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This is a very important issue of our magazine, apart from being the first one of this new year of 

2021, is, above everything else, the first one to be freely available online. Naturally, this greater 

reach, also comes with greater responsibility to our editing team. A task we will give our best to 

fulfil to its fullest, as this new channel of communication between the association and its members 

with the outside world deserves. 

The transition to an online format was a hard one, with various challenges and arising questions: 

“How should the online magazine be accessible?”, “In what format should it be published?”, 

“Should the style of the magazine be changed to adapt to our new broader audience?”, etc… After 

much deliberation it was decided that there should be two editions of the magazine. One exclusive 

for the members of the association, and another that anyone can access through Cicero’s website. 

This is so that those members that do not wish or don’t feel comfortable to have their articles read 

by people outside the association can continue to participate in our magazine. Thus, the online 

version of the magazine will have less content compared to the integral version that is available to 

all Cicero members. 

Just as a new semester starts, Cicero activities follow suite in the coming month of February, both 

in terms of workshops, debates, and (online) socials. Pay attention to the calendar and group chat 

to know more and be sure to mark your presence. Finally, with the start of another recruitment 

season, the editing team also hopes that this magazine helps in reaching and bringing new 

members to our association in this upcoming new semester. 

As always, keep voicing your opinions! We hope you enjoy this issue as much as us!  

The “Hear, Hear!” team, 

 

  

Editor’s Note 



3 
 

February 2021 

This month we will be introducing new members arriving this semester. We will have Open Nights 

on Thursday’s 18 and 25 at 19:00. If you want to join us, catch up and help give a warm welcome 

to the new members you are more than welcome. We also will have joint debate nights with other 

associations from the Netherlands Thursday the 11th at 19:00. Additionally, starting on the 15th 

we will have workshops in English which for the first few weeks will be on Mondays. We also have 

a Valentines Day Social on the 12th.  We will also have a second round of applications for 

committees next week so if you want to be more active this Semester this is a good chance. Hope 

you have a great start to your semester and to see you soon. 

 
 

Open Nights:  

18th and 25th of February, 19:00 (CET) 

 

Joint Debate:  

11th of February, 19:00 (CET) 

 

Debating Workshop (in English):  

15th and 22nd of February, 19:00 (CET) 

 

Valentine’s Day Social:  

12th of February (time to be disclosed in the near future) 

 

Pay attention to the group chat for the links to these events. 
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Source: Tilburg University website (as of 26th Jan) 

 

TAISIG: The Tilburg University AI Special Interest Group (TAISIG) was created with the goal of 

combining, coordinating, and strengthening AI activities at the university and to develop into an 

important player within the regional and national domain of AI. 

There will be a series of short online presentations by TAISIG that will discuss a variety of topics 

related to the recent developments and achievements of Tilburg University in the area of AI. 

Dissertation Prizes: Melissa Lewis of the Tilburg Law School and Camille Hébert of the Tilburg 

School of Economics and Management have been awarded for the best dissertations defended in 

2019. The thesis of Melissa Lewis was titled “An appraisal of the African-Eurasian waterbird 

agreement and its role in the conservation and management of migratory birds at flyway level” and 

stood out to the judges because of its complexity, unique scope, and ambition which made it stand 

out within international wildlife law. For her dissertation defense she was awarded €4,000. 

Meanwhile, Camille Hébert with her thesis titled “Essays on corporate ownership and human 

capital” earned her €2,000 in prizes. 

In Memoriam: On January 7th 2021, Tilburg University has received news that, unfortunately, Jan 

Blommaert passed away at the age of 59. He was appointed Professor of Language, Culture, and 

Globalization at the Department of Culture Studies, School of Humanities and Digital Sciences at 

Tilburg University in 2007, where after one year he became the Director of Babylon, Center for the 

Study of Superdiversity. During his life he contributed to the field of sociolinguistics through writing 

several pieces, three of which are Discourse (2005), Grassroots Literacy (2008) and The 

Sociolinguistics of Globalization (2010). Beyond that, he was also considered a good, committed, 

honest colleague by his fellow professors. 

May his soul rest in peace. 
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Utrecht Online Open (16-17/01/2021) 
By: Thomas Calcagno and Emiliano Hernández  

On the 16th and 17th of January the Utrecht Online Open took place. In it we sent two teams, 

“Harvard University 2” joined by Rishabh Sharma and Aum Chopra and “Case study on Unicorns” 

joined by Thomas Calcagno and Simona Ionela Miron. This was a difficult tournament with many 

EUDC finalists participating such as Tin Puljić.  All of these members should be commended for 

choosing to start their year with a challenging online tournament such as this. Thomas Calcagno 

and Simona Ionela Miron both joined the top ten novice speakers coming as 8th and 9th 

respectively.  

Thomas Calcagno wrote the following: This year’s Utrecht Online Open was unlike any previous 

debate tournament given the current circumstances. Not even a pandemic could stop a debating 

society from finding a way to organize a debate tournament. It was ultimately hosted online with 

discord, and at the beginning there were some clear problems that the organizers and debaters 

had. First of all, the scepticism from debaters uncertain if they could adapt to this online setup, also 

considering the struggle and difficulty of organizing each debate round, all these were challenges 

that made it uncertain whether the Utrecht Online Open was going to turn out a success or not. 

However, we can wholeheartedly conclude that this debate tournament was a success. It is certainly 

admirable how the organizers managed to pull it off. What’s also admirable is all the debater 

participants that despite the unideal circumstances they enthusiastically participated. For many 

debaters including myself it was their first experience at a debate tournament. Without a doubt I 

found it to be an amazing experience where I learned valuable lessons on how to improve my 

debating skills. What’s also been impressive was the diversity of backgrounds and nationalities that 

participated at the tournament. The sort of diversity that made you debate with an American 

student from UCLA or an Indian undergraduate student while having a judge from Nigeria. This 

sort of diversity was not only amazing for the fact that it allowed debaters to listen to different 

perspectives on important issues, but most importantly it showed how this debating community is 

of a global scale.   
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Whip Speeches   
By: Bas de Bruijn 

This essay is less of a guide, but more off a love letter to the most noble part of the debate, the 

whip speech. A part of the debate that may seem daunting at first, but when taken up with zeal is 

by far the most theatrical and fun part of a debate. 

The basics, the whip speech is the last speech from either side of the house, in an Ap debate the 

first speaker gives her encore to frame and dominate the debate. In a BP debate it is the last 

speaker of each side of the chamber. This means that the opening teams lack this oratory device 

and need to make up for the framing in time allotted for arguments.  

This is what is unique about the whip speeches, the speakers are forbidden to make new 

arguments, but they may strengthen arguments brought on by their partner. This may seem weird 

at first, for the point of a debate is to win through arguments, yet may not do so. In place of this, 

there exists a opportunity to frame the entire debate. Everybody before you in the debate has 

made arguments and have tried to make them relevant, important, and believable. After half an 

hour of bp debate, the list of these arguments will be long and confusing. Somebody needs to 

help those poor poor judges, summarize the debate, and show them what is relevant, important, 

and believable.  

This is your job, which you will surely pursue with vigour and as a completely neutral actor. Or you 

can frame the entire debate in a way that is favourable to your team. Dismiss, rebut and strawman 

the opposition crushing their hopes of victory. Stabilize the arguments on your side of the house, 

but always make the work of your own team shine. You are the main supplier of weigh offs. Every 

argument and policy has an effect and value. But what is important in this debate and why? While 

you know that your arguments tackle the problem effectively and do the most good in the real 

world, helping the people who most need helping. There is only one problem convincing the 

judges of this obviously clear fact. You do this by summarizing, framing, and weighing off 

arguments. All the while having a great time playing with punchlines, snarky remarks and theatrical 

moves and sentences.  

To this end Cicero needs you, to be a whip speaker and have fun doing so in the most unique 

position in the debate spectrum. I hope that I have convinced you of the value of this gem of 

debating. 

 

 
  

Debating Tips 
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Infoslide 

 

Assume it would be technologically possible for people to exchange and trade with each other the 

time they have in their life-time. 

 

THW legalize the trading of one’s life-time. 

 

 
  

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

Although the act of buying or selling years of someone’s life seems like a noble act, it actually gives 
birth to several other problems such as putting a price on life or creating a black market for this 
‘business’. The technological advances might lead to such a possibility, to trade years of your life 
in exchange for money or other commodities, but that endangers the life of the people and the 
individual’s control on his own life. Therefore, this paper makes it a priority to support the thesis 
that buying and selling years of a person’s life should not be allowed.  

The motion put forward by this House contains flaws with regard to the respect of a person’s 
individual freedom and liberty. Former leaders of the world have fought hard to enable everyone 
to be free and to make their own decisions regarding their lives. If laws enabling people to trade 
years of their life existed, then all this work would have been for nothing. The law supported by the 
House would reduce a person’s capability to exercise voluntary actions on his/her own life and 
would take away every individual’s inalienable right to liberty, because the law puts a limit on how 
much a person can live. Let’s break this down. When someone buys years of another person’s life, 
the buyer will deprive the person from the opportunity to choose how to conduct his life and how 
much he will live. When a person agrees to trade away his years, he ultimately agrees to limit his 
life and die earlier than expected. Moreover, this law raises several questions: Could there be a 
difference between possessing the years of someone’s life but not the individual itself? The years 
of a person’s life are not assets independent from the individual itself which can be traded like a 
commodity such as oil. The result of the law put forward by the House could be that the purchase 
of an individual’s years equals the purchase of the individual itself. This act would return the world 
to times where people purchased other people and then controlled everything they did, which 
violates an individual’s right to be free. The proposition might argue that in fact this is exactly what 
liberty of a person’s life is, to give entire freedom on what a person can do without any restrictions, 
even trading away years of their life. But in practice, the argument contradicts itself, because this 
type of trading reduces the liberty of a person by putting limiting the life of an individual.  

In addition, the act of trading years of life would wipe out poor people in two ways. First, it would 
urge poor people to sell many years of their life in exchange for money, which they need for several 
other purposes such as rent or tuition fee for their kids. But the problem is that these costs keep 
piling up, which require additional money, implying that people need to sell more years of their 
life until they die. Second, the cost of purchasing years of another individual’s life might be too 
expensive for poor people to afford it. Purchasing years of life is an advanced mechanism which 
most probably does not have the same cost as buying sugar, which entails that it would be less 
accessible for poor people. If the price for this act was high, then it could be used by the rich people 
to purchase the years of poor people, which would eventually wipe them out of existence.  

The motion of this House should be denied for the reason that it endangers crucial aspects of the 
life of individuals. Treaties such as the Universal Declaration on Human Rights and the International 
Covenant on Civil and Political rights contain the most important liberties of an individual and have 
been tools that have contributed to the evolution of modern societies. But this motion has the 
power to alter the rights of the individuals that protect them and their liberties and has the power 
to do more harm than to benefit people. Therefore, I dissent.  
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THW destroy the list - Opposition  
By: Gregory Go 

Since the dawn of time, man has always been fascinated with the idea of longevity. Many within 
our society crave the ability to live longer and have an ensured extended lifespan. In this scenario 
specifically, that now becomes a commodity, something purchasable to virtually everyone. 
However, this would set a dangerous precedent that risks the wellbeing of a large portion of the 
people on this earth, and that will be all explained here. 

To start, let’s think about why your own life specifically is important (yes, you DO matter). Everyone 
develops their own life in their own unique way, going through certain experiences that make them 
each drastically differ from one another, which shows that each individual life is unique and 
uncountable as a whole. The ability to sell years of your own life means that it’s now possible to sell 
good chunks of your life for a set amount of money. What happens now is that society has a strong 
reason to believe that human lives are now quantifiable using a common metric (being money), 
which is dangerous because a very integral part of what human life is as outlined before is 
shrouded in uncertainty numerically. People now can start valuing lives less because now there’s 
potential for a narrative that says “it’s now possible to see ages and lives as just numbers.” 

Not only that, people now also have a reason to not life out their lives to the fullest anymore, further 
devaluing livelihoods in terms of quality. When people have the ability to purchase a theoretically 
unlimited number of years, they are now able to be less focused on developing their actual lives 
and instead just spend their years on doing more wasteful activities and just be less productive in 
general. Even though in practice there are people who would use this as a chance to maximize 
their potential production, the fact that this is fundamentally possible still makes this practice of 
trading years unjustified regardless. From an overall perspective, it only exacerbates the 
devaluation of human lives as a whole. 

Okay, enough with the philosophy, and let’s talk about what sort of market is going to happen. 
Realistically speaking, as humans now see a gigantic market potential, it now opens up the 
possibility of exploitation and abuse of other people’s lives, more than what’s already happening 
with human trafficking and slavery. There will be parts of society that will make use of this by 
creating a black market, using the years from the poor and selling them to the rich. This will happen 
because the poor have very few means of escaping poverty, and they can be easily influenced into 
thinking that this is a quick sure-fire way of giving their families the money they desperately need. 
Even worse, it doesn’t stop there, because think about what these vendors would do towards these 
poor people, potentially making them doubt the value of themselves by spewing out 
demotivational and somewhat mean words to further prove their point on why they should sell 
their years. Think about what this would do towards their families, having to lose their loved ones 
earlier to a greedy market and their false consent. 

That being said, we can now be certain that even if proponents manage to pull out benefits from 
this scenario, there are still many fundamental harms that should be considered, especially when 
a good number of humans tend to ignore deeper philosophical values for monetary gain. People 
should not be blinded by the quantity, because no amount of quantity can truly make up for the 
quality of one’s life. Accept your lives and lifespan as it is because that’s all you need to make a 
meaningful impact in this world, and don’t ever think about selling even a fraction of it because of 
the chances you’ll miss in this crazy life. 

That’s all. Do vote for opposition if you truly care about human lives. 
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Is Twitter a political messenger? 
By: Satyam Ray 

With Barack Obama being the most followed person on Twitter, and with more MPs joining the 
platform each passing day, it’s time to analyse if Twitter is becoming the new political messenger, 
and if so, in what ways can it be problematic? The debate about social media and its pros and cons 
has been a prolonged one. Whether its effects are good or not is still up for grabs, but in recent 
years, the impact of social media, and Twitter in particular, has changed its dynamic quite a bit. 

As I look at it, MPs no longer use their Twitter handles just to promote their agendas, campaign 
information and ideas, but use it relatively more to throw shade at other politicians, journalists and 
constantly get into spats with each other. With politicians being closely regarded as public figures 
nowadays, whether we admit it or not, voters want to see politicians communicate whatever is on 
their mind. Thus, platforms such as Twitter have started to make politicians do their job differently- 
they commit to views more hastily, burn relationships and shun nuance. Furthermore, Twitter is 
ruining politics as Farhad Manjoo, a columnist for the New York Times argues, “fear of missing out, 
which is Twitter’s primary sensibility, requires that everyone offers an opinion before much is 
known.” Therefore, voters are no longer bothered or satisfied with politicians who aren’t constantly 
bubbling out their thoughts or are ‘out of touch’. 

As Ian Leslie states what he calls the “Law of Twitter”, and I quote, “it can increase a person’s fame 
but never their authority. Those with low fame have the most to gain; those with high authority, the 
most to lose. The more frequently that serious people tweet, the less seriously we take them”. And 
that certainly goes for the likes of Donald Trump, with his tweets being regarded as comical early 
in his tenure and towards the end of it had his account suspended indefinitely due to incitement 
of violence. 

Another reason why I think politicians should refrain from Tweeting is because they mostly tweet 
without supervision and if there’s one thing we can agree on, it is the fact that older generations 
and social media don’t go hand in hand. Perhaps that is the reason why we’ve seen a surge in 
politicians hiring social media teams. However, given all the aforementioned drawbacks, Twitter 
as a political messenger does have its advantages. It’s quick and mostly reliable. Voters can also 
get insights of their leaders’ private lives and their campaign information like never before. All of 
this does help in making an informed decision on who to vote for. 

In conclusion, I’d like to see politicians as the first group of people to rescue themselves from 
Twitter. Twitter turns people who require a certain distance from the commotion to do their jobs 
into influence seekers. One might argue that in today’s day and age, without social media coverage 
and exposure, one is at a comparative disadvantage and I couldn’t agree more; I therefore propose 
politicians to take inspiration from Biden’s campaign- relaying all the tweeting responsibility onto 
his social media team. They not only tend to do a better job at it but also bring back a certain level 
of dignity to the position held by our world leaders. Oh, and they certainly don’t incite supporters 
to attack the Capitol.  

Opinion Article 
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Debating Word-salad  

a n o i s n e t x e 

s c o r t i c t l u 

m w h i p u l m h r 

r u m f a t t o t a 

a l r s c e s t d k 

d e k h i f i i r i 

s n a k c a s o u s 

i l e c e i c n o a 

c l r t r t l e r i 

p i b m o u l l a c 

 

There are 6 debating terms hidden in this word-salad square. They can be written in four distinct 

ways: left to right, right to left, downwards, or upwards. Find them all!  

Tip: The terms you are looking for are included in the last riddle’s solution 

 

Key to last edition’s riddle 

Position Solution         Position Solution 

1V American parliamentary         1H Rebuttal 

2V Whip         2H British parliamentary 

3V Proposition         3H Clash 

4V Call         4H Stabbing 

5V Stakeholders         5H Opposition 

6V First half         6H Squirrel 

7V Break         7H Motion 

8V Cicero         8H Burden 

9V Extension         9H Argument 

10V Average informed voter         10H Point of information 

          11H Debate 

          12H Straights 

 

Cicero’s Riddle 


