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An Opinion Is Not a Score

Why pitch competitions should judge like the Olympics.

MICHAEL KRANITZ - AUGUST 2026

Watch the judges at an Olympic figure skating final or a world gymnastics championship. A
row of experts, seated a few feet apart, and not one of them says a word to another. That
silence is not stagecraft. It is the rule.

Nearly every judgment-centric sport has converged on the same design. Sports like skating,
gymnastics, and diving all have judges evaluate contestants independently, and
communication among judges during evaluation is restricted or outright prohibited. The
panel’s scores are combined by formula, usually with the high and low thrown out. Skating
learned it the hard way. The 2002 Salt Lake City pairs scandal, where a judge admitted she
had been pressured on her vote, destroyed the old 6.0 system and forced a rebuild around
independence and arithmetic.

These bodies did not choose silence because judges are untrustworthy. They chose it
because deliberation reliably degrades judgment. It rewards confidence over accuracy. It
converges on whoever speaks first or loudest. It lets one senior judge’s read propagate
through a panel that would otherwise have disagreed usefully. Disagreement among
qualified judges is not noise to be smoothed out. It is information.

Now look at how a typical pitch competition, academic contest, or business plan contest
runs. The judges huddle. They compare impressions. They “align on a winner.”

Imagine Mark Cuban is on your panel. You scored a founder a 6 on financials; he announces
she is fundable and he would write the check today. Are you going to ask Mark Cuban to
conform to your view? Of course not. You will inevitably drift toward his. Everyone will.
From that moment the panel is not five judges. It is one judge and four ratifiers. And it does
not take a celebrity. Every panel has someone more senior, more famous, or simply louder,
and deliberation hands the result to that person.

The Pitch Council standard puts it bluntly:

“A panel that talks its way to an answer has produced an opinion, not a
score.”



Independence has a second effect that gets far less attention: accountability. A judge who
deliberates hides inside the panel. The result belongs to everyone, so it belongs to no one. A
judge who scores alone puts a signature beneath a score.

Software sharpens this further. A judge scoring in -
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Here is the part that matters most. In any competition worth entering, all but one
contestant will not win. If the event produces nothing but a winner, it failed everyone else
who showed up. At the very least, the rest should receive actionable feedback; criterion by
criterion, judge by judge, measured against the same rubric as everyone else. “The judges
liked someone else better” is a shrug. “Here are the four places you lost points, and here is
what the top band requires” is a roadmap.

Detailed, objective, independent scores are the first step toward a competition that serves
the people who do not take home the check. The Olympics settled this decades ago. Our
contestants deserve the same rigor.

Disclosure: I founded LiveJudge™ and helped establish the Pitch Council. The standard is free and vendor
neutral. Use it with any software you like, or with paper.



