Judge Adaptation
“Adapting is part of the competitive element of debate and is an acceptable practice, 
as long as you continue to make ethical arguments.”

I. Principles of Judge Adaptation
A. Before the round:

1. Ask judge(s) what arguments they prefer/do not like. May ask how they feel about:

a) Speed

b) Topicality

c) Counterplans/kritiks – doing so as Aff with Neg in the room may prevent Neg from running them in the round if judge does not like them

d) DAs – ask if judge will take them in the 1NC/2NC, which ever you prefer.
2. Generally ask how you can give the judge/them a more enjoyable round.
B. Judging paradigm:

1. Paradigm – a conceptual framework a judge applies to the round in order to arrive at a voting decision.
2. UIL continuum of paradigms: (not hard-and-fast constructs)

3. Tabla Rasa
Policy Maker
Stock Issues


4. 
No preset voting issues
Pre-determined voting issues

Fast passed
Slower paced

Lots of arguments, line-by-line
Fewer arguments, more overviews

100% evidence
Evidence + analytics

II. Comparison of Styles
A. Stock Issues:
1. Types

a) Traditional – Topicality, Significance, Inherency, Plan/Solvency, Advantages/DAs

b) Modern – Topicality, Cases, DAs, Counterplans, Kritiks (Critiques)

2. Focus
a) Communication
b) Overviews/summaries
c) Analytics
d) Holistic perspective (less focus on line-by-line)
3. Weighing the Round

a) Aff burden – Must win all stock issues to win the round. (Definitely true with Traditional Stock judges; more flexible with Modern Stock judges)

b) Neg burden – Win 1 stock issue to win round. Some judges go so far to believe you must win a majority of the stock issues or a significant number.

c) Thus 2NR & 2AR should focus on weighing each issue with an underview covering all five (5) with the last one (1:00) minute of speech.

B. Policy Maker

1. Focus

a) DAs vs. Advantages
b) Potential solvency vs. status quo harms

c) Solvency as an issue is not very important unless Neg can show NO chance for solvency (i.e. Aff plan does no good AND incurs X, Y, Z as DAs)

d) Topicality usually minor issue (Inherency less significant as well)

e) Primary concerned with solving problems; Counterplans and DAs are primary Neg offense with this judging paradigm

f) May not accept analytics (depends on judge/region)

2. Weighing the Round

a) Aff burden – Change advocacy: chance of solvency usually is enough to win the ballot if harms are significant enough (in number or qualitatively)

b) Neg burden – Defend status quo (sometimes ineffective with this type of judge; some preference for change) but must look at cost of Aff plan (in DAs, funding, etc.). Workability may preclude solvency; worth a few minutes in 2NC.

C. Tabla Rasa (means “Blank Slate”)
1. Types

a) True “Blank Slate” – Anything can be a voting issue; no preconceptions of issue framework. Recommendation: Can ask before the round if judge will accept a stock issues, policymaker, etc. framework. If so, you may be able to shift this judge’s paradigm to your choosing (so long as you can argue it is the preeminent voting framework in the round).
b) Gamer (aka “Game player”) – Deeply rooted in theory; “what if” scenarios; prefer impact calculus

c) Critical Thinking

2. Focus

a) Number of arguments in play (the more, the better)

b) Line-by-line analysis

c) Speed ok, even preferred

d) Generally has “experimentalist” approach to round; Aff plan must withstand Neg attacks; all are on a “whatever sticks” approach

e) Conditional arguments are typically acceptable

3. Weighing the Round

a) Both teams – (especially in 2AR/2NR) Must emphasize what paradigms should be used to evaluate the round (regardless of your team/coach’s preference, use the one that gives you the most ground depending on Aff/Neg strategy); take 1-2 minutes in final rebuttal to debate paradigm and weigh the round

b) Aff – Case must withstand Neg attacks; Aff has advantage of potential solvency, therefore must defend against CPs/DAs/Kritiks/T run by Neg. Voters determine victor, not number of arguments won/lost. Consolidate to win.

c) Neg – Try everything. Use the Neg block; run all new in both the 1NC & 2NC (if the judge will allow) to overload in 1AR. Make drops voters; number of arguments is your friend. Impacts are important because they have real-world impact to Tab judges.
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