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Placing this lecture in context:
1. This not primarily a lecture in undiscovered skill.  I am not trying to offer you the Pirate’s Booty.  I am trying to offer you a Treasure Map – a way of organizing your resources.
2. Your training so far has been focused on you as the speaker/debater executing into a narrative background.

Sophocles, the ancient equivalent of today’s Snoop Doggy Dogg once wrote: “How dreadful it is when the right judge judges wrong!”

Indeed, the greatest of our modern judges explained this dilemma when he wrote: ““The object of this competition is not to be mean to the losers, but to find a winner. The process makes you mean because you get frustrated.”  - Simon Cowell of American Idol

I. The Strategic Overview – which, quite literally, is an Overview on Debate Strategy.

1. What do we mean by JudgeThink or JudgeStrat?
a. We get inside the belly of the alien
b. We mean thinking about our hunting down the alien
c. We understand that the bottom line on our strategy is simple:  The ultimate success or failure of debate as a (1) strategic, (2) communication activity is understood in terms of the feedback received by ONE individual (or, in the case of a panel, a group of individuals).  
d. Debate is ultimately monogamous, not promiscuous.

2. Reasons Why This Matters
a. Debate strategy requires fine tuning of sights.
b. Debate strategy is expressive in nature.
c. Debate strategy is about creating a FEEDBACK LOOP.  It requires a CONNECTION between you and the judge.  
d. Debate strategy is CONSTRUCTIVE, it is not strategic to engage in Mutually Alienating Destruction (M.A.D.).
e. Debate strategy is VOLCANIC – it is about inducing an anticipated reaction in another person (the judge).
f. BOTTOM LINE:  Debate, and subsequently, debate strategy, is – when performed excellently – an audience-oriented subjective communicative exercise.  This compels one to engage in a significant effort to understand the audience i.e. judges.

II. The Judge Identity Crisis.

3. MYTHBUSTERS – JUDGE EDITION.  Common Myths about Judges?
a. Judges are NOT all the SAME.
b. Judges are NOT (typically) out to get YOU.
c. Judges are NOT Flowbots.

4. Paradigms – The Treasure Map
a. What are Paradigms?  They are a written expression of the judge’s preferences.
b. Where are they found?  Typically, they are found at: http://judgephilosophies.wikispaces.com/  Sometimes they are found on a tournament-specific site, in a book given out by the tournament, and there are still remnants of an old paradigm site that VBD use to run.
c. What do they include?  Paradigms are typically NOT standardized, except for at some places like NFL Nationals where you fill out a questionnaire as your paradigm.  
d. That said, most paradigms come from judges who either (1) judge quite a bit at national circuit invitationals; or (2) have debaters competing at a national circuit invitational that requires judges to post paradigms.
e. Paradigms typically address the following:
i. Judge Name
ii. Judge Affiliations
iii. Judge History/Role in the Activity
iv. “I view debate as” – this is the paradigm as world view.  Examples include: Truth-testing, Comparative Worlds, Best Justification, Offense-Defense, COMMUNICATIVE ACTIVITY.
v. Speed
vi. Theory
vii. Critical Arguments
viii. Policy Arguments
ix. Speaker Points
x. I will not evaluate arguments that …..
f. If a paradigm addresses issues not listed above PAY SPECIAL ATTENTION.  EVERY WORD COUNTS.  For example, some judges will talk their threshold for an extension.  They are doing so because THEY ARE SPECIAL (in their own mind).
g. The default national circuit paradigm (60-70%):  
i. I was a former debater for ___.  
ii. I view the round through the decision calculus you give me, but in the absence of decision calculus, I default to viewing the resolution as [a truth statement/a comparison of worlds.]  
iii. I am okay with you going at whatever rate you prefer but (1) clarity is most important and (2) please slow down for author names and tags.  
iv. If you would like to use critical arguments, please understand I am not very familiar with post-modern philosophy and it is important you explain those dense arguments to me.  
v. Please feel free to use any argument structure with me as long as you explain how it functions in the round.  
vi. I typically award a 28 but will adjust upward or downward based on how impressive you are.  
vii. I will not evaluate arguments that (1) I do not understand; (2) that do not have a claim, warrant, impact; (3) I do not understand the first time you present them; or (4) are not fully extended.

III. What YOU can do to Strategically Prepare for The Judge – The Pre-Round Edition.

5. Paradigm Reading as Long-Term Strategic Preparation: Increase your IQ
a. Judge Diary
b. Questions to Ask Yourself
c. Note the wiki records changes
6. Access to Paradigms
a. IDebate
b. Paradigm Book based on Judge List/MPJ
7. Paradigm Reading – THE QUICKIE
a. Short paradigm
i. Look for Role in the Activity
ii. Look for divergences from the National Circuit default
b. Long paradigm
i. Look for Role in the Activity
ii. Look for Strat-relevant questions (do I need to go fast?)
iii. Look at the very bottom (tends to be most up to date)
8. Questions to ask:
a. Oftentimes, judges with posted paradigms have the (unreasonable) expectation that you have read their paradigm.  Thus, when  you say something like, “do you have any preferences” they reply with some CLEVER response like “I like good debate.  Do you have any specific questions.”  This makes things awkward.  
b. Here are some specific questions you can ask them based on your strategy:
i. Do you feel that you have an upper boundary on speed that affects your ability to evaluate arguments?
ii. Will you indicate verbally or physically if a debater is too unclear?
iii. In the absence of a decision calculus by debaters, what is your default method of evaluating arguments?
iv. Are there any types of arguments you know you will not vote for?
v. Are you willing to vote on theory arguments based only on potential abuse?
vi. Do you view theory primarily as an issue of competing interpretations or of reasonability?
vii. Do you evaluate critical or deeply philosophical arguments differently than any other arguments?
viii. Do you have any problem with the use of policy-style arguments in LD?
ix. Is there anything specific a debater can do that typically earns higher speaker points from you?
x. Are there any ways or preferences in which you feel you are very different from most other  judges?
c. These questions are not just specific.  They all (a) impose a BURDEN on the judge for that round; and/or (b) reverse the presumption that you are responsible for pleasing the judge.  He or she has now given you a commitment to act in a certain way.
d. Do NOT ask a question if you intend to disregard the answer or are unwilling to be strategically flexible.  Sometimes silence is golden.
e. Remember, not all hunters do their preparation.  Information is a resource and can often be strategically relative.  Sometimes silence is golden.

IV. The In-Round Experience

9. Judge Adaptation – When Preparation Fails
a. Situational Cues
i. Is the judge tired? Hungry? Distracted?  Going to need to increase volume or engage in top-speech to get his or her attention.
ii. Clothing cues? Yes appearances can be deceiving, but debate is about making calculated assessments
iii. How thorough are comments on the ballot by CX? Are they equal on both sides?  Did you notice what set off the comment writing?
b. Situational Signals
i. NINETY PERCENT OF ALL COMMUNICATION IS NON-VERBAL.  This is a strategic communication exercise.
ii. CX is crucial because you are looking at the judge and getting feedback on what he or she is thinking while viewing you side by side.
iii. Head nodding or shaking should not be ignored.  As Judge Judy once wrote: “I only do one thing at a time; otherwise, I get confused and then I can't trick you."
iv. READ THE FLOW – but don’t let them see where you are looking.  Look for circles. Let that guide your speech organization.
10. Advocacy as Crucial and Intentioned
a. Objective vs. Subjective view of the round.
b. Formal vs. Informal view of speech.
c. Invocation of Paradigm/Judge Identity
i. Be careful, especially in an asymmetrical information war.
ii. Most appropriate in theory.
11. Decision Calculus
a. WRITE THE BALLOT FOR ME.
b. Yes, Champ, you may lose an argument or be willing to lose an argument.  Thus, good decision calculus is about acknowledging your weaknesses to make yourself less weak.
c. Good decision calculus will include the following skills:
i. Framework interaction and preclusion – Isolating those issues that still matter.
ii. Identification and characterization of impacts.
iii. Linking impact to larger decision-making standards.
iv. Weighing of arguments in terms of the round.
v. Prioritization of argument in terms of order of operations.
vi. Comparison of arguments won vs. arguments potentially lost.
d. It is a HEDGE strategy:  In my worst-case scenario, as long as I win this one/two issue(s), I am always going to win this round even if my opponent wins 100% of all other arguments because ______.
e. Argument prioritization/layering is often as or more important than argument “bench pressing.”  Argument “bench pressing” is the very locker-room esque practice of going “I OUTWEIGH ALL ON MAGNITUDE BECAUSE I’M SO BIG”  Guess what homey, you don’t have to be a sumo wrestler to win debates.
f. In close debates, judges like to defer to decision calculus whenever they can.
g. In close debates, why your argument matters (impact-level analysis + framework) is almost always more important why your argument is true (warrant).

V. The Post-Round Experience

12. So, you wanna be friends?
a. Judges are repeat players, so preparation for your NEXT round starts at the end of this one.
b. Always write down what they say during RFD.  This is a great coping mechanism. 
c. People like to vote for like-able people.  Don’t make your job harder.
d. Yes, you are always being judged.
13. A brief word on panels
a. Almost always go for them all
b. Least common denominator test on DISpreferences
c. Judges are more flexible than you think
d. It is a more complicated strategic assessment but guess what – you are in a much more important round.  It is worth taking the time for the puzzle.
14. RFDs as Communication Tests
a. Writing down what the judge says is a great way to see where your communication fell short.
b. Judges do make mistakes – so yeah, sometimes it IS his or her fault, but that doesn’t mean you could not have done better.
c. JUDGE SPECIFIC rebuttal redos.
15. Judges are Peeps too.
a. Judges are people CONNECTED TO THE ACTIVITY.
b. Judges are people EMPOWERED TO CONTROL YOUR FATE.
c. Judges are people WHO DRAW THE BOTTOM LINE ON YOUR CAREER.
d. Judges are people WHO WANT TO BELIEVE IN YOU.

If I may be so bold, let me suggest that there is one – and possibly only one – strand of thinking that connects all judges – the view that what you are doing is good and can be great.  You should reach for that impulse to be viewed as great.  You deserve it.
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