JUDGE PHILosoPHY BOOKLET — UIL CX DeBATE STATE ToURNAMENT 2023 — 4A, 5A, 6A
ExpLANATORY NOTES

Numerical ranking questions — judges were asked to rank the following on a scale of 1-5:

« Qty. Arg. (Quantity of Arguments) — 1 = Limited, 5 = Unlimited DO NOT LOSE THIS BOOKLET!
* T (Topicality) — 1 = Rarely Vote On, 5 = Vote On Often . - .

* CP (Counterplans) — 1 = Unacceptable, 5 = Acceptable Brmg 't_“_”th you to each day of
« DA (Disadvantages) — 1 = Not Essential, 5 = Essential competition.

» Cond. Arg. (Conditional Arguments) — 1 = Unacceptable, 5 = Acceptable

« Kritiks — 1 = Unacceptable, 5 = Acceptable

Experience — A = policy debater in high school, B = coach policy debate in high school, C = coach policy debate in college, D = college NDT debate,
E = college CEDA debate, J = college LD debate, K = college parliamentary debate

IMPORTANT NOTE: Some judges’ philosophy statements may be too long to fit completely in the box, and there may be some new judges who do not appear in this
booklet. ,Newgut_:lges and expanded_printouts for those with longer philosophy statements will be posted in the assembly room. Debaters " may ask any judge for a brief
explanation of his or her judging philosophy prior to the round.

Comm. SKILLS vS. QTY. vs. QUALITY
Jupce PARADIGM REs. OF Issues ~ OF EVIDENCE  NymericaL Rankines EXPERIENCE
SN EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEN]
Agap, NINE Tabula rasa [© Comm. Skills||[© Quantity Qty.Arg. T cP DA Cond. Arg. Kritiks [ABCDEJK

® Res. Issues ||O Quality
Philosophy Statement O Equal © Equal

Full paradigm available on Tabroom.com under the name "Nine Abad". Please ask before the debate if| ,, ISee Tabroom.com paradigm.
there are any particular questions.

(5] 5] [4] 5] [5] [5]

ABREGO, EMILY Tabula rasa O Comm. Skills|[O Quantity | Qty.Arg. T CP DA Cond. Arg. Kritiks [A
® Res. Issues ||O Quality (51 (3] [2][5] [5] [5]
Philosophy Statement O Equal @ Equal

As a tab judge, framework and ROB are very important to me. The only new arguments that | do not| ,, |[Speed is fine so long as you slow
accept in the 2nd constructive are topicality args. | will not vote on a counterplan, but they can be used| g |[down on taglines and signpost.
to support solvency attacks on the affirmative. Other than that, just tell me what to prioritize in the debate
and | will sign my ballot accordingly.
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Jupce PaRrADIGM Comm./REs. IssuEs Ev. QTY.JQUAL.  NUMERICAL RANKINGS EXPERIENCE
SN NN NN NN NN NN NN NSNS NN NN NN NS NSNS NN NN NN NS NN NN AN NN NN NS NN N NN NN NN NS NN NN NN NN NS EENEEEEEEEEEE]
Acevepo, MANUEL Stock issues [© Comm. Skills|[O Quantity Qty.Arg. T CP DA Cond. Arg. Kritiks |[A

O Res. Issues ||O Quality

3 5 3
Philosophy Statement © Equal © Equal ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘

3| [2] [1]

As a stock issues judge, | expect the affirmative team’s plan to retain all stock issues and should label
them clearly during the debate. The negative needs to prove that the affirmative fails to meet at least
one issue in order to win. | require both sides to provide offense. Sufficient evidence is needed for any
claim made during the entire debate. | do not intervene, so the debaters must tell me what is important
and why | should vote for them. | do not form part of an email chain since | don't want to read speeches.
| want to hear them. If it's important, make sure to express it clearly.

No spreading! All debaters must
speak clearly in order for me to
hear all of their points and must
watch rate of delivery. | can't vote
on what | don't hear or can't
understand.

Apawms, CLINT Policymaker [© Comm. Skills||[© Quantity Qty.Arg. T cP DA Cond. Arg. Kritiks

ABCDEJK

O Res. Issues ||O Quality
Philosophy Statement © Equal © Equal

(3 [s][4] 5] [3] [3]

| try to let the students debate and make the decision based what goes on in the round. That being said,

| would rather read a Superman comic book than involved Philosophy. If you run a K, you need to be
able to explain it to me and how it links to the topic.

If I can't hear you, it doesn't matter
how great your evidence is. So
make sure that you are clear.
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Jupce PaRrADIGM Comm./REs. IssuEs Ev. QTY.JQUAL.  NUMERICAL RANKINGS EXPERIENCE
SN NN NN NN NN NN NN NSNS NN NN NN NS NSNS NN NN NN NS NN NN AN NN NN NS NN N NN NN NN NS NN NN NN NN NS EENEEEEEEEEEE]
Apams, JENNIFER [Policymaker [© Comm. Skills|[O Quantity Qty.Arg. T CP DA Cond. Arg. Kritiks |[ABCDEJK

O Res. Issues ||@® Quality ‘4‘ ‘4‘ ‘3‘ ‘5‘ ‘3‘ ‘3‘
Philosophy Statement © Equal O Equal

| approach Cx from a policymaker standpoint. | want to see a plan that is topical, feasible, and solves a
defined harm. | teach AP classes and do not spend hours reading theory or K authors. | need you to
FULLY explain your argumentation, don't assume | know. | will judge the debate based on what you
introduce in the debate and will attempt to adapt to you. | do not favor spread/speed. Be respectful of
each other, and me. Flash time counts as prep time.

Number your arguments and make
sure your arguments are clear. If
you don't say it, I'm not going to
flow it. | want to see your face, not
your laptop, get your face up.

Apcock, KENNETH \Stock issues \OComm. Skills| |O Quantity Qty.Arg. T CP DA Cond. Arg. Kritiks |ABCDEJK
Stock Issue— QEGS- :53“93 @S“a"lty (3] [2] [3] [4] [3] [2]
Philosophy Statement |through policy © Equa © Equa

https://www.tabroom.com/index/paradigm.mhtml?judge_person_id=239466

Speed, since that is what this
question is really asking...I tend to
err on the side of technical over
articulate, as this is an incredibly
technical event, and know how
much time it has taken to develop
that skill.

| will warn you to watch me, or my
pen. If | am not flowing the round
then there is a high probability that |
am not following along with you and
the only saving grace for you is the
speech drop, fileshare, or email
chain if there is one. Please be
present in the round and observant
that it could be the difference in
your win or loss, simply because |
could not understand your attempt
at spreading.
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Jubee PARADIGM Comm./REs. Issues Ev. QTY./QUAL. NuMERICAL RANKINGS

EXPERIENCE
EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEENESESSEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEN I NN RN N NN NN NN EEEENNENNENNNENNNNI EEEEEEEERENRI
ALaniz, Jose A.P. Tabula rasa /O Comm. Skills||© Quantity Qty.Arg. T CP DA Cond. Arg. Kritiks |[/AB

O Res. Issues ||/@® Quality (4] (4] [4] 5] [4] [5]
Philosophy Statement ® Equal O Equal

I'm partial to the K, if its done well. Good link and impact stories go a long way with me. Please tell me| ,, |Be clear, slow down a little when
how and where to vote so | don't have to make that decision myself. reading your

taglines and be nice, but not too
nice.

ALLEN, JAMES Tabula rasa |© Comm. Skills||[© Quantity Qty. Arg. T CP DA Cond. Arg.Kritiks | \ADJ
O Res. Issues ||O Quality ‘5] [3] [5] [3] [5] [5]
Philosophy Statement © Equal © Equal

https://www.tabroom.com/index/paradigm.mhtml?judge_person_id=39383 See paradigm.
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Jupce PaRrADIGM Comm./REs. IssuEs Ev. QTY.JQUAL.  NUMERICAL RANKINGS EXPERIENCE
SN NN NN NN NN NN NN NSNS NN NN NN NS NSNS NN NN NN NS NN NN AN NN NN NS NN N NN NN NN NS NN NN NN NN NS EENEEEEEEEEEE]
ANDREWS, BLAKE Tabula rasa [© Comm. Skills|[O Quantity Qty.Arg. T CP DA Cond. Arg. Kritiks | [ABDE

® Res. Issues ||@® Quality ‘3‘ ‘4‘ ‘5‘ ‘5‘ ‘4‘ ‘5‘
Philosophy Statement O Equal O Equal

Short version: Go for whatever type of argument you want( i.e. | don't care if you go for traditional policy
arguments versus a K... just debate well) | find debaters do well in front of me that collapse, extend
warrants, do impact calc, and give judge instruction when appropriate.

"If you want my ballot, this is really a simple concept. Tell me 1) what argument you won; 2) why you
won it; and 3) why that means you win the round. Repeat."

articulate how | view debate and give you any insights into my paradigm. Aff should probably be topical,
but its possible to win that T doesn’t matter. | have read some critical literature, but slow down for more
obscure authors/ positions. Specific DA’s and counterplans are great. Kritiks that link to the aff are great.
Link of omission K’s are not. Word pics, and other random stuff is fine. I'm a big picture kind of guy.

Policy — If you have questions before the round and want to know anything specific | will do my best to|*

Speak at whatever rate you feel
comfortable with.

ABCDEJK

ANTONAKAKIS, ALExis | Tabula rasa |© Comm. Skills||C) Quantity | Qty. Arg. T CP DA Cond Arg. Kritlks
® Res. Issues ||® Quality (4] [3] [4] [4a] [5] [5]
Philosophy Statement © Equal C Equal

Give me a clear framework to evaluate the round under, the warranted offense you have to leverage
under it, and weigh your offense against your opponent. | don't mind stock debate and if that's what
you're best at go for it. | think you should debate in the way you find most effective, but make your
arguments clear and understand them well. | find that much more respectable than running arguments
you aren't familiar with. Also, I'm not the fastest judge when it comes to flowing, i.e. don't go full speed. If
| had to quantify it maybe my speed is a 7.5/10. I'll say clear 3 times if you're too fast or unclear, after
that I'll stop flowing your arguments until you decide to clear up. This will affect your speaks.

vote on theory.l am NOT the judge for intense theory debates. This means if you go for it I'll do my best
to give a good adjudication, but don't be surprised if it's not explained incredibly.

If I think you're being toxic, offensive, or anything else related to this then your speaks will drop and you
could lose the round for it as well. I've done it before and I'll do it again.

| won't vote on arguments | deem offensive, which is like most judges, however, | also don't vote on
arguments | deem unethical (the following args are not auto-losses, but | won't evaluate them):

1. U.S. Heg Good (comparative hegemony/bipolarity is somewhat okay, but explicit u.s. exceptionalism
is not), 2. Cap Good, 3. Hobbes, 4. Libertarian Ideology, 5. Edelman or any combination of queerness
with some self-violence, ex: queer bomb. | will simply not flow the argument.If you're going to try to
defend something like capitalism or NATO in front of me then you should probably do stuff like prove
transition wars would be worse, under current circumstances its not possible to transition from
capitalism, etc.

https://www.tabroom.com/index/paradigm.mhtml?judge_person_id=73694

I'm inclined to err on reasonability. If there isn't any real abuse going on in the round | probably won't|?

I'm absolutely fine with spreading
so long as you slow down on tags
and cites, as well as making sure
you sign post well. I'm cool with
stock debate, policy arguments, or
K stuff. As a debater | went for Ks
the most so | really enjoy a good K
debate.
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Jubee PARADIGM Comm./REs. Issues Ev. QTY./QUAL. NuMERICAL RANKINGS
EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEESR I NI NSNS S S SEEEEEENESN

EXPERIENCE
A S EEEEEEEEEEESN EEEEEEEEREN]

BaLLwAY, MaTTHEW | Stock issues O Comm. Skills|[O Quantity || Qty. Arg. T CP DA Cond. Arg. Kritiks | ABCDEJK

O Res. Issues ||@®@ Quality

(3] 4l s8] (3] [1] [1]

Philosophy Statement @ Equal O Equal

| am a stock issues judge. The team that will win the round is the team that better upholds most of the
five stock issues. | do not like speed because | prefer to understand the argument.

I do not like speed. | prefer clarity
of argument and quality over
quantity.

Bearp, CAROL Stock issues [© Comm. Skills||[© Quantity Qty.Arg. T cP DA Cond. Arg. Kritiks |AB

O Res. Issues ||O Quality

(3] 5] [4] [3] [3] [5]

Philosophy Statement © Equal © Equal

| am open-minded to any well-constructed approach to the resolution and its content. | am not opposed
to progressive arguments and unique approaches within the debate space. My primary concern is that
competitors intellectually engage one another.

Establishing framework becomes key in any round. Framework established by the aff and not refuted by
the neg becomes the criteria | will use to judge the round.

Clarity of argumentation is the most important thing to me as a coach and a judge.

I will flow your round and | will pay attention to drops/extensions/cross-applications that are well founded
and well articulated.

| believe that debate in all forms
should cultivate the communication
skills of the participants.] am open
to style and delivery that maximizes
the presentation for each individual
student and allows them to
showcase their argumentative and
persuasive prowess.
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Jubce PARADIGM Comm./REs. Issues Ev. QTY./QUAL.  NUMERICAL RANKINGS EXPERIENCE

EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEESESESEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEENEEEEEEE SN NSNS NNEEEEE NN NN NN NN NN EENEEEEEEEEEN]

BeLL, Naowmi Stock issues [© Comm. Skills|[O Quantity Qty.Arg. T CP DA Cond. Arg. Kritiks |[ABDJ

O Res. Issues ||@® Quality ‘4”5”2”5‘ ‘3‘ ‘2‘

Philosophy Statement © Equal O Equal

I would like all claims to be backed with warrants and impacts. I want effective
communication. Claim,

| enjoy the traditional style of policy debate. | want the aff to show their support of the| § warrant, impact and

policy and neg to communicate their opposition of it. The full address of the stock
issues by aff and attacked by the neg are the basis for me making the decision as to
who wins the round. | am open to a counterplan as long as the negative can defend it

mind about K's but | am not too crazy about them.

well and thereby proving that | should reject the aff. | will attempt to keep an open|;

knowledge of the topic is
important with the delivery. |
am not a fan of spreading
but will be open to it if the
speaker can articulate well
doing it.

BHASIN, ISHIKA \Tabula rasa \OComm. Skills||O Quantity Qty.Arg. T cP DA Cond. Arg. Kritiks |A
® Res. Issues ||O Quality (4] (4] [5] [5] [3] [4]
Philosophy Statement © Equal © Equal

Racism/sexism/homophobia/anything else that makes the round an unsafe space is an automatic drop
with the lowest possible speaks.

| don't mind if you run very many or very few arguments as long as the impact calculus is solid.
Weighing and clash are more important than quantity.

I'm fine with all the typical off-case argument types. I'll evaluate any theory/topicality shell, but if it's

frivolous, the threshold for me to vote on it is higher and it'll be easier for the aff to convince me to grant|*

an RVI. Kritiks need to be well explained, especially if they involve heavy philosophy literature. Make the
link chain clear in disads.

| listen to cross, but | don't flow it. If you want me to flow something that's said in cross, you need to
bring it up in a speech.

If the tournament allows and both teams agree, you can do open cross/flex prep.

Spreading is fine if | have the doc.
Slow down on taglines and
anything else you want me to flow.
I'll call "clear" once.

Don't be aggressive during cross.

Keep speeches organized- offtime
roadmaps are appreciated (if the
tournament allows) and signposting
throughout the speech so that |
know where to be on the flow is
necessary.

Please use trigger warnings when
they are needed.
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Jupce PaRrADIGM Comm./REs. IssuEs Ev. QTY.JQUAL.  NUMERICAL RANKINGS EXPERIENCE
SN NN NN NN NN NN NN NSNS NN NN NN NS NSNS NN NN NN NS NN NN AN NN NN NS NN N NN NN NN NS NN NN NN NN NS EENEEEEEEEEEE]
Bicouvaris, Manusos | Tabula rasa [© Comm. Skills|[O Quantity Qty.Arg. T CP DA Cond. Arg. Kritiks | [ABCDEJK

O Res. Issues ||@® Quality ‘3‘ ‘3‘ ‘3‘ ‘3‘ ‘3‘ ‘3‘
Philosophy Statement © Equal O Equal

My philosophy for judging policy debate is Tabula rasa. When | walk into a debate room | go in with an
open mind. A debate room is a safe and open place for the exchange of ideas, and testing of the
preparedness of the contestants. The history of debate should be reflected in the competition itself, and
when the debaters come into the room they carry that history on their shoulders. Respect for the art of
sound argument, and for the preparation and work to do the event properly. | have the expectation that
both sides will give fair time and attention to the craft each has honed over the last year. Biases and

arguments and counter arguments has no place in this very challenging event.

preconceived notions should be left at the door. Judgment on anything other than the strength of the

| prefer that the delivery of the case
be at a steady pace, and not
spread. When the cases are
presented, | expect the students to
be organized before they come into
the debate room. Not to spend a lot
of time searching the computer or
note pads for the information that
they need to present the case.
Acknowledging and thanking the
judge and timekeeper, if there is
one, and asking about judge
preferences.

ABDEJK

BLAIN, ROBERT Tabula rasa \O Comm. Skills||O Quantity Qty.Arg. T CcP DA Cond. Arg. Kritiks
O Res. Issues ||® Quality (3] (4] [5] [4a] [3] [4]
Philosophy Statement © Equal C Equal

CX Debate is an event where clash is needed. A winning debate team is one that at least reinforces why
their plan is better. There are no such things as "debate tricks"- don't give me Reductio ad Absurbum
and think it's a winning argument.

Quality of sources and arguments is at a premium, in my book.

The delivery style should be one
that helps make you seem like an
expert, not someone that throws as
much against the wall as possible
and hope something sticks.

Related to my "no debate tricks"
statement in  my philosophy,
spreading to throw countless
contentions isn't a winning strategy.

Winning debate sounds like like
what would be heard in a legislative
session, courtroom, or college
lecture hall than it does spreading.
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JUDGE

Brown, Davip

Philosophy Statement

PARrADIGM

ComM./RES. ISSUES

Ev. QTY./QUAL.

Tabula rasa

O Comm. Skills
O Res. Issues
® Equal

O Quantity
O Quality
® Equal

NUMERICAL RANKINGS
A I NSNS SN S SN NSNS NSNS NN N NN EEEEEEESESN

EXPERIENCE
EEEEEEEEREN]

Qty.Arg. T CP DA Cond. Arg. Kritiks
(3] [4] (5] [3] [38] [5]

AB

| have coached, or actively coach events, on local UIL, TFA and national circuit for over a decade. | feel
confident in my ability to properly evaluate most any flow. I'm willing to vote on anything as well as it's
clearly explained and sufficiently warranted. Weighing and clear ballot stories attached to framing are
really important. | will not evaluate an argument that | cannot explain in the RFD. My job as a judge is to
determine the winner of the round through the evaluative tools that you give me. This means that I'm
willing to vote for nearly any argument presented in front of me, insofar as it has the necessary warrants
and framework to make it relevant to the decision.

| want to judge you at your best so
read whatever it is that is your best.
Be fast, be strategic, be smart and
be effective. These are the traits
that | look for in a good debater,
which is to say | don't place a limit
on the style of debate you do.

BrownN, HEATHER

Philosophy Statement

Policymaker ® Comm. Skills| | Quantity Qty.Arg. T cP DA Cond. Arg. Kritiks [ABDEJK
O Res. Issues ||® Quality
O Ros. lssues || @ Qualt 2] (1] [4] [2] [2] [4
We are going to have a judge take my place. We are just submitting this info for the record. See above
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EXPERIENCE
EEEEEEEEREN]

JubGe PARADIGM ComMm./REs. Issues Ev. QTY./QUAL.  NUMERICAL RANKINGS

SN EEEE NN NN NN NN NN N NSNS NN SN NN NN NN NN NSNS NN NN NN NN NN NS NN NN NN NS NN NN NN NN NN NEEEEEEEN

BRYANT, HANNAH [Policymaker O Comm. Skills|[O Quantity || Qty. Arg. T CP DA Cond. Arg. Kritiks |[AB
O Res. Issues ||@®@ Quality ‘5“4”5”5‘ ‘3‘ ‘2‘

Philosophy Statement © Equal O Equal

| usually fall in the policy making judge category. | focus heavily on the affirmative's solvency and how
the negative disproves the legitimacy of the solvency. | appreciate when the negative runs a counter
plan. However, | still vote on on-case arguments. | also enjoy a strong topicality argument. Having a
good mix of on-case and off-case arguments is favorable. Even though | heavily focus on the policy, |
still consider the STOCK ISSUES when | evaluate the round.

For the affirmative to win, the team needs to explain why their policy is necessary and sufficient. | do not
automatically give the affirmative my vote if they win topicality. If the affirmative can still show that their
policy solves and is necessary after negative attacks, | vote for an affirmative ballot.

For the negative to win, the team needs to explain how the affirmative policy does not solve or is not
necessary, how the affirmative case is untopical, or how the negative can present a better plan (counter
plan) with a net benefit.

| prefer no spreading, however, |
can still follow most rounds. If you
spread, | appreciate it when a
debater slows down during voters
or when explaining the main
arguments of the round. | enjoy
overviews and underviews
throughout the debate.

CARPENTER, SARAH Policymaker ‘ O Comm. Skills| (O Quantity Qty.Arg. T CP DA Cond. Arg. Kritiks |AB
O Res. Issues ||@® Quality ‘3‘ ‘5‘ ‘3‘ ‘4‘ ‘2‘ ‘3‘
Philosophy Statement @ Equal O Equal

| expect arguments to be well explained and warranted, as well as impacts. Make it clear why you
should win. Framework and judge instruction is also an important factor. The quality of the evidence
you're presenting will catch my attention. | believe good quality evidence drives a debate more than
pathos. | prefer a smooth and fluid cross x, | don't like when speaking over others is used as a power trip
to be a dom in the debate. Aff should prove how they are grounded in the resolution. Argument
resolution wins debates; explaining the interaction between you and your opponent's arguments and
competing claims as well as why it favors you will win you close rounds.

| prefer no spreading but you can
speak fast as long as you believe
you can be understood.
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CASEY, ZACH Stock issues @ Comm. Skills|[O Quantity Qty.Arg. T CP DA Cond. Arg. Kritiks |[ABCDEJK

O Res. Issues ||@® Quality ‘5‘ ‘3‘ ‘3‘ ‘4‘ ‘3‘ ‘1‘
Philosophy Statement O Equal O Equal

| am a stock issues judge, | prefer the affirmative to defend all 5 stock issues. The affirmative and the
negative should both create direct clash by responding to ALL of their opponents’ arguments. To me, an
argument that does not have a response is an argument that is won by the team that made the
argument. | do not like kritiks. Topicalities are great, but | don't like time being wasted on endless
topicality arguments. Disadvantages are also a good argument, but should be formatted correctly and
have all four necessary parts. CPs should have a net benefit, or they are not better than the affirmative
case. On case arguments are the most effective arguments in my opinion, as long as they relate directly

to the opponent's case. | will also listen to reasonable theory arguments. | do not like new in the 2, but if|*

an argument is made for why it should or should not be allowed, | will listen to the evidence and
arguments.

| want to be able to understand
every word you say. | will award
higher speaker points to debaters
that speak the most fluently, with
the fewest mistakes, as long as |
understand them.

CHAO, Isaac Tabula rasa [© Comm. Skills||[© Quantity Qty.Arg. T cP DA Cond. Arg. Kritiks |AB
® Res. Issues ||O Quality ‘5‘ ‘5‘ ‘5‘ ‘1 ‘ ‘5‘ ‘5‘
Philosophy Statement O Equal @ Equal

| default to a competing worlds paradigm and am a tech over truth, big tent judge who tries to be tab. To
ensure that the round is resolvable, you should weigh arguments and compare evidence. It's in your
advantage to write my ballot for me by explaining why you win which layers and why those layers come
first. Best case scenario for you, | am pulling lines from your last rebuttal to quote in the RFD. If you
don’t crystallize, layer clearly, or provide clear judge instruction and I'm forced to intervene, it is likely
that you will be dissatisfied with my decision.

My strongest preference these days is that teams are doing high-quality research and cutting updates.|?

You should know what your cards say and what your authors defend. | will reward teams with speaks
who have done their homework, including re-highlighting your opponent’s evidence and pulling lines for
the link debate.

| judge frequently across a broad spectrum of styles and am reasonably flex, so you should do what you
do best and have the debate that you would like to have. You can find a lengthier paradigm as well as
my judging record here:

https://www.tabroom.com/index/paradigm.mhtml?judge_person_id=17033

You should debate in the style that
you prefer, provided you're clear
and keep the round accessible. If
you want high speaks you should
probably be cutting updates and
reading something case specific.
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Jupce PaRrADIGM Comm./REs. IssuEs Ev. QTY.JQUAL.  NUMERICAL RANKINGS EXPERIENCE
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CHRIST, ARMAAN Tabula rasa [© Comm. Skills|[O Quantity Qty.Arg. T CP DA Cond. Arg. Kritiks | [ABE

O Res. Issues ||@® Quality ‘4‘ ‘4‘ ‘5‘ ‘1‘ ‘5‘ ‘5‘
Philosophy Statement © Equal O Equal

Bio:

email: graduated@gmail.com

they pronouns

previously at midlothian

i debate for texas (2a/1n)

i have adhd, please be cautious in clarity for me
i have a lot of old thoughts about debate that probably can't fit in this statement, find it here: https://docs.
google.com/document/d/1-KidiW8WJQi0-PWf2Ix33GPi9kiRySLI1TbV_fGZ1PY/edit?usp=sharing :
Paradigm:

Note for disclosure: | will entertain disclosure theory if both teams are not present in the room at least 15
minutes before the round.

I'm good for any argument, any style of debate, all arguments require a claim, impact, warrant, and try
not to overly adapt to me.

https://www.tabroom.com/index/paradigm.mhtml?judge_person_id=25976

I'm good with speed - on a scale of
1to 10, I can flow a 6.5-8.5

speaks default at 29 if you do
nothing to increase or decrease
increase by: being organized and
clear, ending your speeches earlier
decrease by: being late, being
annoying, not extending warrants
I'm not dogmatic about style, how
you speak, whether you sit or
stand; just be the best you.

CoLg, TYLER [Policymaker |© Comm. Skills||[© Quantity Qty. Arg. T CP_~ DA Cond. Arg. Kritiks |ACK
O Res. Issues ||O Quality 2] [3] [4] [3 3] [2]
Philosophy Statement © Equal © Equal

When it comes to CX debate | find myself normally more of a traditionalist judge. | classify myself as a
policy maker judge, tell me why your plan, or status quo/ counterplan, is better than the proposition the
opposite side is making. Additionally, | believe stock issues to be quintessential in arguing your side,
although drop(s) on stock issues do not equate to a winning ballot. | also believe highly that this event is
centered on the competitors ability to communicate, with that being said, roadmaps and signposting
every argument and every stock issue is a very effective way of winning my ballot. Please do not read
me a list of evidence and not tell me exactly where you want that piece of evidence. I'll flow the
evidence, but | will not assume where you want me to put that evidence on my flow, nor will | speculate|?
how that evidence is supposed to be used in round. | am not particularly a fan of K debates, however if
the competitor thinks they can be successful in properly communicating the K, | will listen to it.

| favor the quality of your
arguments over the quantity. With
that being said | would prefer that
spreading be kept to a minimum, or
if possible, not present in the
debate at all.
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CoLumsla, KELLY [Policymaker O Comm. Skills|[O Quantity || Qty. Arg. T CP DA Cond. Arg. Kritiks |[A
O Res. Issues ||@®@ Quality ‘3”5”3”3‘ ‘3‘ ‘3‘

Philosophy Statement © Equal O Equal

SUMMARY: I'm a policymaker who did UIL CX in high school, | am familiar with a couple other events
though so I'm not super strict on traditionalism. | like theory, | don't like generic stuff, | don't like
spreading (speed is fine), | don't like guilt tripping, I'm logical, avoid vague links, give me roadmaps
before speeches, be nice to your opponents.

uphold their burdens. | default to utilitarianism but | love framework/theory debates, so | am open to
whatever y'all bring up; I'll flow anything. IF YOU DROP FRAMEWORK, THEORY, OR T, | AM
PROBABLY NOT GOING TO VOTE FOR YOU. | am open to every kind of offcase. | see debate as a
game with bendable rules.

For more info: https://www.tabroom.com/user/judge/paradigm.mhtml

I will vote for whichever case | think has the best outcome. It is imperative in my mind that competitors|*

DO NOT SPREAD, an 8-12 page
1ac read clearly is fine. Be cordial,
be clear, summarizing at the end of
your speech is a good call. DO
NOT make snarky comments at the
end of a sentence or under your
breath, this includes saying "so that
means you don't have evidence,
ok" when your opponent answers a
cx question. Call them out, don't do
that kind of thing.

For more info: https://www.
tabroom.com/user/judge/paradigm.
mhtml

CornisH, NicoLE \Other (O Comm. Skills| | Quantity Qty.Arg. T CP DA Cond. Arg. Kritiks |AB
Offense/Defense @Ees. Ilssues @Sualllty 3] [3] [5] [5] [5] [5]
Philosophy Statement © Equa © Equa

| will listen to any argument presented, but | think it is up to the debaters to explain why | should vote on
it. As long as you are winning that it is an argument that | should be listening to, | will evaluate it. This
also means that the debaters are responsible for articulating how | evaluate each position. | need to
know how my ballot functions.

Topicality - My default position is that there needs to be an abuse story. | am open to arguments
why | should vote on potential abuse.

Disads - Whatever is probably fine. | think your internal link story should make sense.

Counterplans - Whatever is probably fine without any theoretical objections won by the aff.

Theory - Make sure you tell me how my ballot functions. | tend to think | should reject the argument, not
the team. If you think | should reject the team you are going to have to do a lot of work to convince me
that that is the best remedy.

Kritiks - I'm not as well versed in the literature as | would like to be. | do not have a problem with Ks (aff
or neg), but don't expect me to know what <insert your author> says about the topic. As such, without
reading me the evidence, just telling me what the author says does not resonate with me. | want to know

how my ballot functions in the world of the alternative and on what scale (am | taking a stance in the
debate community, is it just an affirmation of the discussion we had, etc).

otherwise, but be aware if you expect to win on potential abuse you need to spend a lot of time arguing

| think you should adhere to the
norms for the

organization
competing. |

in which you are
intend to respect UIL rules by
reducing your

speaker points if you choose to
spread. | am

able to flow your arguments and
will make a

decision based on the arguments in
the

round.
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Cosio, JAKE [Policymaker O Comm. Skills|[O Quantity || Qty. Arg. T CP DA Cond. Arg. Kritiks |[AB
® Res. Issues ||@®@ Quality ‘3”5”5”5‘ ‘3‘ ‘1‘

Philosophy Statement O Equal O Equal

I'm on the policymaking end of tab. | am most comfortable judging rounds where the aff fiats a plan
implemented by the state and the neg contests it with some combination of case/da/cp/t arguments. If
the cp is extended in the 2nr, both sides should make sure to give some clear weighing between the aff
and the cp in the final rebuttal. | will end up making my decision based on an offense-defense paradigm.

If | were you, | wouldn't run any K's or K-affs in front of me. In most rounds | find that | have a really hard
debaters running the K.

| prefer that students collapse in rebuttals instead of extending everything. Make choices and spend time
on what matters, don't just extend everything. | would much rather listen to a 2NR that just goes for T
than a 2NR that goes for T, CP, DA, and case. Decide what you think your best path to the ballot is and
go deep.

| generally award speaker points based on making strategic decisions in the round. If you have any
questions, please ask before the round begins.

time conceptualizing alts and end up thinking that the perm resolves the K - much to the dismay of the

| really just need to be able to flow
you. Be organized and clear in
order to make that easy for me.

For roadmaps please just tell me
what flows you are going to cover
in what order. For example a 1NC
roadmap could be: "3 off, then case
in the order of Adv 1, Adv 2,
Solvency." The 2AC might have the
following roadmap in response:
"Solvency, Adv 1, Adv 2, T -
substantially, Politics DA, EU CP." |
don't need to know anything more
than that.

ABCDEJK

CRADY, LESLIE Tabula rasa [© Comm. Skills||[© Quantity Qty.Arg. T cP DA Cond. Arg. Kritiks
O Res. Issues ||@® Quality ‘3‘ ‘3‘ ‘5‘ ‘4‘ ‘3‘ ‘3‘
Philosophy Statement @ Equal O Equal

| don't mind a fast pace, but | need to be able to understand you. If you spread you risk me not picking
up on things,so please make sure | have everything in front of me.

Email chain at leslie.crady@pnisd.net
I am not the biggest fan of K debate, but as long as it is debated and | understand it | do vote for it.
Don't be rude to one another or you lose major speaker points.

Give off time road maps and sign post, but try to keep it organized for me.

UIL is a little bit more formal that
TFA. Speaking is important, make
sure | understand you. Look at your
judge not your opponent.
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CROWSON, VINCENT Tabula rasa [© Comm. Skills|[O Quantity Qty.Arg. T CP DA Cond. Arg. Kritiks |[ABCDEJK
® Res. Issues ||@® Quality ‘3”5”5”5‘ ‘5‘ ‘5‘

Philosophy Statement O Equal O Equal

| am a tab when it comes to CX. | only have a few set ideas on a couple of arguments. First, | consider
theory procedural if you do not tell me otherwise. Second, | am cool with framework debate in any
capacity. Third, | will consider anything you put in front of me; you just need to tell me what lens | need
to view the round through.

To answer more specific questions, please see the list below:
Will you vote on T? Yes, | consider T a procedural argument and am willing to engage with the FW the

limits.

How do you evaluate theory? | do give weight to the violation and interpretation of the shell. However, |
am interested in the offense component of the debate. In other words, the discussion around the
standards and voters is the quickest and cleanest way to get my ballot regarding theory.

Will you vote on Kritiks? | enjoy K debate. | recognize that Kritiks are not super popular in UIL; however,
I will engage with any framework you want to put in front of me. | ask that links be specific and that we
stay from any sort of identity cooption.

C.P.'s and D.A's? | evaluate these arguments through a pretty strict offense/ defense heuristic. Of
course, if you want me to view the idea or there impacts, | will adapt to you.

Adaptation? Please do not worry about adapting to me. As a judge, | need to adapt to the student and
recognize all argument forms. However, | will not tolerate bigotry, discrimination, or hate in the round.
Thus, if any racist, sexist, anti-LGTBQIA+ argument or xenophobic argument is made in a round, it will
be tough to get the ballot and will most likely result in a considerable reduction of speaker points.

debater puts in front of me. | generally accept the three common standards of predictability, ground, and|-

| am more concerned with content
over style and speed, do what will
make you most comfortable in the
round. | am good w/ speech, please
slow on taglines.

DEBETTIGNIES, STEPHAN&Stock issues \OComm. Skills| |O Quantity Qty.Arg. T cpP DA Cond. Arg. Kritiks |ABCDEJK
® Res. Issues ||O Quality (4] (4] [5] [5] [3] [3]
Philosophy Statement © Equal © Equal

| believe the person with the best arguments should win the round.

| also believe that students should know what their cases are saying. Being able to recite a card is fine,
but if you can't tell an opponent what that card is saying or be able to find information you just read, it is
hard for me to vote for your side.

| enjoy clash. | like when both sides do attacks and have good defensive arguments.

| do enjoy eye contact and students
knowing the case beyond just the
cards.
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DeLeoN, ROSENDO Stock issues [© Comm. Skills|[O Quantity Qty.Arg. T CP DA Cond. Arg. Kritiks |[B

O Res. Issues ||O Quality ‘2‘ ‘3‘ ‘2‘ ‘4‘ ‘2‘ ‘1‘
Philosophy Statement © Equal © Equal

| believe that debate is a communication event. It is not a speed reading contest. It is an event that
enhances the opportunity to use reasoning and analytical skills.

Clear and communicative delivery
is important. The use of persuasive
skills is a must.

ABCDE

DIPiazza, PHILIP Other |O Comm. Skills||O Quantity | Qty.Arg. T ~ CP DA Cond. Arg. Kritiks
Is "argument critic" OEGS' Ilssues qualllty 5] [5] [5] [5] [5] [5]
Philosophy Statement a paradigm? | | ® Equa © Equa

| view every speech in the debate as a rhetorical artifact. Teams can generate clash over questions of
an argument’s substance, its theoretical legitimacy, or its intrinsic philosophical or ideological
commitments. Spin control is extremely important to me, and compelling explanations and/or examples
will certainly be rewarded. Quality and quantity of arguments are not exclusive, but make sure you
condense your strategy in the final rebuttals (you obvi don't have to win EVERYTHING on EVERY
FLOW to win a debate).

Strong internal link stories and nuanced impact comparisons (beyond just "we outweigh on mag, prob,|*

and TF") will get you pretty far, so be clever.

Two other things that are worth noting: 1) | flow on paper...probably doesn’t mean anything, but it might
mean something to you, 2) | think there is a difference between intensity and rudeness - please be
mindful of this.

Debate is for the debaters! | have
no real preference regarding style,
but | am familiar and comfortable
with contemporary trends such as
speed, conditionality, and kritiks.
Style should be dictated by content
and strategy. Do what you're good
at. Go as fast as you like (sorry not
sorry, UIL) without sacrificing clarity
OR CONTENT, so don't be blippy. |
do like seeing the major issues in
the debate compartmentalized and
key arguments flagged -- it helps to
keep my flow neat.
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Dorty, Tim [Policymaker [© Comm. Skills|[O Quantity Qty.Arg. T CP DA Cond. Arg. Kritiks |[ABD

® Res. Issues ||O Quality ‘4‘ ‘2‘ ‘5‘ ‘5‘ ‘3‘ ‘4‘
Philosophy Statement O Equal © Equal

| began policy debate decades ago as a policymaker. Critical arguments are fine but don't assume that's
a beginning point for me--be sure and frame the debate by discussing its pre-fiat implications. As far as
performative based arguments and other more progressive styles of debate, I'm not against them...just
don't have a lot of experience with them--definitely not my starting point--be sure and invest time helping
me get there. Generally speaking, | feel the Affirmative should Affirm the resolution and any arguments
ought to have a pretty specific link/buy-in to it.

Delivery: Once upon a time, | erroneously gave myself credit as being a speedster from both a delivery

coached or judged national circuit style of debate in a LONG time. | value efficient, quick delivery with
lots of arguments--but; word economy is more impressive to me than the rate of speaking. If you must
talk as quickly as possible, I'll do my best to keep up but don't be surprised if | miss stuff and/or don't
have enough time to process it in a way that does you a lot of good. Definitely go slow on tag lines,
game-winning arguments, transitions between arguments, and anything that you'd like to have show up
on the RFD. If you enjoy "rapid fire," | get it--it's fun and | want you to have fun--and | don't question the
pedagogical value in any way; but if you want me to get most of everything on my flow, | recommend
slowing it down to at least 75% of your norm.

e-mail: timothy.doty@]lubbockisd.org

and flowing perspective. I've gotten older (OLD) and am not in that kind of shape any more. | haven't|

Once upon a time, | erroneously
gave myself credit as being a
speedster from both a delivery and
flowing perspective. I've gotten
older (OLD) and am not in that kind
of shape any more. | haven't
coached or judged national circuit
style of debate in a LONG time. |
value efficient, quick delivery with
lots of arguments--but; word
economy is more impressive to me
than the rate of speaking. If you
must talk as quickly as possible, I'll
do my best to keep up but don't be
surprised if | miss stuff. Definitely
go slow on tag lines, game-winning
arguments, transitions between
arguments, and anything that you'd
like to have show up on the RFD. If
you enjoy "rapid fire," | recommend
slowing it down to at least 75% of
your norm.

DREXLER, CoLTRANE ~ [Tabula rasa |O Comm. Skills||O Quantity | Qty.Arg. T CP DA Cond. Arg. Kritiks - A
® Res. Issues ||O Quality ‘5] [2] [4] [4] [4] [5]
Philosophy Statement © Equal © Equal

| am open to pretty much any argument you want to read. Please do not read new arguments in the
second half of the neg block, | will not flow any of them. Additionally, | don't love hearing completely
new, complex arguments in the 2AC (i.e. a performance k in the 2AC) and won't flow them. If you're
reading an extension of an argument in the 1AC or a more basic disad, case turn(s), or theory shell | will
flow them.

K- Same goes as above. | am more likely to vote off of a performance k in CX than LD since there is a
lot more time for either the off or neg to flesh out the k.

argument that almost never wins rounds. | am far less likely to vote off of RVIs in CX since there is so
much time that can be dedicated to the theory debate. Unfortunately, all that time also means | usually
end up evaluating theory as a wash unless there is a clear winner, which there usually isn't.

CP- CPs are fine as long as they are well researched and explained. Picps are fine as well, though |
think they run the risk of engaging in a Picps bad debate which | am comfortable voting off on if the win
the shell.

Stock Issues- While | am a progressive, modern CX judge, if both teams want to debate stock issues |
am comfortable evaluating that as well. | usually end up voting on inherency or topicality out of the
bunch.

Theory/T- | can guarantee | will never vote off of substantial T unless it goes 100% conceded. It is a lazy|*

| don't really care how the debaters
deliver their speeches as long as
everyone has access to each
other's documents; non-disclosure
between teams is not an option for|
me. Speed is fine, just go slow on
tags please.
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DUFRENE, BRENNAN [Policymaker O Comm. Skills|[O Quantity || Qty. Arg. T CP DA Cond. Arg. Kritiks |[A

® Res. Issues ||@®@ Quality

(s [3) s8] [3] [3] [3]

Philosophy Statement O Equal O Equal

The function of the debate should be education. To that end, be courteous, resolute, and considerate
while planning an offense. Lean towards lay judge (but can still run progressive tactics).

No spreading, evidence is more
important than theory arguments.

EbpcGLEY, FLORENCE Policymaker ‘ O Comm. Skills||O Quantity Qty.Arg. T CP DA Cond. Arg. Kritiks |AB

O Res. Issues ||O Quality

5] 5] [5][5] [5] [5]

Philosophy Statement © Equal © Equal

When | think about debate, | think of debaters choosing truth based on their world view. To ensure a
resolvable round, the weight of arguments and comparative evidence is essential.

My strongest preference within a debate is to ensure that the judge has a wealth on evidence to support
the debaters bias. With a sound case, the debaters will be able to present and defend their case to the
best of their individual ability.

In a debate the participants should
speak clearly and concisely, always
articulating  their  points  for
clarification. Rapid fire speaking
indicates a lack of preparation and
confidence in their case therefore it
is not a delivery preference of mine.
Debaters should remain case
specific as well.
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Epwarps, Kay Tabula rasa O Comm. Skills|[O Quantity || Qty. Arg. T CP DA Cond. Arg. Kritiks |[A
® Res. Issues ||O Quality ‘5”5”5”5‘ ‘5‘ ‘5‘

Philosophy Statement O Equal © Equal

Debate should be about the arguments you find "best" for you. This means if you have a specific way
you want me to view the round (as a policymaker or through the stock issues, for example), you should
tell me that is how you are framing the round, tell me why evaluating the debate through that lens is
good, and then tell me why you win under that lens.

When not given another framing mechanism, | will default to an offense/defense paradigm. This means |
am very flow-reliant and want you to explain why arguments are true, why they matter, and why they
outweigh. This is the quickest route to my ballot because it requires me to do the least intervention.

If you would like to know more about specific preferences, please reference my Tabroom paradigm at:
https://www.tabroom.com/index/paradigm.mhtml?judge_person_id=74114

Additionally, a note on the numbers: | have marked everything as a 5 to indicate to you that everything is
equally acceptable to me.

| tend to assign speaker points
based on strategic decision-making
and organization (including
signposting and coherent line-by-
line) more than flourish. Excessive
rudeness, demeaning others, etc.
will all result in decreased