ]
i - - - -.087 -.008 -.029 .01
EvidAppl 121 .126 .183 0 -
Tg;icggizy .111 -.114 .126 -.099 .044 .igg .égg
QualAnalys -.047 .155 —.172 —.8?; —.igg _.205 _.015
vValue -.052 -.019 -.24 -. ~-. . .
ggeoryArg .022 -.081 .146 -.062 -.049 -.OGé .égg
DroppedArqg .014 -.184 -.052 .129 .069 -.232 ‘.121
Justifica -.218 ~-.298 ~-.074 -.080 .227 .1 .

Research question 2 asked whethe; cri?icsi professed ]uzg;gg
paradigms had more than a chance relationship w1th.the igaiogerits
decision cited in their ballots. The qnly correlation wtlck meries
further investigation was an assoc;atlpn_betye%? theh?lﬁ?ts g
paradigm and the appearance of "]u§t1f1cat{on on ba g;e o
.347). Table 3 lists the correlatlog matrix between > Soven
ballot discriminants and the nine paradigms respondents cou
on the gquestionnaire.

Table 3

Correlation between Judge Paradigms and Ballot Comments

BALLOT DISCRIMINANT

FARADIGH Topic Justif Organ Criter EvSuf CrossX DropAr
- .081 -.247
it .022 -.239 .225 .063 .054
:ﬁggiil .153 .175 -.140 .131 —.éig —.igi .igg
PubAud .179 .051 .195 .091 . . .
- .119  -.229 .019
HypoTst -.049 -.108 .037 .024 -
ngrasa .102 .140 .120 —.;gg .ggi .gig .gig
Valcomp .196 .119  -.067 . -. - .
-.152 .179 .010
Judical .069 -.039 .103 .003 _
- - -.098 .079 .016
Polulm -.145 .166 .233 .010
Stoklsg -.176 .347 -.261 .119 -.249 -.025 .089

Research question 3 asked whether traditionally recognized
paradigms are sufficiently distinct or whether elements of~ some
paradigms should be merged to create new paradigms, based on
critics' ballot behavior. The nine traditional paradigms were
matched against the seven ballot discriminators to reveal potential
patterns of similarity and difference. The pairing of paradigms on
shared characteristics (for the seven key discriminators) revealed

a pattern of commonality among the paradigms. Table 4 reports the
matched pairs:

Table 4
Commonality of Correlations Among Paradigms on Key Discriminators

NUMBER OF MATCHES PER PARADIGM PAIR

TR vC PI AS AC SI Pa

=
3

JM

FwhdUu by

Note 1: TR = Tabula Rasa; VC = value Comparison; PI = Policy
Implications; AS = Argument Skills; AC = Argument Critic;
SI = Stock Issues; PA = Public Audience; HT = Hypothesis
Testing; JM = Judicial Model

Note 2: Pairs considered atypically similar in terms of key

discriminators had a difference of no more than 0.1

correlation on at least six of the seven discriminators

The low differences among correlations obtained for key
discriminators indicated minimal paradigm distinctiveness.
Nevertheless, when six of seven or more of the discriminators fail
to distinguish greatly among paradigms, there is evidence to
suggest that a merger of traditional paradigms had occurred. The
following candidate paradigm pairs had six or more atypical
similarities on the seven key discriminators:[20)

Tabula Rasa - Value Comparison
Tabula Rasa - Argument Critic
Tabula Rasa - Hypothesis Tester
Policy Implication - Argument Critic
Argument Skills - Public Audience
Hypothesis Tester - Judicial Model

i



These pairs are candidates for further research. This phenomenon
suggests that traditional paradigms may not be distinctive enough
to delineate unique judging behaviors.

Hypothesis #1 proposed that the proportion of presentatiogal
(vs. substantive) remarks on ballots by Audience-centered critics
would be greater than for Analytic-centered critics. No
significant correlation was found between the characterization of
a critic as audience-centered and the likelihood of
presentationally-oriented remarks appearing on his or her ballots
(r = .072). The characterization of a critic as audience-centered
showed a slightly stronger correlation with substantive remarks on
ballots (i.e., in a direction opposite to that expected). A
similarly weak relationship between analytic-centered critics and
presentational comments was obtained (r = -.042). The strongest
association found was a .31 correlation (in the expected direction)
between analytic-centered critics and the incidence of substantive
comments on ballots.

Hypothesis #2 proposed that audience-centered critics would
devote more of their ballots to critique rather than decision
criteria compared to analytic-centered critics. The results were
in the predicted direction, but failed to attain significance.
Analytic-centered critics were more inclined to devote the greater
proportion of their ballots in decision criteria; they were nearly
equally disinclined to include critiques. Table 5 summarizes the
association between meta-paradigm types and the proportion of
ballots devoted to each type of comment.

Table 5

Correlation between Critic Type and Comments

COMMENT TYPE
META-PARADIGM

Critique Decision
Audience-centered . 101 -.134
Analytic-centered -.223 .249

Note #1

Hypothesis #3 proposed that the mean proportion of ballots
devoted to decision criteria (vs. critique) would be greater in
elimination rounds than in preliminary rounds. Results showed no
correlation of any merit to support this prediction. The maximum
value (r = .079) obtained suggests 1little difference between
critics' preliminary and elimination round ballots.[21]

Hypothesis #4 predicted that the mean proportion of
substantive (vs. presentational) remarks made on elimination round
ballots will be greater than this proportion for preliminary
rounds. Results showed very little support for the hypothesis,
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except a minor indication that elimination rounds do feature fewer
presentational elements (r = 0.140). This relationship is in the
predicted direction, but with very weak support.[22]

EXPERIMENT #2

The focus of experiment 2 was to compare critics’ professed
preferences with their evaluations on template portions of ballots.
The ballot template requires structured responses, unlike the
written section of ballots (for which the critic has complete
latitude to write any critical comments or decision criteria).
Five hypotheses were tested in this experiment:

H5: Analytic-centered critics award more speaker points than do audience-
centered critics in preliminary rounds.

The assumption operating here was that audience-centered
critics view "speaker" points more literally than do analytic-
centered critics,[23] who view speaker points as "global"
evaluations of the debaters' performance in the round (Hollihan,
Riley, and Austin 1983). Pilot results for hypotheses #1 and #2
are consistent with this hypothesis, although they did not attain
significance. N

H6: Analytic-centered critics record a greater proportion of low-point wins
than do audience-centered critics.

H7: Crities with relatively more NDT experience are more likely to record low—
point wins.

Each of the preceding hypotheses assumes different "visions"
between Analytic- and Audience-centered critics. NDT-experienced
critics have been acculturated to different functions for debate.
Most broadly stated, analytic-centered critics were expected to
discount presentational skills. In the circumstance where a single
key issue is defaulted, they should find it easier to resolve a
decision exclusively on an analytic ground.

H8: The difference in speaker points between winning and losing teams is less
for analytic-centered critics than for audience-centered critics.

HY: The difference in ranks between winning and losing teams is less in rounds
judged by analytic-centered critics than in those judged by audience-
centered critics.

The authors' anecdotal experience suggests that analytic-
centered judges tend to see rounds as closer, therefore feel that
debaters deserve nearly equal points and ranks.

Method
Structured data from the template portions of ballots were

compared to structured data from the questionnaire. Questionnaires
provided information about critics' perceived preferences,
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preferences that presumably were germane when they had completig
the top portions of ballots. Critics' expressed preferences we
compared with their actual behavior.

Subjects:

Subjects were debate critics who judged at Fal% 1982 CEgﬁ
tournaments. Eighty-seven subjects comp%eted a questloqnalrethe
judging preferences. Thirty-nine judges complir}qg pine
questionaire also wrote six or more bgllots._ These thirty
judges constituted the subjects for this experiment.

Materials and Procedures:

The questionnaire and procedures were described previously.
Results

Hypothesis #5 predicted analytic—centfre4é?2:ics would award
e speaker points than audience-centered cri .
gggultg showgd no significant difference between ghese tﬁ:o
categories of critics in terms of the number of points Y
i ly award. o
typlcg;pgthesis #6 predicted that analyt{c—centered crltlcs_woul?
be more inclined to award "low-point" wins t@an would aud%enc:7
centered critics. As an ancillary predict}on, hypothesis #
proposed that critics with previous NDT experience wouli be m:as
likely to award low-point wins. Neither of these hypot ?sei'ned
supported. Analytic-centered critics‘were somewhat more 1n§ i ed
(r =.126) than audience-centered crit1c§ (F = -.053) tg award lo :
point wins, though the result was not SLgn}flcant. Whlle prev1ou=
NDT experience was associated mode?gi% with low-point wins (r
. it was also not significant. . .
1OI)I:Iypotheses 48 and #Qg(respectively) predlcted that aqalytlcd
centered critics would award lower ranges in {1) speaker points agd
(2) speaker ranks between winning and losing team§ ;han wou
audience-centered critics. None of_ these prgdlctloqs Zgre
supported. The only finding observed in the predlcted direc %22
was that analytic-centered critics were assoc1a§ed somewhat Yl
lower speaker rank ranges for winning versus %oszng teams (r =
-.121). However, this finding was not significant.

DISCUSSION

research questions and nine hypotheses were studied in
two g:;:iiments. (%esults found 1little reliabl%lty for ;he
questionnaire as a predictor of critics' ballot pebav1or. Pa¥ad%gm
preferences in research question #2 showed limited association
between professed paradigms and subsgqgent ballo? behavior.
Research question #3 indicated that trad}tlpnal‘paradlgms larggly
overlap each other, reducing paradigm distinctiveness. The nine
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hypotheses showed limited, insignificant differences between
critics_grouped by meta-paradigm categories.

Experiment #1 showed less significant results than
corresponding elements in the two preceding pilot studies (which
did not pretest experiment #2). The balance of the discussion
section explores why the current non-regional sample failed to
replicate pilot study results. We have divided this discussion
into three issues: questions of instruments, questions of
difference between non-regional and regional samples, and questions
of paradigms as predictors of judging behavior.

The first instance in which one may question the failure of
the current studies to replicate previous results pertains to the
instruments employed. The primary change made on the questionnaire
was to add valence to choices of decision discriminants. 1In the
pilot study, a respondent could indicate his or her strength of
belief by reporting the importance of an element in judging. What
the respondent could not tell us, however, was the direction of the
discriminant's influence (e.g., are counter-intuitive arguments
helpful or harmful?). The addition of choice of valence (whereby
respondents could indicate whether an element "helped” or "hurt")
was intended to refine responses. Instead, we may have confused
some respondents. Comments on questionnaires--question marks, etc.-
~Suggested that some subjects did not understand this additiénal
dimension of evaluation for discriminants for the 28 Likert scale
items.

Second, the current studies may be inconclusive in part
because coding categories may need further revision. As we coded
ballots, we noticed that we had not devised an exhaustive set of
discriminants. We also noticed that in some instances the
categories we had devised were not mutually exclusive. Coding
ambiguity could have minimized the identification of true effects
by permitting the miscategorization of discriminants.

Third, we believe that the workload of the content analysis
effort contributed to the failure to identify true discriminants.
Two hundred and seventeen ballots from twenty-three critics yielded
934 judgments. Similar coding protocols were required for judge
philosophy statements. Coding effects (fatigue, drift, etc.) are
likely under these circumstances.

Further evaluation and revision of our instruments is
warranted. Categories should be exhaustive and exclusive. Coders
need to operate from the same set of assumptions. Inter-coder
reliability estimates need to remain realistic. We shall continue
to reject "boosting” reliability estimates, by refusing
to include unused categories in such estimates. We don't believe
that mutually non-selected Categories should be treated as "inter-
coder agreement."

The second set of issues concerns the differences obtained in
the regional pilot study versus those observed in the non-regional
study. The regional pilot sample yielded more discriminants
associating philosophy statements and questionnaires with ballot
elements. We fully expected to replicate and expand the pilot
description of paradigm taxonomic elements. Instead, we found
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fewer distinct elements. Part of this boundary def;qxtloglg;ggi:m
is attributable to the apparent merger .of parat}%zast men oé
Tabula rasa merged with thiie ithe;Qg;;gd;f:ﬁ ;g; Zther R radions
seven key discriminators. also . h a > Rageegate
tock Issues on five of seven discriminants. gg
izgigigg of paradigms showed that sevgral were clusger§2;£§sional
Some differences between the reg%onal pilot and n ergte al
sample may reflect varying assimilation effects tha% iﬂr iy by
different regions. Regional]Fou;ii?entiiig:hggp?éfﬁzctly ghrough
critics who interact regularly wi eac : il
tions and indirectly through ballots written es
ggg;ifzastudents). Such interaction may move the debateli;flzigi
toward an assimilation of standards. But whgn sigg 3 Jrom
different regions are analyzed, the same cohe51ve?? aguresate
likely. First, the non-regional sgmple may mere'&ixggg gate
several separate (but different) regional sample;. RN e
together into a common data pool may nqt'result‘ln aion-re toons
Second, the larger distribution of part1c1gants in a- simi?ated)
sample increases the 1iki§ihood of deviant (non-as
iti earing in the judging pool. )
crltl;?nzggy, Ji beliege our resul?s suggest. thz dguigi
philosophies do not predict judge behavior becau;e judg iy
apply professed beliefs in debate round evglpatlﬁps. ot CEDA
judge devoted his philosophy statgggn? tg %gz;iﬁzgrﬁ:;;fg'predict :
philosophies either reflect a critic's beli & predier 2
itic’ vior.[26 Several aspects of the present Yy 4
iﬁét;flost l?nil;cae it p£augible to quesiior; wf]'let}ix_e;nelther philosophies
igms operate in any consisten ashion. .
o pa;?g;g, ;i unstructured critic assessmgnts fof bséliié
philosophy statements impose the least constraint o a2§erences
instruments. Judges have the latitude to express their pi Stence
in any manner they see fit (including the denial of the leg Y
i ophy statement). .
of thgegggé?sfiygoth the p&lot and present-study, respondent;o
questionnaire preferences were recorded ?5 direct 1:ezsponsis.Stud
interpretation of their answers was required. The.cqrrenritiCSY
validated the questionnaire as an instrument for obtaining c
es.
prefe;igg two separate instruments (philosop@y _state@fgtsteagg
questionnaires) recording critics" prefe;ences, it is leglulmf.able
question whether these self-report lnstrgments are ge ;rite
indicators of behavior. We believe thatijudges tendblowithin
philosophy statements that reflect conventions accegtg‘lgt chin
the forensics community. Because of the g;eat variabi ltythese
round to round, judges are under little scrutlpy_to 1mplemeﬁ: ose
conventions in any systematic fashion. Decisions reflec ngial
specific ad hoc impressions that may bgar only .sggér‘l ol
similarity to the larger organizing principles explici 1l25 he
judge's philosophy statement, and which correspond'evefn_lsre o
general paradigm requirements. The present stu@y s 'i; ire Lo
identify distinctive paradigm taxonomic elements is eviden
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the non-existence (or at least non-distinctiveness) of paradigms.
We offer three explanations.

First, while paradigms exist conceptually, they don't
necessarily possess distinct boundaries. Judges may employ the
label for a paradigm, but aren't obligated to adhere to any
standard definition or use convention. So a judge may be "Tabula
rasa" (whatever that means) and something else. The high degree of
overlap observed in evaluating research question #2 in the present

judges' behavior is that while paradigms exist, they often did not
develop within CEDA. Hence, judges don't know how to apply them.
Many traditional paradigms have their origin in policy debate
(Stock Issues, Hypothesis testing, etc). If NDT debate is to be
criticized, it may be criticized for its generation of multiple
Perspectives (paradigms) by which debates issues may be resolved.
CEDA's problem is the opposite. It has no single consensual set of
standards by which debates are to be adjudicated. ‘Consequently,
the NDT-based models for resolving debates are force-fit upon CEDA
rounds (for which they were not intended).

Finally, assuming that paradigms do exist (with distinctive
boundaries), one may question whether judges truly understand them.

Just as Democrats
may reflect political opinions which range from very conservative
to very liberal, so it may be that paradigms attract adherents to
a common label, but with very different underlying core beliefs.

implication is to call into question the method of relying upon
self-reports of judging preference as a valid and reliable
indicator of subsequent judging behavior. Previous investigations
which claim to identify paradigms, philosophies, or patterns of
preference should be questioned because of the absence of
consistency between "professed belief" statements and actual
behavior found in the current study.

Continued research investigating the relationship between
expressed preferences and subsequent behavior in debate judging is
clearly warranted by this study. Further, the pedagogical
implications for the continued use of judge philosophy/paradigm
If further research fails to
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ENDNOTES

1. An earlier version of this paper was presented at the 1990
Speech Communication Association conference in Chicago.

2. Brey identified the percentage of critics categorized by
paradigm preference and then separately reported elements of judge
preference (i.e., Prefer vs. Abhor "spread”). One cannot determine
from his data whether these judge preferences divide along paradigm
type.

3. His results are contaminated by a failure to control for
differences in time format (e.g., NDT used 10-5 while CEDA used 8-

4) and competitors’ skill level (e.g., NDT finals vs. CEDA regional
tournament).

4. Three elements confound Hollihan et al's findings. First,
they treated NDT and CEDA judges as aggregate types. NDT judges
were categorically compared with CEDA judges without evaluating
whether there were within group differences. It is questionable
whether this assumption is true given the previous research
establishing "paradigm” types within each respective debate format.
Second, at the time of Hollihan et al's research CEDA had not
instituted its National tournament with its accompanying judge
philosophy requirement. The absence of a critic philosophy
requirement in CEDA would tend to reflect itself in less well-
formulated judging standards in CEDA. Third, since NDT debaters
had access to judge philosophy statements, they theoretically
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should have been better able to adapt to their critics’
preferences, thus minimizing some of the commentary ggnera?eq by
their critics. CEDA debaters, less informed of their cr}t+cs'
preferences, theoretically would be less adaptive to thei; critics’
expectations. This would create a greater need for thglr qut%cs
to provide retroactive commentary explaining their judging
preferences.

5. There are several validity and reliability standards Henderson
and Boman violate. Primary is their violation of exhaustiveness in
content analysis. Only items which appeared on both the judge
philosophy and ballot are coded for consistency. One gannot
determine whether some professed preferences were inconsistent
because the critic chose not to articulate them on the ballot. For
instance, a critic who professes to vote on inherency could only be
coded as inconsistent if s/he expressly contradicted the philosophy
statement by writing on the ballot something to the effect "I don't
vote on inherency." The failure to address inherency on the ballot
would not be coded, but any recognition of inherency in the
decision would be coded as consistent. Other problems surround the
use of a single ballot for 19 of 23 usable critics.

6. Dudczak and Day generated a consistency index by comparing
critics' professed preferences with ballot comments as measured
through two instruments (judge philosophy statements and a survey
questionnaire). Since a critic would need to demonstrate
consistency across three items (instead of the two used by
Henderson and Boman), some of the lower consistency reported by
Dudczak and Day could be an artifact of the different analytic
procedure employed.

7.These findings are of limited utility since the pilot employed
subcritical numbers of subjects in the analysis. However, unlike
the Henderson and Boman analysis (which largely relied on the
analysis of a single ballot from each subject), Dudczak and Day
used multiple ballots per subject (average 13.1 ballots/subject
with a threshold minimum of 6 ballots).

8.The representativeness (Non-Regional vs. Regional) and sample
size of the present research are expected to influence these and
other results of the Pilot.

9.While the hypotheses are stated here in the direction of
anticipated results, they were tested as null hypotheses.

10. Paradigms were merged in the pilot study because of the
limited number of subjects representing each of the paradigms. The
hallmark of audience-centered paradigms is the expectation that
speakers will adapt their content and style to the audience's
preferences.
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11. One reviewer felt the high proportion of critics with two
years or less experience was a significant demographic artifact.
While the likely effect of over-representing inexperienced critics
would be to diminish consistency among the three data sources, we
don't believe this was the case. First, we're not at all convinced
that less experienced critics are overrepresented. Pilot samples
saw similar proportions of these critics (Dudczak & Day 1989a;
1989b). In fact, Dudczak and Day (1989a) reported similar levels
of inconsistency across all critics, regardless of experience.

12.Certainly more philosophies were available than those used in
the study. However, since we were interested in comparing
professed philosophies with both other professions of belief (as
indicated on questionnaires) and actual behavior through ballots,
only subjects for whom we had all three sets of data could be used
in this part of the study. We also assumed that judging
philosophies are relatively stable. Hence, while we invariably
used the most recent philosophy available, we also employed
philosophy statements taken from earlier tournament books when no
more recent statement was available. The oldest statement came
from the 1987 tournament booklet.

13.0ne reviewer questioned whether our study adequately
conceptualized a "national"” sample. Our sample was national in
that it drew subjects from all eight CEDA regions whereas the pilot
study was regional with subjects drawn only from one region. We
did not operationalize ‘"national" or ‘"regional” to reflect
tournament travel patterns. We acknowledge limits to generalizing

our results based upon sample size and representativeness. Our
sample for experiment 1 (N = 23) is lower than conventions would
reqguire. However, the requirement for each subject to have

produced a minimum of six ballots for inclusion in this study means
that each ballot should be treated as an independent trial (N =
217).

14. We addressed issues of instrumentation and construct validity
in a paper presented to the 7th AFA/SCA Summer Conference on
Argumentation, Alta Utah, August 1991.

15.The valence choices for Likert Scale items allow analysis to
determine both the strength of belief as well as the effect of
belief.

16 .A11 twenty-nine tournament directors solicited agreed
toadminister and return the questionnaires. Only two offered
explanations for their non-return (both surrounding the ostensive
efforts of over-zealous janitors). The non-returns created a
substantial problem since many critics, having completed a survey
at an earlier tournament, were unlikely to complete another survey
at a subseqguent tournament. The direct mailing solicitation by the
researchers yielded a nearly 50% response (17 of 35), although one
of these was too late to be included in the current analysis.

45



17.The 137 unusable ballots included 68 blank ballots, 13 illegible Value Comparison 3.56
w.ballots, 21 round forfeits, 22 judge disqualified due to Argument Skills 4.12
association with this study, 6 "“oral critigues," 5 "useless Stogk Issues 4.95
comments,” and 2 duplicate ballots. Policy Implications 5.24
: Hypothesis Testing 5.73
18.0nly a single coder's results are reported in this manuscript, Judi;ial Model 6.33
The study protocol has a second coder scheduled to independently Public Audience 6.92
code Dballot comments to establish appropriate inter-rater
reliability estimates. (Lower rank value indicates greater importance.)
19.The method of calculating the correlation coefficient was to sum _ 26.See Todd Graham, 1990 CEDA Judge Booklet.

the product of intercoder correlations times the number of times
the category was employed divided by the total number of coding
judgments made. This gave us a weighted model calculating the
agreement times frequency of category use. We believe the
§ integrity of this method diminishes the inflated reliability
: calculations created when coders treat mutual non-selection of a
i category as "agreement." It should also be noted that with 934
separate comparisons made by two coders on 23 philosophies {about
H 20 -per coder per philosophy), the treatment of the non-selected
! categories as "agreement" would have inflated the reliability
coefficient to at least .75.

20.0ne cannot rule out the possibility that one or more of the
paradigms masks differences between paradigms to create a false
commonality. For 1instance, tabula rasa combines with three
candidates, and if the threshold for atypical similarity were five
of seven discriminators, tabula rasa would combine with each other
paradigm except "Stock Issues." This may well suggest that tabula
rasa operates as a "meta-paradigm."”

21.The pilot study had found support for this hypothesis.
22.The pilot study also showed support for this hypothesis.

23.Analytic-centered paradigms included Stock Issues, Value
Comparison, Hypothesis Testing, Policy Implications, and Judicial
Model. Audience-centered paradigms included Public Audience,
Argument Skills, and Argument Critic. These two "meta-paradigms"
combined the dominant focus of each component part into paradigms
which placed emphasis on resolving either analytic issues or
presentational issues.

24.While not tested as a hypothesis, the greatest association to
low-point observed wins was for years of experience coaching debate
(r = .137). This finding also was not significant.

25.The wunivariate mean ranks for paradigms ranked on the
questionnaire were:

Argument Critic 3.26
Tabula rasa 3.29
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