Competition and Control 23

and its focus be placed on technical argument (for that would mean
dispensing with the many benefits it offers), but rather it suggests that
the skills developed within forensics programs might be expanded to
include a greater emphasis on dialogic skills. Differing from view-
points that privilege either dialectic or dialogic modes of communi-
cation, this author supports a both-and orientation that recognizes
the potential for dialectic and dialogic modes of discourse to comple-
ment and inform one another. For example, the research skills used in
competitive styles of debate can contribute to well-informed dialogue
on a given issue. Similarly, honing the dialogic skill of listening to
understand can further enrich and complicate competitive debate.
Being continuously self-reflexive about how we train advocates
encourages us to draw upon the enabling aspects of perspectives that
will inform pedagogy that is ever-evolving to meet the needs of both
students and the public at large.
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Community, socialization, and judge
inclusivity: Why Academic Debate
should broaden its judging pool
horizons

ANDREW BUTLER,MIDDLE TENNESSEE STATE
UNIVERSITY

The forensics communities have studied the role of thier judges, specifically within the area of
intercollegiate policy debate. One subject is the role of “lay-judges” within the policy debate
community. The purpose of this article is to argue that the policy debate community is not par-
ticularly accessible to members of other academic disciplines. The article suggests that one way
to expand the debate community is to include outside voices and thoughts through increasing
the number of judges from academic communities outside debate.

Purpose

Forensic scholarship has always attempted to discern, evaluate, and
critique the role of “debate judge.” Researchers have attempted to try
and understand judges’ paradigms on debate by using a broad range
of procedures. From looking at ballots to judging philosophy sheets,
researchers attempted to construct an overall theoretical basis for
debate (Henderson & Boman, 1983; Cox, 1974; Brey 1989; Brey, 1990).
Each of these works makes a point of studying judges within the
debate community. While this is a valid goal, there must be as much
attention placed on the ability to reach out beyond the formal debate
community to find critics. If the final goal of the community is to
have an increased relationship with the rest of the academic world,
this paper argues that the community needs to look at expanding the
scope of judging to include members from outside the debate com-
munity. Using theories on community and socialization, the argu-
ment is made that the debate community uses socialization to train
judges to understand its rules, jargon, practices, nuances, and things
of the like. This social training makes it difficult for people within the
debate community to accept someone from outside the community as
a reasonable critic. This paper examines three pertinent areas for this
topic: 1) a discussion of community and how debate matches socio-
logical definitions of community; 2) the issue of diversity and how
judge diversity should be just as essential a goal as diversity among

_debaters is; both are key issues; and both seek to draw people from dif-
ferent backgrounds into the activity; and 3) a discussion about issues
of socialization and how the debate community uses socialization to
educate judges by creating certain norms. This section will also discuss
the impact these norms have on the problem of judge inclusivity.

*ANDREW BUTLER is a 1995 graduate of Middle Tennessee State University, served as
Graduate Assistant Debate Coach for MTSU, and is presently an adjunct instructor at
MTSU.
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Debate as a community

Community has been studied in the sociological tradition as early
as 1887 in Ferdinand Tonnies’ book, Gemeinschaft und Gesellschaft.
Tonnies looked at the local community (gemeinschaft) versus the
larger society (gesellschaft). Community theory based on that think-
ing dominated the basis for the most prominent American sociologi-
cal theories (Lyon, 1987). According to Lyon (1987), “The concept of
community was so central to early American sociology that [an] out-
line of the development of community theory and research is in
many ways an outline of American sociology as well” (p. 8).

Jones (1995) found that “definitions of community have largely
centered around the unproblematized notion of place, a ‘where’ that
social scientists can observe, visit, stay, and go. Their observations had
largely been formed by examination of events, artifacts, and social
relations within distinct geographic boundaries” (p. 19). The geo-
graphical idea of community is most commonly studied, but a second
way of viewing community emerged. Stamm (1985) believed that the
least investigated element of community was looking at the concept
as a process. This process can be the interaction and socialization
among the people in the community or a shared interest or common
endeavor among people (Follett, 1919). It is on this element that this
work will focus. This author argues that the debate activity is a com-
munity and that it illustrates how the community creates and builds
norms through the socialization process.

Rubin (1983) described five areas that help define communities,
and these five elements can also be used to define the debate com-
munity as a community. Rubin suggested that a community is not
required to be bound by geographic location. Additionally, he argued
that community’s main function was to act as a mediator between the
individual and society. Also, people could relate to their societies
through both geographic and non-geographic substructures or com-
munities.

Rubin (1983) identified five structural characteristics that need to
exist in a community to mediate relations between an individual and
society. These include five characteristics: an intermediate size, key
institutional settings, relative stability, concreteness, and significant
primary and secondary interaction. These characteristics and how
they relate to the debate community are where this paper begins its
analysis.

The first characteristic was that the community must be an inter-
mediate size. It must be both small or contained enough to give peo-
ple a sense of community and large enough to help them feel like
they are part of a broader social structure (Rubin, 1983). That broader
social structure is something a smaller group cannot offer because it is
too small to sustain that type of social structure. The debate commu-
nity is small enough to maintain a sense of community amongst
themselves and large enough to connect them with the broader acad-
emic community.
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Rubin’s (1983) second requirement was a community’s focus on
institutional settings. Rubin argued that this focus must “[convey] to
its members a sense of significant incorporation in society via mem-
bership in the organization” (p. 57). Debate institutions rely on orga-
nizations within the community to determine standards for its
debaters, judges, and other participants. They set the rules for debate
programs to follow. The order that Rubin discusses happens through
the individual debate institutions.

Third, the community must have a certain level of stability (Rubin,
1983). It must have been in existence for a long time, the members
must have been associated with it during their lives, and it must be
important to them. A community thrives on people continuing their
desire to be a part of the community. Debate, in its present competi-
tive co-curricular form, has been stable; it goes back at least to the
mid-20th century. An example of its longevity can be seen by George
Musgrave’s book, Competitive Debate, being published in 1945.

Fourth, the community must have some a clear social structure
(Rubin, 1983). It cannot just be an interest-based community (a group
linked a common interest). The interest they share connects them
more than the people with the interest do. In a community, people
must also be able to interact, identify, and connect with each other
(Rubin, 1983). Additionally, the people in the community interact
with each other regularly. People inside this community are people
who devote their lives to the well-being of this community and that
devotion is what connects them.

Fifth, Rubin (1983) argued that there must be significant primary
and secondary interaction occurring in the community. Members of
the debate community have interaction through the attendance at
debate tournaments over weekends, at yearly conferences like the
National Communication Association and on the Internet with the
email-discussion group: e-debate.

This prelude of discovering what community is acts to briefly
incorporate academic debate into community theory. If part of the
function of a community is a “process,” as Stamm argues, then poten-
tial socialization patterns that exist within this particular community
must be investigated. The thesis here is that evidence of these patterns
can be illustrated, and within the debate community, that is done
most prominently through the role of the debate judge in the com-
munity.

The problem of judge diversity

There are renewed efforts to increase diversity in competitive
debate. There are efforts to increase access to debate for people who
might not have it otherwise. The Open Society Institute and Urban
Debate Leagues across the country have emerged and have become a
vital source of debater inclusiveness within the activity (Wade, 1998;
Berger, 1998). These programs target not only minorities, but also
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other youth around the country. These efforts are just the latest ones
in an attempt to promote inclusivity in intercollegiate debate; they
are meant to bring a more diverse group into high school and colle-
giate debate. These diversity-based programs do a tremendous job in
“growing debate” in terms of both providing experienced leadership
to high school programs that may need it and to introduce debate to
students who might not have the opportunity to participate in it.

While programs like the aforementioned ones promote diversity
among debaters, a different kind of diversity is consistently denied:
the diversity of judges. By judge diversity, this work specifically refers
to the background of the judge. This level of diversity is just as impor-
tant as debater diversity, but it is widely forgotten in the NDT and the
CEDA organizations. Debate scholarship has discussed the “lay judge”
and their importance for at least 30 years. There is a view that the
judge/critic “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” (Cox &
Honse, 1991, p. 49). In fact, most invitations to college policy debate
tournaments state that schools must bring “qualified” judges to
accompany teams to tournaments. There are two implications for the
concept of “qualified.” First, there is no universal standard for a qual-
ified judge. It can vary from tournament to tournament. Qualified
could mean the number of debate rounds that someone has judged in
the past, but a tournament where the standard is this specific is rare.
A second issue is whether or not the term “qualified” is a function of
background. Most debate critics have a background in the activity.
They have most likely had debate experience in high school and/or
college and are now coaching (or have coached) academic debate.
Would someone from outside of the “debate community” be qualified
to judge at a tournament? The discussion and answers about this
question seem mixed.

Holm (1940) argued that to be the most effective, judges needed to
be trained in the debate activity. This kind of judge would know about
debate theory and how to apply that theory and those concepts to
each debate round (Flood & Cripe, 1982). Additionally, the obliga-
tions and burdens of each side in a debate round and arguments that
are embodied in a topic are significant for a debate critic. Does this
mean that a critic must understand the nuances of permutation the-
ory to decide a round? Others argue that arguments made by debaters
should be able to be evaluated by people both inside and outside the
debate community.

As a community, debate judges are expected to know how to eval-
uate critical arguments and how to measure pre-fiat and post-fiat
obligations or the difference between them. Judges have been social-
ized through contact with debaters in teaching them, contact with
fellow coaches, or through their own debate training to be versed in
the rules of competitive debate. This author argues that judges are
socialized inside of this debate community about areas of jargon (i.e.,
“T” and “turn”), evaluating arguments (pre- vs. post-fiat), and style
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(speed), just to name a few examples. When debaters become gradu-
ate assistants and graduate assistants become directors of debate, the
bulk of the judging pool in competitive debate is a result of socializa-
tion from inside the community. With that socialization process, the
community isolates itself from the rest of academia. The practices
learned through that socialization make it unlikely that the commu-
nity will accept a person that either resists attempts of socialization
inside the community or one who comes from outside the communi-
ty. Because the members of the debate community have similar expe-
riences (most come from debate backgrounds), members of this
community are more accepting of someone who comes from this
same community.

The point of coming from the same community is a powerful issue.
The desire to build the bridges between debate and other academic
circles is a valid one. By not placing an emphasis on introducing
members of academia that are outside the imagined debate commu-
nity to debate, however, the desire to build these bridges will not lead
to sustainable action. The best way to build those bridges is the
increased involvement of academia in competitive debate through
judging. A way that academia outside the actual debate community
can discover the benefits and the efforts of the activity is to partici-
pate in evaluating students who work in that activity.

The problem of socialization

Spencer (1970) described the two different perspectives on the issue of
socialization:

In the narrower sense, it tends to be confined to the social learn-
ing of children, to the processes whereby they acquire the values
of adult society so as to participate fully within it. In the broad-
er sense, it may be extended to adults whenever they join a new
social group and are expected to acquire a new set of values
before participating fully within it and even, logically, to social
deviates who have to be taught to conform. (p. 127)

By examining socialization in a broader sense, one can look at the
impact socialization can have on the debate community. Specifically,
a community can reject debate judges that have not been subjected to
the socialization processes of the debate community.

There are conventions or norms that mediate behavior among
members of a community. In the debate community, conventions are
used to adjudicate debate contests. If the vast majority of the judges
are a product of the same community, the argumentative strategies
become preconceived ideas of what is accepted as valid argumenta-
tion (Gotcher & Greene, 1988). Those ideas are more likely to mirror
the argumentative ideas of the debaters that come from the same
community because all are the product of the same socialization pat-
terns. Powell (1985) described the theory of socialization by studying
editors at two publishing houses:
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Socialization theory argues that ‘scripts’ are laid down for an
individual by the groups to which he or she belongs. Both the
person’s social self and the behavior of others will act out the
script, but the script determines most of the appropriate behav-
ior. This argument holds up well for occupations in which there
is formal schooling or training, extensive anticipatory socializa-
tion, or process of mortification or conversions. (p. 148).

In debate, the community mostly lays down the “scripts.” The activi-
ty “is bound by rules governing areas like speaker duties, time con-
straints, speaking order, rebuttal limitations, etc.” (Gotcher & Green,
1988). Debate norms are issues above these standard rules. Some
examples of these norms include the in-round jargon that was men-
tioned earlier and stylistic devices; additional research can discover
additional examples. For the purposes of this work, “scripts” allow the
community the ability to accept critics who follow the same scripts
and reject others who do not or choose not to follow those same
scripts. This makes the community less likely to accept potential
judges coming from outside the debate community. The so-called
“lay-judge” is something that is currently nonexistent at “national”
circuit tournaments and used sparingly at regional tournaments.
Gotcher and Green (1988) argued that “while the representatives of
the public realm may be experts in their respective fields, there are no
guarantees that they are prepared to fully appreciate the rules gov-
erning the debate contest” (p. 91). The denial of entry for judges like
these who come from outside the debate community, however,
implicitly means that they have little to offer the activity. Can it be
that intelligent womyn and men, like university professors and law
students from outside the debate community, newspaper reporters,
etc., are incapable of giving the activity something by participating in
the debate process, but because their “scripts” are different or even
blank, they are excluded? This question deserves the debate commu-
nity’s attention.

The height of the socialization process is the suggestion to include
these lay judges and educate them about “our” process before they
judge their first contest. Biggers and Gotcher (1984) illustrated the
tendency toward the education of debate norms in the early years of
CEDA. They wrote:

To be an informed listener, it is important that the judge have at
least a passing knowledge about current thought on CEDA
debate theory. Most of our judging pool (other than coaches and
graduate students who are active in the activity) will have had
little or no experience with CEDA debate. Many debated years
ago, were in programs where they got limited training, were
involved in NDT programs, or were only marginally involved in
debate anyway. The common denominator is lack of informa-
tion about what is important in a debate round (p. 81).

The question then and now is: Who decides what is important in a
debate round? The argument of this work is that the community
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makes those decisions and someone from the outside who thinks dif-
ferently is seen as wrong. Biggers and Gotcher (1984) believed an
informed listener meant a person that understood the community’s
rules. There should, however, be a shift of thinking from the duty of
the judge to change for the activity to the activity growing to accom-
modate judges’ different perspectives from different schools of
thought. A debate community-socialized judge can be informed about
the current year’s topic, but more important, they have knowledge of
debate norms or the process of the community. In some ways, this
knowledge is even more important than topic knowledge. With
knowledge of community norms, then a judge within the socialized
community is more likely to better understand the issues surrounding
a topic. An example comes when college debaters and coaches judge
in high school debate tournaments. The judge from the college debate
circuit may be less knowledgeable about the high school debate topic,
but they are very knowledgeable about the process of debate. It is
their knowledge of the process that makes them attractive to high
school programs when they seek judges for their tournaments.

When it comes to the issue of transmitting those community spe-
cific processes or norms to others, it is an attempt to educate the out-
side community about what the debate community calls “our”
norms. It might also, however, succeed in limiting the “outsider’s”
own ideas and informed opinion that they might bring to debate.
Without making a transition in thought, the attempts to bridge the
gap between people within and outside of this debate community, or
“the uninformed and the informed listener” (Biggers and Gotcher,
1984, p. 82) will not happen.

Implications and areas of further research

This research is a beginning acknowledgment in the hard task of
promoting debate and its benefits to other academic areas of the uni-
versity. Those with only a brief glimpse of the activity have their own
caricature: people who haul around boxes with sheets of evidence and
speak at an incomprehensibly high rate of speed. One way to alter this
image in other parts of academia could be the infusion of other acad-
emic areas into the debate community. Others will bring their own
perspectives and their own experiences into a contest. The possibili-
ties for symbiotic relationships with the rest of academia are some-
thing that the debate community will eventually need to examine if
the promotion of debate settings in the broader academic world
becomes a priority for the existing debate community.

There are limitations to this work. It is neither a qualitative nor a
quantitative work. It is a theoretical work that examines past debate
scholarship to determine if there were findings consistent with com-
munity and socialization theories. This was done in an attempt to dis-
cover a method for academic debate to combine efforts with the
broader academic world. Qualitative work can be undertaken with
any examination of student, coach, and judge attitudes about, and a
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desire to have, people from outside the debate community as judges
for debate tournaments. A quantitative study would survey the same
issues. Other research can examine the presence of socialization inside
the debate community and attempt to determine how social learning
occurs within the community. This paper argues broadly that social
learning comes from having debate judges who are former debaters
now acting as judges. The development of certain norms, which were
gained as a debater, will continue as debaters move into the role of
being a judge. Further research should determine if this pattern exists
and if it is consistent with findings in socialization theory.

Conclusion

The argument proffered here is that the debate community and its
processes are available to be studied in more detail at some later date.
Judges outside the community must be accepted in order for academ-
ic debate to have a greater acceptance level in academia, and to
increase diversity. Davis (1990) argues that the lack of judges from
outside the debate community can reinforce elitist thought, and fur-
ther, it risks the educational legitimacy of the activity. By examining
whom the community uses to adjudicate its competitions, a way can
be discovered to involve additional academic departments in the
activity and move closer to the goal of promoting debate in a broad-
er realm of academic settings. By broadening the activity to attract
judges from other disciplines, it is possible to enhance the reputation
of debate throughout the entire academic community. The desire for
diversity must be a top priority in both the debating and judging
pool; both have equal importance.
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