adjudication & motions
At its last two meetings the Council asked the Executive to look at a number

of issues to do with adjudications and motions.  After the last Executive

elections, I was asked to take on this area of responsibility.

It rapidly became clear that we needed two working groups: one for motions,

one for adjudications. It also became clear that the working groups needed

to be bigger than the Rules suggested, to provide a range of ideas,

experience and advice.

Consequently we established two large working groups.  There was some

overlap between the two, which was a good thing as there was some overlap in

the issues to be discussed.

The two groups were:

ADJUDICATIONS

Chris Erskine (Australia)

Daphnie Drassinower (Peru) (previous Chief Adjudicator)

Trevor Sather (England) (previous Chief Adjudicator)

Asher Weill (Israel) (incoming Chief Adjudicator)

Daragh Grant (Ireland)

Harold Kyte (Canada)

Ian MacMullen (England)

Vernie Oliveiro (Singapore)

Claire Ryan (New Zealand)

Cameron Wyllie (Scotland)

MOTIONS
Chris Erskine (Australia)

Trevor Sather (England) (previous Chief Adjudicator)

Asher Weill (Israel) (incoming Chief Adjudicator)

Kris Ade (Canada)

David Frankenberg (Argentina)

Daragh Grant (Ireland)

Phyllis Hirth (USA)

Ian MacMullen (England)

Simon Quinn (Australia)

Marcin Zaleski (Czech Republic)

As well, Daragh Grant established a focus group of recent past participants

at Worlds.  This could not be called a representative sample in the strict

statistical sense, but it was a useful opportunity to run ideas and issues

past the group for their comments.

The reports of these two working groups are enclosed.

ADJUDICATIONS WORKING GROUP REPORT

The issues we were asked to look at included the qualifications, training

and experience of judges, and what systems (if any) might be included for

accrediting and testing of judges.  Most of them were interconnected.  At

the centre of each of them were fundamental questions of the training,

assessment and accountability of debate judges.

The issues include:

Qualifications for judges

Pre-championship training of judges

Pre-championship accreditation of judges

Training of judges at the championship

Assessment of judges at the championship

Accountability of judges

These issues throw up not just practical matters but questions of what is

actually achievable.  How far can we train and assess judges, and how much

scope is there for individual judgment?  For that reason, the report begins

with a discussion of what is achievable in training and assessing judges.

It then goes on to discuss the details of the particular issues.

Attached to the report are outlines of the systems of accrediting judges in

Australia and South Africa.  These are included for your information, to

show how an accreditation system has been able to be implemented in at least

two countries.  They also show the level of detail involved in such a

scheme, and give us food for thought on what may be practically achievable

at an international level at the moment.

Also attached to the report is a suggestion for rewriting the relevant part

of the rules.  This is a draft - very much a draft - and could benefit from

some further thought.  But it will help to focus attention on how the

proposals in the report could be incorporated in the rules.  Some

suggestions in the report do not find their way into the rules (for example,

the detail of shadow judging) for two reasons.  First, changes to the rules

are not always necessary in order to implement the suggestions.  Second,

some degree of flexibility is needed in the early stages of a new system,

and where possible we have tried not to solidify the system in concrete

until it has been fully tested.

This, of course, was how the Judging Schedule came into the Rules.  It began

as a set of general principles which were used for several years from 1993

to 1996, before they were formally set down in writing and incorporated into

the Rules in 1997.  This allowed everyone to become familiar with them and

see how they worked.  What went into the Rules had the benefit of several

years experience in draft form.

The attachments also focus attention on what motions should be proposed at

the Council meeting.  Obviously there should be a formal motion that this

report be received.  There should also be a motion that the proposed changes

to the Judges Notes be endorsed.  Those motions are relatively

straightforward.  

The proposals in the rest of the report contain a number of alternatives and

suggestions which need decisions all along the way from the Council.

Depending on how those decisions are made, there will then need to be

particular changes to the rules.

It would be absurd to suggest that the Council either accept or reject the

proposals in one motion.  There is ample scope for discussion, debate and

amendment, including, of course, alternative suggestions from those who were

not in the Working Group.  Therefore, we will have to have a reasonably

flexible but focussed approach at the Council in order to discuss the report

and work out exactly what will result from it.

1.  JUDGING THE JUDGES: WHAT IS OUR AIM

There are two conflicting themes in debate.  One theme is that good debaters

appeal to the ordinary person in the street, and attempt to persuade them of

their arguments.  The other theme is that debating is a science, in which

there is a set of rules which will ultimately determine who wins a debate.

This leads to some tensions in judging debates. Too much emphasis on style

means that teams with superficial or trivial arguments win debates.  Too

much emphasis on the rules of debate means that tedious teams win on

technical points that are of no interest to an audience.

Some years ago a host of the World Universities Debating Championship put an

ad in the student newspaper asking for judges for the tournament ​ ³no

experience necessary², it read.  The problem with that ad, however, is that

debating does have some rules, even at the most basic level.  Experience is

necessary, and knowledge of the rules is necessary.

To take one simple example, it is clearly unfair for a team to present its

major arguments through the last speaker, because the other team has no

chance to respond to them.  Yet an inexperienced adjudicator who is being

swayed by impressions and audience reaction, might give that team the debate

because at the end they won the argument.

If basic rules will not be taken into account by judges, there is little

point in having rules at all.  Coaches and teams will have no idea what they

need to do to win debates.  Winning and losing a debate will depend almost

entirely on which particular panel of judges is assessing it.

But there is also a danger of emphasising form over substance, technicality

over persuasion.  We can lose sight of the aim of debate, which is to

persuade an audience of your argument.

The aim of any system of judging debates, then, is to strike a fair balance

between the extremes.  There must be recognition of audience appeal, but

there must also be recognition of the rules of debate.

Audience appeal is largely subjective and impressionistic.  In listening to

an hour¹s debate, most people cannot take in and analyse more than a

fraction of the arguments being presented.  There is also much room for

disagreement as to who is more appealing. My favourite speaker might be your

least attractive speaker.

Rules, on the other hand, emphasise objectivity. Apply the rules, and a

single right result will emerge.  Two people applying the same rules to the

same debate should be expected to get the same result, provided that the

rules are sufficiently comprehensive.

Thus the tension between audience appeal and rules is, at heart, a tension

between subjective and objective judging of debate. If we are aiming to

strike a balance between audience appeal and rules, we are also striking a

balance between subjective and objective judging of debates.  So long as

there is an element of subjectivity in judgment, we cannot expect unanimity

among adjudicators in all debates.

Within the rules themselves, there is scope for subjective judgment.  A team

might respond to every argument of the other side: but has it done enough to

win the key arguments?  There would be agreement on the strategy mark (for

understanding the key issues to be addressed), but there could be legitimate

disagreement on the content mark (for deciding whether the response was good

enough to tip the balance in favour of that team).

In poor debates this becomes much harder. Arguments that are poorly

presented and only impliedly rebutted leave judges with an enormous area of

subjective judgment.  Judges must assess for themselves the competing

strengths of style, content and strategy where the teams themselves have not

made this very clear.  Again, in debates of this kind there is legitimate

room for disagreement between judges.

This means that we must not expect that there is a single ³right² result to

every debate, nor that every judging panel will inevitably be unanimous.

What we can expect, however, is that all judges will know the rules and

guidelines, and will apply them to the best of their ability.  In essence we

are asking judges to limit their subjectivity by giving the judges objective

tests with which to measure the performance of the two teams.  Those

objective tests will still give some room for subjective judgement ​ and

hence to differing opinions ​ but the subjectivity is kept within an agreed

framework.

Two things flow immediately from this.

First, the principles of good debating must be agreed and written down.

Second, judges must know those principles and conscientiously try to apply

them.

In 1993 we began the task of writing down the principle features of what is

now called the World Schools Style.  Today they are set out in the Judging

Guidelines in the Rules, and in the Judges Notes given to all judges.  Some

have commented that these are amongst the clearest and most comprehensive of

their kind anywhere in the world.

It is the second matter that we are now looking at: expecting judges to know

and apply the Judging Guidelines.

The Working Group¹s focus in this report is on training and assessing judges

who judge debates at Worlds.  We recognise that if we implement all the

suggestions in this report, we will not eliminate majority decisions.  We

might not even eliminate some controversial decisions (unanimous or

majority), where experienced minds can still differ on the result.  What we

can hope to achieve, however, is a body of trained experienced sensible

judges who know the Judging Guidelines and will apply them fairly and

reasonably.

We have also tried to bear in mind the enormous practical problems in

training and assessing judges who live in all part of the globe and who only

come together once a year at Worlds.  The internet is a wonderful thing that

has shrunk the world in many ways.  But there remain physical limits on what

can be achieved before a championship, and there are limits of time on what

can be achieved at a championship. 

2.  THE JUDGES NOTES

WSDC?s "Notes for Adjudicators" (available online at

http://www.schoolsdebate.com/judgnots.asp for your reference) are extensive,

well-written, and in many ways a splendid resource for our community.

Having said that, the Notes are ether silent or less than fully clear on a

number of issues that have arisen at the adjudicators' briefing in each of

the last few years. Therefore, we are suggesting five relatively minor

changes to the Notes to address: barracking, marking points of information,

the mark scheme, who wins the debate, and the adjudication speech.  The

proposed changes, and the reasons behind them, are itemized below.

1) Barracking

Paragraphs 2 - 4 of section 5.2 currently read:

"More than one member of the opposing team may rise simultaneously. The

speaker on the floor may decline all or some, and may choose which one to

take. The others then sit down. Opposing speakers must sometimes tread a

fine line between the legitimate offering of points of information on the

one hand, and barracking on the other. The fact that points must be offered

makes the style more aggressive and more prone to interruptions. However,

continuous offering by more than one member of a team really amounts to

excessive interruption and is barracking. This should incur penalties in

style for the team members involved.

As a rough guide, in one debate in the 1994 Australian Schools Championships

one team offered no less than 63 points of information in the 3 speeches of

the opposing team. This was around 4 per minute, at times from all 3 members

of the team. There could not be much doubt that this was barracking.

It is impossible to put a figure on how many should be offered, because

national practices vary somewhat. In some places no speaker would offer more

than 3 points of information to an opposing speaker during her or his speech

(or a team total of 9 offered to that speaker). In other places the figure

would be somewhat higher, especially if the debate is conducted with some

aggression and passion. But at some point it crosses the line and ceases to

be legitimate. Hopefully, adjudicators will find this a problem only in rare

cases."

Paragraph 2 (the first paragraph above) is fine, except that the phrase

"continuous offering by more than one member of a team" should be amended to

merely "continuous offering by a team". But it is not clear that numbers are

helpful in communicating the spirit of the rule, so we propose to replace

the next two paragraphs with this single paragraph:

"It is impossible to put a figure on how many points of information a team

may offer before its behavior constitutes barracking. Judges should

determine when the offering of points of information, far from adding to the

debate, begins to infringe on the right and/or ability of the speaker to

address the audience.  This determination requires sensitivity to the

context of the particular debate: two well-matched and highly-skilled teams

may offer each other many points of information without disrupting the

debate or unsettling the speaker on the floor, but points offered at this

same high rate to a speaker who is less confident may constitute barracking.

In general, speakers should not offer points of information only a few

seconds after a previous offer has been declined or while the speaker on the

floor is clearly in the early stages of answering a point of information she

just accepted: frequent violations of these principles might reasonably be

penalized."

2) Marking POIs

Paragraph 6 of section 5.3 currently reads:

"This should not be a problem except in an unusual situation where a speaker

does a poor speech but offers superb points of information (or vice versa).

In that case the mark will not reflect the speech alone, because points of

information forced the speech mark up (or down, as the case may be)."

This causes confusion every year. The ballot should include a special column

called ³Adjustment for POIs offered² and the preceding paragraph should be

replaced by the following:

"A speaker's speech mark should only be adjusted if her contribution to the

debate through offering points of information differed significantly from

her contribution in her speech. (Contribution to the debate through offering

points of information involves both the quantity of points of information

offered and the quality of those accepted: speakers should not be penalized

if they offer plenty of points but none is accepted.) A speaker's speech

mark may be adjusted by up to two marks in either direction to take account

of points of information offered: if such an adjustment is being made, the

judge should write, e.g., +1 or -2 in the appropriate column on the ballot.

So, a speaker whose speech deserved a 70 but who offered remarkably good

points of information might receive an overall mark of 71, or perhaps 72 if

the points were truly outstanding. A speaker whose speech deserved a 76 but

who offered almost no points of information might receive an overall mark of

74 or 75. But a speaker whose speech deserved a 64 should not lose marks for

failing to offer many points of information, because his contribution

through offering points was no worse than his speech. Likewise, a speaker

whose speech deserved a 78 does not get extra marks for making a couple of

very good points of information, because those points were no better than

her speech."

3) Mark Scheme

Para 6 of section 6 currently reads:

"Judges should not go outside those ranges except in the most amazingly

unbelievably exceptional circumstances."

We propose that this should be amended (in accordance with section 1.3 of

the first Annex to the Rules) to read:

"Judges shall never give a speaker mark greater than 80 or less than 60."

4) Who Wins the Debate?

Para 1 of section 6.3 currently reads:

"Occasionally you will hear judges say "I thought the government won the

debate but when I added up my marks I found that the opposition had won

instead". This is wrong. Of course it is a good idea to give interim marks

as the debate proceeds. But at the end of the debate you have to go back

over the whole debate and see whether your marks properly reflect your

belief about who won the debate. If there is a difference, either your

belief is wrong or your marks are wrong. Somehow they must be reconciled. Go

back over your marks to make sure that you aren't being swayed by the last

couple of speakers. But if your overall belief is still different from your

interim marks, you will have to adjust your marks."

This phrasing might be understood to improperly express the role that marks

should play in guiding judges' decisions by overemphasizing the importance

of one's 'gut reaction' to the debate. It should therefore be amended to

read:

"If you find yourself saying "I thought the proposition won the debate but

when I added up my marks I found that the opposition had won instead,"

something is wrong. It might be your belief about who won the debate or it

might be your marks: somehow the two things must be reconciled before you

cast your vote. Look back over your marks to make sure that you were

evaluating all speakers by the same standards and therefore that the marks

accurately express your view of the relative performances of the speakers.

Was the third opposition speaker really eight marks better than the first

proposition speaker? Was there really no difference in the quality of style

in the first four speeches? Also, make sure that your belief about who won

the debate is not being unduly influenced by the last few speeches: all

speeches count equally (except for the reply speeches, which count at half

value) and the speaker marks help to ensure that this fact is reflected in

your decision. Likewise, make sure that your belief is not being unduly

influenced by one category in the marks: perhaps you think that the

proposition won only because you are not giving full (i.e. 40%) weight in

your mind to the fact that the opposition were significantly ahead on style.

If your marks for each category and each speaker accurately reflect your

view of the debate, then your total marks should reliably indicate which

team won the debate, given the particular weightings of different categories

we use at World Schools."

5) The Adjudication Speech

This important topic is currently neglected entirely in the Notes.  We

propose adding a section 6.5, entitled "Giving the Adjudication Speech".

Based on section 17.4 of the first Annex to the Rules, it would read:

"Before the adjudication speech, but after ballots have been completed and

handed to the chairperson, the judges have a brief opportunity to confer.

This is not the time to try to persuade your fellow judges that they made a

mistake on a particular issue or in their overall result. Their ballots are

locked in like yours, and the only point of conferring is to help one of the

judges give the adjudication speech. So, keep the discussion short and to

the point. If you dissented and your views are quite different from the rest

of the panel, briefly express your reasons and then stay out of the

discussion.

The adjudication speech should explain the result of the debate to the

audience. Teams can and should speak to the judges individually after the

debate, but this is the only opportunity for the audience to hear the reason

for the decision. The adjudication speech should not refer to mistakes made

by individual speakers: you can discuss these privately after the debate

instead of belittling a speaker in public.

Explaining the result to an audience that has just seen its first World

Schools debate may require outlining the three categories in which we award

marks and, where appropriate, identifying the category in which the decisive

difference between the teams was to be found. The adjudication speech should

not summarize the content of the debate except insofar as is truly necessary

to explain the result. The speech should be as short as possible - typically

between 2 and 4 minutes - while communicating to the audience a clear

explanation of the result of the debate (and expressing thanks to the hosts

and sponsors).

When giving the adjudication speech you should remember that you are

speaking for the panel, not just for yourself. Where there are importantly

differing views, especially if the decision is not unanimous, you need to

try as far as possible to explain how those differences came about.  If at

all possible, you should explain the grounds on which one or more judge

dissented in a way that emphasizes the reasonableness of the disagreement,

rather than leaving the audience to think that one judge got it wrong.  In

the unlikely and unfortunate event that you cannot present the dissenting

view in a way that makes it sound reasonable, it is better to say nothing

about it: just explain that the panel reached a majority verdict and then

present the views of the majority.²

JUDGES TRAINING BEFORE THE CHAMPIONSHIP

This is probably something better addressed by the Education Resources and

Materials Working Group.  However, as we were looking at accreditation and

the way we could use the internet, it became obvious that there were many

opportunities for providing training of judges before a championship.

For example, a trainee judge could download a video of a debate (or be sent

one in the mail), provide a written adjudication of that debate and send it

off to an experienced judge for comments.  While this would obviously help

to raise the standard of judges for the championship, it could also help

raise the standard of judges generally, especially in countries which lacked

experience or experienced judges.

We would propose that this be looked at more closely by the Education

Working Group, but we note its obvious benefits for judging at the

championship.

JUDGES ELIGIBLITY

Currently we have a rule which says:

³12.     To be eligible to judge at the Championships, a person must be

experienced at judging the highest levels of senior school or university

debates in that person's country and have judged such debates regularly

within the last two years. Judges for all Championship debates, including

the Grand Final, are to be selected for their ability to judge, not because

they hold any particular office or occupation.²

This rule has been in existence since 1991.  Its purpose was twofold: to

eliminate adjudication by inexperienced impressionistic judges, and to make

clear that so-called ³celebrity² judges had no role in the competition

either.

Celebrity judges have disappeared from the championship, particularly from

the Grand Final.  It seems unlikely, as the judging rules are refined, that

they will ever be able to re-appear unless they are extremely well qualified

to judge.  It is probably unnecessary, therefore, to retain a specific

reference to something that had a brief appearance in early championships

but has never been seriously suggested as re-appearing.

But the first part of the rule remains extremely important.  It is the basis

for demanding minimum levels of experience and ability from judges at

Worlds.

Some doubt that the first part of the rule has been scrupulously applied.

Young judges have judged at the championship who are very unlikely to have

been judging at the highest levels of school or university debate for the

last two years.  Other experienced judges, who have demonstrated their

competence as judges, have not been judging regularly during the previous

two years, other than at Worlds.

Do we need minimum levels of experience?  The Working Group believes

strongly that we do.  We need it for two reasons.

First, our judges are judging the highest standard of school debate in the

world.  The higher the standard of debate, the higher should be the standard

of judging. Teams work hard in selection and training to produce good

debates.  Judges should be up to the task.

Second, judges need credibility.  A person with minimal experience is hardly

going to inspire confidence among teams, and that judge will be exposed to

ongoing criticism from losing teams.

The current form of the rule does not deal with the situation faced by

several of our most experienced judges who, for one reason or another, are

not currently judging high level school debates in their own country on a

regular basis.  For example, a person might be abroad, doing post graduate

study at a prestigious university.  Ian MacMullen and Vernie Oliveiro

immediately spring to mind as examples.

The Working Group thought that people who had demonstrated their competence

as judges in previous championships did not necessarily have to continue to

judge regularly to be allowed to judge at future championships.  We

therefore propose a modification of the experience rule to deal with this

situation.

The single most contentious issue in this area was whether there should be

an age requirement for judges.

At the outset, all members of the Working Group acknowledged that an 18 year

old might be an outstanding judge and a 50 year old might be dreadful.  Age

was not a determining factor by itself.

But we acknowledged that there were potential problems of credibility and

perceived detachment if people who had been debaters only 6 months earlier,

turned up to adjudicate the next championship. A really young judge might

not be accepted by teams as readily as a more experienced judge.  A judge

who had debated against a team within the last year might be seen to lack

enough remoteness from the passion of debate to judge it sufficiently

impartially.

Interestingly, the focus groups showed that there was no necessary link

between the age of a judge and whether the teams trusted that judge.  The

focus groups were more concerned with perceived ability and competence to

judge, rather than just age.

After a great deal of discussion, it seemed to the Group that age was not

the real issue here.  It was distance from previous involvement as a

participant. With sufficient distance, a person would be more likely to have

good judging experience, and also be seen to be more detached from the

debates and the teams.

So we propose that an additional eligibility requirement be included for

judges.  We have called it the ³x+1² rule for simplicity, where ³x² is the

previous championship in which you participated.  In essence it means that

if you were a debater at a particular championship, you must wait out the

next championship entirely before you can return as a judge.

So, for example, a debater in Peru would be eligible to judge for the first

time in Calgary, not Stuttgart.  A debater in Stuttgart would not be

eligible to debate in Calgary, but would have to wait until the 2006

championship.

The other element in all this is to police the requirement that judges

provide a proper CV so that their experience can be assessed.  In some years

this has not been policed, while in recent years it has been requested from

all judges.  We believe the rule should make this more explicit, so that

everyone can be confident that all judges have been properly assessed.

THE CHIEF ADJUDICATOR

The last comment brings us to a major issue: how should judging be assessed

and administered at a Championship?

The rules are frequently written in the passive voice when dealing with

matters such as the draw and the allocation of judges to debates.  This

avoids the question of who actually does this job.

Over the years a convention has grown up of calling the senior judge from

the host the ³Chief Adjudicator².  This person is given the task of

administering the draw and the allocation of judges, as well as other

administrative tasks such as organising a judges briefing.

Starting in Johannesburg in 2001, the convention was modified.  It was no

longer the senior judge from the host who was the Chief Adjudicator, but a

senior and experienced judge from any country nominated by the host.  Since

then we have seen Trevor Sather from England fill the role in both

Johannesburg and Lima, Andrew Stockley from New Zealand fill the role in

Singapore, and Asher Weill from Israel fill the role in Stuttgart.

This developing convention seems to have been accepted by all participants.

It has many merits, not the least of which is ensuring that somebody of

seniority and competence takes responsibility for an important side of

organising a particular championship.

In particular, Trevor Sather has developed a formidable expertise in the

administrative side of preparing a draw, allocating judges to debates to

ensure a spread of judges across the rounds, tabulating the results and

preparing the draw for the final rounds.  He is preparing a draft of a Chief

Adjudicator¹s Handbook which will set out ways of doing these tasks for the

benefit of future Chief Adjudicators. This is an essential document to

ensure that this knowledge is not lost and that future Chief Adjudicators do

not have to re-invent the wheel.

But the developing significance of the role of the Chief Adjudicator leads

to a question: who should appoint that person? Already, the Chief

Adjudicator must handle contentious issues of the allocation of judges to

debates and the training and assessment of judges through the shadow judging

process (set out in more detail below).  The role of the Chief Adjudicator

can only develop further as we look more closely at accreditation and

assessment of judges and possible complaints procedures.

It became clear to the Working Group that the Chief Adjudicator needs to be

somebody who is at least endorsed by the whole Council. The role of the

Chief Adjudicator is now so important that the person needs a clear mandate

to carry out their tasks.  A Chief Adjudicator whose appointment has been

endorsed by the Council is going to be seen as somebody in whom the entire

competition has faith and trust, not just the host.

However, it is also obvious that the host has to have a major say in this

appointment.  The Chief Adjudicator is part of a team who will be organising

a particular championship.  That team is mostly drawn from the host¹s own

organization.  The Chief Adjudicator must understand the organization for

that particular championship, and be able to work with them.

Thus the Working Group proposes that the host should nominate the Chief

Adjudicator, but the Council should endorse the appointment. This allows the

Council to reject an unsuitable nomination.  But it allows the host to

propose people with whom it believes it can work.

The Working Group also recognised that the role of the Chief Adjudicator had

developed still further, by convention, to encompass a small group of

assistants.  The need for this group is clear.  The workload on the Chief

Adjudicator is huge, dealing with dozens of adjudicators for dozens of

debates.  However, the danger is that the group of assistants is perceived

to be a clique.  

At this level of administration, there are difficulties in asking the

Council to endorse the nomination of the Chief Adjudicator¹s Panel (which we

will call the CAP from now onwards).  The Council should not normally be

involved in endorsing assistants for any officeholder: responsibility should

be taken by the officeholder for those who help them carry out their tasks.

The Chief Adjudicator has to work closely with the CAP, and needs

considerable input into the membership of the CAP.  And remember that it

will be the previous Council that will endorse the Chief Adjudicator for the

next championship. Will the Chief Adjudicator know, that far out from the

next championship, who is likely to be attending the next championship who

would be suitable to join the CAP?

On the other hand, the CAP is likely to be involved in assessing the

competence and suitability of judges during shadow judging and training

sessions.  These are serious matters that are likely to cause contention and

dissent. Just as the Chief Adjudicator needs a clear mandate from the whole

competition, so, too, does the CAP. Furthermore, the CAP needs a reasonable

spread of age and geography to be seen to be inclusive rather than merely

the Chief Adjudicator¹s mates.  Perceptions matter as well as realities.

The Working Group could not resolve this question. There seem to be two

options.

Option One is to ask the Chief Adjudicator to nominate the CAP for

endorsement by the Council.  This may have practical problems, but gives the

CAP a clear mandate.

Option Two is to ask the Chief Adjudicator to appoint the CAP, using some

criteria such as experience and geography.  This is much more practical, but

may rob the CAP in difficult cases of an effective mandate.

Overall, however, the Working Group was clear that we need to set out the

developing role of the Chief Adjudicator more clearly in the Rules, and make

sure that this important person has the endorsement of the entire

competition.  The rest of our recommendations as to training and assessment

of judges work from the assumption that the Chief Adjudicator has that clear

role and endorsement.

TRAINING AND ASSESSMENT OF JUDGES AT A CHAMPIONSHIP

The Working Group has discussed extensively how judges ought to be assessed

during each competition. A number of conventions have been instituted over

the years, including the judges briefing at the beginning of the tournament,

and more recently the system of shadow judging for new judges and those whom

the Chief Adjudicator thinks might benefit from more training. It is our

view that these conventions should be formalised and should become an

obligation, which the Chief Adjudicators¹ Panel (CAP) must fulfil. In

addition, we would suggest that the CAP also hold a mid-tournament briefing.

Our advice would be that these systems would take the following formats:

1.  Judges¹ Orientation

Judges briefing at the start of the tournament

This briefing has been ongoing at WSDC for a number of years. The

competition in Peru, however, saw a new departure that we think should be

carried forward to Stuttgart and beyond. This involves the judging pool

being split for the early part of the day into an experienced group ​who are

trained to host workshops​ and an inexperienced group ​who are instructed in

the specifics of WSDC judging, and how it differs from other formats they

may be familiar with. The afternoon session then involved the adjudication

of two speeches (on video) from the previous year¹s tournament to set a

marking benchmark, and then a full debate, which all judges, experienced or

not, had to judge and for which they had to submit a ballot.

For this system to work effectively and produce the best adjudication pool,

we feel that the members of the experienced group should be chosen by the

CAP, rather than having an opt-in system which can lead to people falling

into the wrong groups. The results of the video debate should then be

analysed by members of the CAP, and any serious deviations from what are

considered to be appropriate marking ranges should be drawn to the attention

of the judge in question for an explanation. If an explanation suitable to

the CAP is not forthcoming the CAP should have the power to force that

adjudicator, irrespective of their level of experience, to shadow judge for

a number of rounds, the number to be

determined by the CAP.

One addition to this section, which may be helpful, would be the provision

of short written feedback to the video debate from each judge. This would

not have to be extensive, but should cover the key points of difference

between teams. This could then serve as the first basis for the CAP to

analyse an individual judge¹s ballot ​ if this fails to provide a suitable

explanation a member of the CAP would speak to the judge.

Shadow judging

Shadow judging is a system whereby new, or relatively inexperienced judges

spend a number of rounds at the start of the competition shadowing more

experienced adjudicators. Although the shadow judges mark and score the

debate, their opinion does not for part of the official judgement. Following

the debate, the chief judge then speaks to the shadow judges and reports

back on their performance to the CAP. To date, much of the shadow judging

process has been informal. We would suggest that a new formalised system be

trialled at Stuttgart, and subject to being successful, be carried over to

subsequent tournaments. This would involve the following:

​   Every new judge, irrespective of judging experience outside WSDC, would

have to shadow for at least the first two rounds of debate; ideally this

should be three, but there are often practical constraints on introducing

new judges to panels part of the way through a day on which there are two

debate rounds at venues scattered throughout the host city;

​   New judges should be made aware that if they do not meet the minimum

standards, which we expect from our adjudicators, then they could spend the

entire tournament shadow adjudicating;

​   It should also be made clear to more experienced judges that it is

within the power of the CAP to demote any judge, irrespective of their

levels of experience, to a shadow judging position if the quality of their

adjudicating drops below our minimum standard;

​   We would advise that a shadow ballot be produced which would be used by

the chief judge in each room to formally assess the performance of their

shadow judges. This form would assess the shadow judges along the following

criteria (giving rankings of A-D, or involving a opt-in comments area for

chief judges to point out anything which they considered particularly good

or bad):

- Ability to follow logical argument;

- Ability to assess content;

- Ability to assess strategy;

- Ability to assess structure;

- Ability to structure and explain feedback.

We would suggest that following assessment over the first three debates the

CAP would determine if a candidate¹s assessments are sufficient to allow

them to judge normally. As a guideline we think that a majority of results

in the A/B range (or few negative comments/no seriously negative comments)

would be sufficient, although some C¹s (some minor areas for improvement)

would not rule a candidate out. Moreover, the most recent assessments would

be given the highest weightings.

Although these new rules will appear to many to be quite strict, it should

be noted that the competition has minimum experience requirements, which it

requires of its judges. Delegations should also be aware of their

responsibility to the host, and the competition as a whole, to only put

forward adjudicators who are suitable, and capable of adjudicating at this

level. Ultimately, sending poor quality judges only serves to deplete the

coffers of a host nation and the reputation and credibility of the

tournament. In essence, there is a strong argument that judges who do not

make the grade, or choose not to judge at the competition, should be forced

to pay the full observers fee ​ although this is ultimately a decision which

rests with the host country.

A mid-tournament judges briefing

The committee has discussed the prospect of holding a mid-tournament

(Evening of Day 2 of debating) briefing for all adjudicators. Attendance at

this meeting would be mandatory. The purpose of this briefing would be for

the CAP to bring to the attention of the judging pool, any issues which

arise by to that point in the competition. This could be used to allow

judges to know how the tournament is being scored. It could also be useful

to explain what, if any, areas (i.e. Style, Content, Strategy) are being

neglected in judgements. This would not be designed to give feedback to

individual judges, but rather to make the entire pool aware of any issues,

which are relevant to all judges. It is very important, however, that this

briefing is structured in such a way as not to draw undue attention or focus

to any particular issue ​ as this could then lead to an over-weighting of

these criteria in later debates.

2.            continuous assessment

In recent years the tabbing system at WSDC has become quite sophisticated.

The ability of the CAP to collate all the data at the end of each day has

made it easier to spot where serious and inexplicable deviations are

occurring between judges on the same panels. This consequently aids the CAP

in discharging its burden of providing the best panels and weeding out

problem judges. Similarly, there is a requirement for them to use all

information available to them to ensure this.

Therefore the maintenance of a well ordered, and detailed tab is imperative.

This system of constant monitoring, however, can lead in a number of

difficult situations. Most notably, it is highly unlikely that all judges

will be used evenly. This can result in disappointment on the part of

Œunderused¹ judges, and it is up to the CAP to decide how this is dealt

with. 

One suggestion is that the CAP inform judges if they are no longer to be

used in the competition, and remind them that gathering further experience,

by continuing in the shadow judging programme will increase their experience

levels, and consequently their chances of getting to judge further in future

years. Moreover, it must be remembered that no judge is beyond such a

requirement. It is incumbent on the CAP to put the integrity of the

competition ahead of internal political concerns, and therefore any judge,

irrespective of prior experience, who is under performing, may have to

return to shadow judging.

When it comes down to the wire, and the CAP are required to identify who it

is that they want to judge in each round after the break they should focus

primarily on who the best performing/most qualified judges are. When these

become hard to separate out it can often come down to who has been

consistently good at the process of judging (i.e. Who has an unblemished

balloting record, who provides the best balance on panels, who has judged

what teams before?).

DEALING WITH COMPLAINTS

If we have a system of assessing and training judges, we should consider how

to deal with complaints.

The historical way is to ignore them. Judging is subjective.  A debate can¹t

be rejudged by people who weren¹t there.  Complaints are impossible to

resolve.  Therefore we shouldn¹t try.

In the heat of battle debaters can get very excited, and start to believe

passionately in the strength of their own arguments. A system of dispute

resolution might encourage teams to pursue pointless complaints where

everybody else except them thinks that they lost.

On the other hand, we do have rules.  What happens if they are broken by a

judge? 

Should we have some system available to deal with a judge who, for example,

awards a debate to the opposition because they successfully challenged the

definition for the first time in their reply speech?

On the whole the Working Group thinks there is merit in having a limited

right to make a complaint about a judge.  That right should be restricted to

a complaint that the judge has clearly infringed the rules of debate as set

out in the Rules and the Judging Guidelines.  It would not be acceptable to

have a complaint that the judges¹ decision did not assess the weight of the

arguments properly.  But it could be acceptable to have a complaint, for

example, that the judges failed to take account of the rules relating to the

challenging of a definition: when and in what circumstances it can happen.

A complaint is not something that should happen lightly.  It should be in

writing.  It should be signed by the coach or, if there is no coach, an

adult member of that country¹s delegation.  It should specify a breach of

the rules, not merely a complaint about the result.

A complaint should be heard by a small panel chosen in advance of the

championship.  The Working Group believed it was impractical for the panel

to be able to require a debate to be held again if it thought the complaint

was justified. But it could, for example, require a judge to have further

shadow judging experience before judging again, or make recommendations

about revising the rules and guidelines for judges.

This model of dealing with complaints is based in part on a system that has

been operating in Canberra for around 20 years in the local competitions

there.  In that time, with hundreds of teams taking part every year, there

are only one or two complaints a year, and only one has been upheld by

requiring the debate to be run again (on that occasion there was a major

error in the time given to the 1st proposition speaker, which in a close

debate had the potential to affect the result).  This experience suggested

to the Working Group that a complaints procedure was a small but useful

safety valve that was unlikely to disrupt the efficient working of the

championship.

Originally the Working Group was going to suggest that there be a separate

Complaints Panel to deal with complaints.  But it was suggested that this

would lead to a proliferation of elections at Council meetings.  Therefore

one suggestion is that complaints be heard by the Executive.  The Executive

ought to be a geographically diverse group of people with experience and

judgement.  They should be capable of resolving complaints, and should have

sufficient credibility with the competitors to make decisions that will be

accepted.

However, the Working Group accepts that there are good reasons to go back to

its original suggestion of a separate Complaints Panel elected by the

Council.  If the Council prefers this option, there is a practical question

of when it should be elected.  Electing it at the previous Council meeting

(ie at the Council meeting at the previous championship) might be

impractical because it might not be clear who would be attending the next

championship.  One possibility is to hold a very short Council meeting at

the start of a championship for the sole purpose of electing a Complaints

panel (and, perhaps, endorsing the CAP as well, for the same reasons).

The Working Group did not resolve these alternatives in order to make a

single recommendation.  While it believes there should be a complaints

process, the composition of the panel to hear complaints is something the

Council must decide.

ACCREDITATION

We have left the most difficult part of the report until last, because we

were unable to reach a consensus on this question.

Accreditation involves the testing of judges prior to their coming to a

championship.  Before a judge can attend, he or she would have to undergo a

test which was marked by a senior judge.  The idea would be both to try to

weed out the less competent judges, and to give recognition to those judges

who were judged to be competent.

Accreditation exists in a number of national competitions and at least one

international one (the Australasian Inter-Varsity Debating Championship,

which involves teams from Australia, New Zealand and South East Asia).  To

the knowledge of the Working Group it is used nationally in Australia and

South Africa, and regionally in most parts of Australia and South Africa and

also in one tournament in Michigan in the USA.  The Australasian IV model

has existed for around 10 years, the Australian national model since 1997,

and regional models in Queensland and the ACT in Australia have existed

since at least 1980.

Accreditation may well exist elsewhere, but this summary is enough to show

that accreditation is not a new idea in debating. There is a lot of

experience in its operation and potential problems.

Attached to this report are two papers from Australia and South Africa

setting out their national models.  There is considerable similarity between

them. 

At an international level an accreditation system might work like this,

based on the two models of which we know in some detail.

1.             Each year the Council would appoint several experienced

senior judges from around the world to be assessors for the system.

2.             The assessors would identify a small group of debates on

video or internet streaming to be used as test debates.

3.             The assessors would, between them, identify the major issues

in the debate from a judging perspective and a likely marksheet.

4.             A person who wished to judge at a world championship would

have to watch one of these debates and prepare a comprehensive written

adjudication with marksheet.  The candidate might also have to answer some

short written general questions.

5.             The person¹s adjudication, marksheet and answers would be

looked at by an assessor.  This part of the process would be anonymous: the

assessor would not know the identity, or even the country, of the person

they were assessing.

6.             If the person¹s adjudication was satisfactory, they would be

accredited to judge at Worlds.

The Australian experience suggests that a degree of flexibility in the

adjudication and marksheet is necessary.  It is not required, for example,

that a successful candidate reproduce the assessor¹s marksheet exactly.  But

the candidate¹s marksheet must reflect the candidate¹s assessment of the

debate.  

Depending on the debate, it might not be necessary for a successful

candidate to reach the same overall result as the assessors. A poor or close

debate could legitimately go either way.  The assessors look for a properly

reasoned adjudication that follows the Judging Guidelines.  Of course, some

debates have a clear winner.  A candidate who went the other way would have

to fail.

A system of accreditation such as this throws up some important questions.

First, can such a system actually detect good and bad judges?  The

Australian experience suggests it can.  Since 1997 a number of candidates

have failed.  More importantly, the standard of judging at the national

championship has, by universal agreement, improved dramatically.  Dissents,

for example, have dropped considerably, and those that occur are in debates

that are accepted as being very close.

However, Australia is a relatively homogenous country with a well developed

national style.  Could we have the same confidence in an international

system where judges came from many different debate backgrounds?

Second, who would be an assessor?  In the Australian system, it began with

one, grew to two, and now has four. The first assessor was Annette Whiley,

known to older participants in the championship as an experienced and

sensible judge. The current group includes Chris Erskine, Andrew Gormly and

Phil Senior, all known to this competition, and amongst the most senior

active judges in the national championship.

Obviously the Council would have to consider carefully who it appointed.

For reasons of practicality there would need to be several assessors, and

they should be geographically spread for both practical and political

reasons. But there are obviously some widely respected senior judges in this

competition who would attract reasonably universal support if appointed.

Third, is it practical?  This involves a number of important sub-issues.

In the Australian system a candidate has to pay a small fee to cover postage

of videos and adjudications.  This would have to occur internationally, too,

where the cost of postage would be more significant unless we were able to

use the internet.

The Working Group has some doubts that the international postal system is

sufficiently reliable to entrust videos and the like to it.  It is worth

noting, for example, that the International Baccalaureate does not entrust

exams and essays to the international postal system but uses international

couriers at considerable expense.  If we had to use an international courier

service such as DHL or FedEx, the cost would rise dramatically, which could

make it prohibitively expensive for some countries.

An important practical question is whether it would be sufficiently honest.

The Australian system relies heavily on the honesty of individual candidates

​ to watch the video alone, not wind it back to see a difficult speech

again, not to consult with others, not to pass on successful results to

other candidates.  Could this degree of honesty be guaranteed

internationally?

Another practical question is whether it involves too much work for both

candidates and assessors.  A typical championship needs well over 60 judges

these days to run the preliminary rounds.  Given the turnover of judges,

that suggests a considerable number of people would have to be accredited in

a short space of time.  One solution is to use a wider panel of assessors so

that the workload can be spread.  But even with that, in the first few years

it might prove to be difficult to institute completely.

At a more fundamental level, however, some members of the Working Group had

doubts that such a system was either needed or worthwhile.  If we accept a

certain level of subjective judging of debates, some would argue that it is

impossible to impose uniform results on judges in an assessment process.

There are some differences of emphasis and approach in different parts of

the world.  Could this be adequately reflected in the accreditation process?

And would we expect far too much from a single accreditation test: a good

judge might have a bad day and be knocked out, a bad judge might have a good

day and be accredited.

We should also note that accreditation is not the only way to train and

assess judges.  Much of what we have proposed earlier addresses the

underlying concern about the calibre of judges. The shadow judging system,

for example, involves an assessment by senior judges of the competence of

new judges. Might this be enough to deal with the perceived problems,

without requiring a more complex scheme such as accreditation?

The Working Group could not resolve these questions, and found itself after

a while repeating existing positions without resolution.  It can do no more,

therefore, than pose the question to the Council: do you want the next

Working Group to come up with an accreditation model for discussion and

approval in Calgary?

We attach the Australian and South African papers for you to look at.  From

them you might get a feel for the experience of these two countries, and the

possible benefits and problems of an international accreditation model.

CONCLUSION

This report has canvassed a broad range of issues to do with judging at

Worlds.  Judging at this championship has come a long way since its

inception in 1988. We have evolved a highly effective and unique debating

style, written down its major principles, established a strong system of

administering adjudication training and assessment, and acquired a large

body of well trained and respected judges who have done much to give the

championship credibility in the eyes of debaters.

The championship has reached the point where much of this work needs to be

set down in writing and developed further. We do not want to create a

rule-bound bureaucracy.  But we do believe there is a need to put judging on

a more formal basis, as to rules, training, assessment, complaints and

administration.  

We are not so naïve as to believe that if we do this, we will eliminate

dissenting adjudications or complaints. Judging will always have some

subjective element to it.  There will always be room for some legitimate

disagreement about a particular result.  The aim is not to impose complete

uniformity, but to keep disconformity within acceptable limits. If we do

this, we believe that there will be little scope for legitimate complaint by

any team about the way it has been judged at the World Schools Debating

Championship 

DRAFT CHANGES TO THE RULES

As noted at the beginning of the Report, we prepared a set of draft changes

to the Rules to try to implement some of the proposals contained in the

Report.

The draft begins by deleting the whole of rules 10-17 which currently deal

with adjudications.  Some of these rules (eg the reference to "celebrity

judges") are no longer necessary.  But the substance of what was there has

been kept in the proposed draft.

Not all of the proposals need to be set out in the rules.  For example, the

detail of the shadow judging system can continue to be set by the Chief

Adjudicator, perhaps using a set of criteria or guidelines endorsed by the

Council in due course.

What follows is therefore a combination of those elements of the previous

rules that need to be retained, together with those rules that would

implement the new system.  In several places we have incorporated rules that

assume a particular result from the Council's decision on our proposals

where there are alternatives - for example, the election of the CAP and the

inclusion of a separately elected Complaints Panel.  The draft does not

thereby imply that one alternative is preferred over another.  Rather, it

tries to set out one of the alternatives to show how the whole scheme might

look.  

The draft is not a model of legal drafting, and could benefit from

reworking.  Therefore we expect that what emerges from the end of the

Council's discussion might look a bit different from what is set out below.

AMENDMENTS TO THE RULES

Replace the whole of Rules 10-17 with the following:

10.          (a)    All championship debates shall be judged by an

odd-numbered panel of at least three judges;

             (b)    Judges shall not judge the team from their own country.

             (c)        A team coach shall not judge a debate.

             (d)        A judge shall not assist in the coaching of a team

at the championship

             (e)        A judge may judge the same team more than once,

provided that the judge does not judge that team a disproportionate number

of times.

11.          (a)    A debate is won by the team which has a majority of the

votes of the judges.

                   (b)    The cumulative judges marks or winning margins of

teams are not used to determine which team wins a debate.

12.             (a)    The marking standard, rules of debate, and principles

of judging, are set out in the Judging Schedule which is an annex to these

Rules.

                   (b)    The Judging Schedule is a part of these Rules and

may be amended in the same way that the Rules may be amended.

                   (c)     The Council may authorize guidelines and

instructional material for judges, consistent with the Judging Schedule and

the Rules. 

                   (d)    The host shall ensure that judges are familiar

with the Judging Schedule and any guidelines and instructional material

authorized by the Council.

(e)  All judges shall judge in accordance with the Judging Schedule and any

guidelines and instructional material authorized by the Council.

13.                   (1) Subject to this rule, to be eligible to judge at a

championship ("an eligible judge") a person must ​

(a)          be nominated by the organization or team of that person's

country which is the member of the Council for that country as set out in

rule 22, 

(b)          be experienced at judging the highest level of senior school or

university debates in that person¹s country and have judged such debates

regularly during the two years prior to the championship, and

(c)          not have been a debater at the previous championship,

(2) The Chief Adjudicator may accept a person to be an eligible judge at a

championship who meets the requirements of rule 13(1)(c) but who does not

meet the requirements of the rest of rule 13(1) if -

(a) that person has judged at a previous championship, and

(b) in the opinion of the Chief Adjudicator, the person is sufficiently

experienced and competent to be an eligible judge.

14.     The Chief Adjudicator may assess an eligible judge at any time

before or during a championship to determine that judge¹s ​

(a)          competence to judge, and

(b)          understanding of the Rules, the Judging Schedule, and any

guidelines and instructional material authorized by the Council,

and may at any time, as a result of that assessment, decide that that judge

should not judge any debates, or should not judge any further debates

without a further assessment.

15.             (a)       There shall be a Chief Adjudicator for each

championship.

                   (b)       The Convenor shall nominate the Chief

Adjudicator, and the Council shall confirm the nomination at its meeting

prior to the championship.

(c)          In accordance with the Rules, the Chief Adjudicator is

responsible for ​

1. determining the eligibility of judges,

2. training judges prior to the start of the championship,

3. assessing whether eligible judges are competent to judge debates,

4. assigning judges to debates,

5. recording results of debates,

6. determining the team rankings at the end of the preliminary rounds,

7. determining the draw for the octofinals, quarterfinals, semifinals and

final, and 

8. any other matter connected with the adjudication of debates at a

championship. 

16. (a)        Prior to the start of a championship the Chief Adjudicator

may nominate a panel of senior and experienced judges from different

countries to assist the Chief Adjudicator in his or her responsibilities;

(b)          A member of the Chief Adjudicator¹s panel may advise and assist

the Chief Adjudicator, but may not independently carry out any of the Chief

Adjudicator¹s responsibilities or exercise the Chief Adjudicator¹s powers.

17. (a) There shall be a Complaints Committee for a championship.

(b)  The Complaints Committee shall consist of the Chief Adjudicator, one

member nominated by the host, and 3 members elected by the Council at its

meeting immediately prior to the start of the championship.

(c)  The Chief Adjudicator shall chair the Complaints Committee.

(d)  A team may make a complaint to the Complaints Committee about a judge

in a debate in which it has debated.

(e)  A complaint must be in writing, and be signed by the coach of the team

or, if the team has no coach, an adult responsible for the team.

(f)    A complaint must be lodged with the Chief Adjudicator within 12 hours

of the debate.

(g)  A complaint must specify a clear breach of the Rules or the Judging

Schedule on the part of the judge.

(h)  The Complaints Committee shall consider a complaint, and may ​

(i)    dismiss the complaint,

(ii) uphold the complaint but take no further action,

(iii) uphold the complaint and direct the Chief Adjudicator to reassess the

judge under rule 14,

(iv) uphold the complaint and direct the Chief Adjudicator to remove the

judge from judging debates until the judge has been reassessed under rule

14.

(i)    The Complaints Committee may not alter the result of a debate even if

it has upheld a complaint about that debate.

(j)    The Complaints Committee may not uphold a complaint about a debate if

it decides that the true ground of complaint is a dissatisfaction with the

result rather than a clear breach of the Rules or the Judging Schedule.

MOTIONS WORKING GROUP REPORT

This is a brief report on the e-mail discussions of the Motions  Working

Group.  It summarises the main issues that the Working Group has discussed,

and the key perspectives advanced.  Where a consensus was reached, that is

noted.  However, on most major issues, the Working Group¹s work has been to

distil and refine opposing perspectives for later decision. These are set

out.

Types of Motions

Discussion on the type of motions set broadly focussed on the question of

specificity.  This emerged as two distinct issues.

First, the Working Group considered motions that are so broad that they

might reasonably be considered both true and untrue in different contexts.

These motions might be considered as Œvague generalisations¹ ​ distinct for

their lack of context or specific issue.  Examples include motions such as

³THIS HOUSE BELIEVES THAT THE PEN IS MIGHTIER THAN THE SWORD², or ³THIS

HOUSE BELIEVES THAT IT¹S NOT WHETHER YOU WIN OR LOSE BUT HOW YOU PLAY THE

GAME².  Two perspectives emerged on these motions.  At least one Working

Group Member considered that they raise fundamental issues worthy of debate,

so that teams who struggle to conceptualise and clarify the appropriate

scope of debate deserve to be penalised. Other Working Group Members felt

that these motions are so vague as to lack specific meaning, and therefore

should not be set.  A majority of Members seemed to hold this second

opinion.  However, this remains an issue to be resolved.

Second, the Working Group considered the distinction between Œprescriptive¹

and Œdescriptive¹ motions ​ where a Œprescriptive¹ motion is understood as a

motion calling for a policy action and a Œdescriptive¹ motion calls for some

kind of value judgment.  This issue was distinguished from the discussion

about Œvague generalisations¹, because many descriptive and prescriptive

motions do relate to a specific issue.  For example, ³THIS HOUSE BELIEVES

THAT THE UNITED NATIONS HAS FAILED² and ³THIS HOUSE WOULD REFORM THE UNITED

NATIONS² both relate to specific and identifiable issues ​ and, given a

clear unifying benchmark, cannot be simultaneously considered both true and

untrue.  The first is a descriptive motion, the second a prescriptive

motion.  

There was no controversy on the Working Group that prescriptive motions are

important and valuable.  The issue concerned descriptive motions.  Again,

two perspectives emerged.  Some Working Group Members argued that

descriptive motions generally make for poor debates, so that any descriptive

issue that is to be set (for example, whether the United Nations has failed)

should be framed as a policy prescription (whether the United Nations should

be reformed). The contrary perspective acknowledged that many descriptive

motions are so vague as to create confusion, over-generalisation and,

ultimately, poor debate (for example, ³THIS HOUSE BELIEVES THAT THE MEDIA IS

MORE POWERFUL THAN GOVERNMENT²). However, some Members felt that tightly

framed descriptive motions do have an important place alongside prescriptive

motions.  Those Members argued, broadly, that there is value in having

debates about specific issues (for example, the role of the UN) without

necessarily reducing those debates to policy prescriptions (UN reform).  It

is unclear what the majority of Working Group Members felt on this issue.

The issue remains to be resolved.

Finally, the Working Group discussed the geographical relevance of motions.

(This is an issue with relevance to the sensitivity of motions, which will

be outlined shortly.)  There was a general consensus that all motions should

be of international relevance and concern.  However, some Working Group

Members pointed out that this does not preclude region-specific issues ​ for

example, the issues of national treasures (in Peru) or AIDS drugs for the

developing world (in South Africa).

Setting of Motions

A number of questions arose concerning the process of setting motions.

Who should set motions?

Perhaps the most contentious issue discussed by the group was the issue of

who should set motions for future tournaments (namely, tournaments after

Stuttgart 2004).  While the responsibility has largely been left to the

Convenor, it was acknowledged that increasingly an informal group of

individuals was being put together to draft motions for tournaments.  It was

suggested, then, that this informal group be formalised for the future.  It

was generally agreed that this group should reflect the diverse backgrounds

and perspectives of tournament participants.

It was further agreed that this group, to be known as the Motions Setting

Working Group (MSC) include a representative from the forthcoming host

nation, and that this representative should advise the Working Group on any

social sensitivities or national issues that the Working Group should

consider in drafting motions for the event.  As well, while this group

should strive to include individuals of experience, it was felt that coaches

who will be coaching the teams that will debate the motions the MSC sets

should not participate.

How should motions account for sensitivities?

Quite apart from the question of who sets motions, the Working Group

considered the controversies of motions offending participants¹

sensitivities.  Such sensitivities were considered at a number of levels.

One level of discussion concerned motions specific to single countries and

their influence upon world affairs (for example, ³THIS HOUSE CONDEMNS THE

BOMBING OF IRAQ² ​ being a debate primarily about US foreign policy ​ or

³THIS HOUSE REGRETS THE INFLUENCE OF HOLLYWOOD² ​ being a debate about the

US film industry).  Initially, it was suggested that no team should be

required to argue against the actions or policies of their country¹s

government.  This perspective was not generally accepted ​ most Working

Group Members felt that the spirit of debate (and indeed the WSDC Charter)

would require teams to make such arguments from time to time.  It was

generally considered that many debates about the role of single countries

were valid issues of international concern (this was most prominently but

not exclusively relevant to the current role of the United States in world

affairs).  One Working Group Member suggested that the line of

inappropriateness would only be crossed if a motion assumed the truth of a

controversial normative perspective ​ for example, ³THIS HOUSE BELIEVES THAT

THE UNITED STATES SHOULD END ITS UNJUSTIFIED OCCUPATION OF IRAQ².

This issue ​ of sensitivity to national perspectives ​ largely evolved to a

discussion of the wording of motions, rather than their substantive content.

For example, it was suggested that the motion ³THIS HOUSE CONDEMNS THE

BOMBING OF IRAQ² should properly have been reworded to avoid the potentially

inflammatory word Œcondemns¹.  This abstract principle received general

Working Group support, with the proviso that any sensitivity to the wording

of the motion must not amount to a restriction on the substantive content of

the debate.  (The Working Group reached no decided perspective on the

specific example of the word Œcondemns¹.)

The Working Group also considered the general issue of Œnon-national¹

sensitivities ​ sensitivities arising on the basis of participants¹ possible

moral perspectives.  For example, it was noted that a motion about gay

adoption had previously caused some offence among some participants.  A

general consensus emerged that there should not be formal censorship of

motions.  However, it was also acknowledged that general appropriateness ​

including appropriateness to the context of the audience ​ was a valid

criterion to be considered when any motion is set.  It was also noted that

teams have a much longer time ​ and access to much wider resources ​ in

preparing for Œprepared¹ motions, as opposed to Œimpromptu¹ motions.  It was

suggested that this gave teams ample time to research and prepare arguments

that they may not otherwise have considered for motions about potentially

contentious moral issues.

How should objections to motions be handled?

The Working Group discussed in the abstract the procedures that should be

followed if a team object to a motion that had been set.  This procedural

issue was initially raised in an attempt to clarify discussions on the

substantive question of motions¹ content ​ it was suggested that the

consequences for refusing to debate a motion were highly relevant to the

latitude that motion setters could use.

The WSDC Charter requires that ³The team of any participating country may be

required to debate any issue.²  However, the Charter does not specify the

consequences of refusing to debate a particular issue.  It was suggested

that, if a team were sufficiently opposed debating a particular motion, it

may refuse to participate in that debate, and hence to forfeit that debate.

(This appears, at any rate, to be the effect of Rule 29(b).)  It was further

suggested that a team could forfeit and accept a loss for that debate,

without being ineligible for the Finals.  It was argued that this would

allow the WSDC greater scope in setting motions ​ the WSDC could set motions

according to its own subjective notions of appropriateness, without fearing

for Œexcluding¹ teams from the tournament on that basis.  A counter-argument

suggested that teams could use such a rule to forfeit strategically, though

this suggestion was disputed.

Some Working Group Members nonetheless considered that a motion could still

properly be changed in response to extreme circumstances, including a team¹s

safety (for example, if a team feared retribution in their own nation on the

basis of advancing a particular argument).  This argument suggested that

complains against motions be determined on a Œcase-by-case¹ basis.  The

counter-argument advanced was that this exception is not sufficiently clear

to be demarcated from the case of a team that is simply unhappy with the

motion set.

This issue remains to be decided, and may require a clarifying amendment to

the WSDC Rules.  At any rate, note in passing that Rule 9(c) in its current

form may be ambiguous.  It must surely be read as applying only to Rule

9(b).  However, if it is not read down as applying to Rule 9(b), it would

require an amendment to ensure that any team forfeiting in objection to a

motion does not Œreceive judges¹ for that debate.

Should certain motions be Œring-fenced¹ for the Finals debates?

This was not a particularly controversial issue.  There was no firm

consensus on whether specific motions should be set aside for the Finals

debates.  However, it was generally accepted that there is no problem with

setting aside certain motions if those setting the motions considered it

appropriate.

How can the secrecy of impromptu motions be maintained?

A general consensus was reached that the secrecy of impromptu motions can be

maintained if those setting the motions place each impromptu motion in an

opaque envelope.  The envelopes can be distributed to the teams ​ via

different venue coordinators, if necessary ​ at the last possible moment.

For example, if participants are leaving the tournament hotel to travel to

various venues, the Convenor (for example) could distribute envelopes to one

representative for each venue, at the last possible moment.  This

representative can then distribute the envelopes to the teams at the

appropriate time before the debate.

It is also possible to introduce a ³random² element to the impromptu

motions.  If the MSC sets more motions than are required, and these are

delivered in sealed envelopes to the Convenor, the Convenor then simply

selects an envelope at random for the next impromptu round, not knowing what

is in the envelope.  Under this suggestion, not only would the Convenor not

know what the next motion was, neither would the members of the MSC. Even if

there were only one impromptu round left, because there might be at least

two envelopes left (that is, more motions set than are required for the

impromptu rounds) it would not be possible for anybody to know exactly what

motion was going to be debated until the envelope was opened.

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE RULES

We propose inserting a new rule 9A to follow on from the rest of the rules

dealing with the Draw:

9A.  (1) There shall be a Motions Committee for a championship.

(2) The Motions Committee shall consist of -

(a) one member nominated by the host, and

(b) four members elected by the Council reflecting the geographic and

cultural diversity of the participants at the championship.

(3) A coach of a team at a championship is not eligible to be a member of

the Motions Committee for that championship.

(4) The Motions Committee shall select all motions for debate at the

championship.

(5) At least 5 weeks before the start of a championship, the Motions

Committee shall forward to the host the list of motions it has selected for

prepared debates including the Grand Final.

(6) The host shall forthwith notify all teams of the prepared motions for

debate.

(7) At least 1 day before the start of a championship the Motions Committee

shall give to the host a set of motions for the impromptu preliminary

rounds.

(8) That set of motions shall include at least one more motion than is

required for the preliminary rounds.

(9) The impromptu motions shall be contained in separate unmarked sealed

envelopes, and shall remain unopened during the championship until and

unless one is selected for use in an impromptu round in accordance with this

rule.   

(10) Immediately before the start of an impromptu round of debates, a

representative of the host shall randomly select one of the envelopes, and

the motion in that envelope will be the motion for that round.

(11) At least 1 day before the announcement of the draw for the octofinals,

quarterfinals and semifinals, the Motions Committee shall give to the host a

set of motions for those debates.

ANNEX ONE:  ADJUDICATOR ACCREDITATION IN AUSTRALIA

Chris Erskine
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BACKGROUND

Adjudicator accreditation in Australia began in the late 1970s in

Queensland.  

The Queensland system has remained virtually unchanged since then.

Adjudicators are graded at four levels.

Level One adjudicators are the new ones, usually first year university

students with some debating experience in school.  They are given a copy of

the Australian Debating Handbook (a copy is available on the Australian

Debating Federation website), and have to sit a test. The test consists of

both an adjudication of a debate and a short theoretical test.  If they

pass, they are eligible to adjudicate junior school debates.

Progress to Level Two and above requires a year¹s experience at the previous

level, plus a further test of similar kind to the one that you sit to become

a Level One. Basically, Level Twos can adjudicate more senior school

debates, Level Three adjudicators can do the top levels of Queensland school

competitions, and Level Fours are eligible to apply for national

accreditation to adjudicate at national championships.

The Queensland approach is probably the most rigorous in Australia.  It has

been adapted and applied pretty well across the country since then.  To give

an example, in Canberra there are only three levels, collapsing Levels

Two and Three together.  Progress beyond Level One is principally by

experience and having a senior adjudicator sit in on one of your

adjudications.  Being relatively small, we have more opportunity in Canberra

to decide less formally who the more competent adjudicators are who can

safely progress to higher levels.  But the principle of accreditation is the

same, including peer testing and review to progress to more senior levels.

NATIONAL ACCREDITATION

Despite the general requirement that only the more experienced adjudicators

judged at national championships, there was a feeling in the 1990s that we

were still getting some incompetent or dubious adjudicators at the national

level. So in the mid-1990s a national accreditation scheme was developed,

which was implemented about 1997.

The concept of the scheme has been virtually unchanged since then, though

certain details have changed.  The elements are:

Any person who wants to adjudicate at a future national championships must

be put forward by their state or territory organization as being suitably

experienced to apply for national accreditation.

That person applies to the Executive Officer (the ADF¹s equivalent of the

Secretary of the Worlds Executive), who allocates the candidate a reference

number.  

Only the candidate and the EO know the reference number.  This ensures

anonymity for the candidate, an essential part of the scheme.

The EO sends to the candidate a videotape of a debate and a short written

exam.  The debate is one of two or three chosen by the accreditation panel

(more below) for use as a test.  The questions in the exam are reasonably

basic: what is the role of a reply speech, for example, or how are POIs

marked, or what is the definitions rule at national championships?

The candidate watches the video and does a detailed written adjudication

plus marksheet.  They also complete the short written test. The whole thing

is sent to the EO.

If more than one person in a state is sitting the test, the local

organization usually arranges for the candidates to watch the video together

and complete their test paper under supervision.  Otherwise it is done by

the candidate at their own convenience.

The EO forwards a candidate¹s response to one of the accrediting panel,

using only the reference number so the panel member does not know who they

are accrediting.  The paper is usually sent electronically by email, though

occasionally we see a genuine handwritten test.

The panel member marks the test and awards it a pass or fail.  Usually

comments are made which are passed on by the EO to the candidate

(remembering that the panel member can¹t communicate with the candidate

because they don¹t know who the candidate is).  However, comments do not say

a great deal about the ³expected² result of the debate, lest the candidate

talk to other candidates and let slip what the panel is looking for.

In cases of doubt a panel member can ask for a second opinion.  This can

sometimes be as to a particular issue ​ in which case the second panel

member knows they are being asked for a second opinion ​ or it could be as

to the overall result, in which case the second panel member is simply sent

the test as if they were the original accreditor, not being aware that in

fact they are being asked for a second opinion.  Where the two accreditors

differ, they have to come up with a consensus, though to date this has never

been a problem.

Only persons who have passed accreditation may judge at national

championships.  We were thin on the ground for the first couple of years of

the accreditation system in having enough judges available, but now we have

a sufficiently large pool that it¹s not a problem.

Accreditation lasts 5 years, whereupon the person must apply for

re-accreditation as before.

If you fail accreditation, you may re-apply the following year.  In

exceptional circumstances we have allowed borderline cases to submit another

test, but the usual rule is that if you fail, you¹re not able to reapply for

that year.

WHO DOES THE ACCREDITING?

In its original form, the scheme was run by a single accrediting

adjudicator.  The ADF annual council meeting elected the accrediting

adjudicator, who was elected for three years. For the first three years of

the scheme, Annette Whiley was the sole accrediting judge.  She was elected

in the light of her considerable judging experience both nationally and at

Worlds, and in view of the enormous respect in which she was held by all

states.  

She stepped down at the end of that period, and I was elected in her place.

The following year we expanded the accreditation to a duumvirate to spread

the workload, as applications for re-accreditation were looming and we

expected to have to assess a fair number of candidates.  Andrew Gormly was

elected to join me, and we set the tests between us and consulted on our

expectations of candidates.

This year,  we have expanded to a quartet, with Andrew and I being joined by

Philip Senior and Todd Golding.  Todd is probably the most senior judge in

Australia after me at the moment, and Philip has extensive experience at

different levels of competition as well. We are in the process of finding

new tapes for next year¹s accreditation process and working out what to ask

of candidates.

So far the system has worked because the ADF has been sensible enough to

appoint people who are respected as experienced judges (modesty aside,

that¹s a fair statement). If the ADF were stupid enough to appoint someone

for political reasons, the system could well collapse for lack of

credibility.  That¹s the risk you take with such a scheme, but there¹s no

alternative that we can see: at some point you have to trust the collective

wisdom to appoint suitable people.

WHAT DO WE EXPECT OF CANDIDATES?

Initially there was a belief (probably naïve) that there was a single

³right² result for every debate. If you got the right result for the right

reasons, the expectation was that you would pass.  If you got the wrong

result, for whatever reasons, the expectation was that you would fail.

Annette Whiley rapidly realised that this was naïve and impractical.  In the

first few years of the scheme she passed people who had given results that

were different from hers in the test debates, because it was clear that they

knew what they were talking about and presented cogent reasons why the other

team won the debate.

This, of course, depended on the particular debate being used.  When I took

over, we began using a debate where although it was reasonably close, there

was unquestionably a right result.   It was a tape of a debate from a

previous national championship in which one team clearly had a small edge

all the way through the debate in every aspect of the debate, an edge which

widened at third. There was a consensus among senior judges that one team

had won, and that the other team could not have won.

In marking the responses of candidates, I was in a position where I could

automatically fail anybody who gave the wrong result.  I could do this

because the result reflected in the candidate¹s reasons an inability to

understand what had happened at various stages of the debate ​ for example,

the widening of the gap at third, and so forth.  But I did not automatically

pass anybody who gave the right result, because it was their reasoning

process that mattered, not whether they had got the right result by luck or

tossing a coin.

After two years of using that tape we moved to a new one, a debate taped

especially for the occasion by university debaters in Adelaide.  This debate

was pretty poor as debates go.  The issues in the debate were murky, with

good points smothered in nonsense on both sides, an inability to spot key

issues throughout the debate, and to cap it all off, a sparkling performance

from 3rd negative that would have won the debate for the negative had it

been delivered at 1st neg instead.  It was full of new material and

historical revisionism about what the negative case should have been.  It

was absolutely fascinating to see how many candidates were sucked in by this

speech and gave it high praise without realising its obvious flaws.

Andrew and I thought that the likely result in this debate was a win to the

affirmative. However, I failed several candidates who gave it to the

affirmative for untenable reasons, and I passed several who gave it to the

negative for tenable reasons.  In other words, somebody who gave it to the

negative while acknowledging the serious flaws in both sides and showing

rationally how they had weighed up some very difficult issues would be

pretty impressive, whereas somebody who gave it to the affirmative for

reasons that bore little relationship to what had actually happened would be

quite unimpressive.

I am not sure what is the better way to go with a test debate.  Having one

that was close but clear made it a bit easier to spot the seriously bad

adjudicators.  On the other hand, any adjudicator with half a brain should

have realised who had won, and there was a suspicion that it might not have

tested people¹s judging skills as well as a poor debate would have.  On the

other hand, a debate that was murky proved more difficult to assess, because

there was much less consensus about how exactly various issues in the debate

should be weighed in judging it.  Andrew and I consulted on perhaps 20% of

candidates who used the murky debate tape, whereas consultation was

virtually unnecessary for the previous one where the result was close but

clear.

WHAT IS THE RESULT OF ACCREDITATION?

Nobody has done a definitive study of the standard of adjudication pre- and

post-accreditation. We do know that some judges

decided to retire at the start of accreditation, rather than risk the

embarrassment of failing the accreditation test. That result, by itself, not

only reduced the number of dissenting and odd decisions at national

championships, but almost immediately justified the effort put into

accreditation.

For the next few years, however, there was a bit of uncertainty whether the

standard of adjudication had gone up as much as had been hoped.  There were

still dissenting decisions, and still the occasional controversial decision.

For the last two years I have informally canvassed judges, coaches and

debaters at the national championship to see how they feel.  Last year

(2002) there was one slightly controversial result.  This year (2003) there

was a remarkable consensus that the standard of adjudication had improved

dramatically.  There were no controversial results, and there were almost no

dissents.  Perhaps the most striking illustration was the grand final, which

used a panel of 7 judges.  The result was unanimous, by much the same

margins, and for all the same reasons when we came to discuss it outside.

When you looked at the marksheets it was also obvious that all 7 judges had

seen the same debate, and had assessed it in very similar ways in view of

the marks awarded to all speakers.  While the marksheets did not have

identical numbers, the relative positions of the speakers and the trends

shown by the marks were all the same.

The current feeling is that the standard of adjudication at national

championships has improved considerably since accreditation started.  We

have not eliminated either dissents or controversies, but they are far fewer

than before.  

There have been two other important spin-offs, though, that should be

considered carefully. First, while some individual results might have

occasionally been controversial, we have virtually eliminated all

complaining about individual judges being always incompetent or always

biased.  In other words, all adjudicators at nationals are now recognised as

having a considerable degree of competence and ability, recognised through

their accreditation. Accreditation has given adjudicators substantially

increased respect from debaters and coaches.

Second, it has been enormously useful for the smallest and weakest of our

members, the Northern Territory (the Northern Territory is the home of

crocodiles and Ayer¹s Rock/Uluru, and its capital is Darwin for those of you

who are geographically challenged).  The NT has a very small population, it

is very isolated (Darwin is closer to Singapore than to Sydney), and it has

little experience of debating to draw on.  Its position in this respect is

very similar to newer and smaller members of the Worlds community.

The NT has been coming to Nationals since the early 1980s.  Last year, for

the first time ever, it managed to get a judge accredited through the

national scheme.  This year, the NT got another judge accredited and, for

the first time, an NT judge joined the judging panel for the grand final.

This would have been next to impossible without accreditation.  The NT could

never have satisfied people that one of its local judges was either

competent or experienced to judge at nationals based only on his or her

experience in Darwin.  But through accreditation, the NT judges were able to

demonstrate a capability to judge at the highest levels, and ultimately to

be recognised as suitable to judge the grand final.  It gave NT judges

confidence in their ability, it gave them respect at Nationals, and it

marked an important affirmation for the NT organization in developing

debating in its region.

In the Worlds discussion of accreditation, we focus on the effect of

accreditation in weeding out less competent judges.  The Australian

experience suggests that the affirmation of accredited judges, and the

ability of inexperienced countries to produce acceptably-accredited judges,

is nearly as important in the long run.

In the Worlds environment, I believe that both these spinoffs are highly

significant. Many countries ​ and individuals from those countries ​ wonder

if their judges are really able to judge at the international level.  Some

clearly aren¹t.  But some clearly are.  From time to time we have been able

to recognise them quickly as the rounds progress ​ Sebastian Percival is one

good example, Ria from Indonesia is another. But how many others do we not

see, or are we unsure of?  What credibility do some of these judges carry if

all they can point to is experience of debating in a country where debating

is still in a fledgling state?  Accreditation would give judges from a

number of countries credibility and respect in the eyes of all competitors,

and give them the self confidence to trust their own judgement and ability.
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