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Jim Haefele

University of Missouri‑Kansas City

6th Year Judging, and around 75 rounds on the topic, at least

BASICS: Hi. I used to coach at Macalester, now I coach at UMKC. I used to debate at Emporia State, but that was a long time ago, sadly. I judge a lot, and I do a fair amount of research. It is unlikely that I will be totally unfamiliar with whatever arguments you choose to make. I'm pretty smart and I'm pretty in touch with what's going on, I think. Also, I'm pretty cool.

ARGUMENTATIVE PREFERENCES: Nothing really dominates my judging in this area. I will vote on most arguments‑‑I have voted often on topicality and critiques and disads and counterplans and case turns and advantages. I have also voted on presumption and wipeout. I find that I vote on Clinton a lot, which is a pathetic statement about affirmatives ability to answer it, because I must admit that I find it rather silly and I will definitely like it if you make fun of it on the aff. Don't be afraid to go for Clinton because of this, but simply understand that I find a number of uniqueness and internal link arguments compelling, especially when delivered in a sly, mocking fashion. I like a good case debate quite a bit. No one does anything that I can think of that I will discount out of hand. I would say that I'm pretty straight up, with a mild preference for case/counterplan/solvency/disad stuff over critiques, but that's nothing worth changing your strategy over. One thing‑‑I do tend to find negative arguments on counterplan legitimacy more compelling than affirmative arguments, but I have voted aff on the PIC before.

MOST HATED ARGUMENTS: 1. "Permutation: Do the plan and rethink." Shut up.

2.
"Topicality is not a voting issue." Yes it is.

3.
"Not intrinsic: insert bad argument here."

STYLISTIC PREFERENCES: I vote on the flow and not on some vague sense of who wins, which means I'll vote on bad arguments if they're dropped and impacted and all that. That said, tying it all together is everything, so make your rebuttal good, and an overview helps. I will watch for new arguments, in particular from the 2AR, so rein it in. I like evidence comparison a lot, like most non‑morons. I'll say something if I can't understand you. Be clear. Think.

EVIDENCE: I like evidence. I'll read it after debates, sometimes a lot of it. IMPORTANT: I have higher evidence standards than most, and I will definitely make it a point to tell you if your evidence is crappy. If I'm reading your cards after the debate and laughing or making faces, then you should be concerned. If your Clinton evidence is similar to most, then you better count on me making fun of you without mercy. You get extra points if you use.the other team's evidence against them, like if their links make the disad not unique, or similar nonsense.

FINALLY: Have a good time, don't
be a jerk to the other team, but also

understand that I appreciate some
honest mockery if used appropriately. It's

possible to make fun of the other
team without being an ass. Don't be a

robot, be interesting and funny and cool, like me. See above. Good luck.

SHERRY HALL 
Harvard

Too many rounds to count

My preferences and tastes for various debate styles and strategies are driven by my belief that one of the most valuable things we do in this activity, is prepare people to defend and advocate positions. Consequently, I like debates that emphasize research, preparation, strategy and advocacy. I have difficulty resolving debates where teams defend "conditional" or contradictory positions. I also am not fond of negative strategies that are premised upon the argument that the only job of the negative is to negate, and that the negative does not have the responsibility to defend anything. As long as we are debating policy topics, then I view my role as the judge as one who compares the relative weight of the arguments for various policy options and tries to pick the best one. This does not mean that I discount arguments like Kritiks out of hand, but generally they must be presented in a way that implicates policy evaluation ‑‑ they may undern‑fine critical solvency assumptions; they may argue against adopting a policy because it would be immoral, etc. Generally, the more generic and removed from the topic they are, the less persuasive I fmd them.

Topicality: I do think topicality is important and will vote on it if won. I generally think too much time is spent on standards in topicality debate. Potential for abuse arguments don't count for much with me. I do think that the affirmative has to increase protections, which if left to my own devices, I think means remedies. It is equally acceptable to cover a new group with existing remedies or to create new remedies for all groups. Procedural changes and cases which reduce remedies for groups currently covered are particularly suspect for me.

Counterplans: I can be persuaded that plan inclusive counterplans should be rejected. I should define what I mean by plan inclusive given the wide range of counterplans the term is applied to. I think a plan inclusive counterplan is a counterplan which captures part of the affirmative plan as advocated by the affu=tive. For example, if an affirmative plan applies Title VII for race and gender to the military and the counterplan only applies gender, it is plan inclusive. I do not think that agent counterplans are "plan inclusive", neither or counterplans that do something similar to the affirrnative. My reason for thinking that this type of plan inclusive counterplan is illegitimate is that I think the (topical) affirmative plan divides ground, and there is no principled reason why the negative should get to make some part of it irrelevant for the purpose of testing the other part. Test plans by running disadvantages.

Miscellaneous: I have become much less tolerant of tag team cross ex and tag team debate. It seems that 90% of the time the partner who is stepping in on the other debaters' cx or speech does so unnecessarily. is disruptive, and often undermines the credibility of the partner. This is particularly a problem when the first affu=tive speaker is being cross examined and the second affirmative just takes over the answering of the questions. The first affirmative needs every minute they can get to make an impression on the judge, and it is rude for the second affirmative to take that away. I really dislike rudeness in debates, this includes rudeness towards one's partner as well as the other team. I am insistent that all cards that will be used in my consideration of the debate be properly cited. "Federal News Service" and "FDCH" are not acceptable cites. You might as well say "US Government".

Congratulations on qualif~ing for the NDT. I look forward to judging you.

Heidi Hamilton

Director of Debate

# of Tournaments Judged at Prior to Districts: 7

Augustana College‑IL Years of Coaching: 8

Policy‑making paradigm: This means that I weigh arguments in the round and vote for the side that is most advantageous (or least disadvantageous, as the case may be). My job is easier, and you will probably be happier, if You tell me how to weigh these arguments rather than allowing me to decide. I will listen. The best rebuttals assess not only what you are winning but what happens when you win those arguments (and presumably the other team wins some arguments, as well).

Topicality: I have voted negative a few times this year, on a variety of different violations. I am not particularly predisposed towards any one violation or against others. Voting negative requires two things: a definition/interpretation that the affirmative does not meet and a reason why this is bad, i.e. standards.

Counterplans: Counterplans are a good strategical option for the negative. Net Benefits is a valid and sufficient form of competitiveness. Both conditionality and dispositionality are debatable if the arguments are well‑thought out and substantial, as well as impacted (does the counterplan go away, is it a reason to vote, etc.). Arguments need to be better articulated as to why counterplans do or do not solve; do or do not link to the DAs. Taglines do not an argument make. Permutations should be articulated more explicitly than "do both." Debates too often get muddled by the teams not having the same interpretation of the permutation. Good rebuttals will explain the implications of the permutation debate for the rest of the round (does the counterplan go away, does the affirmative still link to the Das, etc.). Plan‑inclusive counterplans are debatable as well, although I think the burden of proving their legitimacy, and why they don't unfairly restrict affirmative ground, rests heavier on the negative.

Kritiks: I have voted for them, probably more this year than any previous year. However, it requires a compelling, winning interpretation ‑and a reason why it's a voting issue. Absent a compelling reason to vote here first, it will be evaluated along with the rest of the arguments in the round. I also believe that the authors of the evidence used within a critique should be philosophically consistent with one another. I do firid topic specific kritiks more valid, and more interesting, than "generic" kritiks such as causality bad or Heidegger's theory of B/being. For the affirniative, wrong forum type arguments probably won't get you as far (primarily because most negatives have well thought out answers) as good reasons why the kritik doesn't apply to the affirmative (no link), doesn't offer an alternative either, can be permed, or is itself a bad/flawed argument.

Evidence: Be clear. I will lower speaker points if I can't understand a speaker. More importantly, I cannot evaluate arguments that I cannot understand, and I will not read the evidence if I couldn't hear it when it was read. I prefer not to read a lot of evidence, although I certainly will read evidence that 1 am responsible for not hearing or that has been contested in the round. I would prefer to evaluate arguments based upon the reasons given in the round. You are responsible for pointing out why your 20 cards are better than your opponerif s 20 cards. In other words, talk about their evidence. Hint: If there's a chance you're being unclear, look at me. I'm pretty obvious when I can't understand you or have quit flowing because taglines are incomprehensible.

Style: A partner may have points lowered if the other partner is prevented from answering cross‑ex by constant interruptions, unless there are unique insights to be offered on a particular issue by a particular debater. A woman's arguments and evidence by women authors should not be referred to as "his" or "he." I will adjust speaker points, accordingly.

Aaron Harmon

Wake Forest University

Rounds judged this year: 30‑40ish

I'm a new face on the East Coast, so I've been asked many, many times about my past experience and judging philosophy. I debate for four years in high school in Portland, Oregon. During that time, I had limited policy experience but mostly debated Lincoln‑Douglas. At the high school level, Oregon is a pretty inbred debate circuit. The teams are funded almost exclusively by garage sales and candy bars. It was even worse when I was in high school (1987‑1991). The coaches are all pretty old and tired and conservative (not that they aren't overworked and underpaid), so I was unfamiliar with a lot of arguments when I got to college. I debated CEDA for about two years at Willamette University in Salem; Oregon, before the program was phased out and I was simultaneously overcome by teen angst. I got back into debate during my senior year. At that time, Willamette had left policy debate and started focusing on parliamentary debate. I graduated, got a real job, and discovered I hate the real world. I got back into coaching speech and debate for a Portland high school. I was with them for about two years. I'm a big fan of the educational value of debate at all levels of involvement. Speech and debate changed my life in high school. I want to do that sort of stuff for kids who don't have $3000 to shell out each summer for canips. I respect and admire the best of the best, but I also recognize the neuroses involved with the glory.

Needless to say, I have had a crazy learning curve this year. The more rounds I judge, the better I am getting with my evaluations. When I first got to Wake, I couldn't even see the whole Big Picture because it was so big. Now I can see the whole thing, and as time goes by the resolution of the picture is becoming clearer and clearer. I am not debate master, but I am not a moron. Debaters who can crystallize the debate and give me clear reasons to vote for them will do better than debaters who give me ten possible ways they win the debate.

I'm a big fan of philosophy. Personally, I like to see people debate kritiks. However, I think it is the debater's burden to tell me explicitly how to evaluate them, at what level they impact the debate, and the implications of voting for or against. I definitely don't think they are peripheral issues. If you are advocating a kritik, it should be the only or one of the only things in the round. I'm skeptical about the ability of people to really discuss the fundamental assumptions of human existence in nine minutes at a time at 300 words a minute, no matter how smart you are. When I vote for them, it's usually because the Affirmative didn't answer it well.

Topicality‑I would have voted for topicality several times this year, because I think tons of cases are non​topical. Unfortunately hardly anyone actually goes for it when I would vote for it. I think I've only voted once or twice on topicality this year. I appreciate a well explained interpretation of the definitions under contention, and the implications for debate in general.

Counterplans are a good test of the affirmative plan. I do end up voting on them far more than other negative arguments. I look to whether there is a solvency deficit to the case, and whether it is impacted. I then look to the net benefits. I'm ok with topical counterplans, as long as they have a significant net benefit. At the same time, I have occasionally been persuaded that they are not legit.

General‑I generally am able to keep up with flowing faster rounds, but I prefer to have debaters pause for tag lines so I can be as accurate as possible. I will read cards after the round. Sometimes I have to read a lot of them if I can't understand the card (which is, admittedly, a lot of the time) I respect debaters who can make fewer good arguments and take a little time to explain them. I will call out for clarity, and think everyone else should too. Reference the cards I need to see in the last rebuttals.

And on and on.

JUDGING PHILOSOPHY ST~

Harris, Scott

University of Kansas
Mid America District

Years Judging Policy 17 

50 rounds on topic

I do my best to evaluate the arguments as presented by the debaters in the round. "Arguments" includes the claims, warrants and evidence. I am very likely to read evidence. I like good analytic arguments and prefer you to indict one anothers evidence. I prefer good arguments which make sense and ‑are supported by good . evidence. Speed is pleasurable as long as it is comprehensible. If I can't understand you I will let you know.

The negative does not have to win a disad to win the debate. The affirmative must win an advantage. If the affs only job on this topic is to prove discrimination exists and that Title VII isn't perfect thats a pretty easy burden to meet. The hard part of being affirmative is offering a solution which will work. I do not vote on disads based on "any risk." The negative must win an appreciable level of a unique link to the affirmative. Decision rule evidence is only meaningful based on the reasons given for why something outweighs other issues. Saying Fox says you must avoid any risk of nuclear war is by itself not very meaningful.

I generally do not have a problem with dispositional or plan inclusive counterplans so long as the negative does not lose the theory debate justifying them. Dispositional generally means that it can only be kicked to arguments presented by the other team, not at a whim. If the affirmative straight turns a counterplan you are stuck with it, unless you run it conditionally and win that conditionality is legitimate. I assume that permutations are theoretical tests unless you clearly label them as being advocated and win that its ok to advocate them.

I am more than willing to vote on topicality if the negative can convince me that the plan does not meet a reasonable translation of the words in the topic. I enjoy a good topicality debate.

I have no objection to kritiking as long as there is a specific link. Calling something a kritik does not automatically make it a voting issue. There is no such thing as pre‑fiat or post‑fiat because there is no such objective thing as fiat. Flat is an agreement that we will bracket questions of whether a particular idea would be done. Fiat is not "illusory" in that I have never known anyone who was so deluded as to think that they could actually change policy in a debate round. What is the illusion? All any judge does is decide who did a better job of debating on the arguments presented in the room the debate occurred in. At the end of the round I am asked my opinion based on the arguments made whether or not I think what the aff advocated is in the abstract a good idea. If the negative convinces me that endorsing the aff advocacy involves acceptance of philosophically bankrupt ideas than that might be a reason for me to believe that the aff is not a good idea.

I reward smart arguments. I have however voted for many arguments I thought were stupid. I think you should have fun debating and I should be allowed to have fun judging.

Sean Harris

ist year of Judging

Whitman College ,

60+ Rounds on Topic

I've never thought that the typical judge philosophy was very helpful because it was overly generic. If you want the generic version of my philosophy, it's easy. Pick some arguments and prove why they're better than your opponent's arguments. That's the case no matter if your chosen argument has the label T, Clinton, Foucault, or Fruits. That's good and all, but hopefully this will help more.

SEAN'S PET PEEVES (I.E. EASY THINGS TO AVOID)

Bad evidence: quality of evidence is of utmost importance. I can't stress this enough. If your cards rock, then say WHY and what that does for you. If your cards aren't good, then you need to be explaining to‑ me why it doesn't matter. I'll read some after the round, but mostly to check arguments made in the round. You need to do the debating and explain why your evidence is better.

Claims without warrants: things like "we outweigh" or "this is the biggest impact" without saying why that is the case. To solve this problem, use the word because. A lot. The more you say because, the better a person you'll be.

Clipping cards: Don't do it. 'Nuff said. On a related note, if you read a card that isn't already highlighted, or you don't read the whole highlighted part, it is your burden to mark what you read at the end of your speech. It's not hard, just have a pen handy, before you give the cards to the other team, tell them how much of it you read. There is no excuse for not doing this. And don't lie. That should be self‑evident.

People who don't care about rebuttals: Good rebuttals are of utmost importance. Most rounds get decided in the 2 d rebuttals, which means the good 2nd rebuttalist will integrate the line‑by‑line into a coherent story. Trying to win everything is not recommended, because rarely does a debater actually win everything. It is much better to have the confidence to say you're not winning an argument, but then explain why you still win the round even if you lose that argument. You don't need to win everything, just the ones that matter. In other words, the surest way to win a debate is to explain which arguments you're winning, why it matters, and then explain what happens if you don't win an argument, and why you still win. If you structure your arguments in terms of "...because..." and "even if .. because..." then you'll be in good shape. Also, don't hide your most important arguments. Make them big, explain why they beat everything else.

Unimpacted arguments: This applies to all sorts of things, not just the typical disad vs. case debate. In a theory debate, it is not enough to say "they destroy fairness" or "dispositionality hurts our ground". You need to explain why that matters. At the risk of sounding too old school, develop a criteria for evaluating impacts, whether it's a theory debate or a disad vs. case debate. When kritiking, explain what it is I'm voting on, why I'm voting on it, and why I consider it first.

Fiat is an illusion: I think this is among the silliest arguments ever made. Of course it's an illusion. None of us actually thinks that the plan DOES go into effect after the 2AR. I don't understand what making that claim does for the kritiking team. Does saying "fiat is an illusion" mean that the affirmative advocacy goes away and we only evaluate the kritik? That assertion has continually baffled me. If the kritiking team wants to argue that the most important thing in the round is the discourse proffered by debaters, then read language important/language constructs reality cards. Don't make fiat arguments.

Frank Harrison, Trinity University

1999 NDT JUDGE PHILOSOPHY FORM

judged at 0 tournaments prior to Districts

Please note, at the outset, that I have judggd no debates on this tgpi . I am a lawyer by training and teach, or have taught, several courses in constitutional law. I have, however, had very limited experience with Title V11. So, while I have a fairly decent knowledge of legal concepts in general, I strongly advise debaters not to assume that I understand topic‑specific "jargon" or am part of the "shared knowledge" of the topic as it has been debated so far. With that caveat:

My function is to determine which team has presented and defended th


‑ &‑Rom

‑QptiQo. This has three important consequences: (1) 1 will ngt put the arguments together and

resolve them for myself in a way the debaters have not done. As a result, the team with the

better "cards" and even greater "truth" on their side may loose because they failed to utilize

their superior resources to create a cohesive argument whereas the team with less "knowledge

and truth" has done so. (2) An argument with no policy implications, as was true of the few

"kritiks" I have heard over the years, will be disregarded. (3) An affirmative that does not

present a plan, or maintains "the resolution is our plan," has failed their l2rima facie burden and

will loose automatically if the negative makes that claim.

"T" is a voting issue. I cannot be persuaded to the contrary. The affirmati ve must be within the language of the resolution, and field contextual definitions are the best way to establish what that language means. "Ground" arguments can be helpful in resolving dose definitional disputes, but the fact that a case "divides ground fairly" or "has been run all year" doesn't make it topical.

Topical counte[plans are a fact of life and I've learned to live with them. I am, however, still open to the claim that they warrant the resolution and YM open to claims of particular abuse ESPECIALLY with respect to "plan inclusive," "time frame" and minor exclusion counterplans. But if yo are going to claim abuse, yo need to tell me what to do because of it and My should I disregard the counterplan, vote affirmative because of the resolutional warrant, etc. Please don't just "blip it out"; this is an argument that needs analysis and development.

I will vote on presunUion if there is no other way to resolve the round. But, in all my years in policy debate, I do not believe I have ever done so.

I will read cards after the round, but as few as possible and not if they were incomprehensible when first read.

2yk. Successful debate has become far more comprehensible in recent years. Regrettably, exceptions remain. And when a judge yells "clearer," especially more than once, and debaters ignore t he warning, they do so at great peril. I have voted on incomprehensibility in the past, and I don't want to have to do it again. I cannot evaluate unexplained claims, e.g. "that's taken out by the Smith card" (HOW?) or "that's a turn" (WHY?), or arguments expressed in little known acronyms. You can assume that I am generally well informed about public issues, and will take "judicial notice" of commonly known facts. There is no need to "read a card" to establish that Bill ainton is President or that the Second Article of Impreachment failed on an equally divided vote in the Senate. You cannot, however, reasonably assume that I know as much about your positions as you do. So EXPLAIN Mat you mean. The team that does that better will probably win the round.

My best advi to debaters is to think not just read blocks reactively, make "real world" public polia arguments, and speak in a manner that can be understood by an attentive listene .



laura heider

wayne state university. rounds on the topic: 12


y‑tars of coaching: none

as you can tell, i haven't judged too rrNich this year, but i do have some background knowledge on the topic, which i hope makes me a less horrible critic. for practical purposes, this only means that i won't know some of your topic‑specific jargon. also, I haven't been in any fast throw‑down debates for nearly a year, so my flowing may not be as hot as 1 would like to think it once was.

after a brief attempt to pretend that i was tabula rasa, i have determined that there are some arguments that i just think are bad. I think arguments like slavery good, rape good, harrassment good, and oppression good are morally reprehensible and i cannot imagine a world in which i would vote for them. making these arguments will also hurt your points a lot. i choose to penalize teams who run these arguments because i think that debate should not only teach people how to argue and how to play a game, but how to be better humyn beings as well. i also think rrry feminist and pacifist political lens necessarily informs the way i view debate, although I will try my hardest not to impose these views on you as a judge, and i will try not to let them inform my decisions.

i like T. i enjoy good topicality debates, and i will vote on ft. i tend to think that abuse/ground is a more compelling way to evaluate the relative benefits of a particular interpretation than grammar. please use your standards, and tell me why a particular interpretation is good or bad. i also like counterplans of almost all varieties. i have no predispositions (or i think 1 don't) on questions of international fiat, topical counterplans, conditionality, dispositionality, exclusionary counterplans, or agent counterplans. i will vote on well defended arguments made by either team that any or all of these things are good or bad. the variety of counterplan which i like the least is the kind of counterplan which does the entirety of the plan, but through a wierd political process. some examples of this type of counterplan are delay counterplans, and counterplans which pass the plan, have clinton veto, have congress override the veto, etc. i am probably more sympathetic to affirmative theory arguments and permutations on this type of counterplan than on other types of counterplans. but i will vote on any counterplan, and i will try to be fair. take‑outs on disads usually function as mitigators‑‑ i will rarely think the negative wins no risk on an untumed disad. there are, of course, exceptions to this. i am just trying to provide a general guideline.

as far as critiques go, I like 'em okay. please do riot assume that i will draw implications for you on them, however. do not expect me to make an impact argument for you each time you throw out a phrase like, "the aff reffies the hegemonic binary." i guess what i'm saying is, you have to explain the links and impacts to this type of argument, just like you would on any argument. one other note for the negative: i'm wearied by the haggling over the relative importance of "pre4iat" versus the "pretend affirmative realm." this, i think, makes ft too easy for the negative to entirely bypass their real philosophical objection, and reduces a complex and fascinating debate into a dispute over whether the aff gets to fiat their advantage. if you have a philosophical argument to make, make ft. so fiat is pretend. so what. I you are aff: i don't think there's any one thing called THE CRITIQUE any more than i think there is one thing called THE DISAD. i think most affs that lose to critical arguments do so because they don't take them seriously. you wouldn't go to a tournament without your clinton cards, and yet many teams travel without specific answers to different critical arguments. i'm not very persuaded by wrong forum arguments. but i will vote on won arguments, regardless of how I agree with them on a personal level.

i enjoy creativity. if you want to do something performatively unique, by all means do ft! if you want to debate big impacts really fast down the middle of the topic, i'll enjoy that too. stylistically, i like fast debates, i like slow debates. I love this topic. i like ft when people are nice. i will try to be fair and reasonable. probably i will fail sometimes. 1 am fallible, and I am inexperienced. but I will work hard for you. this is your activity. enjoy ftl

Judge Philosophy: Stephen Heidt
CFDA Nationals ‑ 1999
Rnds on Topic: 60+

General: I afterilpt to evaluate the debate based on my flow of the rotmd I do not ticoessarily search fbr truth, as most debates are resolved through teclutical or conceptual errors (dropped or misunderstood arguments). That being said, the best debates I have seen are the ones in which the wm=g teams not only makes clear and cogent argumerits, but thosc arguments also t ‑ ‑ I to be trite. My Sencral bias is as follows‑ Euiployment discrimination/barassrntmt is Real Bad, Empknw Coercion is not a primary consideration, and the necessity of congresumal action is highly contestal*. That does io me= I won't vote on arguments that contradict my bias, but it may be an uphill battle. (I'm not ovedy biased in e m a of the Congress. dw ins fertile ground for compu‑utive debate.)

Counterplaiis‑ I generally feel that counterplans rmist cornpete on the net benefits level. Afttual exclusivity

is not enouglL there must be a reason why the CP is
than the plan. I am also birly liberal about

counterplan theory. I believe dispositionality to be a fairly yood check on aff side bias Ed prep time. but

only if the ncg uses the CP in a fair way (i.e. straight tinned CPs generally shouldn't bc jettisoned fbr

hirness considerations). I also support the notion of pLan inclusive/exclusionary CPs. The aff should have

to defend all of 0= pbm. On a final note, I have never vMed aff on a CP theory deba . But. that does not

mean I won't. I have viewed several debates that had the aff gone for the theory in die 2M~ I would have

voted aff W a heartbea The overwheimmg thcnic in those debates was the spocific, in round abuse. If you

can point to the Neg's abusive CP as the key &%pect of the debate that forecloses your options to fairly

debate the a ‑ ‑ * cgy~ then I may vote for you.

Critiques: I have voted for and against critiqucs. I find that most cntique debates are really genenc Solvency debates with sme big words attached If you extend an argument claiming the aff docsn't solve the ‑MOt CRUSe‑ (Class, race, etc), and should be rejected. you don't have ntuch of a chance of winnin& I generally believe that Some positive change, is better than no change at all. However, if you extend an ALTERNATIVE. dien you have a much better chance of winning the debate. Simply M nMuon theory and all die silliness that goes with it doesn't Ix)ld much weight with me.

TOPicalftY: I haven't VOW neg on topicality very much this year, which surprises me. I think there am sever2l cases out there that are clemly not even in the realm of Race/Gender or New Protections. More often dm not, howcvcr, debaters don't twve the confidence to risk it all on topicality. For those of you that do, it is very unportant that you identify smera I reasons why your interpretation presmes fair ground for both the Aff AND Ne& and why the Aff interp undercuts neg ground I dunk that ff you do that, and you are generally correct about the direction of ahisc (in round abuse is always best), then you may be surprised when I vote for you. Bottom Iine: If it seems not topical, it probably is not topical.

Clarity' Clarity is Critical. I never realized how importwit it is when I was a debaw, but as a judge, I find myself unwilling to do extra work for a team that is unclear. If I don't understand the argument when you make it you'll be disappointed at the end of the debate, EVEN IF YOIJ ARE CORRECT AMJT THAT ARGUMENTI I have watched several debates this year, where one side has been cKtremely unclear, and in ahnost every situation theuncl team losL It is ESPECLALLY inqxwomt to be clear on Topicality, Theory, and Critiques; because, for me, those are the arguments dim require die most clear enq)lanations. Clem speech also boosts speaker points. An unclear debater will almost never pt higher thma 27.5‑

Hope this helps,

Stephen

Judging Philosovhy

DWAINE HENTHILL

(hired by John Carroll University)

Experience:
Debated 4 years high school and 4 years college (3 year NDT qualifier.)


Debate Graduate Assistant, Morehead State University.


NDT and CEDA Coach, 4 years at Kansas State University.


Instructor at numerous summer high school & cofte debate camps


Ohio t~%h schod debate coach, & years (to date.)


fi,d] time c6minaJ defense anorney.

Paradip‑m:
Policy maker if not otherwise persuaded by debaters.

Issues:

5WE

Other:

No strong predisposition on any traditional areas of argument. Kritiks, Counterplans, Generics are ok Not too fond of Clinton DA, but will keep open mind (you should have very recent evidence if you run it ... ) Will vote on Topicality, but that doesn't seem to happen too often. I have VMY judged Vne i=rmmem Vn *iys ytw' S collegetv*, so don't assume I know what you're taking about.

I consider information processing skills to be one of the unique educational attributes of our activity. IMere's a lot of information available on the important topics ofour day, and a premium lis based on quaky and up‑to‑date research. Given the *time constraints of the activity, delivery style is gecoMary to contoit Speed is fine Word ecommy and cow‑ise astalysis are better.

There are very few basic rules governing the activity. Adherence to those rules is expected. For example, time linfits are strict. No run‑on roadmaps; or roadmaps that include argumentative analysis. Weither happens, time begins running. Beeping timer at end of speech means "stop," iAA "zummayize." Speaker vrder is WMtha balit rd~t‑, WVd I often see it undermined by "taig twin" debating Your parmer stands alow in cross ex, it is not a team exercise. X premium is placed an civility and prafinsionalism. Rudeness is unacceptable under any circumstance.

The preferences identified in this category are not enforced by a win or loss. The round will be decided on the issues. But f will punish with points & ranks.

Scott Herndon

Kansas‑State Universtiy

Judging Philosophy

60+ Rounds

I feel like I have a pretty open mind towards different styles of arguments. What I am really looking for is quality impact explanation. I think that a well extnded patriarchy impact is more compelling than some nebulous Clinton scenario or a questionably unique biz‑con story. That does not mean that patriarchy outweighs a full, blown nuclear war, it just means not to make assumptions, and weigh your case or disad. I find that I have a pretty open mind towards critiques. I don't think that you necesaarily have to have an alternative, however, often I am more likely to vote for a critique if I understand what voting negative acomplishes. If you don't have a clear alternative then well developed implications are strongly encouraged. I don't like to vote on cheap shots, and probably won't unless it it pretty cold dropped.

Topicality, I like it. I enjoy listening to a good, clear topicality debate. A negative team needs to show abuse. In round abuse is what I find most compelling. If you can demonstrate argumets that are reasonably negative ground are excluded by the affirmatives interpretations then you are headed in the right dorection. I do feel like topicality is an argument that deserves a commitment of time from a 2NR. Unless a violation is dropped completely a 1:00 minute explanation of your story then to the disad, aint gonna cut it. I have been compelled to vote for potential abuse arguments, but rarely do I find the risk that the aff might at some point abuse at a future, yet undisclosed time a good reason to reject the plan.

If for any reason this doesn't answer your questions about what I prefer as a judge then I encourage you to ask me questions. I am open to discusiing my philosophy. Please ask if you have any questions.

4r,

Judging Philosophy Statement

Last Name: Herrmann

Name: Sara

School: Cornell

CEDA/NDT: 1

Rounds on topic: 75+

First

Years judging

I will pretty much vote on any argument, as long as it is explained.well

and impacted in the round.

Topicality: This is an argument that I ran a lot as a debater. I will

vote on almost any topicality argument as long as you win it. I will

vote against cases that I fell are topical, so make sure your answers are

good. I feel like this argument is underutilized on this topic.

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: I'm not a big Clinton fan, but I have voted for it many

times this year.

Kritiks: I really like Kritiks. I think that the voting implications

must be well explained.

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 piss me off: Do not use exclusionary language. I

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

female debaters being referred to as "he". DO NOT BE RUDE. There is

nothing that upsets me more.

I

Last Name: Hester

School: West Georgia

Years Judging CEDA: 3

First Name: Michael

Region: Southeast

Number of Rounds on this Topic: 61

I vote for the team that I think won the debate. Tabula rasa judging is not possible, but I try to vote on the arguments as they are presented in the debate. Questions of paradigm and meta‑theory are really normative questions; some debaters feel that there is an objective decision in a given debate, but this mischaracterizes the decision‑making process as mechanistic rather than evaluative. Blind adherence to flow technicalities is just as much a normative choice imposed on the debate externally as any other preconception.

That said, I am not hesitant in any way to vote on dropped arguments. Some arguments, however, will inevitably resonate with my own views and be more persuasive to me than others. I am willing to listen and vote on any type of argument, from hypercritical to boring strategies like Courts/Clinton. I like smart debating‑if there's a double‑turn grant it, but don't grant arguments when you are winning the debate based on your original advocacy.

I debated topicality a lot, so if you run it, I should understand your arguments. This does not mean that I am predisposed to vote on topicality. I view it primarily as a ground issue, and as such, contextual evidence is important, but the limits justified by competing interpretations are at least equally important. I generally support the view that I should decide what the resolution means based on the best interpretation, absent compelling affirmative arguments that a reasonable interpretation is adequate.

I do not usually read a lot of evidence after the round, because I tend to decide the debate based on which team argued more effectively during the debate. When there is a dispute about what evidence says or when I need to confirm comparisons between evidence, I am willing to read it. Full source citations do not have to be read, but should be available on request. It makes it very hard to research when all you have is a name and a year, and the practice of not having full cites available should be discouraged. I am open to the argument that evidence without a full citation available should not be evaluated in the debate.

Cross‑examination is an important part of the debate. This is where you set up what you will have to do to win the debate, and establish what exactly the opponents advocate. It is also your opportunity to show me that you know what is going. If you stand around and fumble asking for cards or responses, you are wasting a great competitive opportunity. I do not flow cross‑ex because I remember what was said. Tag team is fine.

Style and delivery are important for getting good points from me, and I am not opposed to giving sub‑27 speaker points. If you want good points, be smart, funny, creative, and win your arguments. Simpsons references might help also, but only if done well. I tend to give lower points than a lot ofjudges‑when you debate poorly, you don't deserve a 27. 1 am willing to disclose speaker points; if you want to know them, just ask me.

Theory arguments and critiques are fine. I try to judge the debate the way the debaters debated it. If you win reasons that your argument means I should vote for you, then I will.

Wenyu Theresa Ho

Judging Philosophy

Boston College

Assistant Coach ‑ 4 years

4 Tournaments This Year

Theory

Unless instructed otherwise, I operate in a policy paradigm.

Topicality When considering topicality, I tend to compare standards and definitions. You should strive to explain why your standard or definition is better rather than just reading more cards. For example, explain why the affirmative plan would/would not explode the topic, whether the definition limits debates to a core group of topics, whether it is best to narrowly define the terms or permit an expansive interpretation in order to encourage more diverse debate, etc.

Critiques/Deontology If you want to run a critique, you should either be prepared to explain why it is not merely a non‑unique disadvantage or argue that the impact has in round/discourse implications. The critiques which seem most relevant to this topic are ones which argue that any attempts at change will only be co‑opted by the status quo, will make the situation worse. I am not overly impressed with arguments critiquing the affirmative (or negative)'s use of a word or position. There should be some impact to the argument ‑ whether it is discourse or policy related.

Counterplans

Plan is the focus of debate, therefore, topical counterplans, agent

counterplans, etc. are fine. The negative may present dispositional

counterplans ‑ if the affirmative proves that the cp won't solve or is

not theoretically feasible, then the negative reserves the right to

revert back to defending the status quo. However, the negative should

not be able to kick out of a counterplan if the affirmative straight

turns it. Permutations can be a test of competitiveness or advocated

as a policy option.

Other Stuff Frankly, I am not opposed to any argument you want to make as long as it is: clearly presented; supported by evidence or analysis; and accompanied by an explanation why your interpretation/evaluation is superior to that presented by your opponents. Don't be afraid to advance an argument because you think that I won't like it. It is far better to advocate a position (as is) which you are comfortable with rather than making some lame changes to an argument which you think I will like. Any other questions ‑ just ask.

Judging Philosophy

Joshua B. Hoe

University of North Texas

Over 50 rounds heard on the topic

District 31 South Central

There are two templates that I apply to debate rounds. The first filter is fairness. Do the arguments as they are extended conform to my notions of fairness in a debate round'? Do they provide debatable ground for both teams where clash is encouraged'? Are the arguments extended in such a way that both teams have the fair chance to debate the claims and warrants provided in arguments*? In other words. I do take into account more than the truth claims of arguments when I evaluate them at the end of a debate round. If the affirmative. for instance. comes up with a "true" answer in the 2AR, that argument. while true. probably did not provide a fair chance for rejoinder.

The second filter is truth. Once the arguments in a debate round conform to mv sense of fairness (defined here as both sides got a chance to argue ‑ clash was encouraged) I will evaluate competing arguments based upon the relative truth of those competing arguments. I will examine that evidence which backs claims as it is isolated by the teams in the debate round. In other words. I will only read that evidence which is identified with accompanying warrant by the team/s in the debate round.

I will make the rest conventional this vear:

Critiques ‑ Questioning assumptions seems valuable to me. The assumption that only utilitarian norms have imporiance seems hopelessly shallow to me. That said. very few teams divorce the meaning from the jargon in rounds. In addition. a warning. I am not particularl% persuaded h~. the "truth" (if affirmative claims like. "wrong forum." "non​unique disadvantage." and "policv‑making excludes." These are hopelessly shallow defenses of tradition. Do not beg the question and we will get along just fine (2).

Counterplans ‑ My predisposition is probably toward %%hat man~ would term "abusive" counterplans. This is not to say that my predisposition will overwhelm the discussion in the debate. only that I have a predisposition. I think all counterplans are by nature similar to the plan (by actor. action. etc). I do not think plan‑inclusive counterplans are tantamount to theft. I think that in most cases the negative has %er, little chance of winning absent the ability to hold the affirmative to the advocacy of "the plan" as deliniated in the I AC (this is not a statement about permutations ‑ my arournent is that the plan is one entit% and (tic counterplan is another if it is difterent than the plan and it competes with the plan).

Topicality ‑ Rarely vote on it. Not predisposed against it. I have rarely heard good topicality debates. If you can isolate the level of abuse the plan creates and impact it Nou can %%in on T ifthe literature supports the distinction you are drawm2. Sadly. I find that mam, words in topics are hopelessl~ arhitrar% (substantial etc.).

Disadvantages ‑ The bread and blitter ofthe negatke %%m.

How rounds usually break down ‑ %lost roL111dS conic do~n to one ot the following comparisons:

I )
The Disadvantage risk versus the risk of the case

2)
The solvency deficit to the counterplan plus an% disadvantage to the counterplan plus any increment of net benefit


captured by the permutation minus the net benefit to the counterplan alone

3)
The critique obviates the need to consider the case bevond its relationship as a link

4)
Topicality obviates the need to consider the case

Things I am categorically opposed to ‑ Sexist. Racist. or hateful language meant to demean or hurt other debate participants.

Final Thoughts ‑ Have fun ... Enjoy vour nationals expenence!!!!!!

I

Dr. Steven B. Hunt

Director of Forensics

Rounds judged this year about 40

Lewis & Clark College

Years of Coaching and Judging 28

I think the Affirmative has the burden to initiate the debate by

presenting a

good topical, prima facie case. The plan should have an agent of action,

mandates, and some enforcement mechanism. There should be some fairly

clear

solvency advocates.

The Negative has the burden of rejoinder or of refutation. They must

disprove

the Affirmative by showing the case in nontopical, or noninherent, or

insignificant, or not solvent, or causes more disadvantages than

advantages. The

Negative may also critique the case or counterplan if they wish. If the

Negative

critiques, it had better be a relevant , pertinent, linked critique

specific to

the Aff case and argued against the Affirmative case not something generic

only.

A counterplan should probably be nontopical and competitive. It should

solve the

Affirmative problem better and.or prevent the accrual of disadvantages.

If the case is nontopical, the Aff. Loses. The Negative must argue this

issue

explaining why the case isnt topical not just throw out a challenge

asserting

the case isnt topical.

The Negative may also win by explaining how the case is not inherent or

totally

insignificant. The Negative may also reduce or negate solvency. It is

always

safer, as I am a quasi‑policy maker evaluator of argument, to have some

disadvantages or turns on the case,.

I do NOT like tag team cross examination. To me cross examination is part

of the

argumentation of the round and binding. There should generally be one

questioner

and one respondent and each debater is responsible for her or his part.

I think the quality of evidence is part and parcel of good debating. If

one team

can argue successfully that their evidence is of superior relevancy or

quality

on key issues, they are likely to win that issue.Frequently evidence from

books,

law articles, scholarly journals, etc. is better than miscellaneous stuff

from

the internet. I will call for evidence at the end of the round to clarify

things for myself and to ck citations.

I like clarity, direct clash, thinking in the round, good organization,

spontaneous humor and cleverness, and courtesy. I hate unclear

unorganized,

too rapid , spewing. I can follow a pretty rapid complex argument IF it

is

organized and clear. A clear refutation pattern with frequent

argumentative

signposting rather than blips saying next next or 8 9 10 etc. is best for

me.

I have judged two national NDT finals and 2 CEDA finals but am probably considered a Jurassic Park member versus merely an Old Buffalo definitely not a new kid on the block.


FRANK P. I

PACE UNIVERSITY

5 YEARS JUDGE4G COLLEGE DEBATE

EAST REGION

RDS. HEARD ‑ 1 Billion

Frank Likes:

* Big Affirmatives, not the small little wanky ones

* Unique Disad's

* Good "Turn" Debate ‑ Case Turns, Disad Turns

* Innovative Counterplans

* Stand‑up lAR!s

* Good stories in the last rebuttal(s)

* Good Case Debate

* Quality Evidence (Don!t rely on crappy Nexis cards to win you the round)

* Fast and Clear Debate

* Good theory debate (talk to me about Kritiles before the round ‑ I don't have enough

line space to discuss my thoughts on them.)

Frank Dislikes:

* Small, wanky affirmatives

* Non‑Unique Disads

* No Turns ‑ No clash!!!

* Bad Counterplans (Not Competitive)

* Bad I AR!s (especially if you used too much prep time)

* No story in the last rebuttal(s)

* A severe lack of case clash

* Bad, overclaimed, outdated, poor source, Lexis evidence

* Slow and plodding debate or fast and unclear debate

* Bad theory debate

* WALMART ‑ A few months back I was in Walmart looking for a Rage Against the

Machine CD and an old Public Enemy CD and I was told that Walmart doesret carry such

groups and I got into an argument with the customer service representative when I asked

her why they don't carry Socially conscious bands but they will carry clothing lines where

the clothing is made with the blood soaked hands of Third World children. I asked if they

would carry the bands if they sang songs praising the virtues of Capitalism and

Government oppression. I was thrown out of the store. F*** Walmart!!!

Frank Does Have Some Random Thoughts Though 

* My role as a judge is to decide who debated best in the round. You decide what that

means.

* Whole Rez is unattainable, just be reasonable in your resolutional interpretation

* I don't really like conditional argumentsjust thought you'd like to know

* Topicality is NOT an absolute voting issue. Nothing is absolute in debate.

* I will read some evidence after the round.

* I don't flow C‑X.

* If debating a Kritik, explain it well, discuss it's implications, and explain why it is a

warrant to reject the Affirmative team.

* 2NR's and 2AR's that just say "Read my cards at the end of the round" will be

shaved, sterilized and destroyed. I want you to do the card comparisons. Don't

leave your futile attempts at argumentation up to my own devices!

"The Team That Does The Best Debating Wins!" in tribute to MJP

Michael Janas

30+ Rounds


Samford University

11 Years Coaching

I believe that the best debates involve a discussion of exclusive policies. In this world, the very best debaters are those that can explain the force of their own arguments while giving some explanation for their opponents6 flawed (short of claiming that they are insane). This has several implications for the way that I view any particular round.

Evidence: I view evidence as backing for an argument, but not as an argument itself. To say, "pull the so and so card," is not an argument. The argument lies in the reasons that the authority offers. I am more interested in hearing and evaluating the argument than I am in going back and reading all of the evidence entered into the debate. The relationship between the argument and the evidence that supports it should be made clear from the start‑‑that means that both should be comprehensibly read. If I do not have some idea of what evidence is talking about I will not call for it. In general, I resolve evidential arguments according to the dictates of the teams debating.

Affirmative Burdens: I believe that once a team has offered a plan as a solution to a problem then they are stuck with it, unamended, until the end of the debate. I take the plan to be a presupposition for the rest of the argumentation in the round. As a result, changes in the plan require a rethinking of the interrelationship of all other arguments. Since we are constrained by time, arguing over presuppositions typically detracts from my ability to resolve the debate. Therefore, intrinsicness responses are really non​responsive (if they were such a good idea they should have been in the plan). Also. I believe that Affirmatives must fulfill prima facie burdens such as proving that the plan solves for the advantage claimed (e.g., that the topic country will accept the offer of assistance), and that it overcomes the burdens imposed by a minimal concept of presumption.

Negative Burdens: I think that negatives have obligations when they enter positions into the debate. These obligations include being able to show both that their arguments are related specifically to the affirmative mandate and that they offer a substantial reason to reject the affirmative. If these obligations are not met, I give the affirmative great leeway in answering disadvantages.

Counterplans: Counterplans should be well developed and offered in the first negative. I take their mandates as presuppositions for the rest of the debate. Consequently, counterplans should not be conditional or dispositional‑‑the negative is stuck with the position until the end of the debate (no, counterplans are not the same as disads‑‑you can not disprove a counterplan mandate because it was asserted for the purpose of debate). I believe that permutations are a legitimate test of competition. I am increasingly ambivalent about what to do with counterplans that do not compete.

Kritiks:
I am sympathetic to the notion‑‑but not to the point where I have ever voted

for one (basically, I have only seen two or threefjusually by teams that have not thought

it all out). Increasingly my idea of myself as a teacher of argument has given way to

my sense of
democratic purpose. It has now come to the point where I do not believe that

fiat is hypothetical or that debate is a game. I view the function of debate as an effort

at participatory criticism. Therefore, all constituents of a particular debate should do

their part to participate. Kritiks should be case specific and offer some unique reason to

reject the affirmative.

Generally: I view debate as an effort in participatory criticism. I generally hold that the world is a pretty consistent place and will try to resolve the debate by finding a single story that accounts for all the issues that the affirmative and the negative are winning. Sometimes, to accomplish this, in the absence of any debaters' arguments, I will supply facts from my empirical knowledge of the world (believe it or not, I do cut many cards) to judge between incommensurate stories. My suggestion is that you te 11 the story that accounts for all the issues in the round before I do.

4~.

Miscellaneous: There a few ways to get my ballot and get good points:

1) Ask why?‑ Too many debates force me to look at cards and weigh the issues

because the debaters don't. You

may be winning lots of arguments, but if you don't tell me why those arguments

matter then you're wasting your

time. Don't let me debate the round for you after your done.

2) Don't make me read cards‑ I don't like to read cards after the debate. I

especially don't like to compare cards

when the debaters did not. Tell me what to look for in the evidence and why

your evidence is better. If you tell me

why your evidence is better and the other team just says "extend our cards"

then I'll take your word over theirs

without asking for cards. Card comparison is more important to me than how

many cards you read.

3) Be nice‑ It won't win you the debate, but it can't hurt. I have no problem

giving incredibly low speaker points if

you're rude. I like competitiveness, but if it gets unpleasant it's not fun

for me, you or your opponents. I use a wide

range of points and I have no problem giving high points if you are funny,

nice, clear, organized and smart. For

each one of these factors you are lacking your speaker points will drop.

4) 1 like fast debates‑ This doesn't mean you have to go fast, I just think

there more fun. I prefer a slow, clear,

smart debate to a fast, incoherent debate. But if you can be fast. clear and

smart‑ you will make me very happy.

5) Take chances‑ I've said this elsewhere, but I want to reiterate it. If you

"know" you are winning something don't

waste you time on other issues. If one card that they dropped wins you the

debate then don't spend your time

extending twenty cards in the 2NR or 2AR.

Any questions? Please feel free to ask.

Name: Jarman, Jeffrey

School: Wichita State University

Years Judging: 6

Number of Tournaments: About 10

So, I am your judge, and you want to win the round. What should you do? My approach to each debate is fairly simple. I believe that my job is to determine which policy option is the most preferable. If you are affirmative, you need to prove that the plan is the best option. On the negative, you need to prove either that the plan is a bad idea, or offer a better option. Now, is this what the debate MUST look like? No. I am reasonable and flexible. If you want the debate to move in a different direction, feel free. I don't mean to constrain your choice of advocacy. obviously, each debate is different, and your main objective should be strategically selecting arguments which increase your chance of winning. You should maximize your chance of winning, regardless of my preference. The following is just an abbreviated form of my preferences to help you determine what might be most likely to succeed. In now particular order:

Evidence: you should have some. You probably will need a bunch of it. However, teams often miss an opportunity to make a good argument simply because they don't have a card to prove it. Truth is powerful. If you think truth is on your side, say so. I am willing to listen to arguments without evidence. Also, having three or four bad pieces of evidence is not as good as having one great piece of evidence. If you have good evidence, be sure to talk about why it's so good. Don't just say "their cards aren't good." Provide reasons why some pieces of evidence are better than others. I will almost always defer to the team providing reasons when the other team offers none.

Cross Examination: the worst
time of the debate. Try to make this time

useful. Don't just fix your flow and get evidence. Go after the other

team's arguments. Ask tough,
challenging and difficult questions. Try to

get answers which can be used
in the debate. Show off your intelligence!

Topicality & Kritiks: I usually make some statement in my philosophy about how I would rather not vote on these arguments. Generally, I still don't like either of them. HOWEVER, this topic has obviously changed that opinion. make your argument, and I will evaluate it, even if it has one of these labels attached to it. Be sure to clarify why a kritik is a prefiat arguments and not just a non‑unique disad or solvency argument.

Counterplans: A good negative strategy. My presumption is that permutations must include the entire plan (and not more than the plan) to be legitimate. One big problem with most counterplans is that the permutation will solve the net benefits. I'm not a big fan of theory arguments on plan‑inclusive CP, dispositionality, and fiat. Each of these arguments has merit, and can be won by the affirmative, but you should invest serious time into them if you expect to win them.

Cheap shots:
Darren is more likely to vote on them than me. In fact, I

don't believe
that I would be willing to vote for one at all. If you miss

answering 'must define all words" in the 2ac, just answer it in the

lar‑‑even the
2ar. I doubt I would even vote on it then.

As I said before, these are just my predispositions. Everything is up to

YOU. Enjoy the debate.
make the arguments that normally win you debates

I am much more likel to
t 
a

oood wii‑),‑‑‑
1

.7
vw e tor you ir you argue positions th t your are

so on t let me stand in your way.

Jarvis, Jason

Augustana College, Rock Island, IL

Years Judging/Coaching: 4

Rounds Judged on the topic: 50+

JMGE PHILOSOPHY FORM

Gmeral thoughts and information:

I am unimpressed by mindless spew that lacks clarity. If I cannot understand you I win ten you so by saying "clearer" once or twice. If I have to say it more than twice then I usualty give up and you can assume (a) that your points are being docked, and (b) I will do my best toflow your arguments, but will give the other team leeway on arguments winch were uncle& Whenever

p'ble I try to flow the text of cards. I have noticed that my ability to do this is almost always

ossi

directly proportional to the clarity with which a person is reading.

I don't enjoy watching people who are inean.

I place a high premium on explanation in late rebuttals. I will read cards at die end of a debate.

Howem, I try really hard not to make arguments or evidence comparisons that aren't made by the

debaters (In other words do more than just extend the taglines tell me why your evidence, etc is

superior).

Critiqum‑,

If you like don, then run them. (1) 1 tend to be more pomaded by critiques that are germane to the topic.

For example, feminist Jurisprudence seems to me to be more relevant to discussions about legal solutions to

sexism than Heidegger. (2) At this point I am undecided about my feelings on critiques which contradict

counterplans or other arguments within the debate. I have voted both for and against tcams on

p"formativc contradictions. (3) 1 think that the most confusing issue on K's is the question of

unplications. I like for the impact to them to be thoroughly developed. That doesn't mean its necessary to

have an hour long discussion of what fiat means (I know it doesn't exist). It. does mean that I expect you to

discuss how the argument negates the claims of the aff, how it may unplicate the ballot, etc. Be clear and

specific on these issues. (4) Perrmitations have become rather popular. I have ibund them to be more

persuasive when they are evidenced (the same is true of answers to perms). I have heard "counter perms"

argued by some teams, but am unsure about the theoretical foundation for a counter pcrm, as they have yet

to be fiffly fleshed out in the rounds I have judged.

Counterplans. I personally believe that dispositionality is just conditionality in drag If you want to kick the counterplan just be prepared to explain why you should be allowed to do so and what your particular interpretation of these (in my opinion meaningless) terms means. Utopian counterplans, in my experience run into fiat problems, but if you think you can defend this issue then more power to you.

My C and the Congress: Political process arguments are dumb. We all know it, but we all continue to hear, run and vote for them. I am no different‑ Let's face it, North Korea isn't hangin out in that underground bunker just waiting for Bill Clinton to sip a law extending Title 7 to cover military sexual harassment so we will be just distracted enough to not notice them nuking Japan. Luckily, for the negative, debate often isn't about the real world, and however much I don't believe in its capital T "truW, Clinton arguments are strategic because they tend to have short brinks and outweigh almost all the cases on this year's topic. I have voted for the Clinton disad on numerous occasions this year (and chastised negatives who could have gotten an easy W by going for it). Ironically, I have noticed that the only thing worse than the DA itself is how many 2ac's seem to screw it up. If you are the 2ac, I'd suggest doing some analysis of the internal link story....

Toplca&y. Some cases seem to be marginally topical this year. I know it's late in the year, but some cases do seem to beg for this argument and it might at least be worth the time uade off to run it I haven't witnessed very many T debates on the topic, which I find strange given the literature which links some affs directly to VIM of discrimination not covered by our topic.


...........
if you have other questions, just ask 

...........

V

JUDGING PHILOSOPHY STATEMENT

Last Name: Jenkins

School: UMKC

Years Judging team topic debate: I

First Name: Eric

Number of Rounds: 70+

I'm not really sure what my "philosophy" is, so I quess I'll just ramble about things I've found to be true as a judge. First, I try my hardest to evaluate the round only on the issues on the flow. This means I will vote on dropped arguments such as RVI's. Howeve'r, this does not mean that I like these arguments or that a drop means the round is over. Many times, almost every round, I find myself having to resolve something that the debaters did not in order to vote. I tend to give low speaker points in comparison with many judges; yet, the best way to receive a good score is to tie up all of those loose ends. Debaters who engage in lots of impact comparison and analysis usually have the most success achieving this goal. I don't particularly like Topicality, however I will vote on a well run and argued position. I have found that I tend to allow negatives to have any number of counterplans that others might find abusive ‑ plan inclusive, international actors, multiple actors, etc. Yet, I will try to vote on an abuse argument if it is won. The problem I have found is that usually both sides will have good reasons for abuse/ no abuse and neither will deal with the other's reasons. When the two ships pass by, I usually defer negative. I enjoy kritiks and think that they are an innovative and useful part of debate. However, many times I find the negative will fail to articulate the reasons why the affirmative links to the kritik and also why the kritik is a voting issue. You should pay particular attention to these issues. All of these things are just my random thoughts. I will do my best not to allow any of my personal beliefs to affect my decision. Debate is first and foremost your activity. Do what you want and how you want it ‑ If you win the argument, I will vote for you.

COLIN KAHL'S JUDGING PHILOSOPHY

Current Position: Assistant Coach, University of Michigan

Topic Experience: I've judged around 60 debates this year, and I've done a considerable amount of research on most of the core areas of the topic.

Theoretical Predispositions: I'm fairly open‑minded when it comes to theory. In terms of counterplans, I believe they are a vital component of negative strategies. I think just about any CP with a quantifiable/weighable net benefit is OK. I have no problem with agent counterplans, international CPs, PICs, and dispositionality (although I'm skeptical of the legitimacy of extreme forms of conditionality, i.e. multiple contradictory CPs). That being said, the theoretical legitimacy of these types of CPs, or any other theoretical argum ent, can be debated out in front of me. I may think dispositionality is OK, for example, but I've also voted Aff when they've persuasively argued that it's illegit.

I should say a brief word about theoretical voting issues. I hold both Negative theoretical voting issues, such as Topicality, and Affirmative theoretical voting issues, such as fiat abuse or PICs bad, to the same high argumentative threshold. If you advance the claim that the other team should lose because they aren't topical or because they ran an abusive counterplan, it is your burden to explain why the team is being unfair, anti‑educational, or otherwise setting an in‑round or future precedent for abuse. Doing this requires you to do more than whine "they're abusive"; you must provide good warrants and examples, and invest the time to make your arguments persuasive.

Kritiks: I have no problems with kritiks. I've written several for my squad, I'm open to them as a judge, and I've voted on them. Good kritiks, in my opinion, have several components: (1) fairly specific links or a good link story; (2) a clearly articulated framework for evaluating the kritik; and (3) an impact, within this framework, that outweighs, takes precedent over, or calls for the rejection of the Aff's policy advantages, value claims, and/or discourse. I also think kritiks should be consistent with other arguments advanced by the negative, especially when the kritik has an absolutist "must reject" type decision rule. For example, I don't think a Marxist kritik that says that you must always reject capitalism is very consistent with a Business Confidence disadvantage, nor do I think CLS or the Hegel kritik are very consistent with a Court CP.

on the Aff, you should always make sure you are challenging all levels of the kritik. At the link level, I'm a fan of kritik permutations that clearly describe why the objection provided by the kritik does not provide a necessary reason to reject the Aff. I like permutations not because I think kritiks are counterplans but because I think they function like counterplans. Kritiks frequently indict the status quo as much, if not more, than the Aff, and then compare the SQ/Aff to a world envisioned by the kritik's authors. If the Aff can show that one could advocate the plan and still move in the direction of this better world or otherwise uphold the value(s) advanced by the kritik, then there may be no link (this, of course, all depends on exactly what the kritik is). Thus, kritik permutations "test" the link in the same way that regular permutations test the competition of CPs. At the impact level, Affs should address the decision framework advanced by the kritik and (1) explain why its bad, and/or (2) explain why I should vote Aff even within this framework. Most Affirmatives I've judged against kritiks this year have done a sub‑par job of weighing and evaluating the value of the Aff's advantages and discourse.

Colin Kahl cont'd

Evidence Evaluation: Evidence is very important to me. I reward teams who read good cards and argue them well. To get my ballot, and good speaker points, do a good job evaluating your evidence and comparing it to the evidence read the other team. I will call for cards after the round on the issues I think are most important. My policy on judge intervention as it relates to evidence depends on how the debate goes down. If one team is evaluating evidence and the other team isn't, I won't go into the evidence and pull out counter‑arguments; that's your job and if you snooze you lose. If both teams are doing a lot of evidence comparison, I will go into the evidence and determine who I think is right. Finally, if neither team is doing much evidence comparison, I may read the cards and pull out arguments made in the evidence, but not advanced by the debaters, to help me decide how to vote. In other words, if you don't evaluate evidence in front of me you're playing with fire and you might get burned.

John Katsulas

Years of Coaching: 16 years

Director of Debate, Boston College

Judged at 10 tournaments, 50+ rounds

General philosophy:

The affirmative plan is the focus of debate. The negative role is to

argue that the plan is undesirable or to advocate an alternative in the

form of a counterplan. The affirmative plan can not be

amended.Intrinsicness arguments are illegitimate.

Topicality:

If the affirmative has contexual evidence proving that its plan is topical,

then it is very difficult to persuade me to vote on topicality.

Topicality is always a voting issue, and never ayeverse voter.

I am willing to vote on topicality, and I have voted on it in at least

five debates this year.

Counterplans:

I like counterplans but they can't be conditional. Agent counterplans

(e.g, Supreme Court) are fine. I don't care if the counterplan is

topical. Net benefits is the only standard for competition. I'm very

strict on permutations.The affirmative can't delete parts of its plan

or add planks that are not part ofthe counterplan. Time frame

permutations are also illegitimate. The negative should have some

solvency evidence for its counterplan. Since I don't allow

conditionality, you should have some net benefits which don't link

equally well to the counterplan.

Critiques:

Don't waste your time running them in front of me, as I will ignore them.

If you can prove a unique link to the plan, then run your critique as a

disdavantage. otherwise, you are best to argue them as plan‑meet‑needs.

Round Evaluation: Both sides should weigh impacts and assess risks. You should attack the links and the internal links to case advantages and disadvantages. I am well read on the topic, and therefore, you can't get away with making up stuff about your evidence.

Evidence/Style:

I will read evidence after a round. Speed is fine; incomprehensibility

is not. I will not read evidence which is incomprehensibly presented in

a speech.

I

