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Jeanine Congalton

CSU‑Fullerton

Last year, I judged at a number of national tournaments. This year, I have judged primarily at regional tournaments. That means I've judged far less rounds this year than last. The implications of the aforementioned are that I'm going to be less familiar with your arguments and with your evidence. As a result, you'll need to do more explaining and less assuniing. I have always looked to the impact comparisons made in the 2NR and the 2AR for guidance in decision making. Isolate and explain the arguments that you are winning. Be explicit in your comparisons. I'm not likely to vote on the " 17'h response to their 13'" without that argument having been developed. I look at the broader implications of the round. Frame the debate for me. But doift try to reinterpret the round ‑‑ it won't work to your advantage.

I will evaluate the debate from a traditional policy‑making framework. At the conclusion of the debate, I evaluate the benefits of the affirmative case versus the disadvantages. Or in counterplan rounds, I evaluate the affirmative "benefits" versus the counterplan and net benefits. Again, clarification of why you represent the best option in this round clearly works to your advantage.

I like to hear innovative affirmative cases. As a result, I rarely vote on topicality. But, I've also listened to rounds where the 2AC pulls out the front lines and never really answers the topicality argument proper. In these instances, and when the arguments are extended and developed, I will vote negative. I view topicality as a jurisdictional issue and will look to it first. I have never voted on a "reverse voter," even if it goes unanswered. I don't see myself changing this trend.

For me kritiks need explanation as to their bearing in the round. Kritik explanations that conclude with asking me to reject the affumative have less weight than those that ask me to reject the affirmative because of the future implications of the kritik. That means the kritik has to "do something" rather than just exist as a philosophical alternative.

I am open to virtually any type of counterplan, but the negative has to be able to defend its viability. Generic solvency evidence tends to work against you. Permutations are tests, unless highlighted as something else. Whether in the plan or counterplan, I don't find pre‑emptive arguments such as f1counterplans must have x, y, and z" or "permutations must have x, y, and z" to be compelling. It just makes sense that you would want to have the counterplan text or the permutations written out to protect yourselves.

Longer cards that explain the "how's" and "why's" are preferable to short, conclusionary cards. Also, I need to "hear" the evidence ‑‑ a tag line with a garbled piece of evidence really carries no weight in the round. Having said that, "long, involved" kritik cards are often so gooey, that I'm never sure what the content of them is. And in some instances, I can't figure out how those cards clarified a position. Please don't read the last two statements as an indictment of kritiks. Rather, reflect upon how you can clarify the content of the cards or make the explanation more concrete. Yelling "read the cards after the round" is less compelling than explaining the impact of the cards on the round (at which point, I'll gladly read them). I do not, however, put myself in a position where I am literally reconstructing the round based on virtually every card read.

I will yell "clearer" if the arguments are garbled. That doesn't mean you have to slow down, just heighten the clarity.

There are few things as enjoyable as watching a good debate. Despite the pressures of the tournament, please respect the activity, respect your opponents, and respect yourselves. I consider it an honor to be at the NDT. I hope you see it the same way.

CHRIS COOPER

George Washington University

Graduate Assistant Coach: 2 years

Tournaments This Year: 8

Rounds This Year: 50+

Philosophy:

I view debate as the attempt by each team to obtain my intellectual endorsement of a course of action (or inaction). I am not a passive observer, nor am I an enforcer of "rules".

Absent a compelling debate otherwise, I believe FIAT is the ability to imagine the affect of a course of action (or inaction') if it were to occur. FIAT is not a time or a "thing," hence concepts of "pre‑fiat" or "post‑fiat" are artificial. If by "pre‑fiat" you mean the impacts of discourse taking place in the round ‑‑ it is your job to convince me that my consideration of those impacts should overwhelm my intellectual endorsement of an otherwise good idea. I generally beleive that FIAT is the least necessary change required to imagine the course of action.

In my experience, I have found that I am one of the most liberal counterplan judges on the circuit. If you can defend the theory of the counterplan, have at it. The easiest way to win a debate is to counterplan out the affirmative advantages and win a risk of a net benefit.

Very few things are absolute. Solvency is rarely reduced to nothing. Presumption is with change (For an explanation of why... come find me sometime).

Topicality: For me, always a ground issue. I don't understand "jurisdiction" or why I am bound by it. A convincing Topicality argument is that the Affirmative interpretation somehow constrains the Negative from running a particular argument. If you want to win T, its best to go for it for the entirety of the 2NR. I like to see T used strategically... to force the Affirmative into making link arguments or into justifying the fiat of the counterplan.

Arguments that are probably a waste of your time:

Malthus (I should allow people to die in order to prevent consumption by their kids), Plan advocate, Void‑for‑Vagueness, plan‑plan, inherency, significance ... most of these are best used as strategic tools (for example,instead of "Void‑for‑Vagueness" run an "amend" violation that requires the affirmative to specify wording change... and then argue why lack of specificity constrains Negative ground).

Stylistic Issues: I can generally flow any rate. I am more compelled to yell "smarter!" rather than "clearer!" I DO NOT TIME. (The whole enforcement of "rules" thing). Work out time issues with the other team. Cross‑ex is for strategy and clarification. I don't care who answers or asks what. In fact, I have been known to answer cross‑ex questions.

Do whatever you think is necessary to win my intellectual endorsement of your course of action (or inaction). Nothing is out‑of‑bounds. Try an interpretive dance. Bribe me with sex or cash (or both). Make me laugh. Make me cry. Above all else, don't call me "judge."

‑‑coop

"The multivocality of semanticism essentialized in a dialogue of Being instantiates while it interrogates a hermenuetic of self‑annihilating discursive spaces which occlude the ontological signifier."

‑ John Leo spoofing "PomoBabble" in USNWR (03‑15‑99)

Benjamin Coulter

Wayne State University

Graduate Assistant

First year coaching

Five tournaments this year

Theory: 1. 1 am willing to make a decision using almost any paradigm. As a default paradigm, I will evaluate the issues as a policy maker who is open to moral/ethical/philosophical evaluation of policy. 2. 1 enjoy Topicality arguments, but I believe it is the job of the negative to win the argument clearly. I think the negative needs to prove that their interpretation is superior for debate, and I believe that topicality is a "jurisdictional issue" only after that jurisdiction has been defined and defended. I am also open to extra‑topicality debates, and I believe it should be a voting issue. I will accept almost any type of counwplan, but I am willing to vote on "abuse" arguments if developed well by the affirmative team. One exception, I think that counterplans that fiat the object of the plan are almost always unfair to the affirmative. My threshold for defense of that type of counterplan is higher. I love Permutation debates, but I have little tolerance for a time‑fi‑ame, intrinsicness, or sever permutation. I do not think permutations have to be topical or have an independent net benefit. 4. 1 think new cases are part of the NDT, and innovative research should be rewarded.

Topic Specific Arguments: 1. 1 think that the procedures/protections and "create additional protections" arguments are good T arguments this year. Topicality is evaluated in a round‑by‑round fashion. I admit that I probably have a slight affirmative bias and think topicality should revolve around the truth. 2. 1 enjoy big, chunky counterplan and disadvantage debates. As strange as this might sound, I wish I could have heard Courts and Clinton more this year.

Critiques/Deontology: 1. 1 like them both. I use the same standard to evaluate them as I do any other argument. 2. Generally I think they outweigh other impacts, but this is a tricky question. There are so many different types of arguments that people identify as a critique. Generally, I think an individual round will determine how a given argument will weigh.

Evidence: 1. 1 will read evidence after the round, because I believe that evidence makes arguments. Thus, it is important to have good cards. Further, I have little tolerance for new cards read in the 2AR. 2. 1 look at the quality of the justifications for the claims made in the evidence when making comparisons. I am open to arguments about qualification. 3. Full cites are not required, but at times are beneficial. 4. Evidence challenge requires the original in the hands of the challenger and results in a loss and zero points for the losing team.

Style: 1. 1 will encourage clarity by saying "clear" if a debater's speaking is egregious. I have been told I have very powerful non‑verbal reactions of which I am not always aware. 2. Almost anything could be an argument. I do think that the argument must be presented in a way that both the other team and I understand the argument that is made. For example, it is fine to present a painting if that painting makes an argument and the other team is given the opportunity to respond. 3. Tag‑team CX is fine, but often makes people look like jerks. 4. Do not beajerk. Anything that could hurt another person's feelings should be avoided. This includes opponents, partners, etc. I think it is almost never necessary to be insulting.

Miscellaneous: I have tried to prepare my philosophy in a helpful way, but remember it is a not cookie cutter to be applied to a debate. Even if I think topical counterplans are OK, the debaters have to win the argument. While I understand the problems and difficulties of trying to be totally open, I try to let the debaters shape my decision. I believe true objectivity is impossible, but I will always try my best to be self‑reflexive.

4'

David Damus

Judge Philosophy

UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

As a general rule, I prefer to be a policy maker. I will listen to whatever you present, and will do my best to follow your lead. I have not conducted extensive research on this topic. Please remember this as you head down the stretch in the last few rebuttals. You know the assumptions of the authors much better than I do ... so don't keep it a secret. I will do what you tell me in a round and work hard to make a sound decision. I am a practicing attorney who has litigated several labor issues, thus I will warn you up front that if I know a position you advocate is completely untrue, and the opposition call you out without evidence, I may pull that way too. Now for the specifics...

KRITIKS: I actually like some critiques, however I believe they must be inherent and relevant to the topic. I have voted for these animals over the years, but it has only been when they are well developed and articulated. I'm undecided on the flat issues so show me the way.

TOPICALITY: 
I tend to be pretty liberal on topicality. To win on the negative, I

need to know what detriment to the educational value of the activity has occurred, and more than just, they "unlimit" or "explode" the topic. When on the affirmative, I like to hear contextual evidence to support your assertions about definitions when possible, but then again ... I will follow your lead. Last please note that as a general rule, it takes a big effort to win my ballot on "T" when you're negative.

COUNTERPLANS: I like a creative counterplan. I don't really mind if it's topical. The heart of the debate lies with competition. Mutual exclusivity and net benefits are all that really matter to me, the rest seems like artificial nonsense. I'm not a big fan of conditionality, and I do believe that the negative should be consistent. You can try the dispositionality moves ... argue it well and maybe I'll buy in.

MISC: As I have stated earlier, you know the research better than I do, so don't assume I know what you do ... I am happy to call for cards if you tell me to ... and will try my best to sort it out at the end. Last note here is that this is the NDT, and the stress level may be high, but that is no excuse for rude, obnoxious behavior vented in the round‑try and have a good time and we will all enjoy the ride!

Dan Davis‑ Univ. Kentucky

1 Role as judge; I vote for who I think won. I decide that based on cosL‑benetit analysis,

both in to= of maonknde and probability of the advantages and disadvantages.

2Aff Approaches: I like plans‑ aff should defend theirs as inherem and solvent~ and net

beueficiaL I think the affirmative is well smyed by bciag offensive iu response to DA's,

etc.

3. Neg Approaches: Negative should negate‑ thru whatever means avWable. I like big

case debates. I'll give moderate lee‑way to the negative when evaluating DA probability

and CP theory args.

4. Presumption: It's up for grabs to either team, but only will play a role in a tie

(unlikely).

5‑Topicatity: Present your interpretation and its advantages (limits, ground. ew.). I'm not

a great T judge, and probably will give the aff some leeway.

6. Evidcuve: Evidence supports claims, and is used to decide competing claims (usually).

I think qualifications should be read and debated, but no one ever does this. I will mad

evidence I'm told to read and that I see as extended and relevant Questions of accuracy I

will usually dftide based on explanations in the debate, and failing that what makes the

most sense to me.

7. Cross‑examination: Important‑ clarification and elucidation of arguments. Answers are

binding, although usually amorphous‑ I don't find unambiguous c‑x answers to be all that

prevalent. I don't flow c‑x, but I'll listen closely. No pblm. w/ tag‑team. I will vote on a

point made in c‑x if: it's obvious one team is right~ and it's relevant at the end of the

debate.

8.Style & Delivery: Persuasion (emotion, eye contact, etc.) will make me more likely to

vote for you. I can flow pretty much any speed, but will demand clarity. I give high

speaker points to people who know whaL Ehey're talking about, people who are funny,

people who are not rude, and 'pretty' speakers (word economy, speed + clasity: technical

abilities).

9. Other Theory args variable and up for grabs; like I said, I'm leuient on CP theory. I

will vote on critiques, but I like a high degree of link specificity, and in4mict spa;ificity

(how does your convoluted and confusing arg implicate solvency?). I don't like rudeness

or non‑sessicd arguments.

I

Last Name: Davis

Denny

Grant

School: Kansas State

University

Mid‑America

Years Judging CEDA:lst

Topic: 14

First Name:

Region:

Number of Rounds on this

I think the strongest advice I could give is to slow down a bit and debate smart. After judging college rounds for the first time, I was surprised at how difficult it can be to interpret arguments and cards. That is not to say that I will punish a team for going fast. I just tend to prefer someone who slows down slightly and makes good arguments to someone who is fast and makes bad ones. I really like to get the analysis in the cards that are read, so a good rule of thumb would be to step outside before the round, read a card to your partner and make sure that she or he can understand every word that you read. If you are comprehensible, go as fast as you want.

The other piece of advice is to pay attention to how few rounds I've judged on this topic (and in college in general). I haven't cut any evidence and have had limited interaction with debate this year. Perhaps explain topic specific arguments, especially critiques that I probably am unfamiliar with, more than you would for judges you see every weekend.

I don't perceive myself as having particularly strong feelings one way or another about any type of argument. However, it seems only fair to let you know which way I lean.

Topicality: I tend to see T as a resolutional ground issue. Unless a persuasive reason is given for me to act otherwise, the best interpretation will be the one that most fairly divides affirmative and negative ground if that interpretation were applied to future rounds.

Critiques: It's hard for me to say which way I lean, but I guess I probably require more out of a critique than the average judge in order to vote on one. That having been said, I do enjoy listening to them and certainly will vote for one.

Counterplan: I tend to be fairly liberal when it comes to counterplans. Conditionality, dispositionality, and PICs (including delay) are all fair game with me. Again, that's not to say that I won't seriously consider arguments against them. I just enter the round leaning towards their acceptability.

If I have forgotten anything, feel free to ask me about it. In conclusion, I wouldn't read to much into any of these comments. I'll work as hard as I can to adapt to whatever you want to do.

4'

Michael Davis‑ University of Rochester‑ 50+ rounds judged on the topic​(judging for Louisville)

My general philosophy on debate is that the activity belongs to you, the'

debaters. I do my best to judge by the rules

that are established within each debate. I, like any judge, do have

preferences that I will default to unless told

otherwise. If you are comfortable with these then don't worry about them, but

I won't judge according to these

guidelines if either the teams agree in round to a different paradigm or one

team can convince me that there is a

better way to adjudicate the debate. So with that out of the way here are a

few things to keep in mind:

Affirmatives: Be as big or as small as you want, just be able to defend whatever interpretation you want. I would rather hear cases with tangible impacts, but a case with a kritik impact or whatever you want to do that's fine too.

Negative: Do whatever you want. I'd rather see something inventive, something

gutsy, etc.‑ it makes the debate

unique and speakers points will reflect the degree of originality and guts

that teams are willing to show me (this

goes for affirmatives as well as negatives). You can do whatever paradigm you

want (I've voted in a stock issues

paradigm several times this year already),

policy maker.

Topicality: I used to be a topicality hack, but now I find that I have a much

higher threshold. I like to see debate

on all levels of T., from standards, to violations to voters. I also like to

see unique and interesting T. violations and

interpretation. I also prefer that if you go for T. in

a bunch of time on other issues.

but unless told otherwise I'm a

the 2NR you don't spend

Kritiks: I like them, I debated them a lot. This doesn't mean I vote on them a

lot. I find that most teams do not

debate them well especially on the implication level. In order to win a good

kritik debate in front of me 1 need to

understand both why they violate the kritik and why it matters if I vote

against them for that violation.

Disads: Ask yourself why the disad matters when compared to the impact of the

case. I find that a lot of debaters

are extending impacts without telling me why I should care. It's simple you

don't want me weighing impacts after

the round so tell me what to do if you win the disad. Also, you need to tell

me what happens if you win an

argument against a disad. For example, explain to me why a non‑unique or a no

threshold answer means I

wouldn't vote for the negative.

Counter‑plans: I'm not a big fan of generic counterplans unless you can

explain one of two things: 1) How it

solves for the case or 2) How the impact to counterplan solvency outweighs the

case solvency. I really like debates

about counterplan theory, so keep that in mind when you are answering them.

Don't be afraid to go for just and

abuse argument in the 2AR if you think you are winning it cleanly. Also, like

on Disads, you need to tell me what

happens if you win an argument against a counterplan. The biggest place this

needs to happen is in the discussion

of perms and theory arguments. If you win the perm does the counterplan just

go away, or do I vote affirmative.

Scott Deatherage

Northwestern University

Most of you know me reasonably well; accordingly, I'll focus my comments on changes in my philosophy and on recent developments in theory and practice. If I haven't commented on something in particular about which you would like to know, please ask.

The most important thing you should know ‑ even ifyou think you know me well ‑ is that I have become more liberal on theory issues in recent years, particularly against new cases at the NDT. Conditionality is still always bad, MEANING that the negative is stuck with the mandates oftheir Counterplan. They can never rid themselves of an ill‑conceived (bad) CP. HOWEVER, they could choose in the 2NR (or earlier) to simply give up on the solvency to the CP, answer any disads to the CP, beat the case on solvency arguments, and win a unique disad to the plan. Ifthis is what dispositionality means to you, fine. IF you think that dispositionality means that you can punt the CP mandates, think again. That's when it's no different from Conditionality. PICs: (a) Agent CPs are not PICs; (b) Steal the funding (think of parallels) PICs are bad; the plan is affirmative ground by virtue of the right to define; (c) I have allowed PICs that change an essential part of the plan (like substituting one solvency mechanism and retaining another), particularly when employed in new case situations. No, I don't think some case is "old" because (a) you ran it in round 4 and it is now round 5 or (b) some novice team from a school that didn't attend CEDA Nationals or even try to qualify for the NDT ran it in round 2 at the EW Muleshoe tournament.

I have not voted negative on topicality much this year. That's not for some bias for or against topicality per se; it has been a winner with me on othertopics. It's just that I have not heard a strong defense of what unique meaning adheres to the terms "increase protections" or "discrimination." Inmy world, topicality is first and foremost about meaning. Meanings are indeterminate, constructed. That having been said, in order to win a topicality debate the negative has got to provide an interpretation that has Is defensible in both gramatical and expert terms. The incessant and repetitive debate about "limits," "depth," and "education" is not helpful unless both sides are arguing from the springboard ofappropriate field and grammer context. Put another way, a relatively limiting interpretation ofthe resolution that is poorly supported in the literature and/or in the structure ofthe sentence. Similarly, an affirmative defense that rests on the mudane ‑ we've ran this all year, or come on, It's about Title VII ‑ is hardly persujWve. Limits helps to choose between and among competing interpretations that meet the threshold tests of gramatical accuracy and qualified field support.

As to recent critique developments: I have voted for critiques that make an offensive can against a claimed or asserted value. Most of the critiques I have heard on this topic, much to my disappointment fail this test~ although many do substantial damage to the affirmative solvency. Please understand: I don't necessarily think that the FINAL impact to a critique necessarily has to be unique. For example, if legal change re‑enforces the public private sphere, making life hell for women, then the fact that women live in a world defined by such a sphere now Is not necessarily damning for the critique. Ifthe case claims only that the legal protections oftheir plan better the plight ofwomen, then the aforementioned critique may well just function as a turn to the case. Ofcourse the critique needs to clash with the particulars ofthe affirmative claim; it should answer directly the ways In which the plan proposes to improve theirplight. But Ifit does that, and this Is the only advantage to the plan, then the negative wins. Check your systemic critiques at the door. Rationalitybad? Toobed. Linear thinking bad? You want to explain that tome in non4inear terms? Debatebad? Try poker playing instead.

None of this means that I am all that big a fan of political capital disads either. I don't vote on Clinton all that often. During some stretches of the year It did better with me than in the past, but that's because impeachment gave the argument something of a coherence that It rarely carries. In general, I am typically persuaded by the litany or link and internal link problems that it suffers. The alfirmative would be wise to exploit those in paragraph terms, not three word objections. When this is done effectively, I have been known to conclude that there is no value to the link. I'm not one ofthose who thinks that the negative gets some credit (risk) just because they read a political capital disad. One thing going for the negative: race and gender issues are typically quite controversial, so the first part ofthe link is easier to win than on some topics (like Southeast Asia). Ifyou go for it ‑ and I recognize that on this topic you are sometimes left with little else ‑ emphasize and win the link clearly if you want me to vote on it.

In fact, that's a good general principle: the outcome ofthe debate is, 95% ofthe time, first and foremost, about the link. In most debates, the side that does the best job of and has the best evidence on the critical link questions, wins. That's true no matter if you are debating about Clinton, Feminism, the case, or....

The conception of negative flat popularized in Court CP debates is silly. There are things the court can't do, just as there are things the congress can't do. IfTitle VII says, for instance, that its provisions don't apply to government agencies, for example, the Court can't simply willy‑nilly decide that they do. The CP is not constitutional. That's not a disad question; it's one of the legitimacy of negative flat. Fiat operates within certain assu mptive constraints, nd the constitutional process ‑ because it adheres in the resolutional wording ‑ is one. Just as International Law would prevent the US Congress from mending Japanese legislation, so to does Constitutional Law stop the Court from contradicting a clear, constitutional, directive ofthe legislature. If legislative status is unclear ‑ does Title VII apply to a group (gays), or not ‑ then SOP is murky and the branches overlap and contradict. But for the explicit exclusions in Title VII ‑ forget it.

So, when precisely do I vote negative? Well, you would be suprised to find that in the last two years, I've do so with uncanny regularity. Well, 40% perhaps. But that's about as well as most teams do on the negative; better, if all teams in a tournament are aggregated, I suspect. The best way is to win a net turn to the case, typically a solvency debate. That's not always possible; sometimes the affirmative is too strong. Another good way is to counterplan with a RELEVANT alternative to the plan, have GOOD evidence on that versus the affirmative significance, and win a LINK to a disad to the plan. Yes, even a Clinton disad, although as mentioned, I think those are easier for the affirmative to pick spart. The negative is typically ok if they are fraying at the edges a bit on uniqueness, provided a robust defense ofthe LINK. A third way is to win a GERMANE critique that CLASHES WITH and TURNS BACK the benefit ofthe affirmative. Back in the day, we considered this a case turn. Finally, in SOME SITUATIONS, topicality is a fine approach. But only Ifyou are testing the plan (sorta like the LINK to the T DA), NOT ifyou are FORCE FITTING a generic topicality argument that doesn't consider the nuances of the plan.

Presentation is important. It's not only important to your speaker points (which do, after all, impact the strength ofyour opposition in the power​matched rounds), but it's also important ifyou want me to vote for you. Ifyou speak clearly, articulate, and project, then I will find your presentational skills appealing. Ifyour words are garbled, expect poor points. And don't expect me to read or consider evidence I can't understand. In fact, this is a pretty sure route to loosing. Speaking ofevidence, I don't really read nearly as much as I once did. I have to be able to understand the cards, not just the tags. Don't skip words or I'll disregard your evidence and give you poor points. Some are able to speak quickly and meet these criteria; others are not. I'll leave you to decide which category you fit into; just be aware of the importance I assign to this. Read source qualifications. Have full cites available; if you don't, I'll ignore your evidence. You can be aggressive, but be nice. Have fun; don't be so uptight that you can't function.

Finalthoughts. I'm not an edebate junkie, so you shouldn't assume that I'm upon the day's burning edebate controversy. You know: diffuse v. diverse flat, critique with a "c" or a "k," weighty stuff like that. Delete is my favorite edebate key. If such a development is important to your strategy, you had better explain what you mean. Maybe it's just me, but I have a hard time following Foucolut at 300 words a minute. You may think I'm outofit, but I have written a diswrtation framed around Legitimation Crisis. I hate to think how hard it is to follow for someone who has never read it in the original. You might consider slowing down a tad if your strategy relies on complex philosophical literature.

Name: Kenneth DeLaughder

School: Eastern NM University

Years Judging/Coaching: 4th year

Rounds on Topic: over 50

Tournaments for rounds:

UNI, Emporia State, Kentucky, Univ of Cent. OK, Weber RR, GSL, SeLA, et

al.

Philosophy:

I prefer to call this "things you should know" because I don't think that I really have a philosophy, because I try to be objective as possible. what you should know is that alot of times I have problems with people's speed because they jsut aren't clear, especially with tags, make sure I don't have to yell clear, because if I have to do it often, I just won't bother to flow it. If you EVER have questions about what I've got on my flow, jsut take some prep time to ask, I'll be sure to talk to you.

Other things:

‑ I'm pretty tight on line by line, dont expect that if some argument i buried in your overview, then I've automatically cross applied it everywhere. I'm not the traditional truth seeker who intervenes, make your cross apps yourself, if not you let me do it for you, always dangerous.

‑ If you win a counterplan that sucks up the case, and don't win any offense, then you lose. PLEASE articulate a net benefit. If you solve all of case, I'd bet Clinton might get a papercut signing their legislation... SOMETHING...

‑ "risk of a link" no such animal. you HAVE a link or you DON'T HAVE a link, then there is a risk of the disad. Please bother to explain you disad, especially your clinton story.

‑ Better read all of the card you have highlighted.

‑ Deep levels of analysis are better than 5 more cards, especially in early rebuttals.

‑ 1AR: I think Darren Elliot (now at WSU) and Armands Revelins (of USC) are the best 1ARs stylistically for me I've seen. Lots of analysis, easy to flow, clear and fast.

‑ Topicality: why do teams come up with a good T argument, see poor but numerous Aff answers, then kick it? Hell if I know.

‑ Kritiks: I don't dislike them, I just think they are run poorly. Also, if you're going to assume just because you've ran X kritik all year that I'm a philosophical expert on it, you're in trouble.

‑ Morally Repugnant: what a loaded term. usually used by a team that can't articulate a clear reason why something is better. It's morally repugnant to do lots of things ...

‑ Clinton: don't hate this disad, but you should run one that makes sense.

‑ Counterplans: always a cool thing. I don't blow off theory debates on htem like alot of judges, so feel free. Also, why do Negs always roll on textual perms ... they aren't all that :)

Alot of you will strike me because I'm form District IX, or because I'm from a small school, or for whatever reason. I think that's your loss. I welcome the round off to help out my teams. I work hard to make the best decision a human being can make. Take care and good luck.

JUDGING PHILOSOPHY

Mark DeLoach

University of North Texas

Director of Debate

Years Coaching/Judging: 14

Tournaments Attended, 98/99: 3

District: 
III, South Central

Number of Rounds: Approximately 25

General Comments: I find it fairly difficult to generalize about any judging tendencies, in particular because it is self​descriptive and in part because it is inherently inaccurate. I have, in the past, characterized myself as a sort of policy‑maker, given the unique nature of policy making in debate. I do not want it to be assumed that this is the only role that I can see myself in as a debate judge. I want to make it clear that I can be persuaded to don any articulated or described set of lenses in order to evaluate a debate. This year, I don't think that I have voted affirmative or negative more often than not. This year, I have judged what seem to be a few less rounds on the topic than in past years, so I may or may not be as familiar with the arguments.

That having been said, I do think that there are some strategic/stylistic elements that make up what I characterize as good debate. I appreciate 2NR/2AR meta‑level conceptual izations of the round. I think that good debates have some degree of focus in the last two speeches. but I think that I am fairly strict on 2AR's in terms of "new" areuments. To avoid my perception that some framing or argument is new, you should begin to describe the framing of the argument in the 2AC/IAR. I prefer cordial debates. although I do appreciate the gravity of debates at the national tournaments or the qualifiers. I think that many debaters do not use cross‑examination to its potential, and I believe that the potential is significant in terms of assessing the quality of evidence, the assumptions of arguments, or the ramifications of arguments for the round as a whole. I will let you know if some particular stylistic concern is troubling to me, of if I cannot understand you.

Argument Perceptions: I am willing to evaluate arguments in a debate round from whatever perspective is advocated. I will evaluate affirmatives which operate on a pre‑fiat level. argue from general principle. or that advocate decision rules/criteria that are different from the traditional cost‑benefit model. I am willing to assess alternative methods of disproving affirmative claims, such as kritik‑s or exclusion counterplans. I have voted for and against all of these. as well as for and against the traditional plan vs. disad%antaize/counterplan approach. It makes very little difference to me. it should be a strategic decision on your part as to %k hat approach you take. Debate it out, provide support for your claims, answer the opposition's arguments‑‑you should be in pretty good shape. I stay fairly current on the literature, but the fact that I have readtheard something about a particular position should not influence my evaluative perceptions.

If you have particular questions before a 6%en round, feel free to ask me. I may not be able to give you a detailed answer prior to a round (without hearing the debate progress), but I will give you as complete an answer as possible.

Good luck and have fun at your national tournament.
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Michael Dickler University of Michigan Debate 1992‑1996 20 Rounds on the Topic

Unless you tell me differently, I vote for the best policy.

Topic Specific: As you will probably notice, I have not judged very much

on the topic. However, I am a third year law school student and have

taken three classes with employment discrimination focus. Thus I am

familiar with many of the cases on the topic. I would caution, not to get

ahead of yourself by assuming that I am familiar with the topic and not

explaining yourargs.

Counterplans: Anything pretty much is up for argument, but since its hard to change a judge's bias in a theory debate here are mine. Its harder to be negative thus they should get a little leeway. Thus Agent counterplans or even topical counterplans diffferent from the affirmative are legit. Exclusionary counterplans are less clearly justified, depends on how much of the aff is done by the counterplan. Some advice for the aff‑ I have seen many counterplan debates this year, but in very few cases do the aff run D/As against the counterplan. If its an agent counterplan I know its hard, but come on, the c/p is probably going to solve most plans, have something to weigh against their D/A. Oh ‑‑‑ impact turns on the D/A do this too.

Topicality: Abuse is the standard to start with, you can try to explain why grammer or something else is important, but if you cannot articulate a set of cases which the aff legitimizes and why that is bad you will have a tough time winning. Not to say I'm unwilling to vote on topicality, I just think need to debate it by example.

D/As Judge: Apparently I've been informed that I am a card carrying member of the cult of uniqueness. Not that I understand that there are people who will not listen to Disads, but anything can happen, so allow me to declare myself to be a fan. I know its probably hard to cobble a good Clinton story together, but I will reward you if you do.

Critiques and Other Issues: A little background for you: I am a western liberal humanist democrat who believes that the law is good. I.e. I watch Law and Order and generally root for the prosecutor. That having been said I have on occassion been convinced to change my view of the world for as long as it takes to sign a ballot. So for those of you ambitiously thinking‑‑he just hasn't heard me go for spanos (perhaps I am dating myself)‑‑here are some suggestion. I am far more willing to vote for arguments which present alternatives. A negative may just have to negate, but if there is no way to solve the problems you isolate I am curious as to why you think I should take them into account.

Furthermore, many of these arguments have substantial solvency implications, explain them, although in general you will have a hard time articulating them as turns.

Finally, I refuse to vote on an argument I do not understand, this is as true about this type of argument as any other, but I notice that these arguments tend to be more dominated by words that I have little familiarity with, explain them.

Good Luck

JUDGING PHILOSOPHY‑ ELIZABETH DUDASH‑ MIAMI UNIVERSITY OF OHIO Rounds on topic: 30 +

ABOUT ME: I debated for John Carroll University in CEDA for one year

and then NDT for the following two. Participated in the NDT in 1995 and

have judged there every year since. Have coached at Miami for two

years.

THE TOPIC: I have not enjoyed this topic a whole lot because we seem to

have gotten off topic quite literally. But, I do like some of the

narratives I have heard throughout the year and I like stimulating and

interesting debate about the topic. Please remember who is in the room

with you and in the back of the room. We are all sensitive to our own

situations. Keep this in mind and be kind to others in the room. I

rarely like or tolerate anything less.

ISSUES:

T‑ Like it, love it. If you are going to run it‑ great, please make

sure I can understand it when you read it initially. I dislike when

they morph completely by the end of the round. Write out the violations

to make this clear. At this level this should not be a problem. Feel

free to kick it by the end of the debate (or earlier) but don't make it

a complete waste of time. I enjoy T debates on both sides.

CPs‑ Competitiveness counts. I rarely buy that you can have TVII and

ban it at the same time so unless you come up with something truly

creative, chances are I won't vote on that. I like CP theory if it is

explained and understood. I think that the neg gets SQ and CP as much

as the aff gets perm and plan. It is equal distribution on both sides.

K's‑ I listen to them carefully. I have not heard one I did not

understand yet this year, but if it is new please have a good

explanation. I don't like to sort things out. I enjoy these debates

for the most part as long as they are not assuming I have read

everything on the philosophy behind them. I consider myself

knowledgable, but take into consideration how much time you have to

explain it. Clear explanations of K's are KEY and useful.

THE FLOW: I consider myself a good flow. By that, I also mean that I

am human. If someone has to ask the other team for a list of answers

because THEY couldn't flow it, imagine what I am thinking. I have kept

up well and find myself fairly content with the flow and will use it for

the decision rather than rebuilding the debate. Explanation is

therefore key and storytelling of the flow. If you are unclear, I will

shout "unclear" a maximum of two times for any debater. Anything after

that you will have to monitor yourself.

Good luck to everyone. I look forward to enjoying the debates.

Kelly Dunbar

Saylor University

40+ Round& Judged

I don't really think I have much of a judging philosophy Per se. I could likely be convinced to vote for any position/irgument depending on the context of the round and the debating that took place. Most of.what I layout here are simply predispositions that I've acquired over the years that might make it easier for you as a debater to win any given argument. I will say as,disclaimer that the most difficult part of judging for me lies in the balancing the quality of evidence and the leve4 of argumentation in a given debate. As such, as a debater It would probably benefit your cause ff you attempt to not rely solely on your persuasive powers with poor evidence to win an argument, or conversely high quality evidence with no argumentation absent *read our card after the round." I will read evidenoe after the round, but I will be highly reluctant to use that evidence to make argurneft for your side N you have simply listed off a bibliography of sources in the 2NR12AR to answer a given position. Ukewise, avoid debating in an overly mechanistic fashion. I don't really think long overviews are helpful, I think those overviews are best integreated into line by line debating to create a more holistic argument.

Topicality: I consider topicality to always be a voting issue. I will probably begin the evaluation of a topicality debate from the standpoint of the implications of the interpretations offered up by the negative and the affirmative. Negatives should invest time and persuasion in presenting a fair and legitimate interpretation of the resolution that excludes the egregious ground skew the affirmative interpretation includes. I haven't really voted on topicality much this year because few teams have really gone for it in the block let alone the 2NR. I think the protection/procedure debate is probably the area of the resolution that offers the most ground for the negative, though I realize there is a healthy debate on both sides of that issue.

Counterplans: Anything pretty much goes. In this category I'm willing to. vote in any given direction depending on the quality of argumentation. I guess my predisposition is that counterplans can be international, conditional, exclusionary, and/or topical. This being said please believe me that I will be more than happy to vote on exclusionary/plan inclusive counterplan bad arguments and the like. As mentioned above these are my initial thoughts. I will not make arguments for either team in this theoretical arena, so the team that provides the most complete reasoning for their theoretical position will win. I am becoming increasingly distressed by the degree of latitude negatives are getting away with when running counterplans (Le. fiating lower courts.) That being said the affirmative will have to invest the effort to got through the litany of 21SIC justifications provided which places a bruden on the I AR.

Critiques: I 'm really not sure what this category means anymore, but anything you can put in here and label as a critique I probably have voted on or will vote on depending on the context. As with any other argument, I will expect explanation at every level by the negative and will be impressed by intelligent and specific affirmative answers to critiques rather than blocks of one or two sentence long theory arguments written months before. Be wanned, however, that I refuse to not understand a word out of the mouth of the negative through the debate and. sit back and read 10 page‑long cards to reconstruct the negative argument for them. Some of these debates can be quite enjoyable, others can be painful.

‑Nothing here is concrete and probably not terribly helpful. I enjoy fast, clear, intelligent debates and will reward clever and tactical teams with high points and frequent wins.

Jim Dutcher

Position: Coach, 3 ymn (Two wM Gowle Mason, 1:6rwith Duqumw)

Roui& 25+ munds (All levels of competitive debaft)

Decision.maung . Parnagn: I default to a OSYMMWP RP*=Cb So evaluate nmn& the delk aw 1 do

ysim

not persuade me dot them is MnOdWr WXY to Vic% fte argmmm‑ I will evaluate the Aff. F




and

against the Neg. system that could include ad%WAAVS. COMOMPIA"s, PermutwdOris

the '&t‑ 1

will antcrtain any'other type of evaluative wategy ifthe dabson argue k weiL I also 11hink that the

"suck issues" sbould be the backbone w a policy making thunsworL They am do winitnum

sundards; that zbe arpmesits being rnade sbould be judged by. From &e Aft. point of view I have a

low threshold far inhem‑ricy (if the plan in toul is not bring done *= You am inherent), Howeva.

for sipifigence and harms. I have a bigh thresbohl. I an easily puAuWW to w. We$. an tl~w fact

that them is no impact to the can. Ibis does cm both *aysUam a stickler for the disadvantaps as

well, cspociakvatthe link and uniqueness level. Tboamenlypn&sposidoosraftcrthaundes. If

you make the effwt = persuade me to think otherwise I just mighL

Topicality‑ Itbotterbeveryclear. lf)os we vying towin o6it gWe it dw mosatitne‑ Donottryto

sDeak‑ in bi4dan violatious or tr=Wonss the violation in the low speeches. I like to see development

and c4ash an this issue. I do believe dW it is a voting issue. I Wao think dw diere can be debate on

Extra‑topic‑lity. Them is a misconception about Exbz‑T in do ADA rules. It does cm my dim

Extra‑T is a voccr bm that dom cao be no plan moclificuion ieyou cartnor sava out the part of ft

plan %bot is Extm‑wpical‑ In fact. this means that it is a voting isaw since pr of the 11mcbUgeable

plao is non‑topicat. 11 do think that "Muling" mechanisms am Eam‑&‑topical parts of the plan‑ lhey

might not figure into the advantW in the IAC but avoid the econmic disadvantLges which, by

defauh are &&antagcs.

Cowterplaas: They are essential tools thr %e Neg. team. I will hold you to dw Specific rules of the

venue.

AJDA Ruhs: I will enforce dNe Miss to a point. I will ipore tbe argunmts dw do not follow t1le

rules. I will deduct speaker points for abusive langualle (broada interpFemien dunjust profanity).

Open cros3‑cK is fine but if the debamm talk over each other I will give one verbal warning and then

stop open cross‑cx for the rest of the rmmd. Prompti . ng in speeclies is allowed for emergency

situations (like dropping the Russia dtW). If the pr*ilep is abused. I will szop it as wall.

Tboory: I would rather ban a good debwe an the structure of the speeches or International Fixt than

to listen to a Critique debate. 7be esseatts! parts of the activity need to be discussed but they should

not bediscardedwbiletheyam inuse ir%ou went to debate some theory just be organized and

logical. Do not assume that I am following )vu until my feedback confims this. This includes the

debases an counterplarm presumption. topicahty and the like.

Critiques: I have not bothered kmpwg up wab the mrmr. dis‑oussions an the topic. This is a good

indication that I am Em fond of this t~vgof wgmcnt. I will listen to the argument but it will not

Wake me ham.

The rest: I do acit want to burden %be debesm with const,
and s"cific actions that they must

take‑ I want the debatm to oark frism a strategic model of Che round. Think dkotzgh the wguments

that you am going w run wA structure them = that you have a position at the end of the round. 7bis.

leads to a vay neat and clean debwe ‑ iei hish speaker points for fte pulicipants.


in the case dw 11hWT is M position Possible, or the execution has gone dw^‑n the udics. do

ricagiveup. Thc~* were oury tivnes;n isty debating career that the best laid plans tumed to be

uscifts. Dowba you rM&ym need toda to win. I will evalum the round as it evolves. lai&ecnd

you should weigh the possible scirnaros left. If you do dkis. you will limit my need for intervention.


71%t final note is the most important. This is intellectual activity designed to help s%Ae=

(and Coadvs) ]tam and build an their abilities. I think that all of doe participants should have a good

time in the Process. Be risspecdW to )VW opponents, team m&W and yourself. Lf you 

Judging Philosophy Statement

Last Name: Dybvig

Name: Kristin

School: Cornell

CEDA/NDT: 2

Rounds on topic: 100+

First

Years judging

Region: East

Unless the debate evolves otherwise, these are the settings I default

back to.

Topicality: Not my favorite argument, but certainly one that I am willing

to vote for. It will probably be more difficult to convince me to vote

against cases that have been run all year on this argument, but go ahead

and try.

Counterplans: I think that all arguments are somewhat conditional in

their nature, and so I don't really have a problem with conditional or

dispositional counterplans. Again, this assumes that the affirmative

does not give any reason for me not to vote for them. My own personal

bias is that you must defend every part of your plan, which makes

exclusionary counterplans winnable in front of me.

Disadvantages: Run em, win em, tell me why they outweigh.

Kritiks: I never ran them, so you probably have to do a little more

explanation with me than with other judges. I like them a whole lot

better when they have solvency implications or I am told why they are

prima facia.

Style: Speed is fine. If you are unclear then I will tell you to be

clearer. You should be clear on cards as well as tag lines. Other

stylistic concerns don't really bother me, so feel free to debate in

whatever way makes you most comfortable.

Intervention: I try not to intervene, but I think that some times it

cannot be helped. If I have to do it, I will try to do it the least

amount possible.

Things that will really make me angry: Do not use exclusionary language.

I am sick of the male pronoun being used in every debate. I am also sick

of female debaters being referred to as "he". Also, try to be civilized

to one another.

I am not really inclined to vote on non‑unique case turns. If you plan on

going for case turns, make sure that they are unique and you are

impacting them. I default back to a policy‑making paradigm, unless I am

put into another paradigm.

If you have any specific questions then just ask. I will do my best to

answer them.

11

My judging philosophy by eric emerson

representing the university of texas:

i have recently been keeping myself busy by coaching/teaching high school debate. i have judged at a total of 3 tournaments and have done minimal research on the topic. of the tournaments i have judged, i have felt that i am familiar with and keep up with most substantive issues. i don't think you will lose me, but please don't assume i know all of the lingo, buzzwords, etc.

otherwise, i am pretty much open to most arguments. i have, what i consider to be, high standards on specificity. this is especially true with topicality and kritiks. in terms‑of topicality, i prefer specific examples of topical cases and realistic examples of cases that might unlimit the topic with a given interpretation. i will vote on topicality but its dependent on specific examples and explanation of abuse.

the same holds true with kritiks. i will listen to most, but i demand a high standard of link and impact assessment. i prefer specific reference to 1 ac evidence and claims with clear articulation as to how to evaluate. do not rely on bad debate buzzwords and lingo. along with that, i traditionally hold affirmatives to equal standards of proof in defending a particular assumption. i would prefer both sides to evaluate and compare both competing claims.

i think that is the crux of my philosophy. i like case and disads. counterplans are debatable in all their many complex forms. the only real caveat that i have is that i do believe in negative presumption. i realize that there is no clear brightline for this, but in cases of tie or close issue resolution, i do give the status quo default status.

if this is not clear enough, please feel free to ask questions.

Engstrom, Carl

Gonzaga University

Years Judging: 1

Rounds on Topic 75+

By default I am a policy maker, however, how I should view the round is always an open

issue within the context of the debate. This means that I usually weigh impacts comparing

the affirmative to the status quo or a counterplan.

Affirmatives need to provide offense against disads and combine link turns with a good

uniqueness attack. I tend to vote negative, largely because when the risk of a nuclear

war or some other impact only goes one way I am inclined to vote against change.

Negatives, if you want to go for a critique in front of me, the most important part of the

debate is the overview to the 2nc/Inr and 2nr. Here is where I am often convinced, and

where the framework for evaluating the debate is developed by the negative. When I come

to understand the negative argument and not just hear critique jargon, I become much

better for the negative.

Topicality: Its a voter, just read the NDT Standing Rules.

Fiat: Theoretically, I am an aff hack on cp theory, however I have never voted on

theory,because affirmatives have never developed these arguments sufficiently in the lar,

arguments are usually dropped and the voting issue is never explained well. I personally

believe it is illegit to fiat lower court action or to fiat multiple actors‑‑i am not even

sure courts is legitimate. I also have my problems with 50 simultaneous state actions.

Independent voting issues: My threshold for voting on these is high. Even if these

arguments are dropped.

Round Evaluation: The best way to win my ballot is to put yourself in my shoes in your

last rebuttal. Do not pretend you are winning everything, instead argue which impact

comes firts, how to way varying degrees of risk, etc. Failure to make these assessments

will drastically reduce your chances of winning the round.

Dan Fitzmier

Emory University

Judging Philosophy

This year was my first year judging college level debates. ! will have attended ten tournaments by the NDT and CEDA nationals, and if I had to guess, I think I judged somewhere in the neighborhood of 80+ debates. In what follows I will give a few general suggestions about how to win rry ballot with good points, followed by EL couple comments on rrajor debate issues (CP'S, T, critical arguments etc.) How to win and get good points if I ari your judge‑

I have found myself to be a very f low oriented judge.
At the end of

a debate I will do rry best to evaluate all of the arguments that made it

on to my flow.
I place a very high tiuth‑value on arguments that I think

were clearly dropped. There is one iirportant exception to this.
I often

find myself confronted with dropped argunents without any clearly stated

implication.
I do not believe that ari arqurr*nt without an inplication is

a complete argument.
Therefore, it iz,~ you job to explain how a dropped

argument should impact my understandiriq of the debate.
If you fa il to C‑10

this it puts me in the uncomfortable position of having to decide how to

weigh the argument in clue5t;‑‑‑on (read: ntervene) .
What I am trying to ger​

across boils down to this: create sorru kind of priority anT.M; 
arious

; the vc

arguments in the debate. Let rre know ::hat you know what your best

arguments are and what the other teamsc. best arguments are, and rmst

importantly, explain wiiy you shou‑d w‑‑n even ‑'if the other tRam wins thpir

most important arguments.

I will assign very gooci speaker 1‑oints to a person who is crystal clear (meaning that I can understand zhe text of cards), who makes very few pauses and other small speaking errors, who is highly effective in the CX (rreaning that they identify the mos‑ essential arguments in the debate and demonstrate that their cpponenz~s zire. incapable of def ending /answering such an argument), who does a good joii explaininc

g the warrets behind their arguments in an efficient fashion, anC; who compares the claims made in co=eting pieces of evidence so zhat J don't have. t.o. I underlined the part about CX because it factors into iry decision to award points in a big way. It will be hard to get great P03nts from, me if you spend the. cross‑x gathering evidence or asking informatJonal cpiestions. I will assign very low speaker points if you are rude or unnecessarily abrasive to your partner or the other team. There is ‑‑ine :hat must be negotiated between argunientative assertiveness ard rideress. Walk it carefully. Topicality‑

I don't think that : have voted cr tcpicality in a college debate

this year. I have probably only heard ir extended once or twice.
This

does not mean that I won't vote on T, in fact, I think that the wording of

this year's topic has created many very good topicality arc =en
'r 
u


,.a
ts. ' f yo

go for T make sure that you explain wt‑.v your opponents interpretation is

bad for debate and why yourF: if: good. :‑. is not enough for rne to simly

prove that yours is better, there mist be a reason why your opponents are

bad (if their interrreta~lon ‑`5 good cnd yours is great I won't vote for

you on T).

Counteplans‑

I think net benefits are the bent way to corrpare c ‑tinq

onpo
policies. I am agnostic on conditiona‑‑~‑ty/dispo.‑~‑.7~io.‑iality, 2NC counteplans, plan inclusive counterplans, et‑. ! think !:he betst way to deal with ahusse is to determine if it is justified based on reciprocally. if you think the other team has c‑amsed you ir. Gome way w‑th a th.eory argumenz:, explain why that is true and then milk ir. for all :‑ts worth. ty doing somt‑.‑thing eclually abusive in response. At the very lea5t explain what you could do to them, and use that to prove why what they oi‑igi‑r‑ally did was abusive. Disadvantages/Case turns‑

The ideal case turn or disad for ire is unicZie, well evidenced, and

takes into account the be‑sr cu‑id must: ()i)vious ‑.‑1rgLUMnrs against it. Turns to disads must be unique if you want r.e to vote for them (if they are not, explain why they function as link take‑onts or uniquness argurrents) . Make sure to weigh the inVact of you rum or disadvcLnt‑age against the advantages and solvency that the othei ~ezvn is likely to win. I will assign zero risk to a disad chat lackt a critical cornponent (link or internal link) . I try to hold af f inricic ive advantages to the same standard. critique arg=yients‑

I ran these arguments when i was a debater and have voted for and against them now that I have becone a judge. when I vote negative in these debates it is usually because tl.~ Aff. dropped some unwarranted claim about how the entire case becoa*‑% turned or why there is no harm whatsoever. I vote aff. when the lix.k.‑% are carefully answered and when the value system and solvency of the plar. Is well defended as a positive reason to vote affirmative. If you aie Neg. make sure to explain why your argument beats their specific solvency claims and harms, and if you =ake some discursive irripact, make sure to &.vplain why that supercedes consideration of the value behind advccating the case.

Frappier, Glen

Gonzaga University

Years Judging: 3

Round on Topic: 55+

I'd much rather listen to a counterplan/political process debate than a critique. This

doesnt mean you shouldnt run critical argument. I will vote on any argument you run,

including critiques.

Critiques need to be well explained. I probably wont vote for you simply because you were

able to deduce that plan used the state as an actor and "each rejection of the state is

key." Explain the links to the actions the plan takes. Explain how enacting the plan

might turn the case, cause an other substantive impact to weigh against case solvency, how

the case solvency might be doomed, or how there might be some type of in round implication

(a difficult one to win with me.)

Affs, if the negatives are beating your case to dust or is winning solvency for the cp,

you had better put some offense on the net benefit or you will lose. Do not get in my

grill after a round because I didnt vote on your link out (i rarely assess them as 100%

slayers to the disad, there are a couple exceptions.) Read some turns, make them unique,

and win them.

Negatives, be warned that solvency defici . ts to your cp can be devestating. If aff is

making successful inroads into the solvency for your cp, i can be persuaded that these

deficits outweigh the negatives net benefit.

Uniqueness is huge for me. Its where i'll begin my evaluation of the link/link turn

debate.

Impact Assessment: I'm beggin you to do some of this, talk about magnitude of impact,

degrees of risk, certainty of time frames, etc.

Topicality: Its a voter, just read the NDT Standing rules. I'm not sure what this means

however. I'll never vote on a reverse voter to T or on a critique of the negatives T

interpretation.

Theory: I've been known to vote on theory. Please dont use this as justification to end

every other sentence with "and its a voter." I normally will not vote against a team on

theory (fiat, dispo, etc) unless they answer the wrong argument (happens a lot) or drop

the voter and lose theory interpretation. I will normally just discount the arg is the

theory is won. I think the importance of theory lies in a need to level the playing field

for both teams. Negatives shouldnt get to fiat more actors than the aff, run mulitiple

counterplans, or fiat the object of the affs impact. Affs shouldnt get to make severance,

or time frame permutations.

Evidence: Please talk about your evidence more. No one seems to argue about a persons

qualifications anymore, i'm not sure why . I've heard a few rounds this year when that

could make a huge difference.

2nr/2ar needs to cite evidence they are extending by author or publication and date.

CX‑ The most underutilized 12 minutes in debate.

I

JOHN FRITCH

SOUTHWEST MISSOURI STATE UNIVERSITY

12 years coaching

11 tournaments on the topic

THINGS I WILL IMPOSE. 1) Time limits are non‑negotiable. I am somewhat 6picky6 about how prep time is accounted for. When you say 6ready6, mean it or I will keep the clock running. 2) Topicality is always a voting issue. It is never a reverse voting issue. However, I have voted on topicality twice in the last two years. Topicality can more easily be won by the negative if it is debated as a substantive issue, i.e., with evidence beyond a definition to support the violation. 3) Evidence fabrication, violations of ethical standards, and evidence taken out of context result in a loss with zero speaker points.

Counterplans: They must have a net benefit. Too often, negatives try to claim

that they 6contro16 uniqueness and, thus, have a net benefit. Disadvantages, as

net benefits, req
uire links. I am more conservative than most on

competition and fiat arguments. I think too often the affirmative allows the

negative a less than reasonable view.of fiat as a means to solve the case. That

said, I do think negatives can run conditional counterplans and dispositional

counterplans. Permutations are only a test of competition.

Kritiks ... however you wish to spell it. I have finally voted on a REAL kritik.

It still is not the easiest thing to do for me. I still find it difficult to

understand why many of the kritiks put forward by the negative are a reason to

vote against the affirmative. I find that affirmatives all too often fail to

defend an alternative to the kritik. The negative is allowed to characterize

the assumptions of the affirmative and I think such a move can be fatal to the

affirmative. Also, when I have voted on kritiks, they have tended to serve

a
fs much as case turns or a means of 6rethinking6 which offers a hope for the

future rather than just a 6rejection6 of the affirmative.

Topicality... I think procedural and group affirmatives both have strong defenses for being topical. I also think both have strong arguments for being not topical. Ultimately, these debates come down to the ability of the negative to predict the plan and prepare for it in a fair manner. This does not mean that since a case has been run all year it is topical.

Disads ... A good thing for the negative to have. Again, the link evaluation is important to me. I would be more likely to vote for a disad that is not completely unique, but the link is strong than a disad where the negative controls uniqueness but the link is non‑existent.

Other ... have fun ... use CX well ... be polite ... I will read evidence after the debate to help me make my decision.

Rym W. Galloway sa yur toad*
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NDT Judge Philosophy


Approx. 35 Rounds

Helpful Information: I will flow. I find it hard enough to reconstructfremember a debate after 45 minutes of wading through evidence. I will probably read some cards after the debate. If there is something that you really want me to take a look at, be sure and. reference it clearly in the 2NR/2AR. If you are being unclear, I will say something. Please don't disregard me if I say "clearer". Isn't it in your best interest that I get everything you mad? I would like to understand the text of the evidence that is being mad. Many debaters this year read taglines clearly and then slur the evidence. I hate that.

Topicality: I've voted on it once this year. I have been waiting for negative teams to pull the trigger on some of these "procedural" cases, but it hasn't happened. 1 do tend to think that the key term in the resolution is "protections", and I welcome debates centered upon the meaning of this word. I also think that some of the "national origin" and "'gender" T debates am interesting. If you are going for T, remember that it's all about the on, and in‑round ground loss as opposed to definitional/standards debates.

The genre of argumentation formerly known as the Kritik: I don't have any bias against these types of arguments. Try and be very clear about what "pre‑fiat" means to me and how I evaluate the debate. If your argument is a criticism of the languageof the other team, be sure and adapt your "voting implications" accordingly. Like Crallommy, I find the most problematic aspects of these debates to be the question of what my ballot does after the debate. Is my ballot a statement to the community ? Is personal resistance enough of a mason to vote negative? How am permutations evaluated? Please try and clear this stuff up so I'm clear as to what I should do at the end of the debate. In terms of specific arguments, without giving too much away, I have voted on CLS, CRT, and Marxism arguments this year. On the flip side, I think it is totally fine for the Aff. to "criticize" repugnant Clinton or economy arguments, or claim the moral high ground. on race or gender issues as a weighing mechanism against the K.

ConditionalityADispositionality: Again, I try to be open n‑~inded about these issues and let the debaters figure this stuff out in the round. If you want the SQ as an option, be prepared to defend why that is OK. If you want to run 5 CP's (like Dunbar in practice debates) you should also be ready to defend accompanying theoretical objections. Again,. I'll try to be tabula rosa on these issues.

Other stuff: New cases at the NDT are fine, I don't see why they wouldn't be. I might be sympathetic to negatives that argue for less of a specificity threshold on DA links, CP solvency, etc‑. Just for your info, I have also voted on lots of the "core" negative strategies on the topic, i.e. Courts/Clinton or Voluntary Compliance/Economy. Although I will say that at The NDT It will probably be quite difficult to win these arguments given the . . sophistication of Aff. answers and my anticipation of new cases that either.don't link to the generic Net Benefits, or can't be solved by the Courts or the EEOC.

Any other questions? Just ask me, I will glad to talk to you. Good luck, and congratulations on being here.

Danielle Giroux

Harvard

# of Tournaments: 6

TOPICALITY: I have only voted on T a couple of times this year ‑ ‑ and only because the violation went completely unanswered. I am willing to pull the trigger even in a close T debate, but the neg must explain why the aff interp is abusive. "They aren't topical because we have a card" is NOT persuasive to me. I want to hear lots of ‑arguments about reasonable interpretations and ground loss. I will NOT give negs leeway just because the other team ran a new aff at the NDT. I think doing that would steal the strategic value of researching and running a new aff.

COUNTERPLANS: Since slightly abusive counterplans were the lifeblood of my neg strategies when I debated, not surprisingly, I will be sympathetic to the negative args in most theory debates. Conditionality/dispositionality, PICs, etc. are generally ok. While I think it is reasonable that the neg can always revert back to defending the SQ, I have issues when your CP contradicts all your other positions in the debate, or if your CP so drastically is different from your SQ option that it becomes abusive to the 2AC to have to defend against both of those worlds. Affs in this latter situation will have to work hard to prove to me that actual abuse is occurring, however. New 2NC CPs might be legitimate if you can show that the 2AC did something unpredictable or if the CP doesn't dramatically shift the focus of the debate (i.e., CPing out unq. args or impact turns would be ok). I strongly believe that the aff must defend every single word of the plan, but it is the neg responsibility to find out EXACTLY what the aff intend by those words.

CRITIQUES: While these probably have been the most interesting debates for me to hear, they are also the ones that were most likely over my head. If you want to win these arguments for me, slow down, read fewer cards and explain more (even if I do read these 10x after a debate, I still usually can't figure out what the hell they say). I also believe that these arguments must be completely consistent with every other position that you advocate in the debate.

READING CARDS: I found that I am reading fewer cards than I did in past years. I will only ask for the ones which YOU have persuaded me are CRITICAL. I won't read cards to search for warrants that you don't explain yourself, even if they are in the evidence. HOWEVER, make sure that the evidence says what you claim it to say. I try to intervene as little as possible, but I refuse to allow debaters to get away with exaggerating the quality of their evidence just because the other team could not read all 57 of the cards in the neg block during the prep before the 1AR.

FINALLY: Judging stresses me out. A lot. The points I give are inversely proportional to the amount of stress I feel in having to make a decision. make funny jokes. Especially about Pete Krein's mom. GOOD LUCK!

Omar G Guevara, Director of Forensics

California State University‑‑Bakersfield

12 tournaments attended/ 82 Rounds Judged

(Weber St., San Diego St., Pepperdine, Sacramento St, CSU‑Northridge,

USC, CSU‑Long Beach, Miami of Ohio, Chico St., NDT Districts, Northwest

CEDA Champs, ADA Nationals)

The ten most important things to keep in mind when debating in front of me:

1.)
1 consider myself to be a critic of argument, not merely a debate

judge. Although I do not prohibit any form of argument (i.e. disad,

critique, etc ... ) from being introduced into the debate, I do not

consider all argumentative positions to be created equal. The

threshold of votability for a position turns, in part, on my evaluation

of the position. My perspective is informed by reading on the topics,

years involved in the activity, academic background, and ideological

perspective. I reserve the right to reject positions I deem to be

poorly constructed (i.e. missing internal links), fallacious, or

executed in bad faith.

2)
As far as paradigms go, I consider myself to be a progressive

policymaker. on this resolution, presumption clearly lies with the

negative‑‑an explicit acknowledgment of pervasiveness of sexism and

racism in our society. This does not mean, however, that I have an

affirmative bias: I have voted negative in over 60% of the rounds I

have heard this year. However, this does mean that it is VERY HARD for

a negative team to win if they do not "go for" either a counterplan or

critique in the 2NR (assuming a competent 2AR).

3)
1 welcome critiques into intercollegiate debate. This does not

mean that I automatically reject procedural objections to critiques

(i.e. "wrong forum", "fiat is a desirable illusion", and other

like‑minded arguments). However, I prefer critiques to be germane (i.e.

CLS, CRT, Fem Jur, Jones, Peacemaking, etc ... ) rather than generic

(i.e. Normativity, Causation, etc... ). I also like strong debating at

the
level of link explanation. I tend to view most critique

permutations with a healthy dose of skepticism. The best responses to

a critique are those that reflect a debater's familiarity with the

critical literature from which the introduced critique is drawn.

4)
Counterplans, of course, are welcome.

Conditionality/dispositionality is often unnecessary (see #2) and opens

the
negative up to a potentially ballot‑threatening theoretical debate.

I will closely scrutinize the text of the counterplan for artificially competitive planks. Permutations must be written out. I do not believe that one type of permutation is any more (il)legitimate than another (i.e. timeframe perms, inclusion perms, etc..). Lastly, I do not think it imposes an undue burden on negative teams to run disadvantages that are consistent with the text of the counterplan. The argument that "we can negate the affirmative on multiple (inconsistent) levels" creates performative paradoxes and/or logical contradictions that make it very tough for your opponents to answer.

Omar Guevara ‑ cont'd

As an educator I feel uncomfortable rewarding such intellectual duplicity.

5)
On balance, I tend to be fairly conservative on topicality debates.

Topicality debates are resolved by: 1) A close textual reading of the plan, 2) an evaluation of solvency evidence advocating the text of the plan, and 3) a consideration of the debate over standards and counter‑definitions. I am more inclined to give more weight to principle‑oriented arguments about standards (e.g. bright line, precedent, etc..) rather than contextual‑oriented arguments (e.g. community norms, prior notice, etc ... ). I believe topicality is a voting issue for reasons of jurisdiction rather than fairness (take that complaint up with the topic wording committee!).

6)
With regard to the issue of style: I like fast, clear, and

passionate debates. Ethos do matter. I expect debaters to take their

performance seriously. If you are incomrehensible and/or engaged in

less than ideal delivery practices, I will ask you to adjust your

delivery accordingly. I expect competent and damaging

cross‑examinations. Although I am not a point fairy, I will typically

assign between 26 and 28 points. Anything higher than a 28 is

indicative of pre‑bid quality debating, anything lower than a 26

suggests you need to sign up for more coaching time.

7)
Case turns are welcome. Like all other effective negative

positions, they need to be introduced in the 1NC.

8)
1 try to take a meticulous flow. You could help by slowing down a

bit
on difficult to flow permutations and "we meet" topicality

arguments in the 2AC.

9)
Random commentary: I truly despise the Clinton Credibility

disadvantage. Although I have voted for the position this year,

Kenneth Burke's notion of "trained incapacity" comes to mind: As a

community we have been running political capital disadvantages so long,

and
rewarding ourselves with "wins" for the position, that we have

failed to move beyond the trite and anti‑intellectual discussions of

our
wonderful resolutions. For clarification, I've included the shell

of a similar disadvantage run 139 years ago:

A.
Abraham Lincoln Popularity is High‑‑His honeymoon will prevent Southern Secession

B.
Link‑‑Plan causes Lincoln to strictly enforce the Missouri Compromise of 1850

C.
Internal Link‑‑Enforcing the Missouri Compromise causes the Southern States to Seceed.

D.
Impact‑‑A US Civil War could kill millions.

10)
If you have any questions or concerns about my judging philosophy,

please do not hesitate to ask. Not only is the policy debate community

large, but now being on the West Coast, I have lost touch with many of

the familiar faces I once knew on the East coast. I am happy to speak

with
debaters or coaches at any time about how they may improve their

odds
of picking up my ballot. Afterall, communication is allegedly an

important aspect of our activity.

