Mark Nelson

Santa Rosa Junior College

Parliamentary Debate Judging Philosophy

I believe that the spirit of Parliamentary debate is to blend whit and rhetorical style with sound argumentation.  As far as arguments go, all types of argumentative strategies are permitted. Please don’t be afraid to argue issues like inherency, workability, counterplans, minor repairs, disadvantages, etc. I am not big on critique positions.  This does not mean I won’t vote on them, I just don’t like to.  In other words I don’t think there are “CEDA/NDT” arguments and “NPDA” arguments.  There are simply arguments. I encourage you to avail yourself to all of them. Avoid personal examples to try to prove a point. What you experienced at age 13 or how you would feel if something was done (or not done) carries little weight in my decision.  Lets face it 1) I can’t verify those personal assertions and 2) you are a biased source in the context of the debate. 

I will accept a slightly faster than normal conversational speaking rate. Don’t spread!  I have more leeway for the first rebuttal by the PM in Parli L-D as I recognize they have five minutes to cover a ten minute speech. The PM speech should be persuasive and well organized.  I like very clear signposting.

When someone rises to ask a POI acknowledge them immediately to either accept or reject the question. I consider it very rude to leave someone standing. I dock point heavily for this behavior. When a POI is asked, I actually expect/want you to answer the question. Don’t answer the question you wish they would have asked, answer the question they actually did ask. Don’t say “that is not relevant”, we are not talking about that,” etc. You might not see the relevancy in the question but that doesn’t mean the other team doesn’t and it doesn’t mean I don’t see the relevancy in it. Just answer the question. Also, in my opinion a POI should be a question. You have your speeches to rebut arguments. 

In the summaries focus on what you think are the key issues. I don’t expect you to do a line-by-line and don’t want to hear one. Weight out the impacts. Compare the probabilities versus the magnitude of the impacts. Don’t make me figure it out.

I believe the some resolutions are factual, value and policy in nature.  I will listen to arguments over how best to interpret the resolution and go with who ever makes the better case. I don’t have a preference for one type over another. 

IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS PLEASE ASK ME AND I WILL BE HAPPY TO ADDRESS THEM!!!!!

Jeff Terosian 

It is my second year judging debate. I don’t really have very many requests as a judge; I like almost all types of arguments.  With that said, I believe that debate is first and foremost academic. As for specific positions I enjoy almost all types of arguments as long as you win the argument and show its relevance in the decision making process. I enjoy creativity within the round as long as it is within the means of being ethical. The primary goal of the round in my opinion is to further our education. I have virtually little expression during the round so do not think you are wining or losing an argument based on my expression.  A few suggestions:
        Be sure that you are clear.  I prefer clarity over speed. If I don’t have it on my flow, I can’t use it in my decision.  Sign posting is always a good thing.  Especially when it comes to procedurals and frontlines.  I don’t flow cross-x but I listen. Please be respectful to each other during cross-x and during the entirety of the round.  
Have fun! Or try to have fun? 
If you have any questions or want more information feel free to find me or ask before the round.  
I will attempt to base my decision in the round on the arguments that you present, rather than on my personal biases; however, I come to debate with some theory assumptions.  I believe that it is the Government’s responsibility to uphold the resolution and provide a debatable case.  Therefore, they should be topical and not truistic.  If they are not, the Opposition should argue such.  In order to keep the Opposition’s prep time meaningful on extremely broad resolutions, the government should be made to uphold each word or part of the res.  (In other words, if the government gets to run almost anything they want, they should keep it strictly within the topic/spirit of the metaphor.)  That being said, opp should pick its best T and go with it.  3 Ts in a round is never a good thing.  

        I believe there is a distinction between fact/value/policy propositions.  If it is a policy resolution, I vote on a stock issues paradigm.  I will listen to all arguments; however, I will probably only vote on a dopey kritik (you have to decide what is dopey) or topical counterplan if it is grossly mishandled by the Government.  I expect debaters to make all the necessary links and internal links—don’t have me to do it for you; I may make the wrong associations.  Tell me why I should care about a particular argument; why it matters in the debate.  Saying, “it’s a voter!” isn’t that compelling.  Tell me why and weigh the impacts.  I look to the criteria, so be sure there is one, and that your arguments flow through it.  If a new argument is made in rebuttal, call a Point of Order—I won’t do it for you.  Since they take up speaker time, POIs are arguments on the flow, unless they’re done tactically to get a response on the flow to an argument that was previously dropped, in which case, a smart opposing team should point that out.  In the case of a tie, or if it’s too confusing for me to sort through, I’ll probably vote opp on presumption.  Oh, and clash is always good.  

I’m fine with a rapid delivery if there is a lot to cover, as long as it’s modestly eloquent.  Line-by-line is important, but don’t forgo the story, either.  Quality arguments, well-supported and specific, are always better than quantity.  Don’t assert stuff (especially obscure “facts”).  Evidence is good—even in parli!  Don’t drop anything big.  Have fun and be nice.  Humor is appreciated.  

Judging Philosophy: Gil Puga

I. Background: 

I started judging Parli in 1999 and I’ve been judging about 8-12 tournaments a year since. Prior to 1999, I didn’t do debate—only individual events. I regularly teach college debate courses. 

II. Predisposition on  issues: 

I will try to be open and a non-intervening in the round. Here are my positions/thoughts/tendencies regarding positions

On T: I rarely vote only on T. If opp runs T, they should also hit case or do other things, some even-if analysis after T is recommended. Any language theory included in T analysis will go far further than spitting out a gazillion generic tags. I lean toward the analysis of the T violation. 

On K: I often vote on K. If opp runs K, they should also do other things like hit case. Background theory or related theory on the position will go along way.

On plan: This might seem weird, but I am highly concerned with your funding plank on plan. By Normal Means for funding, is an utopian position, I won’t intervene but opp  can. If you advocate creating a new policy, your funding mechanism can/should advocate eliminating an existing program…there are plenty of things out there that are expensive and should be eliminated. 

On speed: Debate should be in the public sphere not the technical sphere. The faster you go the more you exclude…think of the implications (Habermas) and keep your discourse in the public sphere maintaining a speed limit for all those to understand. 

On splitting the block: There is no rule against splitting the block, so debaters can split the block.

On Coverage/flow: I flow, but weigh drops by their implications. Give me an implication scenario to help weigh out. 

Kim Gerhardt

San Diego Mesa College

Years judging parli: 5

Years competing: 4

Judging Philosophy:

Content: I am looking for good argumentation structure and realistic/logical arguments—keep your slippery slopes to yourself. I do not appreciate stock cases or arguing definition that go well beyond what would be reasonably inferred via the resolution. I like good empirical analysis based on common knowledge and not one article that one person read. I am fine with debate cases being creative but will always consider topicality as a viable voting criterion. I will always look to the resolutional analysis first when I make my final decision. I crave organization—don’t make me think! It should be clear at the end of the debate what is on the table. Don’t ask me to make inferential leaps or assume that I see that world the way you do. I do not like off-case positions in the MOC unless it is in direction refutation of a new position in the MGC. Critiques should only be used if there is a really compelling reason to offer one. Generic Ks to me are a lazy way to approach debate. So, if you haven’t gotten the hint—I like good resolutional debate with plenty of analysis and impacts. I consider myself tabula rasa and try very hard not to interject my own political leanings into the debate. I will look at what is left on the flow at the end and weigh it out with the voting criteria levied. I do believe that there are three types of resolutions and do not appreciate quasi-advocacy cases—make up your mind, is it fact or policy? I believe that quasi-advocacy is abusive to the Opposition and will listen to any Opposition argument that makes this point. I am a traditionalist to a degree and prefer a stock issues debate for policy. I do not believe that the Government must be predictable but I do believe they must provide fair grounds for the Opposition. 

Delivery: To me, what sets parliamentary debate apart from other debate forms, is delivery and I expect to see good delivery skills. I do not like speed and will stop flowing if you are pushing me to the point of arthritis trying to keep up with you. I “grew” up in CEDA and believe spread is the worst part of that style of debate and will do everything in my power to keep it from happening in parli. I like compelling, passionate argumentation and can live in complete harmony without one single ad hominen attack. I like wit, humor, and great analysis. I expect delivery to be as important as content and will be willing to give high speaker points to anyone whom possesses both the ability to understand the resolution/debate and the ability to competently deliver the content. 

Mark Dorrough  RCC
Judging Philosophy

Rounds Judged this year: over 30
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4


I will vote for any argument, if it is argued well enough.  I have voted on Kriticks, DA,s, C/P's, T, and maters of abuse.  Still, no one is a complete blank slate so I will mention some of my preferences


I do not think every resolution should be turned into a policy.  The other forms of resolutions are a valid way to approach a debate.  Part of this feeling is the fact that questions of policy are not any more common than questions of fact.  In the US questions of fact occupy the majority of every criminal court case, and a huge chunk of civil cases.  Furthermore, while many theorists might advocate turning propositions of opposing values into polices of some sort, not all theorists would.


I believe Parli should be a communication event, while I can handle speed fine (I did policy for 2 years, and consider it a different form of debate) I prefer delivery to be more conversational.  If by the time the MO speaks she/he needs to go fast to cover everything I understand, but the Prime Minister should not start out spreading.  If they do, their speaker points will suffer.


I will vote on topicality for the simple reason of the government's burden.  The government has the burden of upholding the resolution, if they do not, then they should not receive my ballot.  This is rule according to NPDA.  I prefer reasonable interpretations of the resolution, which follow grammatical logic.  


I allow the government the choice to parameterize or not.  If the government does parameterize then topical C/P are allowed.  If they do not parameterize, then concurrent plans are allowed by the opposition.  If you are not sure as the opposition what the government has decided to do and it matters for your strategy, then ask in a point of Information.


Arguments win my vote, rhetorical flair and persuasiveness win speaker points.  I have no problem with low point wins.  


I usually disregard new arguments in rebuttals automatically, but you are still welcome to call them if you want to make sure I feel that a new argument was made.


Finally, just because I have these biases does not mean I vote on them automatically (i.e. if the government is blatantly untopical but the opposition does not argue topicality then the Government is topical as far as I am concerned)
Brandan Whearty

Palomar College

Years of Parli: 3

Years of Coaching: 7



Short Version: You talk, I’ll listen.

Long Version: I tend to view debate as a negotiation between the government and opposition over what will happen during the 45 minutes of engagement.  This means that whatever parameters both teams agree on are ok.  I will listen to fast technical debate, slow rhetorical debate, and alternate forms such as performance with equal interest.  I will listen to Topicality, C/Kritiks, Vagueness, Value Objections, Resolutionality, etc.  Remember that just because it’s a procedural issue it doesn’t mean tags will suffice.  Asking me to drop a team on procedural violation requires a warrant or two.  I will also listen to Reverse Voters if they’re FULLY warranted, so be careful with bad T and K that you link to. ;-)

On points of order, I will not intervene to discard new arguments unless you tell me to.   That means if one team allows the other to commit highway robbery with a Mighty-Morphin’ Power Disad which suddenly sprouts Kritiky real world impacts in the LOR, I will not discard it unless Gov tells me to do so.  If both teams want me to intervene and throw out arguments I see as new, mention it in the round and I will defer to your collective judgment.  Abusing Points of Order will destroy your speaker points and compromise your tournament seeding.

Though I consider myself a flow critic, I am becoming increasingly frustrated by laundry lists of taglines filling in for substantial, warranted analysis.  I think that the words, “because” and “for example” are important, and you should probably use them a lot. You should also know that I have repetitive stress injuries to my hands and some difficulty hearing, which means a top-level team can speak faster than I can flow.  I can keep up with 80%-85% of top speed, and if you’re losing me, you’ll know.

I collect ACTUAL TURNS.  People use the word ‘turn’ a lot in parliamentary debate.  This confuses me, because it is usually followed by an argument like, “They don’t solve enough”, “other bad things will still happen”, or “is not.”  If you make an actual turn, I will probably pound happily on the table to let you know.

A quick way to get on my bad side is to disrespect other events in our activity.  “This isn’t CEDA, so you’re bad” isn’t an argument that makes sense to me, especially since as communication professionals, you’re supposed to know better.  I would never dream of disrespecting a colleague’s life work, and I expect the same of you.  This is especially irritating since the style that many assume defines CEDA refers to a small subset of possible strategies. I coached at CSULB while their policy team broke at the NDT running hip hop performance, if that helps.

I appreciate lighthearted jabs, and heckling is fine as long as it is funny rather than rude.  If you have ever wanted to run an extreme or bizarre advocacy, I may be your best chance to pick up on it.  Enjoy yourselves, be nice, and speaks will be high.

Doug Kresse - Fullerton College

I am old (57) enough to have observed the evolution of academic debater--for better and for worse.  I think forensics is (as per AFA 1974/84) an activity grounded in argument, communication, and education.  I favor practice that reflects and reinforces those qualities.  I will listen to arguments on violations of those issues.  I tend not to vote on what I consider nit-picky issues.  Details are important, but I think the activity is undermined by over-emphasis on the minor things while ignoring bigger issues.

