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Concerns to Address

Student-initiated Judge Constraints

Concern initially arose because attempts have been made to constrain judges based on judge philosophies.

· Concern that students are initiating constraints that can rig prefs in their favor – AFA rules stipulate all competitors receive equal strikes – student-initiated constraints potentially violates AFA rules.

Subsequent discussion determined a mechanism should be available for constraints regarding harassment/discrimination incidents.

· Concern that there is no clear mechanism by which students can appropriately constrain judges who have harassed.

· CEDA and AFA have mechanisms in place for complaints, however some might not want to file.

· Allowing constraints that haven’t been formally filed potentially impairs due process for accused, potentially allows rigging of constraints.

Judge-initiated constraints

Additional issue raised was failure by some judges to initiate constraints in circumstances in which conflicts of interest are possible, or create a significant potential for perceptions of impropriety. 

Examples:  
· Unofficial/volunteer coaching of another team 
· Relationship with student/coaching staff of another school
· Recruiting*

Notes

*Recruiting/job candidates – Concerns about privacy have made language complicated. Deferring this in short-term to work on more appropriate language.

Proposals below should be delinked – think individual conflicts could be adopted individually, as well as student-initiated being independent.
NDT Rules
CURRENT: NDT Standing Rules
Rule V.B (p. 14-15)

B. Assignment of Judges.
1. Preliminary Procedures. Before the Start of the Tournament:

a. At registration all judges shall complete a form declaring their conflicts of interest with any schools or debaters in the Tournament. The Director may add teams to this list with the consent of the judge or a majority agreement of the Subcommittee on Appeals of the National Committee.

b. A form of mutual preference shall be used.

2. Following the pairing of each round, judges are assigned according to the discretion of the Director. The following constraints operate to disqualify judges from assignment (in decreasing order of importance):

a. The judge cannot judge a team from his or her school.

b. The judge shall not judge a team he or she has previously judged on the same side.

c. The judge shall not judge a team on his or her conflict of interest list.

d. The judge shall not judge a team that he or she has heard on the opposite side.

e. A judge shall not judge a team on whose strike list he or she appears.

f. The judge shall not be assigned in excess of the number of rounds which he or she is obligated to the Tournament.


AMENDED: Proposed Language

Rule V.B (p. 14-15)

B. Assignment of Judges.
1. Preliminary Procedures. Before the Start of the Tournament:

a. At registration all judges shall complete a form declaring their conflicts of interest with any schools or debaters in the Tournament. 

Conflicts of interest in which a judge should preclude themselves from judging a particular team or school include:

i. Previous significant coaching relationship with a debater, 
ii. Current or previous romantic relationship a debater, 
iii. Current romantic relationship with a member of the coaching staff of a school, 
iv. Familial relationship with a debater or member of the coaching staff of a school,
v. Recent (within the last four academic years) coaching position with a school, 
vi. Recent (within the last four academic years) undergraduate competitor for a school,


The Director may add teams to this list with the consent of the judge or a majority agreement of the Subcommittee on Appeals of the National Committee. Student-initiated constraints that do not appear on a judge’s conflict of interest may be added by this process, provided that there is sufficient documentation of the conflict of interest, including, but not limited to, documentation of a professional complaint filed with an AFA organization.

b. A form of mutual preference shall be used.

2. Following the pairing of each round, judges are assigned according to the discretion of the Director. The following constraints operate to disqualify judges from assignment (in decreasing order of importance):

a. The judge cannot judge a team from his or her school.

b. The judge shall not judge a team he or she has previously judged on the same side.

c. The judge shall not judge a team on his or her conflict of interest list.

d. The judge shall not judge a team that he or she has heard on the opposite side.

e. A judge shall not judge a team on whose strike list he or she appears.

f. The judge shall not be assigned in excess of the number of rounds which he or she is obligated to the Tournament.




Related Organizational Policies
AFA Code

Article IV.1.D.iii-iv

iii. A judge shall not judge debaters or speakers where there is a conflict of interest possible, such as:
a. The judge has previously had a significant coaching or affinity relationship a debater or speaker he/she is to hear,
b. The judge was, within the last two years, the coach of the school whose team or speaker he/she is to hear,
c. The judge was, within the last two years, an undergraduate forensics competitor at the school whose team or speaker he/she is to hear.
iv. Prior to the start of the tournament, all judges shall have an opportunity to declare themselves ineligible to hear specific debate teams, speakers, or events.
v. The practice of allowing debate teams or individual events speakers to prevent a specific judge from hearing a particular team or speaker is permitted only when:
a. all teams or speakers are given an equal chance to declare judge strikes or fill out preference sheets prior to the start of the tournament,
b. all teams and speakers are granted the same number of strikes-the number to be determined by the tournament director(s), and
c. The procedures for removing strikes (if any) are stated openly to all competitors.
ADA

Standing Rules II.3.B

B.	Assignment. Judges will be assigned to debate rounds by using one of three methods of judge placement decided by the tournament director and announced before the first preliminary round of the tournament. If the tournament offers multiple divisions, the same method of judge placement must be used in each division. Method one is to assign judges randomly with judges being placed within the criteria described below. Additionally, in random placement, judges may not preclude themselves from judging any division of debate, unless they are judges who are in their first or second year of judging or they have judged fewer than fifty debates during the past three years, in which case, they may restrict themselves to judging in the novice division and junior varsity divisions. Method two is random after an appropriate number of team preclusions (determined by the tournament director) have been offered to each participating team during the registration period (each team could strike judges from hearing them). Method three is to assign judges by a mutual preference system. The mutual preference system may employ a rating system for judges and may be combined with judge preclusions. When using a random system of placement, judges may not be subjectively evaluated by the tournament director or the tournament participants for placement in random rounds of debate (including the first two preliminary rounds for method three, mutual preference). Judges may never be subjectively evaluated by tournament directors for preclusion from teams or divisions, for mutual preference or for judge placement. Tournament directors should announce in their invitations the method they intend to use. The ADA National Championship Tournament will use method three of judge placement. 

The following criteria should be observed in placing judges in debates:
i.	A judge should not judge his/her own teams;
ii.	A judge will not judge a team if he/she debated at that school within the last four years, coached at the school within the last two years, or coached either of the debaters on the team;
iii.	 Judges may request for good reasons that they not judge a particular team;
iv.	Judges should not judge the same team twice in prelims, unless it is mathematically unavoidable. If this rule cannot be upheld, a judge should hear the same team a second time on the opposite side of the proposition and he/she should hear the team a second time only in one of the last two prelim rounds;
v.	Judges will be assigned to debates in accordance with some predetermined, mathematical order. In instances where mutual preference judging is not used, a judge will hear the first debate he/she is eligible to hear;
vi.	Judges may not preclude themselves from judging any division of debate, unless they are judges who are in their first or second year of judging or they have judged fewer than fifty debates during the past three years, in which case, they may restrict themselves to judging in the novice and junior varsity divisions. Emergency eligibility exceptions to this rule can be made by the tournament director in consultation with the ADA Executive Committee.
vii.	If a judge competed in the same academic year they are judging, they may only judge in divisions of lesser debate experience than those they competed in during that year. If the tournament cannot proceed due to lack of judges, this rule may be suspended.

CEDA

Constitution, XIV.3

Section 3: Judge Practices
Judges are important to the debate activity. In addition to supplying decisions as judges, they
educate the student participants through their reasons for decision and suggestions for
improvement. CEDA recognizes the inherent tension and potential conflict between these two
roles. In an attempt to facilitate both functions, CEDA encourages judge-educators to
acknowledge their two-fold responsibility and act with competence, integrity, fairness and
courtesy before, during and after each debate round. Debate seeks to be a full, free testing of
ideas. Yet as educators, some feel a responsibility to discourage student behavior they find to be
counterproductive. Often judges must delicately balance these two considerations: the need for
rigorous examination of any and all views, however unpopular or unrealistic and the guidance
and direction of student behavior. If undesirable behavior is discouraged in a positive, fair and
courteous manner, the judge/educator roles can be simultaneously satisfied. Ethical principles for
judges participating in CEDA include:
A. Judges should strive at all times to render impartial decisions. Judges should excuse
themselves from rounds they do not feel they could judge fairly.
B. Judges should be willing to inform debaters, either through a statement of philosophy
or through response to student questions, of strongly held beliefs or standards that could affect
the outcome of the debate round.
C. Judges should evaluate debate rounds on the arguments as they are presented by the
debaters, rather than on personal knowledge of or opinion about particular substantive
arguments. Judges need not be "tabula rasa" but do need to be fair.
D. Judges should provide detailed and constructive criticism of any and all rounds of
debate they evaluate. Reasons for decision should be in accordance with any beliefs or standards
announced at the outset of the round. Judges are expected to provide written comments on the
ballots provided by the tournament, even if they also provide an oral critique. These written
comments should be made available to all the debaters a judge has heard by the conclusion of the
tournament.
E. Judges have an ethical obligation to uphold without exception the tournament rules.
Judges should inform the tournament director of any conflicts which could prevent them from
carrying out this duty.
F. Judges who have the misfortune of witnessing fraudulent behavior on the part of
competitors they are judging should:
1. conform to tournament rules (if any), and
2. act in accordance with their consciences in assessing appropriate sanctions.

Constitution, XIV.4

Section 4: Tournament Administration Recommendations
In administering tournaments, educators should strive to insure that all students have an equal
opportunity to excel. Educators should be particularly cognizant of the issues involved in
scheduling and judge assignment. Tournament administration should seek to promote high
quality and fair learning experiences for all debaters. Tournaments should be hosted for
educational, not profit-making, reasons.
A. In order to give all participants equal information about tournament procedures,
tournament invitations should include clear definitions of events and divisions, clear
explanations of matching and judge assignment systems, clear explanations of criteria for
advancement to elimination rounds and for awards, clear announcements of fees and schedules
and a clear statement of tournament rules.
B. In order to provide a fair and educational tournament, administrators matching debate
rounds should attempt to allow students an equal number of rounds on each side of the resolution
and should maximize insofar as possible the range of opponents encountered by each team.
C. In order to provide a fair and educational tournament, judge assignment insofar as
possible should be systematic, bsed upon a predefined process. Debaters should have equal
opportunity to be heard by a range of judges and to be protected from judges who might have a
conflict of interest.
D. In order to maximize the educational function of tournaments, administrators should
make results and ballots available to all participants as soon as possible at the end of
competition.

Constitution, XVI.2.D 
[Adri Note: If I am reading the preamble to XVI correctly, this section is advisory guidelines, not hard rules]

D.. A judge should not judge debaters when there is a conflict of interest, such as:
1. The judge has previously coached in college a debater s/he is to hear.
2. The judge was, within the last two years, the coach of the school whose team
s/he is about to hear.
3. The judge was, within the last two years, an undergraduate forensics competitor
at the school whose team s/he is about to hear.
E. Prior to the start of the tournament, all judges should have the opportunity to declare
themselves ineligible to hear specific debate teams due to conflict of interest.
F. The practice of allowing debate teams to prevent a specific judge from hearing a
particular team should be permitted only when:
1. All teams are given an equal chance to declare judge strikes prior to the start of
the tournament.
2. All teams are granted the same number of strikes.
3. Once a judge is struck, s/he should not be assigned to judge those teams who
struck him/her at any time during the tournament.
4. Any procedures for removing strikes should be stated openly to all competitors.
CTD working language 
(unclear on if finalized at CEDA Nats 2013 meeting)

Judging conflicts:
Status: Tentatively approved at the Kentucky 2012 meeting (waiting on language to clarify that a judge should preclude themselves if they perceive a conflict, which might be created by an ongoing hired relationship).  Middle paragraph approved at the 2013 Fullerton tournament; anticipate final review of wording at 2013 CEDA meeting.

A judge hired by a school solely to fulfill that school’s judging commitment should not be constrained from judging that school’s teams unless another conflict exists (such as recent prior affiliation with the program as a coach or debater). 
A hired judge should be permitted to preclude themselves from the school if they perceive a conflict (such as due to an ongoing hired relationship with that school).
If the hired judge is performing in a capacity beyond judging for the school (such as also providing substantive coaching assistance), or if the judge receives compensation beyond a per-round fee, constraining the judge from the school’s teams is appropriate.

Rationale
Precluding hired judges from judging teams from the schools by which they are hired poses the following potential problems:
1.	Tightening the judge pool – because it reduces the number of teams who can be judges by that hired person.
2.	Allows preclusion to unduly influence hiring – 
a.	Encourages hiring for the purposes of preclusion – It allows programs to get extra strikes by hiring judges they do not want judging their teams.
b.	Discourages hiring judges that programs perceive to be “good” judges – Programs would not hire “good” judges if it meant those judges would be precluding from judging their teams.
Both of these impacts are magnified in smaller tournament circumstances in which a number of judges may already be precluded from judging schools with whom they have had prior official affiliations (coaching and/or debating). 
For instance, the D7 tourney pool in recent years has had several judges precluded from judging UMW due to prior affiliations. If UMW also had to constrain the judges they hired for the tournament, there would be a significant reduction in the number of judges eligible to judge their debates.

Romance preclusions:
Status:  Passed by substantial majority vote at 2013 Fullerton meeting.  Review of final wording at CEDA 2013 meeting anticipated.

All judges ought to avoid the appearance of impropriety by constraining themselves against judging any debater or any team coached in a substantial way by someone with whom they are in an ongoing romantic relationship. Debaters ought to avoid the appearance of impropriety by constraining any judge with whom they are in an ongoing romantic relationship.



