2007 APDA NATIONAL CHAMPISONSHIPS AT VASSAR

Judge Calibration - Master Ballot Guide

2004 Brown University Finals

Harvard KW (Gov.) vs. Cornell A (Opp.)

Case: Should a new religion teach that humanity is inherently good or evil? 

SPEAKS & RANKS

Prime Minister (Kimel):

Speaker points between 26 and 27 (26.5 is master)

Ranks between 1 and 2 (1 is master)

Member of Government (Wen):

Speaker points between 25.5 and 26.5 (26 is master)

Ranks between 2 and 4 (3 is master)

Leader of the Opposition (Glunt):

Speaker points between 26 and 26.5 (26.5 is master)

Ranks between 1 and 3 (2 is master)

Member of the Opposition (Schoonover):

Speaker points between 25.5 and 26.5 (26 is master)

Ranks between 2 and 4 (4 is master)

ACCEPTABLE REASONS FOR DECISION

· The round really comes down to which religion can better incentive membership. I think gov actually provides for a religion that requires membership in order to be redeemed and to be better people. Since on side opp they concede that you can be good and be redeemed without joining the religion, Opp fails to fulfill the goals of the religion they are creating. Gov also won on ‘leap of faith’ and effective tenets of religion.

·      I ultimately use Glunt's two-prong standard to evaluate the round, because I feel like that's what the major areas of clash came down to. First, I look to the religion's ability to convince people. I think ultimately that Opp wins this. Though Wen put ink on the argument that people aren't persuaded by being told that they're evil, I think that Opp made the inadequacy of this response clear. As Schoonover pointed out and Glunt made absolutely clear, I have to be attracted to the religion before things like hell and redemption from that religion can operate as incentives. Also, I look to Glunt's argument that people won't be persuaded by the notion that people who have died as nonbelievers are evil and going to hell; though I felt there was a tinge of newness to this analysis, I don't disregard the argument because Gov didn't rise on it. The same applies to Glunt's analysis to the effect that: "why not be bad if God made you this way?" The only thing I have to weigh against those is the distinction Gov lays out between a philosophy and a religion, and though I think that this argument is somewhat meaningful in the round, the best it seems to do is make the conversion arguments a wash. I also have difficulty assigning a great deal of weight to it given the clear Opp position throughout the round that people join the religion out of want, not need. Even if the argument is somewhat successful though, it's still a wash.  


Then, I look to the second major area of clash, namely getting people to act morally. The only really clear piece of Gov offense I can really give significant weight to is the argument that people have a positive incentive to convert other people. Unfortunately, Gov really undercovered Opp's arguments about generating racism and creating boundaries between people.  This forces Gov to confront the notion that other religions are necessarily evil, as are any permanent adherents to them, and the fact that this is a very dangerous thing is an impact Gov never contests. Moreover, Gov never gave me an adequate moral motive to treat people well. Even if I'm motivated by a practical desire to save them, they have no fundamental dignity that I'm in any way bound to respect, meaning that it's unclear why they're worthy of saving. 


Ultimately, I felt like the round was a little bit muddled. Both sides seemed to have differing conceptions as to what "inherently good" and "inherently evil" would actually mean, and there was no really definitive resolution of this conflict within the round. As best I can tell, Opp clearly at least mitigates Gov's offense about convincing people to make the initial choice to join. At that point, I can vote off of at least one of two uncontested pieces of Opp offense. I can vote either on the analysis about a uniquely evil Creator who created people evil, or I can vote off the clear problems that inherent evil creates with regard to some kind of intrinsic human dignity that merits respect and perhaps forgiveness.


· The OPP makes a big mistake in the MO by losing sight of the topic – what is best for the new religion? David’s first point of crystallization is exactly correct: if everyone is good and can go to heaven, there is no reason to join the new religion. The religion necessarily must teach that you have to be a member to be good and go to heaven in order to provide a unique reason to adhere to it. Accordingly, I vote GOV. Though GOV never adequately justifies why a leap of faith differentiates a religion from a philosophy, OPP never responds to that argument, so I could vote there as well. 


· Gov wins for a couple of reasons:

· Original sin [that you start off with a net loss and then have to work your way up] argument stands and mitigates a lot of the harms that opp posits.

· Gov covinces more people to join the religion [i.e.: why join the religion to become good if you’re good already --- there is a powerful incentive in escaping damnation if you join with religion]

· Leap of faith analysis holds – the determining and unique factor in creating a religion where man is naturally evil – need a leap of faith in the morality of the religion to understand the benefits. 

· I buy Gov’s analysis that you won’t compel people to join your religion if you say that moral actions alone are enough to avoid hell, even w/o joining the religion.

Schoonover’s POI in PMC hurt his side. His speech was messy and mostly irrelevant, and so overtime he barely covered anything on case. His main point, which became the main opp point (saying that you’re good is compelling reason to join), was just wrong.

Glunt’s LOC was compelling if we were discussing what people actually are, but didn’t address the what compels people to join your religion point. Babies, while funny, was irrelevant. Just because he can find a religion that says people are innately good doesn’t win him the round. It was good to point out that the discussion should be about what people are innately. His first independent point about God may have been compelling, but his forgiveness & discrimination points were just bad. Wen finished forgiveness with the “innately evil still deserves forgiveness when they try to become good” and discrimination with “don’t do it the stupid way.”

Wen emphasized the correct parts, and was correct in brushing over the babies & discrimination points. I bought the rational vs. moral action analysis. He dealt with both of Glunt’s POIs very well. I think he first pointed out that the important thing of the round was what would compel more people to join your religion, which became the RFD.

Kimel’s PMC was slightly misleading in that he talked more about what people innately were. It did emphasize that people needed constant care in order to remain good, which led well to the compelling people to convert argument. His PMR pointed out the important new stuff that Schoonover brought up, and crystallized on the right points (what compels people to convert & what compels people to make others convert).

