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Introduction 
Much of the literature discussing parliamentary debate, and, in 

particular, references to the National Parliamentary Debate Association 
(NPDA), has described it as an audience centered activity (Hanson & Johnson, 
1999; Johnson, 1997; Rutledge, 1997; Trapp, 2000). Additionally, some of the 
literature describes the activity by defining what it is not (i.e., CEDA) (e.g., 
Jensen, 1998; Trapp, 2000). Further, much of the literature focuses on the 
judging process, including judges’ contributions to the event(s), analysis of 
judging paradigms, and roles that judges play (e.g., Bartanen, 1994; Buckley, 
1983; Jensen, 1998; Miller, 1998). However, as Brownlee and Woolsey (1988) 
and Jensen (1998) point out—across a decade of literature—there is little or no 
empirical data that has been gathered to ground our perceptions of judges or 
the evaluation process. Thus, the research presented in this paper provides a 
strong starting point for an empirical discussion of the perceptions of judges 
and values in NPDA. In doing so, we: (1) engage the previous literature, 
developing the theoretical links and perspectives for the analysis; (2) describe 
the methods of data collection used; (3) address the findings; and (4) draw 
conclusions and implications for the future of NPDA. 

Literature Review 
In their paper, Follert and Benoit (1981) argue that in debate the 

practice of debating advances faster than both the formal (i.e., espoused) theory 
and organizational responses to practices. Thus, much of what occurs in debate 
rounds ought to be considered theory building on an ad hoc basis. This point 
is particularly true of NPDA, where we lack official judging paradigms such 
as in NFA-Lincoln Douglas Debate (Devine, 1997) and prefer not to create 
preferred evaluative practices and make them rules of the game (Johnson, 
1997). Thus, in this section we will first discuss the need for empirical data on 
perceptions of judges, second, address some of the unique issues associated 
with perceptions of judging produced by NPDA, third, develop an explanation 
of the theoretical grounding for the analysis, and finally propose research 
questions and hypotheses. 
The Need for Empirical Data on Perceptions of Judging in the NPDA 

As a starting point in evaluating NPDA and its values, it is essential 
to analyze perceptions of judging. Miller (1988) argues that if we, as coaches 
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and judges, are to consider ourselves educators, judging should be the central 
component in the process of educating our students. As an event, parliamentary 
debate focuses on the educational nature of forensics for both competitors and 
audiences (Trapp, 2000). Further, if we are to improve the quality of debate, 
we ought to consider the judge a focal point in the evolution of the event 
(Buckley, 1983). This affords judges a large degree of de facto power in any 
debate organization. Buckley (1983) argued that the ability to assign the win 
or loss and ratings of the debaters in rounds suggests judges are agents of 
change in intercollegiate debate. Thus, through routine interactions in rounds, 
judges create the standards for and reality of the events that they judge. This 
supports Follert and Benoit’s (1981) twenty year old conclusion that, “The 
practice of debate usually advances much more rapidly than its theoretical 
framework…” (p. 5). 

Ultimately, if we are to understand the current goals and priorities in 
parliamentary debate, we ought to first understand current perceptions of 
judging in the event. This suggests that judges are the first level of 
investigation into the “real” nature of our forensics activities (Weisenborn, 
1974). In order to more critically assess the NPDA’s development, we should 
therefore compare its goals for parliamentary debate to the community’s 
attitudes. Looking only at “official statements” or our out of round opinions of 
the event is not sufficient, because the goals of particular debate endeavors 
often are not particularly obvious, (i.e., are not typically explicitly discussed 
in rounds) but are evident in the outcomes of rounds of debate (Ulrich, 1982). 
NPDA as Audience Centered Debate 

Using perceptions of judging as a benchmark for debate is particularly 
relevant to the NPDA. From the inception of the formal organization, there has 
been an emphasis on and arguments for continuing parliamentary debate as an 
exercise in public argument (Trapp, 2000). This suggests that there are formal 
preferences in our community for: (1) lacking codified procedures and 
practices, as they operate to constrain the event; (2) embracing diverse 
perspectives; (3) avoiding the creation of jargon or other technically oriented 
vocabulary; and (4) focusing on audience centered messages (Johnson, 1997). 
These foci for parliamentary debate complicate assessing the nature of the 
status quo without specific empirical inquiries. It is easy to read posts on the 
listserv or only examine tournament results and make claims about the nature 
of competition, but we argue that as an audience centered activity the need for 
empirical examinations of perceptions of judging is necessary to assess the 
trends in the event. 

Certainly, audience centered debate has its advantages and 
constraints, but it is also important to recognize that the NPDA “prides itself” 
as a forum that facilitates the ability to argue in front of any audience (Hanson 
& Johnson, 1999). Audience centered debate presumes differences among 
audiences and requires competitors to adapt in each round (Gotcher & Green, 
1988). In Gotcher and Green’s (1988) analysis of audience centered debate in 
CEDA, they found a number of challenges, including requiring judges to take 
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very active roles in rounds, balancing fairness with an increased potential for 
intervention, the creation of a judging pool without a clear vision for the event, 
maintaining an emphasis on being educators, and a preservation of the 
‘integrity’ of the event. Yet, despite these challenges, they argue there are four 
advantages of audience centered debate: (1) respect for the diversity of 
perspectives; (2) because there will be more intervention, there is also the 
potential to codify appropriate instances of intervention; (3) increased use of 
lay judges; and (4) increased vigilance in the collection of judge information 
from coaches and competitors. This also suggests that as an audience centered 
forum with a public emphasis, (Trapp, 2000) our community is likely to value 
the use of non-traditional or lay judges in the events. 

Thus far, the degree to which an audience centered focus in 
parliamentary debate has been either advantageous or detrimental to the NPDA 
has not been evaluated, though a critique by Hanson and Johnson (1999) 
argues for more consistency in judging parliamentary debate, citing many of 
the problems that Gotcher and Green (1988) also identified. Hanson and 
Johnson (1999) argue, more specifically, that in coping with NPDA’s diversity, 
being an audience centered-public argument form of debate, competitors ought 
to recognize that the use of symbols is an integral part of the persuasive 
process. They conclude that arguments should make logical connections for 
audiences, be framed in ways that judges can easily include them within the 
scope of their particular world view, both debaters and judges should be aware 
of their world views, and that as a community, we must realize that it is not 
enough for arguments to be “good” but that they must resonate with their 
audience. 
Judging Functions as Theoretical Grounding 

As we have noted, much of the discussion about judging relates to 
paradigms for judging, or comparisons of “lay” and “experienced” judging 
(e.g., Brownlee & Woolsey, 1988; Jensen, 1998; Sanders, 1974). However, 
previous discussion is clearly not exhaustive regarding the role of judging and 
event values. Miller (1988) argues that debate trends and practices reflect what 
is rewarded and penalized in any debate activity; concluding that judging 
shapes the event in terms of substance, style, and method. Thus, through 
normal tournament interactions, judges communicate their values and 
perceptions about forensics events and contribute to the collective identity of 
those events. In so doing, judges may take on one or a combination of several 
judging functions. Bartanen (1994) offered a strong summary of the functions 
that a judge may serve in forensics events. He proposes that there are three 
major functions of judging; educator, referee, and trustee. Particular judges 
may identify with all three functions of judging, or judges may have 
preferences regarding the functions—they are certainly not mutually exclusive. 

Educator function. Those judges exhibiting the educator function of judging 
probably believe that learning is best facilitated by focusing comments on 
speech content and arguments, and are well versed in the fundamentals of 
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forensics, so they can identify particular areas of improvement (Bartanen, 
1994). Dowling’s (1981) analysis expands this notion of the educator function 
by arguing that debate is an educational enterprise, because it teaches research, 
rhetorical criticism, resource evaluation, issue analysis, and verbal delivery. In 
a context emphasizing audience centered debate, education would also involve 
preparing students for a variety of speaking contexts (Watt, 1993). Therefore, 
if judges are concerned with the educational possibilities associated with 
parliamentary debate, they may emphasize a skills focus (Sanders, 1974) and 
they could be said to identify with the educator function of judging. 

Referee function. The second function a judge might identify with is 
the referee function. Those judges who identify with this function would focus 
on the appropriate application of contest rules to render fair and relatively 
impartial decisions (Bartanen, 1994). This function requires a relatively high 
degree of structural and situational knowledge of the events (i.e., rules and 
nuances of competitive speaking and debating). This is potentially the most 
controversial function among NPDA members because of the tension between 
an espoused audience centered focus (e.g., Johnson, 1997; Trapp, 2000) and 
calls for more consistent judging in parliamentary debate (Hanson & Johnson, 
1999). More importantly, this also reflects a deep tension in the nature of 
parliamentary debating, because the focus on audience centered debate 
virtually ensures a lack of codification of practices into rules that judges could 
easily employ. This also makes it more difficult to formally assess judging in 
parliamentary debate. However, determining the degree to which the NPDA 
community prefers this function may be particularly telling about the future 
trends in debate practices. The referee function, no matter the value placed on 
adherence to rules, has been and continues to be important in academic debate. 
Fundamentally, debate is a game, because there are necessarily “winners” and 
“losers,” so the referee function ensures that the “game” can continue 
(Dowling, 1981). At a basic level, judges have three roles: determining who 
won the debate, ranking and rating the speakers, and giving reasons for 
decisions (Watt, 1993). Certainly, there are other rules that judges can elect to 
enforce, but in order for a round to count towards competition, these are the 
three roles a judge must adopt. 

Trustee function. The third major function Bartanen (1994) discusses 
is that of the trustee. Those judges who identify with this function would feel 
responsible for maintaining the ethical and aesthetic standards of the event. 
Thus, the primary concerns for those with high affect for the trustee function 
would be to reinforce and promote particular modes of delivery and the moral 
and ethical codes of the community that underpin forensics as rational 
discourse. This seems to be a relevant function in parliamentary debate because 
particular modes of delivery are necessary to accomplish the NPDA’s goal to 
maintain the activity as audience centered public debate (e.g., Hanson & 
Johnson, 1999; Johnson, 1997, Rutledge, 1997; Trapp, 2000). These authors 
emphasize the maintenance of parliamentary debate as an accessible activity 
so that it can appeal to other members of our college and university 
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communities, as well as, to broader communities of supporters. It should 
follow that this function could be highly valued in perceptions of judging. 
More generally, however, audience centered debate tends to increase the 
chances for judge intervention to maintain particular standards and increased 
pressure for critics to be actual representatives of the community (Gotcher & 
Green, 1988). Judges who identify with the trustee function would then believe 
that they have a greater responsibility than to decide the outcome of one round, 
but to contribute to the broader sense of the event (Watt, 1993). Even 
Dowling’s (1981) analysis of debate as a game includes a desire, in the 
evaluation process, to maintain the integrity of that game since judges have the 
power to influence the event. 

Establishing Research Questions and Hypotheses 
In the previous sections we argued: (1) empirical research on 

preferences for judging is needed; (2) judging is likely to be shaping the nature 
of parliamentary debate; and (3) that evaluating judging based on functions 
with which the community may identify is a strong method to evaluate the 
preferences for judging. We have also talked about “our community” broadly. 
To assess what the community perceives a judge should value (i.e., relative 
value assigned to each function) we should first consider the status of 
community members. Three primary statuses can be easily identified in the 
NPDA. First, are coaches and judges. This category includes all coaches who 
also judge parliamentary debate as well as judges hired by the tournament. 
Additionally, if we are to measure the perceptions of our community, students/ 
competitors’ opinions should also be considered. It is not enough to only 
include the perceptions of coaches and judges, we must also consider the 
perceptions of those people who actually compete in the events. 

The second element that should be taken into consideration is the 
competitive and/or coaching background of respondents. There is considerable 
discussion concerning differences and relative advantages among different 
modes of forensics competition (e.g., Jensen, 1998; Trapp, 2000). It would then 
be fruitful to assess if there are differences in the perceptions of the functions 
of judging based on those competitive and coaching backgrounds. 

A third element of the community that we should consider is the 
influence of regional preferences on the perceptions of judging. For the past 
several years the NPDA has experienced substantial growth. With many 
regions not having the opportunity to compete against each other on a regular 
basis, it is reasonable to ask whether the interpretation of preferences for 
judging varies depending on region. 

The final element of our community that should be measured is the 
number of years respondents have participated in the NPDA and intercollegiate 
forensics. The number of years respondents have been a part of the NPDA and 
other forensics activities links with some important, larger, concepts in 
organizational communication; assimilation and identification. Jablin and 
Krone (1987) assert that assimilation encompasses a process whereby 
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organizational members join and become integrated—to varying degrees—into 
the values, norms, and roles appropriate to the organization. Successful 
assimilation can lead to identification with the organization’s mission, values, 
and explicit goals. Identification is a process in which individuals feel 
connected to elements in the social world and/or where joint interests are 
considered (Burke, 1950; Cheney, 1983; Scott, 1997). Organizational 
identification may result in making decisions more aligned with organizational 
beliefs (Simon, 1976; Tompkins & Cheney, 1985). The amount of time 
associated with the NPDA and intercollegiate forensics might be an important 
indicator of the degree of assimilation and identification with the values of the 
activity, thus affecting the perceptions of judging functions in parliamentary 
debate. 

This conceptualization of the NPDA community and the theoretical 
framework of judging functions outlined above suggests the following research 
questions and hypotheses: 
Research Question 1: How does the event background of the participants 
influence their perceptions of judging functions in NPDA? 
Research Question 1A: Will participants with a more heterogeneous 
competitive and/or coaching background (i.e., both individual events and one 
or more forms of debate) perceive current practices in rounds of NPDA to 
influence the future of the event to a greater extent than those participants with 
a more homogeneous background (i.e., individual events only or debate only)? 
Research Question 1B: Will participants with a more heterogeneous 
competitive and/or coaching background (i.e., both individual events and one 
or more forms of debate) value a diverse judging pool to a greater extent than 
those participants with a more homogeneous background (i.e., individual 
events only or debate only)? 
Research Question 1C: Will participants with a more heterogeneous 
competitive and/or coaching background (i.e., both individual events and one 
or more forms of debate) be more interested in the educator function of judging 
than the trustee and referee functions than participants with a more 
homogeneous background (i.e., individual events only or debate only)? 
Research Question 2: How does the status of the participants (e.g., coach, 
judge, or competitor) influence their perceptions of judging functions in 
NPDA? 
Research Question 3: Are there any regional differences among participants in 
their perceptions of judging functions in NPDA? 
Research Question 4: How do the number of years that the participants have 
been associated with the NPDA influence their perceptions of judging 
functions in NPDA? 
Research Question 5: How do the number of years the participants have been 
associated with intercollegiate forensics influence their perceptions of judging 
functions in NPDA? 
Hypothesis 1: Coaches and judges will value judging diversity more than 
students. 
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Hypothesis 2: Students will value the referee function of judging more than the

educator and trustee functions.

Hypothesis 2A: Students will value the referee function of judging more than

judges and coaches.

Hypothesis2B: Coaches and judges will value the educator function of judging

more than students.


Methods

In addressing these research questions and hypotheses, it was 

necessary to access a geographically diverse population. Coordination of 
survey distribution, collection, and return with multiple invitational 
tournaments across the country posed problems with return rate and 
standardization of data collection. In order to achieve geographic diversity and 
minimize complications that could compromise data collection, we chose to 
focus our research endeavor on participants at the National Parliamentary 
Debate Association’s national tournament. 
Respondents 

Surveys were distributed at the 2000 National Parliamentary Debate 
Association’s National Tournament held at Creighton University in Omaha, 
Nebraska. Questionnaires were distributed to all available competitors, 
coaches, and judges in an effort to get the most complete sample. 
Questionnaires were returned anonymously to a central drop box over the 
course of the three-day tournament. A total of 373 surveys were distributed and 
157 surveys were returned, giving us a 42 percent response rate. 

Of the total questionnaires collected, 51 of the respondents were 
female (32.5 percent) and 101 of the respondents were male (64.3 percent). 
Five respondents omitted gender (3.2 percent). The questionnaire examined the 
background of the participants by looking at their participation in 
parliamentary debate, Lincoln-Douglas debate, CEDA/NDT, and/or individual 
events. Of the respondents, 24 (15.3 percent) indicated that they had 
participated in parliamentary and Lincoln-Douglas debate, 80 respondents (51 
percent) indicated they had participated in parliamentary debate and individual 
events, five respondents indicated they had only participated in debate (3.2 
percent), and 44 respondents (28 percent) designated that  they had participated 
in parliamentary debate, individual events, and some other form of debate. 
Four respondents omitted this question (2.5 percent). We also sought 
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Table 1 
Regional Distribution of Questionnaire Respondents 

Region States Included N, % of N, % of 
Respondents NPDA 

Nationals 
1. Pacific Alaska, Washington, Oregon, 25, 16.4% 15, 13.6% 
Northwest Idaho 
2. West Nevada, Arizona, California 22, 14.5% 25, 22.7% 
3. Rocky Mountain Montana, Wyoming, 25, 16.4% 11, 10% 

Colorado, Utah 
4. Southwestern Texas, Oklahoma 10, 6.6% 8, 7.3% 
5. North Central Nebraska, Minnesota, Iowa 23, 15.1% 7, 6.4% 
6. South Central Missouri, Kansas 24, 15.8% 10, 9.1% 
7. Southeast Louisiana, Arkansas, 16, 10.5% 16, 14.5% 

Mississippi, Georgia 
8. East Indiana, Illinois, Florida 6, 3.9% 7, 6% 

Note: 11 respondents did not report state represented 

information concerning the participants’ status in parliamentary debate. Thirty-
nine of the respondents (24.8 percent) were coaches, eight (5.1 percent) were 
judges (but not coaches), 109 (69.4 percent) were competitors, and one did not 
reply (.6 percent). 

The geographic representation of the respondents, like the 
organization, is quite diverse  (See Table 1). Respondents representing 25 
states completed the questionnaire. This regional diversity should allow these 
results to be generalized to the broader National Parliamentary Debate 
Association community. Further, those analyses examining specific regional 
variation should be generalizable to those corresponding regions of the 
country. Eight distinctive geographic splits were made based on our perception 
of regional affiliation and an effort to balance the number of respondents in 
each region. The difference in the percent of respondents versus membership 
in the NPDA clearly reflects the regional influence of the host institution, with 
a greater percentage of the membership able to attend from regions close to the 
host location in Nebraska. However, there is adequate representation from all 
regions to allow for generalizability of the sample. 

Measures 
The measures used to operationalize the variables were adapted from 

measures applied to NFA Lincoln-Douglas debate (Diers, 1999), including the 
value of judging diversity in the judging pool (previous α = .91), belief that 
individual rounds of debate influence the future of the event (previous α = .71), 
the referee function of judging (previous α = .78), and the trustee function of 
judging (previous α = .77). Because the measure of the educator function was 
not found to be reliable, new measures were created for this instrument. The 
language of the remaining measures was adapted to be appropriate to the 
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sample population, with one new item tested in the perception of the trustee 
function of judging. 

The measures consisted of the following scales (see Appendix A for 
the items). The first scale measured current practices. This is a three-item 
measure that examines the perception of the influence that current rounds of 
debate have on the future trends in parliamentary debate. The second scale 
measured the value placed on a diverse judging population, and included three 
subscales. The first subscale is a six-item measure of the general value placed 
on a diverse judging pool. The second subscale is a three-item measure of the 
value placed on non-traditional judges. The third subscale is a three-item 
measure of the value placed on policy judges. The third scale measures the 
value placed on potential judging functions (Bartanen, 1994). This had three 
subscales as well. The first subscale is a single item measure of the affect 
towards the judge as an educator. Two distinct factors emerged from the 
analysis of the referee subscale: one three-item measure dealt with implicit 
rules and the other three-item measure addressed explicit rules. The third 
subscale consisted of a three-item measure of affect towards the trustee 
function. 

Factor analyses were conducted of all seven measures using a 60/40 
criterion to determine which items would be included in the factor. Items 
lacking appropriate loadings were removed from the factors. Once the scales 
were established, regression analyses were performed on years of participation 
in NPDA and intercollegiate forensics. In addition to the regression analyses, 
we discreetized the sample for the years of participation in NPDA on a four 
year split (i.e., four years of participation and fewer and five years of 
participation and more) to examine the effects of additional years of practice 
on the dependent variables. Chronbeck’s reliability measures were found to be 
acceptable for all measures except the educator function measure. The 
reliability coefficients for the remaining measures are as follows: value of a 
diverse judging pool, a = .75, influence of individual rounds on NPDA’s 
future, a = .67, referee implicit function, a = .67, referee explicit function, 
a = .67, and trustee function, a = .62. Because the multi-item measure was 
unreliable, the educator function was measured with a single item assessment, 
“I believe a primary role for judges of parliamentary debate is educator.” 

An additional issue of face validity must be addressed. The anchoring 
of the Likert scale (i.e., 1 = Strongly Disagree and 7 = Strongly Agree) on all 
sections of the questionnaire was inadvertently omitted from the final version 
of the questionnaire. Attention was quickly called to this oversight, and verbal 
instructions were given to respondents as to what the appropriate anchors were 
and that, if in doubt, the respondents should write the anchors on the survey. 
This information was disseminated as additional surveys were distributed and 
before the topic was announced for the next round at the general 
assembly,which included virtually all competitors, coaches, and judges. This 
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Table 2 
Research Question 1: Influence of Event Background of participants on Evaluation 
Process and Outcomes 

Dependent Variable Background Number Mean  Std. Dev. 
Current Practices Parli and/or NFA 

LD only 
24 4.3333 2.1400 

Parli/ IE only 80 5.0833 1.1504 
Debate only 5 6.1333 .7674 
Combo All 3 43 5.3178 .8848 

Total 152 5.1447 1.0990 

Value Diverse 
Judging Pool 

Parli and/or NFA 
LD only 

24 3.5333 1.0408 

Parli/ IE only 80 4.2925 1.0704 
Debate only 5 3.9667 .9818 
Combo All 3 44 4.0492 1.2878 

Total 153 4.0928* 1.1513 

Value Non-
traditional Judging 
Pool 

Parli and/or NFA 
LD only 

24 3.0556 1.4334 

Parli/IE only 80 4.3375 1.6658 
Debate Only 5 4.6000 1.9206 
Combo All 3 43 4.1395 1.6105 

Total 152 4.0877** 1.6721 

Value on Policy 
Judges 

Parli and/or NFA 
LD only 

24 4.7778 1.8667 

Parli/IE only 80 4.7229 1.5339 
Debate Only 5 6.1333 1.1450 
Combo All 3 44 6.0530 1.1501 

Total 153 5.1601** 1.5952 

Educator Function Parli and/or NFA 
LD only 

24 4.3333 2.1400 

Parli/IE only 79 4.9747 1.7757 
Debate Only 5 5.40000 1.8166 
Combo All 3 44 4.9773 1.7048 

Total 152 4.8882 1.8180 
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Table 2 Cont. 

Dependent Variable Background Number Mean  Std. Dev. 
Referee: Implicit 
Rules and Norms 

Parli and/or NFA 
LD only 

24 5.2222 1.3139 

Parli/IE only 79 4.5591 1.1584 
Debate Only 5 5.1333 1.3864 
Combo All 3 44 3.8902 1.3701 

Total 152 4.4890** 1.3221 

Referee: Event Rules Parli and/or NFA 
LD only 

24 6.0278 .7545 

Parli/IE only 79 5.7574 1.9997 
Debate Only 5 6.5333 .5578 
Combo All 3 44 5.6515 1.3078 

Total 152 5.7950 1.1657 

Trustee Parli and/or NFA 
LD only 

24 3.7083 1.4557 

Parli/IE only 79 4.9789 1.1365 
Debate Only 5 5.0333 1.1450 
Combo All 3 44 4.2500 1.5116 

Total 152 4.5691** 1.3848 

could still threaten the validity of the survey, however, 61 of the 157 returned 
surveys (approximately 39 percent) wrote in their scale anchors. One-way 
ANOVA analyses were performed using the variable “indicated scale” as the 
independent variable. None of the measurements (i.e., value of judging 
diversity, influence of individual rounds on NPDA’s future, referee function, 
and trustee function) 
indicated a significant difference between those who wrote in the scale 
indicators and those respondents who did not. Actually, the highest value was 
found for the value of diversity (F (1, 155) = 1.566; p= .213). This suggests 
that even though this mistake in anchoring the Likert scale was made, there 
was no reasonably detectable impact on the validity of the data set. 

Results 
These analyses produced general support for the research questions 

and both hypotheses. Research question one addressed the effects of event 
background on the perceptions of judging functions in NPDA. Findings 
suggest that there are significant differences in the perception of the value of 
a diverse judging pool based on event background (see Table 2 and Appendix 
A, Section 3). First, the general value of diversity indicates the following 
positive affect order (greatest to lowest): NPDA/IE; all three forms; debate 
only; NPDA/LD. Second, the value placed on non-traditional judges indicates 
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Table 3 
Research Question 2 and Hypotheses 1 and 2: Effects of Status of Respondents on 
Evaluation Process and Outcomes.

 Dependent Variable  Background  Number Mean Std. 
Dev. 

Current Practices Coaches/ Judges 46 4.9710 .1483 
Competitors 109 5.1927 1.1297 

Total 155 5.1269 1.0959 
Value Diverse Judging 
Pool 

Coaches/ Judges 47 4.4340 1.0990 

Competitors 109 3.9523 1.1374 
Total 156 4.0974* 1.442 

Value Non-traditional 
Judging Pool 

Coaches/ Judges 46 4.6304 1.6013 

Competitors 109 3.8624 1.6350 
Total 155 4.0903** 1.6577 

Value on Policy Judges Coaches/ Judges 47 5.4894 1.5304 
Competitors 109 5.0291 1.5984 

Total 156 5.1677 1.5875 
Educator Function Coaches/ Judges 46 5.3043 1.7748 

Competitors 109 4.6606 1.8470 
Total 155 4.8516* 1.8839 

Referee: Implicit Rules 
and Norms 

Coaches/ Judges 46 4.0507 1.2818 

Competitors 109 4.6881 1.2687 
Total 155 4.4989** 1.3016 

Referee: Event Rules Coaches/ Judges 46 5.4565 1.4061 
Competitors 109 5.9220 1.0094 

Total 155 5.7839* 1.1566 
Trustee Coaches/ Judges 46 4.8188 1.2952 

Competitors 109 4.4450 1.3919 
Total 155 4.5559 1.3705 

the following positive affect order (greatest to lowest): debate only; NPDA/IE; 
all three forms; and NPDA/LD. Third, the value placed on policy judges 
indicates the following positive affect order (greatest to lowest): debate only; 
all three; NPDA/LD; NPDA/IE. Findings also suggest that there are significant 
differences in the perception of the value of the referee (implicit) function as 
well as the trustee function. The findings suggest the following positive affect 
order for the referee function concerning implicit rules (greatest to lowest): 
NPDA/LD; Debate only; NPDA/IE; all three forms. The findings suggest the 
following positive affect order for the trustee function (greatest to lowest): 
debate only; NPDA/IE; all three forms; NPDA/LD. 



13 Parliamentary Debate 



14 Parliamentary Debate 

Table 4 
Research Question 3: Effects of Geographic Location of Respondents on Evaluation 
Process and Outcomes

 Dep. Variable  Background Number  Mean  Std. Dev. 
Current Practices AK, WA, OR, ID 25 5.1333 .9477 

NV, AZ, CA 21 5.4603 1.2087 
MT, WY, CO, UT 25 5.5333 .7391 
TX, OK 10 5.1333 .9189 
NE, MN, IA 23 4.7536 1.3074 
MO, KS 24 5.0000 1.0587 
LA, AK, MS, GA 16 4.9167 1.3690 
IN, IL, FL 6 5.0000 1.2293 

Total 150 5.1378 1.1033 
Value Diverse 
Judging Pool 

AK, WA, OR, ID 25 3.9823 1.3675 

NV, AZ, CA 22 4.0758 1.2711 
MT, WY, CO, UT 25 3.9133 1.1182 
TX, OK 10 4.6167 1.0425 
NE, MN, IA 23 4.6667 .9924 
MO, KS 24 4.0861 .9759 
LA, AK, MS, GA 16 3.7813 1.1316 
IN, IL, FL 6 3.6389 1.0188 

Total 151 4.1128 1.1568 
Value Non-
traditional 
Judging Pool 

AK, WA, OR, ID 25 4.1733 1.6531 

NV, AZ, CA 21 3.8254 1.7404 
MT, WY, CO, UT 25 4.0933 1.9113 
TX, OK 10 5.1000 1.3703 
NE, MN, IA 23 4.9565 1.1820 
MO, KS 24 3.7917 1.3719 
LA, AK, MS, GA 16 3.4375 1.7877 
IN, IL, FL 6 3.3333 1.3663 

Total 150 4.1200* 1.6454 
Value on Policy 
Judges 

AK, WA, OR, ID 25 4.7600 1.7990 

NV, AZ, CA 22 5.3182 1.5685 
MT, WY, CO, UT 25 5.5733 1.7441 
TX, OK 10 5.3333 1.8190 
NE, MN, IA 23 5.1377 1.1598 
MO, KS 24 5.1250 1.6176 
LA, AK, MS, GA 16 4.8958 1.7373 
IN, IL, FL 6 5.3889 1.3067 

Total 151 5.1689 1.6047 
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Table 4 Cont. 

Educator 
Function 

AK, WA, 
OR, ID 

25 5.2400 1.4514 

NV, AZ, CA 22 4.7727 1.7164 
MT, WY, 
CO, UT 

25 5.2000 1.6583 

TX, OK 10 6.0000 1.4142 
NE, MN, IA 23 4.8261 1.8986 
MO, KS 23 4.3478 2.1449 
LA, AK, MS, 
GA 

16 3.5625 2.2202 

IN, IL, FL 6 5.3333 1.5055 
Total 150 4.8400* 1.8612 

Referee: 
Implicit 
Rules and 
Norms 

AK, WA, 
OR, ID 

25 4.7333 1.3944 

NV, AZ, CA 22 4.6818 1.3539 
MT, WY, 
CO, UT 

25 4.2933 1.1600 

TX, OK 10 3.8333 .9969 
NE, MN, IA 23 4.2029 1.1315 
MO, KS 23 4.5507 1.4341 
LA, AK, MS, 
GA 

16 5.0417 1.4447 

IN, IL, FL 6 4.3889 1.3891 
Total 150 4.5022 1.3088 

Referee: 
Event Rules 

AK, WA, 
OR, ID 

25 5.7600 .7669 

NV, AZ, CA 22 5.7424 1.1949 
MT, WY, 
CO, UT 

25 5.8667 1.0758 

TX, OK 10 5.1000 1.7217 
NE, MN, IA 23 5.4928 1.4066 
MO, KS 23 5.8623 1.1383 
LA, AK, MS, 
GA 

16 6.0625 .8962 

IN, IL, FL 6 4.3889 .9981 
Total 150 4.5478 1.3782 

Research question two explores the influence of the status of the individual on 
the perceptions of judging functions (see Table 3 and Appendix A, sections 3 
& 4). We found that coaches and judges value diversity more than competitors, 
and that coaches and judges valued non-traditional judges more than 
competitors. However, competitors value both the implicit and explicit referee 
functions more than coaches and judges. 
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Research question three asks whether there are regional differences 
in the perceptions of judging functions (see Table 4 and Appendix A, sections 
3 & 4). Findings suggest regional differences in the value placed on the non-
traditional judge. The following rank orders the affect for non-traditional 
judges from greatest to least: Southwest; North Central; Pacific Northwest; 
Rocky Mountain; West; South Central; Southeast; then East. Findings also 
suggest regional differences in the value placed on the educational function of 
judging. The following rank orders the affect for non-traditional judges from 
greatest to least: Southwest; East; Pacific Northwest; Rocky Mountain Region; 
North Central; West; South Central; Southeast. 

Research question four investigates the effect of years of involvement 
in NPDA in the perceptions of judging functions (see Table 5 and Appendix, 
sections 3 & 4). Findings suggest that participants involved in NPDA five or 
more years place a greater value on the valuation of diversity, the non-
traditional judge, and the policy judge than those involved four or fewer years. 
Findings also suggest that participants involved in NPDA five or more years 
place a greater value on the trustee function of judging than those involved for 
four or fewer years. 

Research question five investigates the effects of years of involvement 
in intercollegiate forensics (M = 4.7 years of participation) on the perceptions 
of judging functions (see Table 6 and Appendix, sections 3 & 4). Findings 
suggest that there is a positive relationship between years of involvement in 
forensics and value placed on policy judges. We also found a positive 
relationship between the value placed on the educator function and years of 
involvement. However, we found a negative relationship between value placed 
on the implicit referee function and years of involvement in intercollegiate 
forensics. 

Hypothesis one predicted that coaches and judges would value judge 
diversity more than competitors. This hypothesis is supported by the findings 
for research question two which indicated that judges and coaches placed 
greater value on judge diversity than competitors place on judge diversity. 
Coaches and judges also valued non-traditional judges more than competitors 
valued non-traditional judges (see Table 3 and see Appendix A, section 3). The 
difference between coaches’/judges’ and competitors’ valuation of policy 
judges was not significant. While there is general support for the notion that 
coaches and judges value a diverse judging pool more than competitors, 
comparison of the mean values for their value of a diverse judging pool versus 
value of policy judges suggests that there is a greater preference for policy 
judges than for a diverse judging pool. The same can be said for non-traditional 
judges and policy judges. However, coaches and judges value the non-
traditional judges to a greater extent than judging diversity. 
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Table 5 
Research Question 4: Effects of Years in NPDA of Respondents on Evaluation 
Process and Outcomes

 Dep. Variable Background Number Mean Std. Dev. 
Current Practices 4 or less 133 5.1278 1.1346 

5 or more 23 5.0870 .8422 
Total 156 5.1218 1.0922 

Value Diverse Judging 
Pool 

4 or less 134 4.0221 1.1599 

5 or more 23 4.5826 .9279 
Total 157 4.4042* 1.1437 

Value Non-traditional 
Judging Pool 

4 or less 133 3.9273 1.6414 

5 or more 23 5.0870 1.3934 
Total 156 4.0983** 1.6553 

Value on Policy Judges 4 or less 134 5.0460 1.6321 
5 or more 23 5.8696 1.0237 
Total 157 5.1667* 1.5825 

Educator Function 4 or less 134 4.7537 1.8494 
5 or more 22 5.3636 1.7606 
Total 156 4.8397 1.8439 

Referee: Implicit Rules 
and Norms 

4 or less 134 4.5597 1.2948 

5 or more 22 4.0455 1.3145 
Total 156 4.4872 1.3057 

Referee: Event Rules 4 or less 134 5.7948 1.1792 
5 or more 22 5.6515 1.0414 
Total 156 5.7746 1.1587 

Trustee 4 or less 134 4.4714 1.4063 
5 or more 22 5.1212 .9625 
Total 156 4.5630* 1.3689 

Note: * = p < .05. ** = p < .01, A split naturally appeared to occur in the data; thus, 
the data was discreetized and ANOVA’s were performed to test for differences 
between the two naturally appearing groups. 

Hypothesis two predicted that competitors would value the referee 
function of judging more than the educator and trustee functions. It further 
predicted that competitors would value the referee function more than coaches 
and judges and that coaches and judges would value the educator function 
more than the competitors. Findings for research question two generally 
support this hypothesis (see Table 3 and Appendix A, section 4). These 
indicated that coaches and judges do value the educator function more than 
competitors, while students prefer the role of the judge as a referee, both in 
terms of implicit and explicit rules. While there is general support for the 
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hypothesis, a comparison of the means suggests that coaches and judges value 
the explicit rules function of coaching and judging at a higher level than the 
educator function. 

Discussion 
These findings suggest a level of incongruity between some of the 

organizational goals of the NPDA and current preferences among some 
members of the parliamentary debate community. There is also a second level 
of divergence between the preferences of coaches/judges and those of 
competitors. These tensions might indicate a trend toward divergence in our 
activity. The organizational values give clear preference for parliamentary 
debate as an audience centered activity (e.g., Hanson & Johnson, 1999; 
Johnson, 1997; Trapp, 2000). However, these values may not be shared by the 
types of judges preferred by the community. Further, the values and attitudes 
that judges hold concerning the activity are likely to be reflected in their 
decisions concerning debate rounds and the rationales they provide for those 
decisions. In turn, judge decisions are likely to drive debater performance 
(Weisenborn, 1974). Our findings suggest a potential tension between the 
expressed values of the organization and our current valuation of both the types 
of judges we prefer and the roles we see those judges performing. The 
organization expresses support for diversity in judges. However, 
coaches/judges only value diversity and non-traditional judges slightly above 
neutral and competitors valued these judges slightly negatively. 

Despite some positive affect towards a diverse judging pool, coaches 
and judges clearly prefer policy type judges. This preference is also strongly 
held by competitors. Collectively, this preference is toward a more 
homogenous judging pool, and is likely to influence in-round practices 
exclusively focusing on argumentation and rules at the expense of persuasion 
and delivery. Ultimately, these preferences could create the dominant 
performance style in the activity. This would be a clear move away from 
audience centered debate practices, which require more of a balance between 
argumentation and delivery. In addition, because we prefer the referee function 
over the trustee function, we are emphasizing a focus on rules. These 
preferences promote a detached rule enforcing “policy judge.” When we 
combine this with our attitude about the judge as a trustee—the other 
mechanism by which judges can shape practices—this also pressures the judge 
away from promoting audience centered behaviors among the debaters. These 
preferences shift performance away from a connection to the external context 
and personal experiences of the critics. This furthers a disconnection of our in-
round practices from a real world context, which is the ground of audience 
centered debate. 

There are also several significant points of divergence between the 
judge preferences of competitors in parliamentary debate and the 
coaches/judges of the activity. These differences are emphasized by 
comparisons between members who have participated in parliamentary debate 



        

19 Parliamentary Debate 

Table 6 
Research Question 5: Regression Table for the Effects of Respondent’s Number of 
Years Involved in Forensics on Evaluation Process and Outcomes

      Test       Variables Number  Mean  Std. Dev 
Policy x 
Years 

Value on Policy Judges 156 5.1677* 1.5875 

Educator x 
Years 

Educator Function 155 4.8516* 1.8439 

Ref Impl x 
Years 

Referee: Implicit Rules and 
Norms 

155 4.4989** 1.3016 

Note: * = p < .05 

for 5 or more years versus those who have participated for four or fewer years. 
While coaches/judges placed a positive valuation on a diverse judging pool and 
non-traditional judges, competitor valuations for both a diverse judging pool 
and non-traditional judges was slightly negative. Further, these valuations were 
comparable for participants with less experience in parliamentary debate; while 
those with more experience mirrored the preferences of coaches/judges. 

While the total pool of judges is typically determined by the 
tournament director, students increasingly have the option of striking judges 
or ranking judges for assignment based on the mutual preferences of the two 
debate teams in a given round. Those judges who do not align themselves with 
competitor judge preferences are more likely to be marginalized through 
judging assignments. Because these judging preferences become reified 
through tournament practices, they have the potential to drive future in-round 
behaviors on the part of competitors. Through the use of strikes and mutual 
preference judge assignments, the preferences displayed by competitors are 
likely to demonstrate a desire for a homogenous, policy-oriented judge pool. 
The preferred critic will also value an emphasis on rules and may or may not 
demonstrate elements of the judge as educator function.  

These findings are also important because if we examine in-round 
interactions, there is, necessarily, a discourse between judges and competitors 
that contributes to the development of in-round practices (Weisenborn, 1974). 
Younger coaches and competitors value judging diversity, non-traditional 
judges, and the trustee function significantly less than those organizational 
members in the NPDA with longer tenure. Because this group outnumbers 
older coaches in the NPDA, they have a stronger influence on norms and 
practices. Further, because these members are younger, if they consistently 
maintain these values they may have a long-term influence on the nature of the 
event. 

Another divergence within the community lies along geographic lines. 
There were significant regional differences found for the values placed on non-
traditional judges as well as the educator function of judging. When we find 
differences among preferences for particular types of judges, as well as 
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functions of judging, this may help to explain some of the variance that is 
observed in regional practices for debating. Because of the changes and growth 
in the organization since this data was analyzed, additional data needs to be 
collected to provide a current description of regional differences. 

Limitations and Directions for Future Research 
There are three limitations worth noting in this paper. Initially, not 

anchoring the scales on the questionnaire provided a limitation. We have 
addressed the steps taken to rescue the data. While we are confident in the 
validity of our findings, this is an important limitation to note. Second, the term 
“non-traditional” judge was not specifically operationalized in the 
questionnaire. This created the opportunity for respondents to attribute 
different values or definitions to this term. Further work should be done to 
standardize this concept. Finally, the cell for the debate only participants only 
had five respondents. Thus, the findings for the individuals represented in this 
cell are not as robust as those cells with more respondents. This small number 
also suggests that the background of many who compete in, coach, and judge 
parliamentary debate is fairly heterogeneous in terms of their types of forensics 
experiences. 

There are four major directions for future research that logically 
follow from this work. First, because much of our analysis is based on previous 
findings that current practices in actual rounds of competition help shape the 
nature of the activity (Follert & Benoit, 1981), longitudinal research ought to 
be conducted to identify changes in the practice—in rounds—of parliamentary 
debate to test the conclusions this data supported. Second, there is a clear need 
for additional empirical data describing in-round practices and norms in 
parliamentary debate. The theoretical framework presented here connects 
perceptions of the event with actual in-round practices, but this should be 
supported by analyses of in-round behaviors at tournaments. This data would 
be strongest if it were collected at both invitational tournaments and the 
national tournament. Third, the NPDA’s organizational rhetoric appeals to the 
community to maintain the event as an audience centered activity (e.g., Trapp, 
2000). However, we should answer the question, “What constitutes audience 
centered debate?” so that more meaningful analyses could be made regarding 
the effectiveness of appeals used in debate rounds on both general audiences 
and debate audiences. Finally, because of the influences competitor preferences 
have on the development of the activity, it is important to study the effects of 
strike sheets and judge selection options, as these practices may privilege some 
types of judging and marginalize others. 

Conclusion 
This paper provides a first level of discussion for our community 

regarding the preference placed on different functions performed by judges and 
the influences these perceptions may have on future practices in parliamentary 
debate. Because of both the dearth of empirical research and the need for 
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analysis in this area, this research takes an important step in addressing the 
implications of present preferences of judge functions as we plan for the future 
of the debate activity and the organization. These data suggest a tension 
between the espoused values of the organization and the preferences for 
particular judge functions articulated by segments of the debate community. 
This information provides for an empirically grounded discussion of the 
expectations and limitations placed on judges and the role those expectations 
play in shaping practice. This data suggests that if the members of the NPDA 
are committed to maintaining an audience centered debate format, these 
preferences may drive practices which run counter to that underlying 
organizational priority. 
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Footnotes 
1 Non-traditional judges include any individual who is unfamiliar with the 
current rules, procedures, or norms in forensics (Bartanen, 1994). 
2 The NPDA Web page, updated September 24, 2000 indicates 110 member 
schools: www.bethel.edu/majors/communication/NPDA 

Appendix A: Questionnaire 
SECTION 1: DEMOGRAPHICS 
1. Gender: Female ? Male? 
2. Background in competition and/ or coaching (please check all that apply to you): 
Parliamentary Debate/Individual Events/NFA-LD/CEDA/NDT/Other (please specify) 

3. Are you currently a:  coach (including G.A.’s)? student?other? 
4. How many years have you been involved with intercollegiate forensics, in any way? 
5. How many years have you been involved with NPDA, in any way? 
6. In what state is the college or university you are currently representing? 
SECTION 2: POTENTIAL FOR INDIVIDUAL ROUNDS TO INFLUENCE 
NPDA IN THE FUTURE: 
1. Generally, I believe that judges critique of a Parli round affects the types of cases 
and positions run in future rounds with different judges. 
2. In Parli, the ways that judges critique rounds typically has very little affect on future 
rounds. 
3. I believe that judge and competitor interaction, during and after rounds affects the 
way Parli is “done” with different judges. 
SECTION 3: VALUES PLACED ON A DIVERSE JUDGING POOL IN NPDA: 
1.  I believe non-traditional critics should be used at regular/ invitational tournaments. 
2. I believe that a diverse judging pool (inclusive of all backgrounds) is beneficial to 
Parliamentary Debate 
3. I believe that critics with a policy background should be a part of the national 
tournament judging pool. 
4. I believe there should be a shift to using more non-traditional critics in 
Parliamentary Debate. 
5. I believe non-traditional critics provide valuable feedback. 
6. I believe that critics with a policy background typically render random decisions in 
rounds. 
7. There is a tension between ensuring good competition in Parli and the inclusion of 
non-traditional critics in Parli judging pools. 



24 Parliamentary Debate 

8.  Critics with a policy background should be used at regular/invitational tournaments. 
9. Non-traditional critics should be used at the national tournament. 
10. I believe the future of Parli relies on ensuring NPDA appeals to a diverse audience. 
11. Critics with a policy background provide valuable feedback. 
12. Judges of Parli should always be well trained in debate. 
13. I believe non-traditional judges typically render random decisions in rounds. 
14. The use of non-traditional judges in NPDA ensures the activity remains accessible 
to many audiences. 
SECTION 4: THE EVALUATION PROCESS IN PARLIAMENTARY DEBATE 
1. I believe a primary role for judges of parliamentary debate is educator. 
2. Parli should develop more explicit rules so judges can render fair and impartial 
decisions. 
3. Decisions based on aesthetic or communicative concerns in Parli are completely 
legitimate. 
4. It is important for judges to conform to Parli’s implicit norms and guidelines. 
5. I believe it is important for Parli critics to appropriately apply an understanding of 
argumentation theory in their decision making process. 
6. I believe the decision-making process in Parli should be impartial. 
7. I believe rounds of Parli should uphold the philosophies of the NPDA, as a whole. 
8. Critiques on ballots should include a variety of comments for students (i.e., include 
comments on delivery, depth of analysis, knowledge of subject matter, etc.). 
9. I believe judges of Parli should not be concerned with the aesthetic appearance of 
the event. 
10. Feedback to competitors should typically be narrowly focused. 
11. I believe a primary responsibility for Parli critics is to appropriately apply the 
conventions and norms of the activity in the decision making process. 
12. Parli judges should conform to the guidelines established by theories developed in 
the argumentation literature. 
13. The real nature of Parli is in employing more communicative strategies rather than 
using highly detailed knowledge and information. 
14. I believe comments on ballots should include, most prevalently, comments 
regarding the reason for decision. 
15. I believe the decision making process in Parli can be impartial. 
16. A judge of Parli should not be concerned with how individual rounds of Parli 
reflect on the NPDA, as a whole. 
17. Feedback to competitors, in all forms, should be as great in depth and breadth as 
time and space allow. 
18. I believe judges should be able to critically assess the reasoning and support with 
which they are presented as a primary part of the decision making process. 
19. Judges should have a working knowledge of the rules for Parliamentary Debate. 




