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This month we have much to celebrate. Not only does this year come to an end but three of our 

members (Lisa, Lotte, and Roel) distinguished themselves in the Nijmegen Open tournament. 

Before anything else, the “Hear, Hear!” team would like to congratulate them for their achievement. 

December is a difficult month for any association. With the exams and project deadlines on sight, 

time becomes a much scarce luxury that regrettably (but understandably) must be used in one’s 

academic responsibilities. T.D.V. Cicero is no different as the lower levels of participation in 

workshops and tournaments can attest. From our point of view, we also experienced a much lower 

number of text submissions and time availability from part of the team, nonetheless this did not 

impair the publication of this month’s edition, although it has less articles than usual. 

With the arrival of the new year, the format and public of “Hear, Hear!” is also about to change. 

From January forth the new editions of our magazine will be available for everyone on Cicero’s 

website. Not only will this increase the viewership of our magazine but act as a showcase of our 

association and an open door to those outside Cicero, and above all to potential future members. 

The Hear, Hear!” team believes that this last point is so much more important in the context of a 

starting semester embroiled in a pandemic. The increased reach and the possibility to engage with 

those that, although not physically present at the university, wish to be part of some community 

will give our association an edge to bring together many more people into wonderful world of 

debating.  

Happy New Year and keep voicing your opinions! We hope you enjoy!  

The “Hear, Hear!” team, 
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January 2021 

 

 

 

January will be a relatively mellow month as many of us enjoy our winter vacation. We will strive to 

collaborate with other societies to provide weekly debate evenings and help teams prepare for 

the “Utrecht Online Open” taking place between the 16th and 17th of January. You can still join this 

tournament by joining its WhatsApp group through the link in our group chat. This month there 

will also be a big advertising campaign all members can participate in if they want by joining a 

committee. Finally, although there are no socials planned so far, online social events might be 

announced soon. 

 

 

Tournament: Utrecht Online Open 
16th and 17th of January, 
This is the first debate championship Cicero is participating in 2021. We can still send a few more 

teams, so if you want to go DM any of our board members.  
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Keuzegids Universiteiten 2021: The annual award has ranked Tilburg University 5th overall, 

averaging 63.5 points throughout all of its bachelor programs. Among these programs, three are 

given the ‘top-rated program’ label, which means that they have obtained a score of at least 75 

points. Those programs are:  

1. The Economics Bachelor: 86 points 

2. The Philosophy Bachelor: 80 points 

3. The Online Culture Bachelor : 76 points 

Not only that, but these programs have also achieved a higher score compared to all their 

competitors, meaning that they can be considered the best in their fields, alongside the Tax Law 

and Global Law programs. 

Meta-research Prize: Michèle Nuijten and Willem Sleegers’ statcheck tool nets them the Tilburg 

University Dissertation Prize of 2018. Just a few days beforehand on December 18th, Nuijten also 

received the Young eScientist Award 2020 from the eScience Center, a total of €50,000, also 

because of the tool. According to the eScience Center’s director, Nuijten submitted an excellent, 

concrete and realistic proposal which at the same time poses a tantalizing challenge. 

Educational Innovation Award: Because she developed a tool that aids instructors in teaching 

smaller groups of students, Nicoleta Meslec received the Tilburg University Education Innovation 

Award, which amounts up to €4000. The tool, dubbed the ‘Collective Intelligence at Work (CIAW)’ 

platform, contains an environment filled with multiple configurable games, interactive activities, 

and simulations, making it easy to use. 

Ten Clarenwater Award: The Human Resource Studies (HRS) alumnus Marc Kuijken won the Ten 

Clarenwater MSc Thesis award 2019, netting him €1,500, with his thesis titled “Supervisory board's 

team effectiveness in family errors: The role of information and fault lines.” The paper in question 

discussed how the family diversity ratio moderated the relationship between access to information 

and resources and supervisory board performance within family businesses. 

 

Source: Tilburg University website (as of 24th Dec) 
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Nijmegen Open (19/12/2020) 
By: Roel Schoenmakers 

There are more tournaments for which I have had to wake up at 7 AM than I care to admit to, but 

usually, that involves having to physically travel somewhere. For the Nijmegen Open 2020, Lotte, 

Lisa, and I instead got to wake up in complete darkness with the luxury of merely having to open 

our laptop and press a ‘’check-in’’ button to be counted as present. A unique benefit of this is the 

ability to take a nap after you have done so, adding the novel and exciting experience of getting 

stressed about maybe accidentally sleeping through the draw. In other words, online tournaments 

may be an even bigger test of one’s willpower than any of the physical tournaments that came 

before them.  

Nevertheless, Nijmegen Open proved a much-needed hit of intellectual yet friendly banter for 

those of us who have gone without debating for much of the pandemic. The tournament featured 

some interesting motions, opening with ‘’ This house opposes the depiction of conflicts in non-

documentary films’’. Teams were tasked with contemplating the benefits and drawbacks of such 

depictions, with debates centring around nationalism and other subconscious biases as well as the 

impacts of such films on violence. Other motions focused on pension schemes, voting design in 

emerging democracies, and the ethical limits of compulsory military service in democratic states, 

providing an interestingly balanced set of topics combined with a circularity, not unlike those of 

Greek plays. Yes ladies and gentlemen, military motions for R1 and R4 may bore some, but the 

participants ploughed through them with great finesse regardless. 

The tournament finished off with a bang: ‘’ This house prefers a world in which the majority of 

people believe in moral pessimism rather than moral optimism.’’ Because why not have a set of 

very tired and very much amateur philosophers discuss such a deep and nuanced motion? Lisa got 

to chair the second final, while Lotte and I debated in Closing Opposition in the other, from where 

we too got to wonder in amazement at what the hell this motion was supposed to be about. Indeed, 

Lotte later pointed out that this was the closest we have ever gotten to living out our greatest 

fantasy: a re-enactment of the batshit insane Community debating episode. Spoiler alert! 

Tournament Report 
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 They too are tasked with arguing whether men are inherently evil, ultimately proving that this is 

the case by throwing a crippled man on the floor in the middle of their debate. Thankfully, Lotte 

and I had to argue that man was good, so we did not have to resolve this devious tactic. 

In the end, we somehow managed to venture through the treacherous waters of the motion and 

emerge out victorious! Cicero Hoogh! I will spare you the details and will instead devote my 

remaining lines to bring you a quote from the episode mentioned before. Indeed, I feel like I would 

be doing you a disservice if I wouldn’t share this little nugget of advice (offered by Professor 

Withman, a character whose appearance was as fleeting as the free drinks promised at debating 

socials): ‘’A little trick for achieving the proper competitive mindset: I always envision my opponent 
having aggressive sex with my mother’’. If this quote helps at least one of you get through a debate 

somewhere along with your careers, I consider my job here done. 
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Lisa van Vliet:  

Broke as a judge and chaired the silver final. 

 

Roel Schoenmakers & Lotte Claassen:  

Won the tournament together and where the first and second Best speakers respectively. 

 
  

Triumph in Nijmegen 
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Infoslide 

 

It is Christmas. In otherwise pristine snow, the track marks of Santa Claus’ sleigh are visible. A 

policeman is walking around the field to savour the Christmas spirit and suddenly discovers a small 

booklet. It is Santa Claus’ list with no less than a complete list of all transgressions of everyone on 

the planet. The policeman immediately recognises the potential power of such a list. In the back of 

the booklet is Santa Claus’ address.  

 

THW destroy the list. 
  

Written Debate 
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THW destroy the list - Proposition  
By: Darren Balasiu 

The list of the transgressions carried out by all the people has the power to change their destinies 
and to limit their chances of redeeming themselves, because of two reasons: the disappearance 
of the presumption of innocence and not giving people clemency. The main clash of this debate is 
whether people should always be remembered for their past actions or whether they should be 
offered a chance at redemption. This is the issue that this motion approaches and it is the one I will 
tackle in this essay.  

First, it is important to remember the most basic principle of any trial: innocent until proven guilty. 
While it might seem that horrible acts should definitely receive a guilty verdict, it would be wrong 
to condemn an individual based on an assumption. The list has the power to stigmatize an 
individual based on his alleged conduct, as it does not further look into the matter and analyse the 
facts. People should not be condemned by society just because of political correctness. If a person 
is accused of a crime, that person should not be stigmatized as a criminal by members of society 
just because it would look inadequate to defend him/her. This mentality sets a wrong precedent, 
as it implies the idea that anyone who is accused of a crime should be perceived as guilty, no matter 
the facts or real story behind an event. As a result, this might lead to perceiving all people accused 
of a crime as criminals, and ignoring their right to defend themselves.  

Second, the policeman should destroy the list on the grounds that people who committed offences 
deserve clemency. Even if someone fails at doing a task, or in this case commits a transgression 
later that person has a chance to redeem himself/herself. But if that person is remembered by other 
people for being that person who committed a crime, then the chance of redemption might be 
destroyed, as that person would not be allowed to prove that he/she has changed. People should 
not be victims of unfounded accusations and sentences, as this risks their further development into 
a better person and their personal integrity. The list with all transgressions committed by people 
would always serve as a reminder of what a person has done in the past, and that he/she cannot 
escape from the past, which is nonsense. People are not defined by their past or who they were, 
they are defined by who they are in the present and what their actions are now. Moreover, it should 
be noted that a list conducted by Santa could not serve as a proven fact or valid document, since 
it is purely based on a personal and thus subjective opinion of an individual. As a result, there is a 
high risk of an impartial list resulting in some people receiving severe punishments and others mild 
punishments for crimes with different magnitudes and different scenarios.  

The list should be destroyed as it poses dangers to the integrity of individuals and their chances to 
improve themselves. It should be mandatory to offer people the chance of proving that they can 
be better and their actions can improve for the better, but if they are reminded every time that they 
were antagonists, then they are not offered a chance to redeem themselves. 
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THW destroy the list - Opposition  
By: Chinenye Oguejiofor 

Santa Claus holds a high position in the hearts and minds of children and adults worldwide. His 
primary goal is to assert who has done wrong or right throughout the year and award each person 
accordingly. The list is a crucial part of Santa Claus’ functionality within the lives of a multitude of 
individuals. The affirmative delegation seeks to destroy the list for various reasons but none 
address the dire consequences to be faced once this is completed. The non-affirmative will denote 
why we advocate to not destroy the list.  

To start off, the destruction of the list by the police officer would not be beneficial due to the fact 
that what they hold in their hand is practically the key to their job. The list could be used to view 
who has committed which crimes and with the help of a police force the list may aid in bringing 
the right criminals to justice according to the crime they had committed. Furthermore, those who 
were wrongfully convicted may even see a glimmer of hope as the true offender will be 
apprehended. With the involvement of the list in the justice system there would be a major 
reduction of the crime rate, perhaps nationally or at the most worldwide. Such an opportunity can 
not be bypassed and thus the police officer should not destroy the list.  

In addition, destruction of the list would be a violation of property rights. Once the police officer 
destroys the list there is no guarantee that no one will find out about it and bring him to trial. It is 
important to draw back to the significance of the list. The list provides transparency and 
accountability and thus plays a key part in the upbringing of children as well as the balance of 
society. Due to his duty to relay gifts to those who did good and not giving anything to those who 
did bad, society has a way to determine the good and bad amongst them as well as if individually 
there is work to be done and errors to correct. By virtue of Santa’s annual visits, society has a way 
to measure their actions and be held accountable for all that they have done throughout the year, 
all thanks to Santa’s list.  

Lastly, destruction of the list would initially bring about more harm than good. Were the list to be 
destroyed then the wrong doers would run rampant assuming they did good and the good doers 
would assume they did bad due to not getting any gifts. The social order would be in disarray due 
to the lack of that fundamental tool in Santa’s job, the list. The police officer would be better off 
utilizing the list for the good of society so as to better the lives of everyday good doers.  

To close off, we must ask ourselves one question were we to be found in the police officer’s 
situation, “Should I destroy the only truly accurate criminal tracking tool to exist or do I utilize it then 
return it?” 
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Privacy Motions  
By: Piet Gotlieb  
In 2013, Cambridge Analytica started developing its data collection application through which the 

infamous Facebook-Cambridge Analytics scandal occurred. Data of the application’s survey 

respondents but also their Facebook contacts was collected and consequently sold to the political 

campaigns of Donald Trump and senator Ted Cruz according to repeated reports from 2015 

onward. The data of up to 87 million profiles was used to create psychographic profiles to benefit 

those political campaigns. Although the app’s users had given consent to the privacy and data 

regulations, naturally their Facebook contacts had not. The public outrage that ensued following 

the scandal led many to question the role of the digital economy in the ability of individuals to 

actualize their right to privacy. 

A similar debate took place in the Netherlands in 2017, with the referendum on the so-called “wiv” 

(wet op de inlichtingen- en veiligheidsdiensten), a law that outlines, and effectively was said to 

broaden, the scope of powers assigned to the national intelligence and security agencies. This law 

re-ignited the debate juxtaposing security with privacy. These two anecdotes illustrate the two 

most important frames for debating privacy: privacy and government, and privacy and the digital 

economy.  

So how should we view privacy? In principle, the right of privacy is commonly enshrined as a 

fundamental human right in constitutions and international legal documents. This right to privacy 

coincides with the ideal of liberty, which includes the protection from government. In this sense, 

governments can expand their power by diminishing the ability of the individual to actualize their 

right to privacy. On a more personal level, liberty’s contingency on the right to privacy is perhaps 

more obvious. If you are in the shower and you know no one is listening, you may choose to sing 

(louder), a choice which you may not have made if you knew your friends were right on the other 

side of the shower door. So, your privacy grants you the freedom to sing. Similarly, privacy is 

supposed to protect the individual from government oppression, especially in a legal or 

governance context.  

In a debate, it is therefore important to stress or limit, depending on what side you are arguing, 

the consequences of diminishing the right to privacy, or the ability of persons to actualize it, 

reasoning that a legal or customary right may not constitute a lived reality. One could expand 

effects two-dimensionally, meaning the impact of your argument can have both breadth and 

depth, by either stressing the effect on an affected individual or on society as a whole. For example, 

diminishing privacy may be framed as a restriction of individual freedom on the individual level, or 

as an expanse of government powers to a potentially dangerous extent on a societal level. Because 

of the abstraction of these topics, it may be helpful to provide a mechanism and an example to 

substantiate your argument.  

An attentive mind will have figured out by now that one of the key issues in this case is the role of 

privacy as a currency, and the resulting cost-benefit analysis an individual makes. The way we make 

decisions about whether to buy a pair of shoes is not so different from when we decide to make 

use of digital services. We decide whether the corresponding cost of the shoes is worth it, just as 

Theme Analysis 
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we (should) consider whether the privacy we hand in to make use of a digital sphere is reasonable. 

After all, Facebook is not really free, you are just paying with a different currency. Similarly, the 

privacy we hand to government in return for protection from threats such as terrorism can be seen 

as a tax. As a result, a debate on privacy can also be framed as a cost-benefit analysis, where the 

cost of handing in privacy as previously explored can either be stressed or diminished, but so can 

the benefits that result from said “payment”. This makes the individual’s control over their privacy 

so important, as they should be able to decide where to spend it. In connection to Cambridge 

Analytica, contacts of app users were not, because they had not been asked consent, which made 

the issue immoral. 

A final important issue, besides privacy as a right and the cost-benefit analysis that privacy prompts 

is trust. The likelihood that a harm or benefit from changes to an individual’s level of privacy is 

particularly large or small depends on the trust we should place in the relevant institutions. For 

example, a government proposal to expand the powers of intelligence agencies in the digital 

realm may have more social leverage if the population has trust in government. Trust in institutions 

is of course a very politically loaded question, with the right-wing typically placing more trust in the 

private (market) sector, and the left-wing often placing more trust in government, but it is crucial 

towards explaining the plausibility of the harms and benefits that you choose to argue.  

In conclusion, there are three important issues in a privacy debate, including the definition and 

role of privacy in today’s digital world, the cost-benefit analysis of whatever the motion is in relation 

to privacy, and the likelihood of that analysis on the basis of institutional trust. If the mechanisms 

you build for explaining how privacy leads to certain harms are solid, you should be able to win 

your next debate      . 
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Position Description 

1V 
The debating format in which each side of the debate is composed by one team 
each. This is the second most used debate format by Cicero. 

2V 
The last speaker of both sides of the house. This speaker has the goal to explain 
why their team has won the debate. 

3V The side in favour of the motion. Also known as the government. 

4V The ranking of the teams after a debate. 

5V The actors that are impacted by the motion. 

6V The collective name for both opening teams. 

7V (To reach) the knockout rounds of a competition as a speaker or as a judge. 

8V Our association’s name giver. 

9V The new material brought by teams in the closing half of the debate. 

10V Judges are assumed to be as if a… 

 

1H The explanation of why the arguments made by the other side is wrong. 

2H 
The debating format we use the most. This format has two teams on each side of 
the house, each consisting of two debaters. 

3H 
When two areas of argumentation between both sides directly contradict each 
other. 

4H 
When a closing team implicitly or explicitly contradicts the opening team on the 
same side. 

5H The side in against the motion. 

6H 
An illegitimate and unreasonable attempt by opening government to restrict or 
shift a motion. 

7H The statement of the debate. 

8H The strategic responsibility on a team or side in a debate. 

9H Used to convince the judges of your side during a debate. 

10H 
A short, quick point of rebuttal made during a speech by a speaker on the 
opposing side. Also known as a PoI. 

11H What we do as an association. 

12H 
When teams have the number of team points equivalent to just getting seconds in 
all their debates. Often used as a reference point for success (e.g. "Plus one" means 
the equivalent on straights plus a win etc.). 

 

Last edition’s answer: a choice 

 

 


