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A:  Introduction

This document is meant to evolve.  It’s a first stab at writing down many of the practices that have developed, either ad hoc or by Council decision, as the World Schools Debating Championships have grown in recent years.  In particular since 1999 we have seen an increasing need to separate the duties of Chief Adjudicator (CA) and Convenor – and their teams - as the scope of the Championships now requires dedicated event management.  I’d like to start by thanking Dan Neidle, Jim Dutcher, Andrew Stockley, Vernie Oliveiro, Daphnie Drassinower and Asher Weill for their work in defining the CA’s position – but of course also Chris Erskine, Elizabeth Virgo and all those who combined these duties with convening in the past.

It’s meant to evolve through constant addition, correction, update and in particular the catalogue of differing opinions and suggestions.  The intention is to put it online with facility to add comments underneath each section, so that a body of experience can be handed on and future Chief Adjudicators will benefit from a wealth of options.

To that end, it’s also intended to be non-prescriptive record.  With the exception of the definitions of the Chief Adjudication Panel which have been codified in the rules, nothing is set in stone and future CAs may find their own way of doing things.  But hopefully with a record of the issues and decisions of the past they can avoid re-inventing the wheel and making the same mistakes that we did.

We should therefore attempt to distinguish between areas of fact and areas of opinion – or rather things that are Just Right and Must Be Done, and things that may be common practice but aren’t necessarily unanimously agreed upon.
B:  History

Up to and including 1998, the Convenor was generally the CA as well.  Some earlier tournaments (London in ‘92 and Cardiff in ‘95 spring to mind) did have separate CAs, but their role was largely in organising local judges, and the Convenor still played a full part in most of the areas that fall to the CA today.

The rapid growth of the tournament from 1997 (17 countries) to 1998 (25 countries) and 1999 (31 countries) threw some issues into the spotlight – namely that there was far more work for a Convenor to do, with managing accommodation, travel, schools and events for so many participants, and also far more work to be done on the debate side – selecting adjudication panels, tabulating results, and dealing with complaints and queries.
In 1999 therefore England appointed Dan Neidle and Thomas Dixon as CA and Deputy Chief Adjudicator (DCA), and delegated responsibility for the ‘debating side’ of the tournament to them.   In both 1999 and 2000 the Convenor was still actively involved in decisions about motions, judges and so on, but was able to concentrate more fully on event management.

In 2001 the distinction became more marked when I acted as the first ‘international’ CA, while working with two South African DCAs (Estelle Dehon and Ndanga Kamau).  The success of the 2001 tournament was largely due to the energy and commitment of the team of South African students who concentrated on event management, leaving the three of us largely unmonitored to conduct the (by comparison) minor tasks of running the debating competition.

This model was developed in 2002 when Andrew Stockley served as an international CA in Singapore, with Vernie Oliveiro as Co-CA.  In both 2001 and 2002 the pairing of international and national organisers worked well because inevitable there are two pools of judges to manage – the international ones, with many familiar faces, and a group of local judges who may be unknown to an international CA.

In 2003 I stood in for Sebastian Percival as he had to pull out of attending the tournament in Peru at a late stage – this time paired off with Daphnie Drassinower as Co-CA.  Sebastian had already assembled an e-mail group of advisors which included Daragh Grant and Ian MacMullen.  Daphnie and I considered that the work for the CAs had grown to the extent that more hands would be a good thing, and so the CA became the ‘CA’s Team’, including the four of us and dividing responsibilities fairly equally.
2003 threw many issues into relief, not least that all four of us were pretty much busy with administration, discussion and decision-making for every second of the tournament.  As more and more practices became common, and more and more communication and quality assurance became expected by the WSDC community, there was simply lots more to do than ever before.  These issues were considered by the (new) Executive Adjudication Group, which recommended the formation of a Chief Adjudication Panel (CAP), which would combine international experience and local understanding, and provide the personnel to cover all of the tasks.

Although the CAP was only formally recognised by the Council at the end of the 2004 tournament, the first ad hoc CAP was chaired by Asher Weill (2004 CA) and included James Probert, Claire Ryan, Cameron Wyllie, Sue Wenzlaff and myself.  
2004 was the first year to benefit from vigorous discussion and recommendations from the first two terms of the Executive Adjudication Group, and thanks also go to all those who participated.
outline of chief adjudication duties

I first wrote:  I’m hoping to err on the side of brevity to try and get this first draft completed.  I’m sure it will grow much larger before very long as others contribute!

Then I started writing and brevity went out the window…
C:  before the tournament

(1)  personnel > selecting the Chief Adjudicator and CAP

New rules codifying the CA and CAP were voted in by the World Council in 2004.  Note Rule 15 which can be found here:

http://www.schoolsdebate.com/rules.asp

In summary, a Chief Adjudicator must be nominated by the host country of a tournament at the World Council meeting the previous year, and ratified by the Council.  (Should a replacement need to be made between that meeting and the tournament itself, the replacement must be ratified by the Executive Committee.)

Why ratified?  For two reasons:  (a) to act as a check and balance in the unlikely event that a host country wanted to appoint someone totally inexperienced or partial – as the international community expects the debating side of the World Championships to meet a high standard of administration;  and (b), more importantly, because the ratification by the Council gives the CA a mandate to conduct his or her duties.  Some of those duties involve making tough decisions which aren’t always popular (plenty more of this anon), but ultimately which we must trust a CA to make to the best of their ability.  A vote of support in advance from the Council underlines this trust.
Local or international?  The CA should clearly be someone with experience of several WSDC competitions, and held in high regard by the community.  At the same time, we hope that any member country will consider hosting the competition even if it does not necessarily have strength in depth of experienced personnel.  Some host countries may therefore have good candidates for their own CA, others may not and may benefit from an outside appointment.  Either is fine.  A good working relationship between CA and Convenor is also a benefit.

The Chief Adjudication Panel (see Rule 16) is nominated (or appointed) by the CA prior to the start of the tournament, and should include a number of experienced personnel from around the world.  Their role is to assist the CA in carrying out their duties, but with ultimate right of veto left to the CA – who has the mandate of the Council.
World Universities has an ad hoc model of one local CA supported by two or more international DCAs, and usually makes sure that Australasia, North American and the British Isles are represented in that panel.  We have many experienced people from many different parts of the world at WSDC, and don’t really think of regional blocs;  but common sense will dictate that different backgrounds and experience of different formats of debate will be helpful.

The CAP may also of course include one or two members from the host country, who aren’t necessarily experienced in WSDC terms but have good knowledge of local judges or local debating issues.

Another thing to consider is the exact range of tasks tackled by the CAP, and whether its members have the particular aptitude to cover them.  For example, someone might take primary responsibility for running the tab, someone else for organising the judges’ training and so on.
Trevor’s Personal Comment:  The issues here are sharing experience and international insight – obviously a good thing – but also one of perception by the WSDC community.  In 2003 the CA’s team was criticised as being ‘cliquey’ – when in fact it involved more people, from more countries, in the decision-making process than had ever happened before, and was a deliberate attempt to move away from the autocracy of a single Chief Adjudicator.  But perception is a problem in itself.  The response to form a CAP in 2004 with even more people from a wider geographical spread seemed to work well.  Even if, ultimately, the CA is going to make the final call on an issue, then the community can be reassured that a number of different views have been aired in the prior discussion.
2:  personnel > the motion-setting committee

The Motions Committee was also codified by the 2004 Council Meeting, and is defined in Rule 17 at:

www.SchoolsDebate.com/rules.asp
Recent years had seen different variations on a theme:  ad hoc panels were formed involving various international people, who discussed motions by e-mail prior to their announcement by the Convenor.  In 2001 about seven different countries were represented and vigorous discussion led to some fairly popular motions.  In 2003 five people set motions which were sometimes thought to failed to have considered every country’s viewpoint.  In 2004 a large number of people were asked to comment on a list of suggested topics, although without further discussion and ultimately the Convenor took sole responsibility for motion-setting.

The new rules about the Motion Committee attempt to add consistency and reassure the WSDC community that a high standard of motions, suitable for all teams, will be set.  The Committee will include two members nominated by the host country (who may include the Convenor and/or CA) and five members elected by the council (presumably by e-mail ballot, with candidates nominated by the Convenor, no later than four months prior to the competition).

It’s expected that the two host members will be experienced in local debate and will understand which motions are appropriate, and which not so, for debate in the host country.

The benefits and intentions of the Motions Committee are clear.  Firstly, motion-setting should be complete prior to the tournament – there is no need to leave any part of the process to the tournament itself.  (Consequently, motion-setters don’t necessarily need to be at the tournament, or indeed have attended recently – although the majority should be).  Secondly, the Committee can take group responsibility for the motions, and give the CA one less headache to worry about.

Trevor:  There has been some debate about who should set motions in the past.  On the one hand, motions are a debating matter, and fall naturally on the side of the CA’s duties as they have evolved.  On the other hand, some Convenors like to be involved and to get the ‘intellectual satisfaction’ of setting topics.  My personal suggestion would be that the CA chairs the Committee, as the person in charge of debating matters, but that the Convenor is included if they wish.  Also motions should be decided by consensus, so that all members of the Committee are happy with the output.  It isn’t intended to be merely a consultative exercise, as the community wants to be reassured that a number of independent expectations are satisfied.


3:  personnel > working with the convenor

The Chief Adjudicator is advised to arrive in the host country, if they live abroad, a few days early, in order to meet local judges, the rest of the organising committee, and perhaps run training workshops for chairpeople and timekeepers.

Prior to that, they should develop a regular e-mail dialogue with the convenor, and familiarise themselves with all of the organisational issues – as many areas overlap when it comes to scheduling debates at schools, transporting judges around, planning the timetable for adjudicator briefings and so on.  If the CA is responsible for ‘debating matters’, they should be able to sign off on the Convenor’s timetable in particular.

They should also remind the Convenor of logistical needs for debates and judges – calculators, equipment for the training day, ballot production, distribution and collection and so on.  This is detailed below but requires the CA to be involved in an early stage of discussion.

It’s entirely up to the host country, but a Convenor may decide to include travel or other expenses for the CA in the tournament budget.

4:  pre-tournament > setting the motions
The new Executive Motions Group will consider this area in greater detail, but here are a few thoughts from previous years.

Some earlier tournaments set just two prepared motions, and teams debated both sides – i.e. as Proposition in one debate and then as Opposition in another round.  This was intended to counter potential lopsidedness of motions, but also meant that arguments were borrowed from other teams for future debates.

The current practice is to choose four separate topics for the preliminary rounds, which are hopefully evenly balanced.  Another topic is selected for the Grand Final (which may have some element of local interest or be ‘media-friendly’), and eight impromptu topics (for the other preliminary rounds, three break rounds, and the possible ‘Round Zero’ or ‘bye round’).

The prepared motions must be released to the world at least eight weeks prior to the competition (Rule 17).  Make sure when they are released that teams understand that they may only debate three of them, if a Round Zero is scheduled (see below).  Likewise sides for debates may not be released up until the last moment.
Motions are usually phrased in the British parliamentary format, e.g. “This House believes that…” or “This House would…”.  But there is no rule against phrasing them in the terminology of the host country (e.g. “Be it resolved that…”).

5:  pre-tournament > the timetable

Debates per day  Some previous tournaments had three debates on one day.  This is manageable but tiring for speakers, and generally recent years have seen two debates per day.

The Sabbath  Observers of the Sabbath are unable to write (and therefore effectively to debate) or travel other than on foot between sunset on Friday and sunset on Saturday.  In practice this usually means that Israel should not be scheduled to debate on Saturday;  nor should there be a break round scheduled then.  A common timetable puts the Grand Final on Saturday evening, after sunset, with no other debates that day, and either has Israel sitting out on the previous Saturday (which can work if they are involved in a Round Zero) or else a rest day then.
Rest day  A welcome component in what are generally exhausting events.  Most tournaments have had a day off from debating to allow tours and relaxation.  It makes sense for thisn’t to be too early – debaters don’t need a rest after their first two debates – after Round Six might be an appropriate day to allow everyone to recharge before the last two prelims.

Daily timetable  There’s a lot to fit in, and Convenors have to organise their timetables as they see fit – and especially around the timetables of schools hosting debates.  But the needs of debaters should be factored in – starting a debate too early in the morning, or bringing them back to the hotel too late at night should be avoided where possible.  A model might be a wake-up call at 7am, with breakfast from 7.30am to 8.30am and departing from the hotel at 9.

Prepared debates and impromptus  Experience shows that, when there is preparation to do, it fills all the available time;  and coaches are likely to have their teams up late at night preparing or even (unfortunately) pull them out of social events in order to study.

The solution is simple – get the prepared debates out of the way as soon as possible.  Again school timetables may require a mix of prepared and impromptu debates, but ideally the 4 prepared debates would come first, or perhaps within the first 5 or 6 rounds.  This (a) allows inexperienced speakers to find their feet with material they have prepared in advance, and (b) means that the debaters have less to worry about as the tournament progresses and are more able to mix with each other and sleep.
5:  pre-tournament > the draw

Seeded draws  At the Council Meeting in 2003, the Executive was asked to look into “formalising the draw for each year’s championships”.  Well, here’s the first look.  (Note also that the Council Meeting in 2001 considered formalising the system, and decided that “a fixed system was not appropriate”.)
The accepted practice since 1999 (excluding 2000) is as follows:  teams are ranked according to their performance in the previous three years (and the number of competitions they attended).  New countries are given a rating of ‘zero’, ignoring any subjective impression of their debating experience.  The teams are then divided into four groups, A, B, C and D, where D’s might be largely new countries.  (In 2001, the only year so far to have had 32 countries, the numbers divided rather nicely.)

A draw is then created that gives (Rule 6(b)) “approximately equal and fair sets of opponents for all teams”.  Ideally each team would meet two opponents from the A group, two from the B and so on.  This isn’t always possible, but no team should have any more than 3 from any one group, and no more than 5 from the top half of the draw and so on.

The ranking is updated by outgoing CAs and handed on to next year’s CA, although we should probably add a copy to this section of the website.

Once this allocation of opponents is done, at least two people should independently go through each draw manually and consider whether it seems unreasonably difficult or easy.
Ad hoc spreadsheets have been created in the past which easily evaluate the ‘weight’ of each draw, i.e. listing each team as a 2-2-2-2, 3-1-2-2 and so on.  We might consider standardising a spreadsheet like this and passing it on to future CAs.

Round Zero / Bye Round  If there are an uneven number of teams at the competition – which may not be known until the last minute if a team drops out – then an extra round needs to be held, commonly known as “Round Zero” or a “Bye Round”.  

Trevor:  Personally I favour “Round Zero” – a bye round is commonly one where a team is fast-tracked to the next stage of a knock-out competition, due to lack of opponents, which isn’t the same thing.
With uneven teams, one team will be sitting out of each main preliminary round.  Those eight teams are then paired off against each other in a separate round, held in a gap in the timetable.  Round Zero will have a new impromptu motion.

Vetoing opponents?  Some years have seen teams express unhappiness at being asked to debate certain other teams, for example should their two countries not recognise each other, or are currently at war, etc.
This is clearly a sensitive issue and we’re understanding of the pressure that may be brought to bear on a team by their government or public.  (In practice the individuals themselves aren’t usually the instigators of such a preference).

However, the WSDC charter demands that any participating team is prepared to debate any other participating team.  So Kuwait and Pakistan, for example, must be prepared to debate Israel if the draw (or the break) says that they should.  A CA making the draw should not make any allowances to avoid such a pairing.  Teams are fully aware of the commitment they have made to the Charter before they attend.
That said, there may be areas we as organisers can help defuse the situation:  for example in one recent year when Kuwait was paired with Israel in a round, we agreed not to publish the pairing on the World Schools website (although naturally the draw was published via the WSDC mailing list).  In small instances like this we have flexibility to minimise any unwelcome impact in home countries.
Props & Opps  Once the opponents are determined (i.e. the first draft), teams should be allocated to debates so that, where possible, they are Prop for two prepared motions, Opp for two prepared motions, Prop for two impromptus and Opp for two impromptus.  Again this may not always be mathematically possible, but no team should be in Proposition for all its prepared debates and Opposition for all its impromptus;  neither should any team propose in more than five preliminary rounds.
Sides for the impromptu preliminary rounds are set in advance.  They used to be determined by coin toss, but it’s impossible to ensure a balance of Props and Opps that way.  By setting balanced motions, no teams should worry that they are forced onto an unfair side of the motion.

Schools The final factor to consider is how the debates are organised at schools and which teams can physically debate against others.  A common model for a day’s debating is that four or six teams are sent to a school and paired off in the morning;  in the afternoon, a team debates against another team that was already at that school.  The CA therefore needs to know how the debates will be divided amongst schools.

It may be possible to transfer a team to another school between rounds, by taxi or other means, but generally a draw should aim to get them in the right place for the day.
Some days make the draw easier, for example if all teams are at the same venue for an entire day.  This allows flexible re-pairing and may be the best way to make the draw balance.

How do you do it?  Usually by hand!  The easiest method is just to sit down, pair off the teams until all the above criteria are largely, and then keep adjusting and correcting until the criteria are totally met.

There have been spreadsheets written which can automatically produce the draw and we’d welcome feedback from those with experience.

After it’s done  Check, check and check again.  A spreadsheet can evaluate easily the difficulty of opponents and numbers of Props & Opps.  A manual check can ensure that all the teams are in the right place at the right time.  

When to release the draw  Think it’s all done?  Not so fast.  Unfortunately, teams can pull out, sometimes up until the last moment.  (Or indeed only confirm their attendance at a late stage once funding is confirmed).   If this were to result in an uneven number of teams, then a Round Zero would have to be scheduled with little notice.

Given that the motions must be released eight weeks in advance, it may be impossible to have a definite idea of the countries attending at that point and therefore impossible to determine Propositions & Oppositions for debates.

So when should the sides be released?  In some years they have only been published when the teams arrive at the tournament.  This is unpopular, as they have to be prepared to debate both sides, but sometimes necessary if – as for example happened in South Africa – it was impossible for some African teams to confirm their attendance until the last moment.  Rule 9 (www.SchoolsDebate.com/rules.asp) dictates that “if a team withdraws after the draw has been sent to the teams, the host may make a new draw only if (a) to do so would not alter the sides or topics for any team or (b) if all teams affected by the new draw agree”.  This is a big restriction on the host, and may lead them to publish the draw at the last moment.
In Israel in 1998 a team pulled out at the last moment and, rather than re-arrange all the schools, a dummy “Israel B” team was put up to fill their place and ensure the debates went ahead.  Generally however the use of Round Zero is preferred as all debates are competitive.
If however a host is entirely confident that all its teams will attend – registration fees have been paid, visas acquired and travel confirmed – then a CA may be directed to release the sides as early as possible, to allow teams to concentrate on their particular sides.

5:  pre-tournament > inviting international adjudicators
Not enough judges  We’ll deal below with the problem of having too many judges, and the right balance between local and international adjudicators.  But it’s best to start off assuming you’ll have too few, and encourage a lot of judges to come – or at least to apply to come.

The Convenor may or may not be someone with good contacts in the international debating world, who is a member of various mailing lists.  At any rate, it’s helpful for CAs to shoulder some of the burden of encouraging judges to apply.  E-mails sent out to various debate mailing lists, explaining the competition, the registration fees, and the eligibility criteria for judges, are helpful.

The CA may volunteer to answer any questions offered by prospective judges, and should also encourage them to get familiar with the Rules, Notes for Adjudicators and Definition Guidelines available at www.SchoolsDebate.com.

It’s a good idea to get an early idea of numbers of judges, to know if an impending crisis is developing.  As a general rule, if every judges was experienced and trustworthy at WSDC level, it’s a good idea to have about 5 or so spare per round – so 50-55 for a 32 team tournament.  Given that many judges are new or perhaps unreliable, the number should invariably be higher – maybe 60 or 70.
Consideration should be given to how many local judges are available.  A country like Australia will have a vast pool of teachers, university students and others experienced in a debate format similar to WSDC.  Other countries may have no more than one or two judges experienced in a similar format.  In the latter case, the CA should pay particular attention to encouraging international judges.
Too many judges  This has been an increasing problem in recent years.  Too many judges at the competition invariably means that many aren’t qualified, and so are hardly used;  the total numbers are difficult to manage;  and experienced judges feel excluded because they are given too many rounds off.

The Adjudication Group is looking at methods of enforcing or tightening our eligibility criteria and more will be added here in the future.  In the meantime, however, the CA and Convenor should pay joint attention to those applying to be judges, and decide whether to accept them or not.

Why?  Because traditionally debaters, coaches and judges pay a reduced registration fee – i.e. the Convenor subsidises each of them in terms of accommodation, local transport and food – so each extra person costs the Convenor a certain amount of money.  Observers traditionally pay the full fee, so that the Convenor doesn’t make a loss.

This has been exploited in the past where people have applied to be judges in order to secure the lower registration fee, but aren’t particularly qualified to judge or may not even want to judge.  In some instances adjudicators have asked not to adjudicate on arrival at the tournament, once their registration fee is taken care of.
Accreditation of judges is a complicated area which needs attention, but in the meantime the CA and Convenor must see eye to eye – the CA shouldn’t be accepting lots of unqualified judges, when the Convenor has to pay for them.  Until more guidance is given from the Adjudication Group, it’s up to the CA how to handle this, and he or she may decide to enforce an adjudicator cap.

Things to consider:  it’s good to have a geographic spread and to allow new countries the chance to send judges who can gain experience at WSDC.  On the other hand, WSDC is the World Championships, not a training workshop, and the key aim is to ensure consistency in adjudication.  A CA may want to accept 10 judges from Scotland if they all have top-class judging pedigrees, but has to consider the perception of lopsidedness and the fact that they all come with one particular perspective on debating.

The balance  A section below will deal with picking specific panels, but a word while you’re still whipping up interest.  WSDC is an international competition and part of the excitement comes not only through the heats between international teams, but also because they’re adjudicated by three people from completely different parts of the world.  School audiences tend to enjoy adjudications by foreign adjudicators and the introduction of the cosmopolitan panel.  But for a school audience from England who hears an adjudication by an English judge, having perhaps watched a debate between Scotland and Wales, there will be no international flavour.

It’s certainly a bonus if WSDC is hosted in a country with a large pool of trained judges, as it means you have more options at your fingertips.  But generally speaking, judges in the host country should see themselves as ‘substitutes’, who might only judge a few rounds – especially as the international judges have travelled far and paid much to be there.  As always it’s your decision as CA, but something you should consider when recruiting judges before the tournament – the emphasis should be on an international spread rather than on whipping up judges from the host country – unless necessary.
6:  pre-tournament > communicating with teams

It’s a good idea for the CA to establish a relationship with teams prior to the tournament, to ensure they arrive fully briefed and happy.  The Convenor traditionally issues regular newsletters, but a CA may also send a few e-mails to the mailing list.  Things that might be included are:

· Encouragement to read the Rules, Notes for Adjudicators and Definitions Guidelines;  with an offer to assist by e-mail if they have questions.


· Introduction of the members of the CAP.


· Explanation of any contentious issues and reminders of decisions taken at the last Council Meeting.


· If a dress code is to be enforced, then judges must be given advance warning, so that they know what to bring.


· If the Convenor isn’t providing calculators for judges, they should be encouraged to bring their own.


7:  pre-tournament > preparing materials for adjudicators

As well as confirming the design of the ballots for the Convenor, a CA should also let them know requirements for printed materials for adjudicators.  These include hard copies of the marking standard, the Rules, Notes for Adjudicators and Definition Guidelines (the last of these are frequently forgotten).

The CA should also solicit tapes or VCDs of previous tournament debates, for use in the adjudicator training & evaluation day.  Singapore has been a kind source of these in recent years but many other countries are building up libraries too.  They should be obtained in advance so that the CA can choose which ones are appropriate for use and how.

8:  pre-tournament > training of chairpeople & timekeepers

This main be conducted entirely by the Convenor, but is included here as it affects the debating side of the competition.  

The CA may conduct workshops in the few days prior to the competition to run through the requirements for chairpeople and timekeepers, and answer any questions either students or teachers may have about the management of debates.

At the very least they should all have been briefed on paper in advance of the rounds.  The CA should probably have a look at the Convenor’s briefing documents and ensure that all latest Rule changes and Council recommendations are reflected in the information.

D:  adjudicator’s briefing day

There are many different ways of organising the adjudicators’ training and indeed it’s quite healthy if the format changes from year to year.  However it has become an increasingly important part of the Championships as we attempt to standardise judging perspectives and improve the competition.

(i) Timing & Structure

1999, 2001, 2002 and 2003 saw a full day set aside for training, on the basis that there is a huge amount of material to cover and that reminders are useful.  On the other hand, many ‘experienced’ judges feel that much of it’s re-treading old ground and could be dispensed with – so 2004 saw a return to a shorter session.

There’s no right answer, but there are certainly key areas to which everyone would benefit from refresher courses or introductions.  These includes:  use of the marking scheme, filling out the ballot, evaluating fair definitions, marks given to POIs, penalties for time or other infringements, giving adjudication speeches, giving feedback to teams, behaviour at schools, workshops, complaints procedures, and an explanation of the judge allocation system.

Trevor:  “Crucial areas for me are: (a) use of the full range of the marking scheme – we already limit it to a range of 60 – 80, so we should use it – but some judges go through several tournaments never giving marks higher than 76 or lower than 65, say;  (b) application of this principle to the Content, Strategy & Style subsets – many judges are guilty of never awarding debates on Style, when we allocate 40% of our marks to this category;  (c) being constructive in adjudication speeches and feedback, and never making debaters feel they lost a debate for their team;  and (d) getting all judges to understand that the decision of the CAP in judge allocation is final – there is no perfect system, and egos will be bruised, but the quality of judging panels is paramount.”

First-time judges would benefit from more intensive training on the differences between Content, Strategy and Style; the need to abandon pre-conceptions of debating style and welcome the differences between styles rather than penalise them; and a general question & answer session about the Rules, Notes and organisation of the competition.  This might be done in a separate room while more experienced judges talk about giving workshops and adjudication speeches.

However the CA plans the day, remember to include coffee and lunch breaks at reasonable intervals.

(ii) Inclusion of Coaches

Some training days have been restricted to adjudicators, others forced coaches to attend, and for some coaches have had the option.  There are certainly areas which would benefit from a common understanding between coaches and judges, such as definitions, expectations of POIs and so on.  It would also be useful to have an opportunity to address coaches about how they interact with judges – not berating them in front of teams, listening to feedback with respect, what to do if they have a complaint and so on.

(iii) Preparations

Once you’ve made the decision on how many people to include, and whether to split them into groups, make sure you have enough rooms with enough chairs organised in advance!  Judges should also have paper and pens, whether they bring them or you supply them.

(iv) Session Presenters

It used to be the case that about 5 people had been to enough WSDC competitions to be able to deliver training sessions.  Now that number is probably 20 or 30.  It’s a good idea to split topics up and ask different people to present them, for the sake of audience concentration and also to make experienced judges feel involved.

That said, there needs to be a consistent party line, and the CA should probably ‘chair’ the event and be prepared to give the definitive answer when one is needed.

(v) Use of Videos / VCDs

There’s no substitute for seeing a debate and any training day should include at least one full debate (or maybe two), to allow first-time judges to see all the theory in action.

In many years a video debate has been shown and then marked out loud by a handful of experienced judges, to give everyone a sense of what sort of marks are appropriate.  This is very useful indeed – but shouldn’t degenerate into a discussion between those judges as to whether a particular speech was a 73 or a 74.

In 2002 and 2003, the whole group of judges was also asked to fill out a ballot for a video debate.  This was particularly useful as it allowed the CA to look out for extreme disparities, people marking outside the markscheme etc.  (Note this was not only restricted to first-time judges – some judges have come for years and still misunderstand the mark range).

An idea that has been mooted is that a test ballot includes a small box, for the answer to a question like “What was the most important issue for you in deciding this debate?”  This would allow the CA to look out for people awarding debates on very unfair issues, such as fashion sense.  

As a rule though, judges shouldn’t be made to feel terrified by such an exercise, and reassured that as long as their marks and reasons are sensible, they won’t be penalised.

It’s also a CA’s choice as to whether an example video debate is close or open-and-shut, and whether it features two very experienced teams, two weaker teams, etc.

Trevor:  “In 2003 the marks of everyone in the room were tabulated and published in the hotel lobby (without names), in an exercise to demonstrate the “real marks” (i.e. the average) for the video debate.  (Ultimately the only way to determine the exact mark for a speech is to take the average of the marks awarded by every experienced judge at the tournament – indeed it has been suggested that the Grand Final should be marked this way…).  It also showed the spread and disparity of marks, and encouragingly most adjudicators were in the same couple-of-mark spread.  Those who weren’t, of course, might have been depressed by the exercise.”

(vi) Audience Interaction

It’s good to break up lectures with Q & A and to involve people in the audience as well – which might be a source of good answers as well as questions.  Some people do like to contribute more than others though and it’s the CA’s job not to let the discussion get dominated by experienced judges – trying to encourage questions from first-timers is more important.

(vii) Assessment / Accreditation

Whether or not a video is marked by everyone, the training day is the first real opportunity for you and the CAP to learn about new judges, and assess whether they seem on top of the requirements for judges.  The CAP should meet at the end of the session to look through the ballots (if used) or compare notes on personal impressions.

(viii) Getting to Know The Judges

As CA, you will want to get to know the judges and get to know as much about them as possible, as soon as possible.  Don’t waste this opportunity – the training day is the best opportunity to introduce yourself over a cup of coffee.  

It’s the CAP who are the ‘face’ of the tournament for judges, more than the Convenor.  Remember some judges may not be close to their team delegations, and may be travelling alone – so you may have a part to play in making sure they enjoy the competition!

(ix) Local Judges

There may be a large pool of local judges willing and able to augment your pool – often teachers responsible for debating at the schools hosting debates or alumni of the host country’s team.

These judges may not be staying in the tournament hotel, where the adjudicator training often takes place.  Room space is also often at a premium, and it may be preferable to organise a separate training day a few days earlier for local judges.

It is critical however that local judges are taken through the Rules, Judges’ Notes and Definition Guidelines, even if they are unlikely to judge frequently.  If they are first-time judges, you might want them to act as shadow judges at first as well (see below).

(x) Other Issues to Highlight

One Rule that judges always need remind of:  judges are not allowed to help in training teams at any point during the competition.  (They may do so at home prior to the tournament but it must stop now).  This is frequently transgressed and it should be pointed out that you’ll be looking out for clues.

(xi) Feedback

We’ve never done this before, other than through anecdotal evidence.  Future CAs might like to apply the techniques of conference management to the training day and ask judges to fill out a form saying what they liked and disliked about the day.  Usually the decisions about the structure of the day are taken by those who’ve sat through several, and not those who were there for the first time.  That said, first time judges don’t always know what we’re expecting them to take away from the day – which is a generally complete understanding of the principle of World Schools judging!

E:  motions
(i) Setting Motions

The Rules defining the Motions Committee state this it should contain two members nominated by the host, and five elected by the Council 4 months prior to the Championship.  It will be the responsibility of the Secretary of the Executive to organise this election.

It’s expected that you as CA will be one of the host’s nominated members (the other might be the Convenor, the Deputy CA or someone else suitable from the home country).  If you are not from the host country, then the other nominated member certainly should be – so at least one person can warn about local sensibilities and issues.

It’s also expected (although not required) that you will chair the group and ensure that the motions are produced by the deadlines (8 weeks before the tournament for prepared motions, the day before for the impromptu prelims, and the day before the break rounds for the rest).

It’s a good idea to have a few ‘spare’ motions in reserve – emergencies do happen.

(ii) Types of Motion

The Executive Motions Working Group is preparing some criteria intended to guide Motions Committees in setting suitable motions for WSDC debates.  When ready, those guidelines can be appended to this document.

(iii) Distributing Motions

The Motions Committee will supply the motions to the Convenor, but you may still take responsibility for announcing impromptu motions at the competition.

Motions should be printed on paper and placed in envelopes (which don’t need to be sealed, in case you need to check what motion is inside).  Envelopes for a specific round should be kept together and clearly marked, and kept secure (e.g. in a hotel safe).  When they are needed they should be separated into schools (one per team, with at least one extra per organiser) and given to organisers or CAP members for distribution at the schools.

One hour prior to an impromptu debate, the organiser or CAP member should call the teams together, ensure they know where they are preparing, and distribute an envelope to each team captain.  Once the teams have departed to prepare, the organiser may open their own envelope and read the motion to the judges and coaches.  This is to ensure coaches do not communicate with their teams once motions are known.

(iv) Allocating Sides

In the Octo-Finals, Quarter-Finals and Semi-Finals only (as sides for other impromptu and prepared debates are pre-set), the person reading the motion should also toss a coin to determine which team takes which side.

The sides should be allocated purely by coin toss – e.g. “Heads, Canada is Proposition, Tails, Slovakia is Proposition”, rather than by allowing the team captain who calls correctly to choose which side they would prefer.  This was done in the past but allows one team a slight advantage.



F:  ballots and the tab

(i) The Ballot

…should be a triple carbon copy, with the top copy in white, and the other two copies in different colours (typically pink, green, yellow etc.)

Convenors organise the printing of ballots prior to the tournament, but as CA you should remind them (a) to print them;  (b) to get them to the right place (hotel, schools etc.);  and (c) to give them out each day.


(ii) The Point of the Tab

Rule 7 (www.SchoolsDebate.com/rules.asp) says:  “At the end of the first rounds, teams shall be ranked according to the number of wins. If teams are tied on the same number of wins, they shall be separated where practicable by elimination debates and otherwise on the following priority:  (a) number of adjudications in favour of the team;   (b) average judges' scores for each team.”

The Rules don’t say it, but should two teams be tied on average judges’ score (which equate to total team points, as all teams will have debate 8 times), then a coin toss would be used to separate the teams.  There used to be a Rule about looking back to a possible preliminary round meeting between two such teams, but it was removed in 2002 (see the Council Meeting minutes at http://www.schoolsdebate.com/years/2002/Council_Minutes.doc).  

The point of the tab (a computer-run, tabulated record of the ballots compiled by every judge in every debate) is therefore to allow the CA to determine the break according to the requirements of Rule 7.

(iii) What The Tab Should Do

Different years have run different tabs and collected different sets of information.  The ideal would be that the tab collects every bit of information on every ballot.  An argument against this in the past was that it takes a long time to enter all the data – but in fact it takes about an hour to enter every ballot from one round of 32 teams, and with the advent of the CAP plus large Organising Committees, there should be plenty of ability to do this.

In reality, a tab generally collects everything except the breakdown of Strategy / Content / Style marks – instead the tabulators will enter the speaker mark for each speaker, as given by each judge.  These should be recorded against the speaker, the team and also against the judge, so that judges’ overall marking patterns can be monitored.

Any spreadsheet can easily use formulae to (a) check that the judge’s addition of speaker marks to reach a team total are correct and (b) check that the overall vote is correct, based on the speaker and team votes submitted.

It can then automatically generate (a) round-by-round results (e.g. “New Zealand 2 – Australia 1”), which can be printed off or published online;  (b) a round-by-round tab, if desired, of teams ranked on wins and judges;  (c) the final ‘break’ tab;  and (d) if required, and individual speaker tab (see below).

(iv) Correcting Ballots

Judges make mathematical mistakes – with or without calculators, they happen.  A responsibility of the CAP is to make sure that such mistakes are corrected and don’t affect the competition.  A rule of thumb of recent years has been to double-check every ballot and correct them, if necessary, before results are published and copies of the ballots given to coaches.

If every speaker mark is entered into the tab, the tab can double-check easily that the addition of speaker points to reach a team total is correct.  If only team totals are entered, then the CAP is trusting that the maths on the part of the judge is correct.  When debates are won or lost by half a point in cases, it makes sense that the speaker points should be entered.

See the section 6.3 of the Notes for Adjudicators (http://www.schoolsdebate.com/judgnots.asp#Winners) which discusses this – in summary, it says that a judge’s instinct and marks really should coincide.  As a CA, if the two part company (i.e. a mathematical mistake allows one team to win while the judge has written the other in as winner), then you would tend to trust the judge’s written decision and adjust the marks in an appropriate manner to make them tally.  (Of course, you would speak to the judge first – but a judge would generally prefer to defend the team they’d voted for rather than defend their maths.)

Trevor:  “Practice in 2001 & 2003, and perhaps others, was to check the maths on each ballot and, where a mistake occurred, correct it in another colour ink and have one of the CAP sign it.  This is fair to the teams and coaches are reassured that the CAP is monitoring every ballot.”

(v) The Ballot

At the time of writing, confusion has reigned for a few years as to how Points of Information, time penalties and other penalties are recorded on the ballot – and these issues are being passed to the Adjudication Committee to resolve.  For the past few years, POIs have been marked by an adjustment to the total speaker mark of between -2 and +2, written in a circle to show why the total mark does not reflect the total of Content, Style and Strategy (CSS).

Ignoring such penalties, the ballot always has separate boxes for the CSS marks for each speaker.  Each mark may only be within a given range.  

A ballot will also have boxes for:  the round number (0-8 or the name of the break round); the motion for debate;  the date;  the Proposition and Opposition teams;  the name of the judge;  the total team marks;  the winning team (which should be double-confirmed e.g. “Slovenia – Opposition”), and the judge’s signature.

(vi) Common Mistakes

- Judges forget to fill out all the boxes – date, round, their name or often the winning team.  If this happens, track down the judge after the round and remind them to do so in future rounds.

- Judges don’t use ball-point pens or the lower copies aren’t legible.  A pain, but in the first instance write the marks in manually in on the lower copies before distribution to the coaches.  And remind the judge in question.

- Judges don’t stick to the markscheme – e.g. speaker marks outside 60-80 or, more commonly, CSS marks outside 24-32.  In this case, it’s a matter of importance that the CA talks to the judge and makes sure they understand the markscheme before they are allowed to judge again.

- Speaker names.  Usually it’s OK for judges to use first names of speakers on ballots.  There may be teams however with two speakers with the same first name – this has happened recently, where both speakers had the same first initial of their surname as well.  Make sure that judges know to differentiate if they need to.

- The maths don’t add up.  See above.

(vii) Running the Tab – The Technical Bit

Various tab programs or spreadsheets have been used over the years (including index cards in early years with fewer teams).

The spreadsheet used in 2001 and 2003 is available online (add).  It’s by no means perfect, but gives an idea of what a tab might do.

The key facilities of a tab, ideally, should be:

(a) accept speaker marks, speaker names and judge’s name from each ballot;
(b) add up the speaker marks to reach a team total;
(c) compare the team totals and generate the winning team name;
(d) produce a round-by-round list of results (teams and judges’ votes);
(e) tabulate a ranking of teams based on wins, judges and speaker points
(f) tabulate an indivual speaker ranking based on main speeches (see below);
(g) alert when panels of judges contain a judge from one of the team’s own country;
(h) alert when a panel of judges contains two judges from the same country;
(i) alert when a judge has judged the same team more than X number of times;
(j) alert when any two judges have judged together more than X number of times;
(k) alert when any individual mark entered by a judge is outside the mark range;
(l) allow judges to be ‘graded’ (with subjective input from the CAP);
(m) display the ‘quality’ of any judging panel according to the grades of its judges (e.g. AAC);
(n) record the venues for each day’s debates;
(o) alert when teams are assigned to different venues in the same day;
(p) alert when judges are assigned to different venues in the same day;
(q) evaluate judges’ average marking ranges;
(r) alert when a judge’s marks significantly varies from his or her panel members
(s) producing results in a format that could be published online easily, during the tournament.

Trevor:  “It would be nice to invest a bit of time (and money if necessary) in producing a definitive tab system which could be used year after year.  I have a suggestion:  Marjan Stojnev, in Macedonia, who hasn’t been to WSDC but who created IDEA’s excellent “EasyTournament” software.”

(viii) Individual Rankings

Up to and including 1998, there was a knock-out  “individual competition”, run in parallel with the main competition, which sought to entertain as well as mix competitors in a forum outside the main debates.  Unfortunately, drunk teenagers being what they are, a number of poor debates ensued including embarrassing showpieces in front of sponsors and dignitaries.

England chose in 1999 to abolish the individual competition and instead release an individual ranking based on main speech scores in preliminary rounds for those speakers who had taken part in at least 4 prelims.  Awards were made to the top 3 speakers at that year’s Grand Final.

In 2000 the top 7 speakers were announced at the Final.  In 2001 the top 10 were announced and congratulated at the dinner after the final (limited to participants only), and an award made to the top speaker.  In 2002 and 2003 similar awards were made.

At the 2004 Council Meeting the Council expressed concern about the individual awards (http://www.schoolsdebate.com/years/2003/minutes.doc). An indicative vote was taken as to whether they should continue:  8 countries voted that they should, 10 against, with 4 abstentions.

In 2004 the Convenor and CA decided not to make individual awards and indeed speaker marks were not recorded in the tab.

There are many arguments for and against of which the discussion minuted above includes many.  They include:  (Pro): recognition of individual achievement, CV points for college applications, etc., (Con): divisiveness, arbitrariness, etc.

Without guidance from the Rules, it’s entirely up to you as CA if individual awards should be made, and if they should, how many.

Trevor:  “While I very much sympathise with the arguments against making awards at a tournament, I would argue against WSDC trying to suppress information in the long term.  For example, post-2004 several people have asked if the individual tab will ever be released.  If the speaker marks from the ballots are ever entered as an exercise (as I did from 1998, when trying to work out the method of individual tabulation), it would seem unfair not to release it to those who requested it.  It might even be published online subsequently.  If marks in general are published, as they are given that ballots are distributed to coaches, it becomes purely a practical argument rather than a moral one against tabulating them.

The argument in favour of an individual tab is similar to the one in favour of octo-finals, or the argument that sees American debate competitions give awards to a high percentage of participants – if competitors are able to return home and say “I made the top 50”, this may have serious and beneficial consequences for funding or future college or job applications.”

(ix) Distribution of Ballots

The expectation is that copies of ballots will be distributed during the tournament to coaches.  There is no Rule about this – so they could be handed out at the end or not at all – but generally coaches are eager to acquire them sooner. 

As CA you should ensure that ballots are tabulated, checked and corrected where necessary before distribution.  After that, they should be distributed as soon as possible.

This is a key and expected task of the CAP.  Ideally the ballots would be given out at breakfast the day after the relevant debates.

If ballots are colour-coded, you might choose to give green ones to the Proposition and pink ones to the Opposition, but it doesn’t really make a difference.

Future improvements to the tab or online publication (perhaps with password protection for coaches) may eliminate this administrative task from the CAP’s duties.



G:  judge allocation & evaluation

Perhaps the most controversial area of the CA’s responsibilities, so it’s worth being clear about the issues.  Firstly, most judges want to judge most of the time;  apart from an occasional opportunity to watch their own team, it is the reason they have attended the tournament.  Secondly, most judges think they are good judges – the inevitable subjectivity of judging means that judges should believe in the marks and votes they award, as they are reflections of the impression a team has made on the judge.  So, generally speaking, judges don’t like being dropped.

As a CA though your over-riding responsibility is to pick the best panels you can for the World Championships.  Luckily we have so many more experienced judges in recent years that ‘outrageous panel decisions’ are increasingly uncommon – although votes and marks may stray a bit.

To pick the best panels, you have to go on the impressions you yourself make of judges – which may be fed by analysing their ballots, discussing debates with them, or anecdotal evidence from coaches or fellow judges.  Ultimately you will have more information available to you than anyone else, and are in the best position to evaluate judges.

This means that others may be surprised by your opinions.  Some judges may be held in high regard due to professional status, confidence, age or number of tournaments attended – and are excellent judges.  Others may be held in the same general high regard, but you may notice frequent strange marking patterns compared to their fellow judges.

It is your job as CA to set aside the subjective opinions of others and evaluate judges as fairly and objectively as you can, using the information available to you.  The World Council has elected you as CA and trusts you to do the job.

At the same time, we respect each other’s sensitivities and nobody wants to offend people outright.  A certain part of tactful person-management is part of the job too, and it may require you to have difficult conversations with some people.  Hopefully as the theory and techniques of judge allocation are written down and published, the community of judges will grow to trust CAs and CAPs in their decisions.
(i) The Theory

The theory of judge allocation is simple.  In any given round you have a certain number of debates and certain number of judges.  In an ideal world, you would trust all those judges equally and be happy to assign them randomly to panels.  In practice, you trust some of them more than others, and must spread them as best you can.  As wins are more important than votes to teams (though both are important), you want to have at least a majority of judges on any given panel who you would trust to cast their vote according to a proper understanding of the Rules.

That said, some debates on paper are clearly more likely to be difficult to adjudicate.  With all respect to the teams, it will be easier to cite some examples.  A debate between Australia and Germany is more likely (though not certain) to be easy to call than a debate between Australia and Scotland, or – just as importantly – one between Germany and the Netherlands.  The debates between teams which are ‘close’ in terms of experience are the most difficult to adjudicate, and this is where your best panels should go – irrespective of how ‘glamorous’ the debate might seem.

Again, in an ideal world you would put three excellent judges in every room, but you don’t have that luxury – compromise (and a certain degree of moaning from coaches) is inevitable.


(ii) Technical Bit:  Integration With The Tab

Judge allocation is sometimes done manually and sometimes in a computer system separate to the one which tabulates the results.  However there are advantages to using the same system to allocate and tabulate.

If a spreadsheet is used to assign judges to debates, it can then generate a form for each debate which has the judges’ names, ready to accept the points they assign on their ballots.

It can also then generate alerts if judges award marks at a great disparity to their fellow panellists, and analyse judges in terms of average mark awarded etc.  This isn’t an exact science but may throw up some useful conclusions.

The same tab can also generate printable sheets to show judges and teams assigned to a school on any given day, and produce the results in printable or online form afterwards.

Ultimately this tab becomes the complete record of the tournament – who met who in which debate, who judged them, and what was the outcome.

(iii) Balanced Panels

How do you select your panels?  One system works like this:  each judge is given a letter grade, say A – D, at the beginning of the tournament.  ‘A’ judges are the most experienced and trusted at World Schools level, and usually experienced at delivering adjudication speeches, ‘B’ might be good, solid judges or experienced debaters at their first WSDC, ‘D’ might be first-time judges about whom you know nothing, etc.

These grades are constantly re-evaluated and changed where appropriate, after the adjudicator training day and after every round.  So a judge might well be promoted from D to A in the course of the tournament, if it becomes clear that they know what they’re doing.

Hopefully you will have more than one A-grade judge for every room.  So the first task is to allocate them to panels, then allocate the Bs, then the Cs and so on.

Geography is the next factor – ideally you don’t want two judges from any one country on the same panel, though this is occasionally necessary in emergencies.  Likewise, three judges from the same region or debating perspective might be best avoided – if the USA was matched against Indonesia, then having judges from Singapore, Philippines and Malaysia might cause a perception problem (even if the judges were entirely free from bias).

Likewise, if you are spoilt for choice, then check that the overall pool of judges is balanced geographically – don’t put an English judge in every room.

Age can be a factor, although this is more about perception than actual quality of judges.  You may have a wealth of very good university student judges, but may want to mix them with older judges rather than select entire panels of 20 year-olds.

Finally, you may factor any other criteria you feel to be important.  We don’t compile and publish American-style “judging philosophies” – where judges give written answers to a series of questions about what factors in debate speeches they priorities over others – but we do have a sense that some judges are more concerned about examples and statistics than others, some enjoy humour more than others and so on.  In order to give all types of debater a fair chance, you may try and mix these judges up.

Given that you would expect A and B judges to get the ‘right’ result, or if they disagree, to do so with good reasons, you would hope to have at least two A or B judges on every panel of three.  So common panels might be:  ABC, ABB, ABD, or perhaps AAA for a “close debate”.  Panels with grades of ACD or ACC would give you cause for concern – although of course you are acting on the information available to you at the moment, and those C and D judges may be re-graded upwards later in the tournament.

(iv) Grading Judges

You may not know every judge at the tournament, even if they have been to multiple World Championships – we’re a large community.  It’d be unfair however to penalise judges because you happen not have formed an opinion of them in previous Worlds.  Between the members of the CAP, however, you should have a good idea of all of the returnees.  So make sure you consult your panel members before grading judges.

Also, the grades (if used) are purely for your purposes for judge allocation, and not for public display.  An error in 1999 saw judges’ grades pinned to the hotel noticeboard one morning – not to be repeated!

(v) Clashes between Judges and Teams

There are two types of clashes to consider.  First of all, it is obvious that a judge should not adjudicate a team from their own country – even if they have no personal experience of that team prior to the tournament, they are likely to share a similar approach to debating, and an audience will perceive them as biased even if they are not.  Some judges may also have ‘loyalties’ to more than one country – for example in recent years Sacha Judd who has attended WSDC as a judge while living in New Zealand, England, Hong Kong and Singapore at different points.  Again, perception is the issue rather than bias, but a perfect judge allocation system should allow for judges to be ‘blocked’ against multiple teams if appropriate.

The second type of clash is where a judge adjudicates the same team more than once.  Rule 10 (e) states that “a judge may judge the same team more than once, provided that the judge does not judge that team a disproportionate number of times.”  In practice, teams and judges will often meet 2 or 3 times in preliminary rounds, especially where four teams are sent to a school for the day with six judges and some of the judges must inevitable judge one of their morning teams in the afternoon.

As a general rule, 3 should be the maximum number of encounters in the preliminaries, and less if possible.  Once the break rounds are reached, the tally can be considered to be wiped clean, but by that stage you as CA will have a sense of which judges have judged certain teams on multiple occasions and should be able to avoid further repetition – especially in consecutive break rounds.

(vi) International Judges, Local Judges

Again, audiences are more excited about an international tournament, and less so when faced with panels of judges from their home country.  You should restrict the use of local judges in general, and particularly try and avoid using more than one on a panel.

(vii) Chief Judges

On every panel, one judge is usually assigned to be the ‘chief judge’ for that room.  (This is not necessary, and a panel may be left to determine their own chief, but it saves arguments and awkwardness if you make the decision for them).

A chief judge has no extra voting power, but they are the senior member of the tournament personnel in that room.  As such they should introduce themselves to the chairperson and timekeeper, answer any questions they might have;  intervene in the debate if necessary if the Rules need to be enforced;  cope with crises;  and generally reassure the chairperson that someone in the know is there to help.

The chief judge will often deliver the adjudication speech.  If they are in the minority of the panel, and one of the other judges is happy to give it, then it is common for this role to be handed on.  If however none of the judges in the majority feel comfortable delivering the adjudication – hopefully not because they are regretting their vote, but perhaps because they are newer to WSDC – then a chief judge would be expected to announce the verdict anyway – and without lots of bitter asides!

A chief judge should also collect the ballots from the chairperson at the end of the debate and return them to a member of the CAP.  They should collect ballots from any shadow judges (q.v.) and follow any evaluation procedure you have asked of them.

When selecting chief judges, you would ordinarily pick your most experienced judges for the first few rounds.  As the tournament goes on, however, it’s nice to involve other people and allow them the chance to give adjudications.  ‘A’-grade judges are usually more than happy to take a back seat, until the break rounds at least.

(viii) Shadow Judges

In 2001 and subsequent years, first-time adjudicators – who may have extensive experience of judging debates, but none at WSDC – have been asked to ‘shadow judge’ a certain number of rounds at the beginning of the tournament.  This allows you to evaluate them, and also them to get used to the niceties of WSDC judging.

Shadow judges are usually assigned singly or in pairs to rounds with very experienced chief judges.  They do not affect the actual result of the debate, which is judged by a panel of ‘full judges’ as normal.  Shadows are given a ballot and asked to fill it out as if they were adjudicating normally – however their ballot is clearly marked “Shadow”.

At the end of the debate they may leave the room with the other judges and listen to their discussion.  As CA you might choose whether or not to let them participate in the discussion, or you may leave it to the discretion of the chief judge in the room.

Trevor:  Personally I prefer to have them listen but not participate, as the outside-room discussions can run on anyway and the debaters and audience are impatient.

After the debate, they should find time and a quiet place to discuss the debate with the chief judge, and hand in his or her ballot.  The chief judge may then add written comments to the ballot or accompanying verbal comments when handing it to the CAP.

Trevor:  A recommendation for 2005 and subsequent years (originally Daragh Grant’s) would be to produce a special ballot for shadows, in a distinctive colour.  This would include the normal boxes for marks and also two extra text fields – one for the shadow judge to answer the question, “What are the key reasons why you have voted for a winning team?”, and the other for the chief judge to add a written sentence or two evaluating their performance as shadow.  This is pretty important, as relying on verbal anecdotes is an ad hoc process, not always exhaustive in the end of day bustle.  This shadow ballot could also be used for an adjudicator training day evaluation debate, with only the first of the text fields used.

The CAP will then use feedback from chief judges to evaluate shadow judges and choose whether to promote them to full status.

Shadow judges are usually asked to judge a minimum of two debates, which allows the CAP to consider their performance at the end of the first day’s debating.  You may feel this is adequate, or you may feel that further debates are necessary.  However as judge allocation is done daily, two rounds at a time, you would need to re-evaluate them at the end of Round 2, or Round 4 etc.  Whatever you decide, it should be publicised well in advance – so that first-time judges aren’t disappointed by being kept in limbo, not knowing when or if their status will be re-evaluated.

Trevor:  I’m pretty happy that some judges at least can be promoted after two rounds – e.g. very experienced schools debating judges at their first Worlds, or very experienced student debaters.  However those with much less experience will usually accept that you ask them to continue shadowing for another two rounds, to give them more confidence.  Once (if) you do decide to promote them to full status, it’s nice to give them a round or two immediately rather than keep them waiting to take part properly in the tournament.

After four rounds of shadowing, you should have a good idea of their abilities with written feedback from four chief judges.  Judges sitting out later rounds probably shouldn’t be expected to keep shadowing, although they are very welcome to do so if they wish.

Downgrading someone from full to shadow is, of course, a possibility.  Good luck!

(ix) ‘Shadow Shadow’ Judges

In 2004 a Rule was passed stating that ex-competitors could not return and adjudicate the year after they were last competing.  This is an addition to the existing eligibility criteria for adjudicators which helps avoid conflicts of interest, where adjudicators may be asked to judge debaters against whom they had debated previously.

Since several alumni planned to return the following year anyway, rather than exclude them from the tournament they were invited to be ‘shadow shadow judges’ (© Asher Weill), and shadow all the way through the tournament.  Several took up this opportunity with a view to getting very helpful experience judging at Worlds, and hopefully returning as full judges the following year.

(x) Judges per Round

Every round must be judged by “an odd-numbered panel of at least three judges”.  Preliminary rounds are traditionally judged by panels of three.  In 2004, because of the large number of judges, the CA’s team considered assigning panels of five, but decided against due to the high proportion of inexperienced or unknown judges.

As break rounds are often close debates which result in elimination of one team from the tournament, if you have large numbers of proven judges by this stage, you should use larger panels where possible.  Of course by this stage you will have many judges who haven’t demonstrated the reliability to judge in the break.  Octo-finals might be judged by panels of 3, quarters and semis by 5 and the final by 7 – or perhaps 7 for the semis and 9 for the final.


(xi) Rounds per Judge

Hopefully you and the Convenor will have worked together to attract a healthy (although not absurd) number of judges – perhaps 60 or 70 for a tournament that needs 48 (i.e. with 32 teams and 16 debates per round).

If you simply have too few judges to run the tournament, then emergency measures come into play.  In the past team coaches have occasionally been drafted to judge debates not involving their own team, although this is now prohibited by Rule 10 (c).  In the unlikely event that your overall numbers are short (against the trend of recent years), and you are unable to make up numbers with qualified local adjudicators, then the Council may be asked for an extraordinary suspension of 10 (c).

Assuming you have too many, then every judge should be told to expect between 1- 7 rounds off in the preliminary rounds.  Naturally you will want to use some more than others.  Your most experienced judges might be given a sole round off to avoid exhaustion (although most are happy to judge as many rounds as possible).  Your least experienced judges might only judge twice, say.

Keeping them happy is dealt with below, but your main priority is to pick the best panels you can – so expect to pick some judges more than others.

When giving judges rounds off, they often ask one of two things:  either to have two rounds in succession off, so that they can go sightseeing or shopping – no harm in this – or, if they are given one round off, to be assigned to the same school as their own team, so that they can judge in the morning but watch their team in the afternoon.  This is usually easy to accommodate, but make it clear that it’s a luxury not a right.

(xii) Evaluating Judges’ Performances

As judge allocation practice has got more advanced and at the same time more controversial, the Adjudication Group has been asked to write a set of guidelines for evaluating and selecting judges.  When ready they can supplement this section.

As CA your evaluation of judges is not an exact science, but you should use every method at your disposal.  These include:

- adjudicators’ training day – in questions & answers, who seems to be demonstrating a sharp understanding of the key issues?
- shadow ballots – what feedback do you get from chief judges about their shadows?
- speak to chief judges after every round, where possible, and ask their impressions of their fellow panellists;
- examine the ballots closely, particularly in split-vote debates or contentious decisions, but also supposedly clear-cut ones.  Are the marks of judges generally in line with each other (with some latitude)?  Are judges using the proper markscheme for Content, Strategy and Style?
- conversation – when asking judges how their debates went, do they defend their decisions for strong reasons, or comment on trivial matters?  Do they demonstrate a good understanding of debating in general?
- feedback from coaches – with respect, often to be taken with a pinch of salt (Trevor: As a coach, willing my team to win, I probably over-estimated my team’s performance in every debate by 3-5 marks compared to the judges) – but a useful source of information from experienced debate analysts
- CVs – what is their experience of high-level adjudication in general?  What is their background in debate?

Using all of these methods holistically will allow you to get a reasonable assessment of every judge’s capabilities.  You can then use this – yes, subjectively – when choosing panels for later rounds.

It’s worth noting that a dissent does not a bad judge make.  There is, and should be, a certain degree of subjectivity in debating and individual speakers may make different impressions on different judges, to the extent that good judges may vote for different teams.  The question is, can they defend their decision satisfactorily?  If all three judges can talk logically through the reasons for their votes, demonstrating a proper understanding of the Rules, then it cannot be a ‘bad’ decision.  Obviously you might want to keep an eye on serial dissenters, especially when they are less experienced and dissenting against more experienced judges.  But there is room for interpretation.

(xiii) Break Round Panels

As always, your priority is to choose the best panels you can.  However geography is still important – it may be, for example, that Scotland, England and Singapore provide a disproportionate number of experienced World Schools judges – but you don’t want every break round panel to be swamped with those judges.

First, you will make the ‘cut’ – not publicly but mentally – where you abandon all those judges who haven’t proved themselves to be a safe pair of ears.

Next, which judges might have earned themselves an octo-final, but are unlikely to be required subsequently?  They should be the first names on the list for your pool of octo-final judges.

Then, looking at the debate pairings on paper, are there any that look ‘easier’ than others?  Of course no debates are foregone conclusions, but a match between the top-seeded team and the 16th might be much more likely to be easy to adjudicate than one between 7th and 8th, or indeed 4th and 13th, etc.  

Allocate your other judges (starting with the best first), making sure that they are evenly spread where possible but also that the toughest debates have three reliable judges.  Then adjust the panels to avoid country clashes and the other criteria.

After the octos, as some teams are eliminated you can begin to get a sense of the judges you will use for the rest of the tournament.  Avoiding swamping with judges from the same countries becomes even more important – you might have an Australian on every panel, but you wouldn’t want two.

You might consider resting judges, where a country has two or more senior judges.  For example, you may decide to allot one to the semi-final and the other to the final, having rested him or her in the previous round.  (Of course there is the risk that there country will be in the final, and they won’t judge at all!).

Other countries may have a pecking order of judges in your mind, and you may whittle it down until the most senior judge is left.  

If a country has a handful of equally experienced judges, and you have no particular preference between them, you may want to have a quiet word with the delegation leader and ask for their thoughts.  This is only as a tie-breaker, but for example England has sent the same certain judges for several years, and is happy for them to judge break rounds in strict rotation – if judge 1 gets a semi one year, then it is judge 2’s turn the next year and so on.

As with the preliminary rounds, you may want to rotate the choice of chief judge around so that it’s not always the same voices announcing the verdicts.  By this stage you will have a large number of judges who have proved themselves adept at adjudications.

(xiv) Grand Final Panel

As CA it’s certainly your right to sit on the Grand Final Panel if you wish, if your country isn’t in it.  This has been common practice in recent years.  You may also decide to chair it and announce the verdict.  (Equally you may not, for example if you are from the host country – it really shouldn’t be a local accent announcing the winner of the competition to the Grand Final audience.)

You may also consider that, for a public event, the adjudication should be delivered by the person best equipped to communicate to an audience primarily of schoolchildren.  The audience may include many people with little experience of debate, and the ability to inspire and explain is important. 

If you are not from the host country, then you may like to add a judge from the host, if they have qualified candidates.  This has also been common practice in recent years.

After that, and you have eliminated the judges from the two countries in the Final, you should pick a panel of your best judges which demonstrates a wide geographical spread.  The Final should not be the preserve of the founder countries;  if a first-time judge from a new country has impressed, they may well earnt a place on the Final panel.  Likewise you may decide that some judges have had their fill of Finals in recent years, and give new people an opportunity.

But nobody has the right to judge the Final – although there have been instances of judges specifically requesting CAs to select them, which just puts the CA in an awkward position.  It’s your right to choose the panel, and you have all sorts of considerations to take into account – but a direct request from a judge isn’t one of them.  Even worse, there have been instances of people asking CAs not to select certain other judges – it’s really none of their business.

(xv) Striking of Judges by Teams

A common practice in American debate tournaments is to allow both teams the chance to veto certain judges from a list of suggested candidates.  The CA will then choose the panel from the names that remain.

Although this has been tried out once at a WSDC, it didn’t find favour and the World Council agreed to ban it in 2000 (Minutes not available).

However in 2003 and 2004 there were incidents where coaches made strong complaints about certain adjudicators after ‘contentious’ decisions.  In both cases, the CAP decided that, while striking was not allowed, it was still within their remit to separate that judge and that team in the following round, to avoid upsetting anyone.

It should be made clear at the start of the tournament that, while coaches have the right to complain to a CAP about certain judges, they do not have the automatic right to strike judges.  Their complaint becomes one of many things the CAP will consider in judge allocation.

It should also be made clear that the CAP also has the right to choose panels however they wish.  They make take that complaint with enough seriousness that the judge is not allotted to certain teams again in the future.  This is not the same as striking, however, as it is not automatic and entirely at the discretion of the CAP.

(xvi) Dealing with Judges’ Expectations

Very occasionally a judge will come up to you and thank you for selecting her or him for a particularly high-profile debate.  Usually, however, you’re more likely to receive complaints or hurt looks because you haven’t selected them for as many rounds as they’d hoped.

It’s very difficult to keep everyone happy and it’s almost unfortunate that, with all the other tasks on your agenda, a certain amount of pastoral care for judges is required.  But naturally you don’t want to offend people outright, and may want to find time to explain, tactfully but honestly, why they are not being used again.

This is a luxury though in a busy tournament with so many judges, but hopefully two things will help:  (a) the formalisation of a large CAP, with several faces on it who can shoulder the burden of talking to judges;  and (b) publication of materials on the judge allocation procedure, so that judges can understand the sorts of things you take into account.  The fact that you are elected by the World Council also means that a mandate is given to you to perform your job as best you can.

Where possible though, an increase in the amount of feedback given to judges about their performance can only be a good thing.  You have many experienced adjudicators, on and off the CAP, who can assist you in this task.

(xvii) Feedback to Judges

Once you have evaluated judges’ performances over a few rounds, you may be able to give assessment and instruction to them that will keep them informed and improve their subsequent performance.

In the case of judges casting rogue votes for strange decisions, then the chief judge will already have spoken to them to ascertain their reasons – but it may be something the chief judge recommends you take further with them.

You may also notice what chief judges don’t – a particular disparity between the marking patterns of a judge and their fellow panellists.  In this case, it’s worth speaking to the chief judge about the relative performances of the speakers before talking to the other judge.

A judge may be marking generally in line with their fellow panellists, but consistently higher or lower.  In this case, you should have a word with them as soon as possible and suggest that they are at variance with the norm – especially if it is a repeated offence.  Likewise, if judges do not add up their scores or fill out their ballots correctly, talk to them sooner rather than later.

The constraints of time mean that feedback has to be prioritised, and the most important feedback is those judges who “could be good but just need to work on a couple of things”.  You may decide after 5 or 6 rounds that certain judges shouldn’t be used any more.  You could have a quiet word with them and explain this, but if they have already had several chances to adjudicate you may decide that this is over-dramatisation.

Another form is group feedback, and the possibility of a mid-tournament adjudicator’s briefing has been suggested.  This would be an opportunity to discuss issues that had relevance to everyone, or issue warnings against common mistakes – not filling out the winning team on the ballot, etc.  In 1999 this was fulfilled by a daily newsletter, but a mid-tournament plenary would allow judges to ask questions.  In 2004 however the idea was not put into action as it was felt there were no issues serious enough to justify it.

H:  debates at schools

(i) Distribution of Ballot Papers

How are the ballot papers going to get to the debates?  This usually falls under the remit of the Convenor and Organising Committee, but it’s worth you being familiar with their arrangements.  Often a member of the Organising Committee will be assigned to each school, and will be responsible for taking ballot papers, along with (perhaps) calculators and marking standards.  They should ensure enough copies are put in each room prior to the debates, or else ask chief judges to collect a set for their panel.  Judges are usually responsible for bringing their own paper, pens and copies of Rules, Notes & Definition Guidelines, if needed.

Make sure they have a stack of shadow ballots, if they’ve been produced.  In an emergency shortage, make sure the suffering adjudicators have a marking standard, get them to record their marks on a piece of paper (which should be handed into the chairperson as normal), and fill out a ballot when they return to the hotel.

(ii) Etiquette in Debates

Ensure that the chief judges are fully briefed on any particular conventions of the host country, such as a method of offering time signals.  Time signals may also be offered by team-members or coaches from the audience, but they should sit in a position easily visible to the judges to ensure they are not communicating with teams.

Interested parties communicating with teams is occasionally an issue.  All judges should be aware to watch out for people nodding too vigorously in the audience, or using hand gestures or even showing pieces of paper, and ask them to stop.

Likewise judges are expected to keep their feelings to themselves and not cheer or snort with derision in reaction to arguments.

Inexperienced teams may not stand up when offering points of informations.  Let judges know that it’s OK to have a quiet word with them between speeches to encourage them to do so – so that judges buried in their notes can look up and see who is offering a point.

Likewise even very experienced teams can get carried away with their whispering while the opposing team is speaking.  Again, a chief judge should be prepared to intervene if necessary – between speeched, and discreetly.

Coaches are generally pre-occupied with their teams so the judges are the senior representatives of the tournament at the school.  All judges, but especially chief judges, should assist the school staff, chairpeople and timekeepers wherever possible.


(iii) Communication & Crisis Management

Issues sometimes arise which need a spot decision from the CAP, for example a reorganisation of the judging draw or an interpretation of the Rules.  Ideally there would be a member of the CAP at each school who can advise in the first instance.  But you as CA should be contactable at all times (at least up until the start of a debate round, as you may be judging).  Members of the CAP and/or Organising Committee should have mobile phones or walkie-talkies.

An act of courtesy is to circulate the results from each school at the end of the round, to satisfy everyone’s curiosity.  In recent times this has meant a constant drip-feed of results by text message, but if each school is connected by walkie-talkie then members of the CAP may elect to share results and publicise them.


(iv) Collection of Ballot Papers

It’s very easy for ballots to go astray, and a great inconvenience if they do!  Make sure everyone understands the system in advance.  For example, a chief judge may collect the ballots from the chairperson at the end of the debate.  Over lunch or at the end of the day, they should give their ballots to a member of the CAP or Organising Committee assigned to that school.  As soon as that person returns to the hotel, they should deliver them to you or the assigned collector.

Tick off ballots on the daily draw of debates as they are handed in.  If any do go missing, first contact the school’s teacher to see if they can be found and faxed to the hotel.  Otherwise, quietly find the relevant judges and see if they can fill out fresh ballots using the marks on their notes.  In a worst-case scenario, ballots would have to be ‘faked’ using the verdict as it was announced, and then an approximation of the scores according to memory – or else an average of the other judges’ scores.


(v) Liaison with Schools

It is customary for a member of the visiting WSDC community to make a speech of thanks to a host school at some point during the day, perhaps during an official greeting by the head teacher.  This often falls to a judge to do, so a member of the CAP may elect to find volunteers from the pool of judges at each school.


I:  workshops

(i) Purpose

A popular feature of WSDC as it has evolved is the provision of debating workshops by senior personnel to classes at the host schools.  These would usually take place during preparation time for impromptus, when the teams are busy but coaches and judges are not.

They are an opportunity not only to make use of our experience and teach debate, but also to whip up interest in the competition and share some international perspectives.  Naturally it makes sense if the workshops are run by international coaches and judges rather than local ones.

Teachers may also be invited to see how an example workshop is run.  However the priority is to get school students thinking about debate and involved in interactive exercises.


(ii) Planning in Advance

Judges (and coaches) should be warned or reminded in advance about workshops, usually in a section of the training day.  A period of time can be spent discussing effective exercises and sharing ideas, as well as, perhaps working on a joint template or syllabus for a workshop.  Hopefully this information can be codified by the Executive and passed on to future competitions.

If possible, the Convenor will obtain information from each school as to whether they want a workshop, and if so the sort of age and experience of the likely audience.  This should be shared with members of the CAP who can then look to appoint workshop volunteers at each school.

Some judges are particularly qualified to deliver workshops, such as Debbie Newman and James Probert of England or Mark Gabriel of Singapore, who have all been ‘professional debate trainers’.  Many others have particular experience or gifts to bring and should be involved wherever possible.  But each workshop would benefit from a mix of trainers (as always, age and geography being factors).

(iii) In Practice

Once a delegation arrives at the school, the member of the CAP or Organising Committee should liaise with the host teacher and confirm whether a workshop is required.  If it is, then a few volunteers need to be found and warned.

A day at a school may include no, one or two impromptu debates.  If there are none scheduled, then it is unlikely that there will be time to host a workshop – but not impossible.  A short (half-hour) one might be factored in if there’s lots of free time in the timetable.  If there are two impromptu rounds, it is likely that only one set of workshops need be organised – but in the most debate-hungry schools, two rounds may be useful to cover all the interested students.

There may be one or more workshops run at the same time, and a separate area needs to be found for each – away from where debaters are preparing their speeches.  Usually the host teacher will arrange classrooms and audiences.  The workshop leaders just need to turn up.

Once the debate topic is announced to the teams, judges should all check they know where they are judging before heading off to workshops.  They should also be informed of the topic as it may play a part in the actual workshop.

The workshop leaders should be reminded to keep an eye on the clock.  The workshops should finish about ten minutes before the debates start to give judges plenty of time to find their way to the debates.

(iv) The Workshop

Summary of workshop ideas to be added here, with link to website.

J:  daily tasks


(i) Announcements

As Chief Adjudicator you should have some method of communicating on a regular basis with judges (and, if necessary, coaches and debaters).  This may be done via a newsletter delivered to hotel rooms, announcements posted on a message board, or, most likely, verbal briefings given at breakfast when everyone is nominally in the same room.

Be warned:  the only time all competition participants are usually at breakfast at the same time is on the first day.  As the tournament progresses and tiredness sets in, attendance drops as people sacrifice cold cuts for a few more minutes in bed.  You cannot therefore rely on reaching your entire target audience.  If you have something important to say, you should either find people individually or take a roll-call of judges at breakfast to find out who’s missing.

Typically the daily draw for judging duties will be announced first thing in the morning (or, if you’re being efficient, posted on a message board the night before).  You should ask judges to tick their name on the posted copy outside to indicate that they have seen their assignment.  When reading it out at breakfast, ask for acknowledgement.  It is critical that you ensure all judges know which school they are going to and what bus, if any, they need to be on.

You may have special announcements to make about debate practice – such as common misunderstandings of the Rules or other issues that are highlighted after the first few debates.  Breakfast may not be the best place to discuss these as you may want to keep things behind closed doors.  You may, if practicable, call a special meeting of judges together, or more likely you may use members of the CAP to communicate messages to the judges at their schools.  It should be possible for each member of the CAP to speak individually to up to 10 judges and so cover the entire tournament.

(ii) Distribution of Materials

At breakfast you and the Convenor should work together to ensure that each school group has ballots, marksheets and any other necessary materials;  and that each organiser or CAP member has any impromptu motions needed that day.

You may also give out copies of ballots from the previous days’ debates to coaches, if they are ready.


(iii) Roll-Calls on Buses

Whoever is ‘in charge’ of a particular school (this may be a member of the Organising Committee or of the CAP, or in extremis a senior judge) should conduct a roll-call before a bus or group departs for a school.  They should ensure all the teams are present and also each of the judges (by name).  This must include any judges who are judging later rounds but not the first one – so they should have a full list of the day’s debates.  If any judges are missing, they should speak to you immediately.

If a judge is given a morning round off, for example, but judging in the afternoon, they may ask to make their own way to the school in time for the later round of debates.  Depending on ease of transport this is usually fine – but they must inform the person doing roll-call for that school.  They should also be told that they may be summoned to adjudicate in case of emergency (see below).

(iv) Sick Adjudicators

Viruses and bugs have been known to lay tournament personnel low, and unfortunately this sometimes includes the least dispensable members – the judges.  You may discover in the morning that some of your judges are unable to travel to their designated rounds.

Assuming you have spare judges available, you should re-arrange judging panels to fill the gaps.  In the unlikely situation that you have no spare ‘standard’ judges, you should consider who the other qualified candidates are.  Perhaps you yourself have no commitments for that round and can fill in.  Maybe the Convenor, or another member of the Organising Committee, are qualified to judge at WSDC.

In emergencies – which may include a judge pulling out with seconds to spare – you can look at using shadow judges, debate teachers at host schools (who may or may not have attended a training session) or a coach of a team not in the relevant debate.  This has been done in the past, but is now forbidden by the Rules.  It may however be your last resort to ensure a debate goes ahead.

TS Note:  Chris – remind me what happened in ’03 – Rachel Carrell etc.?


(v) To Judge or Not To Judge?

As CA, you will almost certainly have judged at several previous competitions and be qualified to judge any round.  This doesn’t mean that you give yourself the same duties as any other judge.

WSDC competitions are very hectic and tiring, particularly for the organisers.  You may find that having some “quiet time” when you can catch up on your duties (tabbing, judge allocation), watch your own country’s team, or just take a breather is very valuable.  So you may not wish to judge every round.

At the same time, you will probably want to be involved in judging in some way, if nothing else than to experience the real heart of the tournament, to participate in an active way.

Finding the balance is up to you.  Ultimately though a calm and relaxed CA benefits the competition!  If you are taking rounds off, you may still attend schools in order to help with organising duties, or else remain at the hotel.  Members of your CAP should know exactly where you are and be able to contact you for advice at all times.

Trevor:  “In 2001 I think I adjudicated in four out of the eight preliminary rounds, quarter-finals and Grand Final.  In the rounds off I set up camp with a laptop in empty school classrooms and fed results into the tab.  Another issue of course is rotating judges from the same country – in my case giving English judges a chance in break rounds without swamping the panels. ”

As mentioned elsewhere you may or may not decide to put 

(vi) Dissemination of Results

Teams like to hear results of other debates, at other schools, as soon as possible – particularly in the later stages of the competition when their progress may be affected.  This is usually done in an informal way (non-comprehensively, by phone or text between participants), but you may think about arranging a formal method.

One way would be this:  an organiser from each school sends a text message with their results to you or a designated result-collator.  For efficiency the standard three-letter country codes might be used, together with judges’ votes, like this:

PER 2 WAL 1. USA 3 AUS 0. ENG 1 RUS 2

This would mean that Peru had defeated Wales by a 2-1 margin;  USA 3-0 over Argentina;  and England (in Proposition) had lost to Russia 2-1.

Once all the results are received by the collator, they can be put together and sent back out to the other organisers who can announce them to teams.

You may of course prefer standard phone calls but it can be difficult to reach people when phones are switched off, debates are continuing etc.  However you do it, nominate one person to collate and redistribute to avoid a mass of unstructured contacts.

(vii) Collection of Results at Hotel

As explained above the ballots should be collected at each debate venue by one nominated organiser who should then deliver them to you as soon as they return.  They, and you, should each have a list of the day’s debates and tick each one off as the ballots are collected, so that you know exactly which ones you are waiting for.

To aid collection you should probably position yourself in a prominent position, such as the hotel lobby, as the debaters are returning.   Alternatively they may be handed in to your ‘office’ if everyone knows exactly where it is.

If time is critical, for example to calculate the break in time to announce it, you may have results phoned in.  This isn’t practical for speaker scores, however, only for results and judges’ votes, so you may not be able to separate teams until the actual ballots are returned and tabulated.

(viii) Break Rounds

Once the break, and subsequent results, are known, you have little to do in the way of tabbing but more in allocating break rounds to venues.  As soon as the debates are allocated you should speak to all team coaches and ensure they know where and against who they will be debating in the next round.  This information should then be posted along with the judges’ draw on a messageboard for everyone to see.

Once the Semi-Finals are complete, you should hold a coin toss for the two teams in the Final, to allocate sides.


(ix) Tabbing

The technique of tabbing is dealt with elsewhere but it’s worth addressing how tabbing fits in to your daily schedule.

You, or your designated tab team, should tabulate the day’s results every evening.  It is an eminently manageable task if you are tabbing one or two rounds at a time, but a nightmare if left until the end of the preliminary rounds.  Likewise you should be factoring in information from the ballots into your allocation of judges for the next day’s debates, so you should be tabbing before you make the judges’ draw.

The spreadsheet system used in ’99, ’01 and ’03, for example, meant that feeding in a round’s results of c. 16 debates took less than an hour.  So it was easily possible to tabulate one round at lunchtime and one in the evening, or even two in the evening.

You may find this to be a task easily handed on to someone else, even a student volunteer.  As long as they are fully familiar with whatever methods you have to look out for errors, it is a fairly straightforward task.  You or a member of the CAP should be on hand to advise in case of problems, though.

(x) Sorting Ballots

Once the tabbing is complete (and all ballots have been checked for accuracy and, if necessary, edited by a member of the CAP), you or someone else can separate the carbon copies and create piles for each team coach to receive one copy of each debate.  If ready, these can be given out at the following breakfast.  The top copy of each ballot should be kept safe for posterity.

Trevor:  “Some years ago it was agreed that the ESU in London would become the ‘physical archive’ of WSDC, and some tournaments sent in their complete set of ballots.  The Adjudication Group might like to look at this idea again.”

(xi) Judge Allocation

Another of your key roles at the end of the day is to receive any information, written or verbal, on performance of judges that might be useful to you.  Again you should be somewhere where people can find you if they want to – rather than at a restaurant the other side of the city.  Members of the CAP will also receive and filter this through to you and an informal get-together of the CAP every evening is very useful for this.

Once tabbing is complete, it’s time to allocate judges for the following day’s debates.  Find a private area for this as the information you discuss will be confidential.

If you’re not up too late, you can print out the following day’s draw and post it on the message board in the evening.  Judges like to find out what their responsibilities are the night before if possible.
K:  queries and complaints
(i) Mid-Tournament Adjudicators’ Briefing

It may be helpful to schedule a formal briefing session for adjudicators after about four preliminary rounds, in order to address any questions or problems.  Equally you may feel that this wouldn’t be justified – but if there are any contentious issues then judges may appreciate the opportunity to discuss them together.

(ii) Complaints

There is no provision in the Rules for a formal method of complaints at the competition.  (A suggested Complaints Committee was proposed in 2004 but narrowly defeated).  As such it is at your discretion how complaints are handled and whether other individuals or committees are involved.

Bear in mind first of all that the WSDC community welcomes transparency, and that complaints should be taken seriously.  The existence of the CAP ensures that advice can be easily sought and you can be supported by the consensus of several respected adjudicators.  

There is however no precedent (or provision) for over-turning the results of debates.  A coach may feel justifiably aggrieved if an adjudicator is felt not to have acted according to the Rules.  This may affect your allocation of that judge to future debates.  The chance of it affecting a result of a debate (a)  is extraordinarily slim and (b) would require an extraordinary decision of the World Council to allow it.  It’s not your responsibility to change the results of the tournament.

Most complaints can be dealt with informally, and most coaches will understand that informing you of their concerns about adjudicators (or, for example, the behaviour of other debaters or coaches) is all they can do.  You may then choose to have a word with the other party or with other judges.

In the case of a more serious complaint, it may be a good idea to ask the aggrieved party to put it in writing.  This ensures that the complaint is taken seriously and not in the heat of the moment, and that the person behind it is prepared to put it on the record rather than (as often happens) spread gossip.  You might then discuss it with a CAP and formulate a written reply.

In more extreme cases you may choose to refer the matter to (a) the Executive Adjudication Working Group, for advice (who may then consult the Executive as a whole), or (b) the World Council, for a decision.

Remember, there are plenty of people on hand to offer good advice.  Dealing with complaints can be one of the more unwelcome and time-consuming aspects of your job, so do make use of the resources available to you.

L:  the grand final

(i) Procedure

You should liaise closely with the Convenor about the planning for the Grand Final.  Whose responsibility is what?  What dignitaries are involved, and who is looking after them?  Who is chairing the debate, and how will they be briefed?

As with the rest of the tournament it is sensible if the Convenor is responsible for the “event management”, logistics, dignitaries, timetable, etc, but that you organise the specific debating matters – which may include briefing the chair and timekeeper, ensuring the judges have all the materials they need, and arranging the delivery of the verdict.  If the audience will include people unfamiliar with WSDC-style debates, you or someone else may like to make a short speech of briefing before the debate to explain what they are about to see.

(ii) Verdicts & Prizes

There are many different ways of organising the ceremonial aspects of the Final;  the key is that you and the Convenor have discussed everything and know exactly who is doing what.

While the judges complete their ballots and retire to discuss the Final, there may be a speech or speeches to fill in the time, or the audience may be left to chatter on their own.  When the speeches are complete or the judges return, the Chair of the debate should invite “a representative of the judges” on the stage to announce the verdict.

Once the lucky judge has delivered their comments and announced the winners, someone needs to take charge of the proceedings.  Ordinarily the judge will return to their seat and the debate Chair will invite someone else to present the prizes.  Again, this is all flexible, but everyone must know who’s doing what!

The Rules mandate that certain teams must be given prizes – the winners, Runners-up and Semi-Finalists, and also the best ESL team and best EFL team.  The Convenor may decide to award other prizes as well, however – best individuals, all teams in the break, etc. – and indeed some have given out certificates to all participants.

The number of prizes given out will affect how many you wish to give out at the Grand Final, where the focus should be on the two teams in the Final, and how many might be left until…

(iii) The Dinner

It is traditional that the dinner after the Grand Final is a chance for the numerous inevitable speeches of thanks, and also any further prize-giving.  As CA you may be involved here in recognising best individuals (top 5?  top 10?  none at all?), Semi-Finalist teams and indeed all teams.

You may invite people up to a podium to receive a physical award (especially those covered in Rule 19), or else simply ask them to stand and receive a round of applause.

M:  world council
(i) Report to Council

You may wish, or be asked, to make a report on the adjudication side of the competition to the World Council Meeting (traditionally held on the day of the Grand Final).  

Your report should be a honest summary of the success of the competition and a look at any issues which require further thought.  It is not a good time for extended discussion and hasty decisions, however.  The Executive Adjudication Group is there to help, however, and can be delegated to look at issues in further depth.


(ii) Adjudication Group

Your experience is now invaluable.  Please volunteer to serve on the Adjudication Working Group for at least the following year, so that you can share detailed experiences with the other members.

n:  after the tournament
(i) Report for the Executive

As well as your verbal report to the Council, it is helpful if you supply a report in writing to the Executive soon after the competition.  This would include a record of the results of the debates, a summary of any important complaints you dealt with, and any other lessons learnt or recommendations for the future.

You are also heartily encouraged to add your thoughts to this document – e-mail the chair of the Adjudication Working Group to discuss how!


(ii) Thanks to Judges

A small point, but a nice one – an e-mail of thanks individually to each judge can go down very well – especially the first-timers or ones from newer countries.  The competition depends on the volunteered services of international judges and letting them know how much we appreciate their time (and often expense) is a good thing.

(iii) Collating the Results

Hopefully your tab system will have made it easy to collate the results, both in round-by-round form and in an overall table.

Teams making the break should be ranked as follows:

Winners – 1st
Runners-up – 2nd
Highest-ranked (in the break) semi-finalist:  3rd
Lowest-ranked Semi-Finalist:  4th
Highest-ranked losing Quarter-Finalist:  5th
and so on until the 17th team, after which all teams are ranked accordingly to the break

These results should be sent to the Convenor, and to the Executive for posting on www.schoolsdebate.com.  

You may choose to publish the individual rankings as well – if you do, it’s recommended to limit it to the top 50, top 75 etc., as there is little benefit in naming the worst speaker at the tournament. 
