THEUNDERMINING OF COMPETITIVE FORENSICS

Every year the activity of forensics
changes. Sometimes these changes are
overt. Other times, these changes sneak up
on us, and catch us unaware. Somewehave
control over, somewe don't. And somewe
should have control over, but unfortunatedy,
wefall to exerciseour influence and before
we know it, forensics has changed for the
worse. At tournaments both locd and na
tiond, | have observed areas of concern
that threaten to under minecompetitivefo-
rensics.

Thegrowing trend of disdosurewar-
rantsa closer examination. For thoseunfa-
miliar, theaffirmativeteam reved stheir case
area and advantages to the negative team,
and in return thenegativeteam reved sther
strategy, specificdly reveding their key ar-
guments. Traditiona ly negativeteamsfind
out what the affirmativeis running a the
sametimethe judgedoes, withthereading
of the 1AC. Teams that have hit prior, or
have been doing agood job scouting might
have a heads up as towhat the afirmative
is running, but there were no guarantees
that an afirmative team wasn't switching
cases.

Disclosure seems to be blatantly
counter-intuitive to the very nature of de-
bateon severd levds. First, it has theeffect
of nullifying the &ffi rmative advantage given
them to balance out presumption. As an
advocatefor change, thedfirmativeis pre-
supposed to have a tougher job than the
negative. The & firmative must prove just
cause for change, whereas the negative
must only disprove. A tiegoestothenega
tivebased on presumption. Because of this
advantage, theaffirmativemay sdect their
topic, and keep it under wraps until thede-
bating begins. Judges, of course, dlow lati-
tude for negatives forced to argue exceed-
ingly abusive cases, but basicdly, negatives
must be prepared to arguethedf firmativein
different ways. They must prepare for as
many specific case aress as possible, but
d'so may prepare genericsto argue aga nst
various policiesthat theresolutionimplies.
Discd osure serves to lessen one of the few
advantages affirmatives have. | fear what
comes next. Disd oseyour affirmaivewith
your tournament registration? List
afirmatives on posting sheets?

BY DAN CERQUITELLA

Advocates for discosure also argue
that disdosing makesfor better debate, the
argument being that if both sides are aware
of wha argumentswill berun, wewill ssea
better examination of the reevant issues.
This algumentation is faulty on face The
object of competition isto win. Plain and
simple. After dl, we give out trophies a
these events and have odd numbers of
judgesinout rounds. (It isnot the purpose
of thispaper to ignore, or examinethemany
fineandillary benefitsof competition. Whde
books can be written on thelife skills com-
petitivedebate devd ops and fosters. Those
issues are not denied, nor are they rd evant
here.) Indeed, why shoulddisd osurebelim-
ited to only debate. Perhapsfootba | teams
should distlose. The offense could tdl the
defense that the next play will be a pass
down theright siddine That way the de-
fense can adapt bef ore the play, and we can
have thebest possiblefootbal | gameimag-
inable. How about apitcher tdling thebat-
ter what's coming? "The next onewill be
straight down themiddle, tha way we can
have the best possible bal game™ It just
doesn't make sense.

I might be moreamenabl eto adiscus-
sion of themerits of disclosureif | had ever
been witness to any actual merits. How
many times have we judged debates where
theaf firmativediscloses, and thenegative,
now in possession of thisvita information
that can be used to increase the educative
vaue of ther activity, opt to runaClinton
DA and aKritig? Thisiswhat disclosure is
for? Generics?1 havesat and waited whilea
negative team huddles, discussesthe affir-
mative case, and announces "Anarchy
Counter-Plan, and Eco-Fem.”

| am afraid that disd osurehas become
an ego boost for senior kids, and tha the
novices have begun to mimic this nonsen-
sicd practice. | think discdosure probably
originated with afew students who were so
good that to them it didn't matter if anyone
knew what case they were running. They
were that good. And now it has morphed
into this semi-ingtitution in parts of the
country. | even sat on athreejudgepand in
Octo-finals a atournament afew years ago
where ajudgeweighed in. Before theround
stated the negative asked the affirmative
to disd ose, and theaffirmativerefused. The
negative pleaded to the judges for help. |

sad sorry, they don't have to disdose. An-
other judge however beraed the affirma
tive for such chegp tectics, and threatened
to sign her bdlot right there for the nega-
tiveif the affirmative did not disd ose that
instant. Amazing. And, wha wasthe strat-
egy the negativecame up within response
to the disclosure? You guessed it, Clinton
and aKritiq.

Another argument against disc osure
isthelack of effectiveredress. If @ther side
does not follow their disclosed strategy,
what recourse does ateam have? |'ve seen
debates where affirmatives complan after a
negative springs an undisdosed argument
on them, and thenegative replies that they
thought of it after the debate started. This
leavesthedf firmativefeeling wronged. But
there is nothing that can be done because
they haveengaged in practices outside pre-
scribed rules. And how can we address
teams who out and out lie aout their case
and/or arguments? | can't asajudge hold a
team accountable if they have a conversa
tion before the round and one team mis-
leadsthe other. | am thereto adjudicatethe
round itsdlf, not behavior outsidetheround.
The argument might be made that a team
that wouldmidead isunethicd, and | would
agree, but sinceno mechanismisin placeto
ded with that type of abuse, all the more
reason to discourage the practice of disdo-
surein thefirst place.

Pat of wha makes this activity
specid isthenecessity for studentstolearn
to think on their feet, to adgpt. To initidly
hear thefirst affirmativeadong with therest
of us. To makestrategi c deci sions and com-
mitto agame plan asthe 1ACunfolds. Con-
versely, afirmativeswait for hints of what
thenegativehasin storeintheinitia cross-
examination period, and then see wha the
negative unfurls in the first negative con-
structive. Discd osure diminishes this com-
petitiveamosphere. Consequently, our de-
baters lose an edge. They don't have to be
as sharp as they would have to otherwise.
Debateis ashowdown between minds. Dis-
closure takes avay part of what is unique
about thisfine activity.

Trehievaionstudge

Of growing concern are judges who
unfairly and ingppropriady intervenein the
debate round itsdf, through the pre-round
discussion of judging phil osophy. Coaches



usudly encourage their studentsto ask the
judgebefore theround whét their paradigm
is, or what ther judging philosophy is An-
other ideathat sounds good in practice but
isfraught with danger.

An area that won't be examined in
depth here ded s with students not under-
standing the answers to these questions. |
am sure you have expounded on your par-
ticular paradigm, only to haveit acrossthe
board ignored by all participants. Try this:
next timeadebater asks youwhat your para
digmis, ask them what paradigm it should
beor even better, what isaparadigm?You'll
be surprised & some of the answers you
receve. I've asked tha question about 10
timesthisyear, and only received a correct
answer once. The answers ranged from "l
don't know, but we're supposed to ask” to
my favorite"A paradigm? That's whereyou
want us to be nice to each other.” All too
often we as coaches give the students the
questions, but not the knowledge to pro-
cess the answers.

Rather, lets look at how judges un-
farly enter the realm of debate The com-
mon axiomis everything is debaable While
I won't debatethat idea, | would arguethat
it is the students job to debate, not the
judgesjob to enter the round and affect ar-
gumentation and issue sdection. And this
is happening on aroutine basis.

Longer and longer answers are be-
coming commonplace. Judges go on at
length on ther idess, likes, dislikes, past
experienceand debate prejudices (Last year
| watched ajudge explan hisjudging phi-
losophy prior to judging around of novice
impromptu). Whilea certain amount of in-
formation is desirable, often hel pful , judges
underminethe activity when they crossthe
lineof impartid judge, and af fect thedirec-
tionof theargumentation. Let'slook & some
examples. The judgewho saysthey dislike
topicdity. Thejudge who says they won't
vote on inherency. The judge who won't
consider generics. These judges, by ex-
pressing their opinions, are entering the
round by affecting the issue sdection of
the debaters. The judge is narowing the
field of choices that ateam may decideto
argue. Inacourt of law, thejudgewould be
deemed to be handicapping one side. In
debate, we unfortunately accept thistrans-
gression. When a judge says that they
won't voteon, say, inherency, they are tek-
ing awvay onepossi bleavenue of argumen-
tation, because of their own preconceved
notions. They are saying that they disagree
with thebulk of thework donein theareaof

debate theory that says inherency can and
should beconsidered. By saying you don't
voteon inherency, you aresaying tha there
isabarest minimumstandard you refuse to
hold theaffirmativeto, that no matter how
egregioustheinfraction, itisamoot point.
All judges have different standards and
threshol dsthat must bemet beforethey vote
on arguments, but to sy you steadfastly
ref use to consider and weigh certain argu-
ments means, as a critic, you are an active
interventionist. And that is unfair to the
competitors.

Judges must remember, must be
taught, that they are there to judge the par-
ticpants. To evd uatetha r performance. Not
to direct their choices in the round. They
are there to evaluate, not influence. To use
a footbdl analogy, referees don't tdl the
players prior to gametime"Allright, | don't
like fake punts, or going for it on fourth
down." Imagine a basebal umpire saying
"No steding bases. | don't likesnesky play-
ingtactics.” That would bewrong. And so
isletting our persond bias &f ect and direct
the argumentation in around we are judg-
ing. If we don't likekritigs, weshould note
on thebal ot when we find that argumenta
tion ineff ective and not overly persuasive.
If wedon't like topicdity, we should still
listen with an open mind, but we can use
the bdlot for suggestions and recommen-
dations. We must remember that the judge
should be an impartid critic, not a biased
spectaor.

When di scussi ng expectations before
around, perhgps brevity should be the or-
der of theday. Let the students know that
you're experienced, perhaps tell them how
many rounds you've judged tha year. Tdl
them you'reopento dl argumentation, and
you'll votefor theteam that displays supe-
rior strategy and demonstrates superior ar-
gumentation. All coaches a one time or
another have had to instruct new judges in
how to best judge and evaluae a debae
round. A new judgeisdwaystold not to let
their ownpersond fedings, or preconceived
idess affect their decision. Yet for somerea
son we accept regular judges entering the
realm of thedebate, wedlow them through
our passivity to shape argumentation, to
direct the course of the debae, rather than
insisting the debate be dlowed to proceed
on its own. Tournaments should direct
judgesto bebrief. Perhaps even givesome
short instruction on how to explain your-
sdf before around. Does ajudge need to
tell thedebaters more than their leve of ex-
perience, how they feel about speed,

whether they flow or not and tha they will
impartidly weigh dl arguments presented
on themerits of theargumentation, and the
debaters persuasiveness? The answer is
simply no.

There will dways be the judge who
feelsthat aresumeof thar debate achieve-
mentsisreevant to theteams prior to a de-
bate. There are dways going to be judges
who want to hear themsdves tdk about
debate theory, and who will unfairly inter-
ject themsdves into a debate. But coaches
can affect debate as well. By traning new
judges on what is proper to say, by vocally
supporting non-interventionist judging,
coaches can begin a process of reclaming
impartidity inthejudging pool.

OdQiiques

Coaches, rightly, try to control the
information that isgoing into their debaters
heads. Wehaveall had to attempt to estab-
lish good work habits in our debaters, and
break bad habits. Debateisan activity that
has many and varied i nterpretations of how
it isto be done, when done correctly. And
yet we areallowing our coaching to be un-
dermined by all owing and encouraging the
precticeof judges givingord critiques after
debate rounds.

Let mequdify my fedingsherefirst. |
would be unconditiondly in favor of oral
critiquesif they were going to begiven with
care, thecriticism within thecritiquebeing
constructive in naure. | have met agreat
number of coaches and judges with whom |
would have no problem having them talk
debatewith my students. Unfortunatdy, the
judge who critiques conscientiously, with
the best interests of the debaters, and the
activity in mind, seem to bein theminority.

I'm not thefirst to suggest that egos
in debate sometimes threaten to spin out of
control. A shining exampleof thisistheord
critique. It seemsover the years| have no-
ticed many judges who debate the round
themsdves, and use the critique as a pla-
form to display their knowledgeof debate.
Many times thistakestheform of thejudge
berating theparticipants. | judged a novice
out round thisyear, and the negative ran a
counter plan. It became quickly gpparent
that the negative had a copy of their senior
teams CP file but had noideahow torunit,
and the affirmative had essentidly no idea
what aCP was. Theseareproblems ajudge
should point out on abdlot, so the coach
can see what needs to be addressed. How-
ever, in this round, as soon as the decision
(Cerquitdla to page 22)



(Cerquitdla from page 19)
was rendered, one of the judges immedi-
atdy tore into the competitors, spewing
debate jargon and theory amile aminute
Unfortunatdy, the debaters|ooked like deer
caught in headlights. Their knowledge of
CPs was so lacking that they had no idea
what this judge was taking about, not to
mention why there were being verbally
|ashed. This does nothing positive for the
competitors.

An even better example took place
this past fdl. The tournament we were a-
tending requested no disclosures or cri-
tiques, with the caveat that if ajudge feds
they must say something, to keep it to a
five minute minimum. Sounds simple
enough. But there was one judge who cut
dl speechesby a minute, so hewould have
moretimeto giveacritiqueat theend.

Theproblem with critiquesisthat we
are placing our studentsin the hands of
anyone who wants to hold them &fter the
round and ta k to them. And weas coaches
can not be privy towhat issaid. Right after
adebae is not dways the best time to cri-
tiquegudents Defenders of thecritiquewill
ague tha it isbest to critique while the
round isfresh ineveryon€s mind. Butagain,
thisignores thebigger picture. Perhaps stu-
dentshave to goto an IE round, or therésa
buswiththerest of their teeam waiting. How
about when a judge says "You lost” then
launches into a twenty minute critique of
thedebaters skills. These kids are only hu-
man, and perhapscriticizing themright af-
ter disdosing they lost is not the best time
if you truly want the student to benefit. I've
talked with students who have been
crushed by critiques, by judges saying™You
should know better". What those judges
don't know is tha some students may not
have the best coaching, or support from
their schools, and their limited ability at the
time of the round is the best they are ca
pable of & tha time, and they should be
congratul ated for striving in thefaceof ad-
versity, not chastised for being i nadequate.
Plus, think of how tournaments can run late
becauseof critiques. How many of ushave
been unable to finish tabbing a round, and
paring up the next one because one bdlot
ismissing, thebalot of ajudgeengaged in
amarathon dissemination of their unique
debate knowledge. At arecent tournament,
acoach who wasjudging kept studentsfor
ahaf hour critiques & 11 o'dock a night,
while parents who had graciously agreed
to houseout of town studentswaited. From
apractical standpoint, do you think those

parents will be as likdy to volunteer to
house students next year? Why does com-
mon sense seem to go completdy out the
window when ord critiquetimecomes?

How many times havewe as coaches
had to correct the things ajudge has said
after around. Our studentsask us if some-
thing is correct, and we have to go over
why wha this person said was wrong. Or
worse, misinterpreted. If we have the hard
copy on a ballot, we can decipher wha the
judgemeant, but asking students who may
or may not have acommand of the funda
menta sisfraught with peril. Here are some
things my students have told me over the
years judges have sad to them inord cri-
tiques; You can't respond to Disads run in
2NC in 1AR because that would be a new
argument; It doesn't matter if you takeout a
link if thereis still animpact on theflow; no
new evidenceinrebuttds; (in LD) no mat-
ter how thoroughly a negative dashes and
with thedisproves the affirmativewithout a
pre-written negative case the negative
loses; (againin LD) you haveit backwards,
your valueallowsyou to achieve your cri-
teriag Add your favorite comment from an
ord critique here. Wha damage have er-
rant comments doneyour team that you are
unaware of, because your debater hasn't
brought it up?

When a judgefills out abdlot, they
show how much they truly care aout the
activity. A competent judge takes time to
thoughtfully transcribe their comments,
knowing tha by doing so, they creae are-
corded defenseof ther decision, and dlow
a coach and the debaters to return to the
balot as many times as neaded to address
various issues. We dl know how frustrat-
ingitistolook over your teams balots and
seethephrasesord critique’ or "in round".
This cheats us of observations into how
our students did and how they could do
better. It cheats our students from going
over the bdlots and addressing different
issues a different times. It comes down to
this; if ajudgetruly cares about explaning
their decision and making the students bet-
ter debaters, thenthey will takethe timeto
completdy fill out abalot. Northing dseis
acceptable. It bears repesting. A judgewho
truly carestakesthetimetofill out abdlot.
Those who do this should be encouraged
to continuejudge. Thosewho don't should
beurged to do so, or moveto thebottom of
the judging pool .

Perhaps ballot tables should not ac-
cept bdlots from judges who only write
"Oral". Tekethetop copy with thedecision

and send the judge away, to return with a
completed ba | ot. If they don't, then remove
them from the judging list. And it is not
enough to simply sy not to give an ord
critique. Tournaments should work to en-
force the rule. Remind judges not to doit,
wak the hdls, and make sure things are
going as planned. Perhaps tournaments
could request only certain individuas may
giveord critiques. Do we want high school
students giving other high school students
long lengthy ord critiques? Perhaps stu-
dents one year out should be asked not to
give ord critiques unless specificdly d-
lowed. | am sure tha there aremany, many
oneyear outswho give exemplary oral cri-
tiques. But | know of aone year out who
began her critique to the losing team by
saying "Why did you waste money to come
to this tournament?' The actions of these
judges should not be overlooked because
their actions are so detrimentd to the stu-
dents being critiqued. We cannot and
should not ignore these judges. It may be
hard to control, and thereis no pefect an-
swer, but we do our students a disservice
to throw up our hands and say "What can
be done?"

Quiz your own students, and others.
Ask them to reae the ord critiques they
have had that stand out in their minds.
Chances are, anumber of studentswill tell
you stories of judges angrily chastising
them, denigrating their ability, debating the
round &fter thefact, and more. When weigh-
ing thebenefits of critiques, wehavetore-
alize that while there are those that can
handl e thisresponsibility, there are agreat
many who cannot. These individuds sub-
vert us as coaches, do not have the stu-
dents best interests & heart, andin the end,
liketo hear themsd vestdk. They ruinit for
therest of us. If you do not wish to com-
pletdy diminaeord critiques & your tour-
nament, at least attempt to shgpe them so
that when done they are constructive. Ban
certain individuds from giving critiques.
Give a short session on what an ord cri-
tique should indude. Start a shaping pro-
cessthat will result in theend of petty, vin-
dictive, and non-constructive critiques.
Until we can control to some extend how
critiques are administered, perhaps we
should place the absolute emphasisjudges
filling out their bdlots, putting dl of thar
comments in writing. Nothing € se should
be acceptable Anything dse undermines
our activity.



NanvAGUMe I ENC

Perhaps the most disturbing recent
trend in competitive debate is the discour-
agement of new argumentation by the nega-
tive team in the second negative construc-
tive Theargument hereistha to dlow the
negativeto run with new argumentsin 2NC
ispatently unfair totheaffirmative, and spe-
cifically, the 1AR. Judges and coaches as-
sert tha the negaive position should be
asserted and defined in INC, and to present
fresh argumentsin 2N C isthe very defini-
tion of abusive It unfarly hindersthe1AR
by forcing 1AR to respond to numerous
arguments. Thislineof reasoning iscontra-
dictory and stacks the deck in favor of the
dfirmative. Itis thedefinition of the word
abusive.

The2NCisacondructive. Smply put,
constructives are meant for the origination
and advancement of new argumentation.
The2NCisnotan 8minuterebuttd . To place
any sort of restraint on 2NCs with respect
to whether they are dlowed to argue new
issues unfairly binds the negative's hands.
The & firmative has the luxury of fully re-
sear ching acasea ea, preparing afront line
presentation of the pertinent issues, and
blocking out potentid areas of negativear-
gumentation. Many &ffirmativeteams stick
with the same case for an extended period
of time, dlowing them to hone and refine
responses, and sharpen the application of
ther critical thinking skills To say that in
the face of this advantage, the negativeis
limited to only 8 minutes of origind argu-
mentation unfairly tips the scales in favor
of theaffirmative

In essence, not dlowing theadvance-
ment of new arguments by the2NC coddl es
1ARs. It sends the message that because
some 1ARs havebeen ineffectiveat cover-
ing the negative block, that dl 1ARs must
be ineffective And thisis most definitdy
not true. | wonder if theorigind advancers
of this practicew ere 1ARs themsdveswho
had ahard time covering, and who now are
interventionist judgeswho blamealack of

success not on their own abilities, but rether
on 2NCs unfairly treating the2NC as acon-
structive and forwarding new argumenta-
tion.

Looking a the abuse issue specifi-
cdly, why isit viewed that new arguments
put unfair pressure on the 1AR? Isit any
less abusive to spread 8 minutes worth of
Disad answers and turns, and read numer-
ous blocksrelaing to INCskritiq shel[s?I
would argue no. | think | am abused as a
judge when | have to watch two teams re-
volve the debate around a generic DA and
abarely gpplicablekritig. The 1AR still has
to respond to everything said in 2NC and
INR, in somefashion. Whether new or old,
thereare still numerous arguments and lines
of anaysis, on theflow tha must be adjudi-
cated. Theaf firmatives (hopeful ) familiarity
withther own caseareashould preparethem
to answer any and dl argumentsin as con-
cise, and precise, way as possible

Are 1ARs capable of answering a
well constructed negative block? That
seems to be an issue that the coach should
address and not onethat relies oninterven-
tionistjudgestoassist theaffirmative How
often have we seen 2ACs or 1ARs take 2
minutes to respond to a DA that should
only take 20 secondsto answer? Or seethe
affirmative spend an exorbitant anount of
timereading impact takeouts and brink evi-
dencewhen thereisacard in 1AC that tekes
out the whole DA? These are métters for
coaches and students. These are not ma-
ters for judges to resolve by limiting the
negatives agumentativeability.

To pre-empt an argument sure to be
coming, speed is not a factor. A superior
critica thinker who hagppens not to speak
asfast as their opponents cannot be spread
out of theround. Thethinker will adapt, and
argue, finding their opponents weaknesses
and exploiting them. Becausemany debat-
ersarenot a thisleved isnot justwarrant to
handicap the negative team. But it isjust
warrant to teech debaters how to debate,
how to address varied negative atacks.

The2NC istheright and proper place
for theadvancement of new argumentation.
Affirmatives are free to then argue abuse.
Affirmatives can spikether plan, saying for
fairness sake, dl procedurals must be put
forth in INC. Then the burden is on the
negative to ague infavor of their strategy.
And whoever puts forth the most compd -
ling and well developed argumentati on wins.
The point isthat this should rightly be | &ft
for the debaters to debate. It is not within
the justifiable scope of ajudges power to
make these arguments, to place these con-
straints on argumentation, bef oretheround
starts. A judge should make a decision
based upon wha the debaters have to say.

Debaters face obstacles throughout
their careers. A coach oncecommented that
he found it amazing anyone won consis-
tently, given the wide range of factors that
can affect judging. Debaters do not ne=d
an unjustifiable obstade put in their way,
such asarefusd to dlow new negativear-
gumentationinthe2NC. Negatives should
bependized if they cannot comeup with 16
minutes of new argumentation, just as
affirmatives should bependized if their re-
sponseto alegitimate argument isitisun-
fair because of the constructive the nega-
tive chose to place it in. 1ARs should be
encouraged to be dear and concise to go
to the heart of the negaives argumenta
tion. Affirmatives should beheld account-
able They chose ther case, they did the
research. They should be expected to de-
fend against dl arguments presented in any
speech labeled a constructive. And we as
coaches and judges should advocate issue
argumentation, notissuelimitation.

(Dan Cerquitdla, a member of theU niver-
sity of Redlands Alumni, currentlyteaches
at the ETC Academy, Seattle (WA). Dan is
assistant debate coach at Auburn HS
(WA). His students this year, qualified for
the Tournament of Champions and the
Desert Sun Nationals.)




