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MINUTES OF THE 2004 WORLD SCHOOLS DEBATING COUNCIL MEETING

20 FEBRUARY 2004,  9.00 A.M.

STUTTGART,  GERMANY
CHAIRMEN:


Angelika Hoeness (Germany)  -  Agenda item 1
Trevor Sather (England)  -  Agenda items 2-10 & 13
Mark Gabriel (Singapore)  -  Agenda items 11-12
MINUTES:


Mark Gabriel (Singapore)  -  Agenda items 1-10 & 13
Trevor Sather (England)  -  Agenda items 11-12
DELEGATES:


Argentina  -  David Frankenberg

Australia  -  David Leigh

Bermuda  -  Mary Murray

Canada  -  Janet Webster

Czech Republic  -  John Wickham

England  -  Debbie Newman

Estonia  -  Katrin Viru

Germany  -  Angelika Hoeness

Greece  -  Helen Koliais

Hong Kong  -  Sam Greenland

Indonesia  -  Ria Nuri Dharmawan

Ireland  -  Dick Wafer

Israel  -  Asher Weill

Kuwait  -  Andrew Kenning

Lithuania  -  Virginija Paksiene

Netherlands  -  Jeannette Baljeau

New Zealand  -  Claire Ryan

Pakistan  -  Mehvesh Mumtaz

Peru  -  Sixto Ramos

Philippines  -  Miko Biscocho

Scotland  -  Diana Gotts

Slovakia  -  Barbora Ondruskova

Slovenia  -  Bojana Skrt

Singapore  -  Geetha Creffield

South Africa  -  Claire McIntyre

USA  -  Phyllis Hirth

Wales  -  Martin Pollard

NON-VOTING DELEGATES:
Romania  -  Simona Mazilli

South Korea  -  Joshua Park

OBSERVERS:


Argentina  -  Alejandro Ganimian

Argentina  -  Magdalena Benvenuto

Australia  -  Chris Erskine

Bermuda  -  Corey Butterfield

Bermuda  -  Trevor Leitch

Canada  -  Harold Kyte

Canada  -  John Baty

Canada  -  Kris Ade

Canada  -  Norman Leach

England  -  Ian MacMullen

Germany  -  Michael Pates

Ireland  -  Daragh Grant

Ireland  -  Noel McGrath

Ireland  -  Sarah Deeny

Israel  -  Hayah Goldlist

Lithuania  -  Alma Juozaitiene

Peru  -  Daphnie Drassinower

Peru  -  Jodie Garrett

Philippines  -  Virginia Susan Biscocho

Scotland  -  Cameron Wyllie

Slovenia  -  Liana Miholic

USA  -  Richard Sodikow

USA  -  Sue Wenzlaff

Wales  -  Helen Jarman

1.  Opening Remarks

Angelika Hoeness welcomed everyone present and thanked them for attending the meeting and the 2004 World Schools Debating Championships in Stuttgart.

She then passed the Chair to Trevor Sather, Vice-Chairperson of the World Schools Debating Council Executive Committee, who welcomed the delegates from Romania and South Korea who were attending the championships for the first time. He noted that the agenda for the meeting covered a number of items to be considered in details. He added that if some issues could not be resolved today, they could be referred to one of the Executive Committee’s working groups and then subsequently put to a postal ballot.

2.  Recognition of Delegates

Mark Gabriel, Secretary of the World Schools Debating Council Executive, noted the delegates present. He also noted that, since the previous meeting of the Council, Kuwait and the Philippines had become a voting members. Romania and South Korea were non-voting members of the Council as they were competing for in the championships for the first time in 2004.

3.  Ratification of the Minutes of the 2003 World Schools Debating Council Meeting

The minutes of the 2003 Council meeting in Lima, Peru, were presented.

Diana Gotts noted that she had been present at the meeting, though was this was not stated in the attendance list.

A motion to ratify the minutes with this addition was passed unanimously.

4.  Matters Arising from the Minutes

Diana Gotts stated that the information sheets handed out to judges contained the old version of the Marking Standard, the wording of which was changed in 2002.

Angelika Hoeness stated that this was a printing error and apologised for the mistake.

Trevor Sather advised future organisers to take note of this.

5.  Report on Postal Ballots 2003-4

Mark Gabriel reported that a postal ballot of the Council had been held in the December 2003-January 2004 period.

One addition to the WSDC Rules and Judging Schedule had been adopted with 19 votes in favour and 5 against. The following text was added to the Rules:


 “3A.(a)  Before a debate begins, each team must inform the chairperson of the names of their three speakers and the order they will be speaking in.


  (b)  The only persons who may speak in a debate are the three speakers for each team announced by the chairperson at the start of that debate.


  (c)  During a debate speakers may not communicate with their coach, other team members who are not speaking in that debate or any person in the audience except to receive time signals in accordance with rule 3(c).


  (d) Notwithstanding rule 3A(b), if, during a debate, a speaker declares that they are unable to make their speech, another speaker from that team who was announced by the chairperson as speaking in that debate may give a speech in substitution.


  (e) If a substitute speech is given in accordance with rule 3A(d), judges shall award that speech the lowest possible score within the Marking Standard, regardless of the quality of the speech. (If such a situation occurs, the marks for this speech shall not be used in the calculation for any individual speaker rankings or awards.)


  (f) Rule 4(e) shall not apply in the case of reply speeches provided that, in accordance with rule 1(b), the reply speech is delivered by either the first or second speaker on the team.”


The following text was added to the Judging Schedule:

“1.5  If a debater declares that they are unable to make their speech after a debate has begun, another member of their team who was announced by the chairperson as being a speaker in that debate may speak in their place. In such a situation judges shall award the speech the lowest possible score within the Marking Standard, regardless of the quality of the speech.”

A second vote to amended the Rules regarding preparation materials was defeated at the postal ballot. There were 13 votes in favour of amending the Rules and 9 against, which did not meet the two-thirds majority necessary to ratify a rule-change. Mark Gabriel noted that some delegates had stated that they voted against changing the Rules in this instance because the ballot was held fairly close to the start of the 2004 championships, and not because they were opposed to the principle behind the proposed amendment. He added that a majority of delegates seemed to favour restricting teams to dictionaries and encyclopaedias and/or almanacs, if there was to be any rule-change with regards to this issue.

Janet Webster stated that the deadline time for casting ballots should be made clear as people are voting from different time zones.

Mark Gabriel stated that he closed voting after it turned midnight in all the countries who were entitled to vote.

Richard Sodikow stated that it is important to note that delegates have a right not to cast a vote in postal ballots if they choose to.

Chris Erskine stated that he felt the January-December period is a bad time to hold postal ballots as it is the middle of the holiday period in Southern Hemisphere countries.

John Wickham stated that he believed procedures should also be put in place with regards to what should happen if a judge falls ill during the debate.

It was agreed that the Executive would look into this issue.

6.  Report of the 2003-4 Executive Committee

Trevor Sather presented the report of the 2003-4 World Schools Debating Council Executive Committee. He noted that the report distilled the committee’s discussions and recommendations on a number of issues, and that a detailed report from the Adjudication and Motions Working Group had been distributed separately.

Katrin Viru, Chair of the Language Criteria Working Group, reported this her sub-committee had discussed the possibility of splitting the current English-as-a-Second-Language award into two separate awards for English-as-a-Second-Language (ESL) and English-as-a-Foreign-Language (EFL). The working group felt that there were very strong arguments in favour of this, though determining the criteria by which teams were placed into the two categories may prove difficult.

Chris Erskine, Chair of the Adjudication Working Group, noted that his committee had discussed over 20 discrete issues and had divided into two broad groups to look at issues relating to adjudication and motions. He noted that the Adjudication group had exchanged over 300 e-mails and had come up with proposals relating to eligibility, training and assessment which were products of substantial discussion. The motions group discussed different types of motions and tried to distil some general guidance principles as well as propose procedures for the selection of future motions. Chris added that a focus group, conducted by Daragh Grant, had produced some interesting and useful feedback.

Sue Wenzlaff, Chair of the Hosting Working Group, stated that her group had undertaken three tasks: (i) providing assistance to the organising committee in Germany; (ii) preparing advice for future bidders and hosts; and (iii) compiling a handbook for future hosts. Sue stated that three drafts of the handbook had been produced by herself, Asher Weill and Judy Scorpecci, and she was in the process of merging these and adding issues that had arisen from WSDC 2004. She added that the group was looking at preparing a universal online registration form for the use of future hosts.

Janet Webster, Chair of the Learning Materials Working Group, noted that her group had discussed the issue of preparation materials for impromptu debates at length prior to the postal ballot, and that she had complied a synopsis of their discussions. She added that the group’s members had been unanimous on not allowing electronic devices, but opinions had ranged considerably as to what other forms of materials should be allowed.

Andrew Kenning , Chair of the Finance Working Group, stated that his group had three aims: (i) to raise money to cover the cost of the Executive’s functions; (ii) to raise money to help finance future competitions; and (iii) to raise money to help finance teams’ participation in the championships. He reported that an offer from British Airways had come in too late and, in the meantime, an offer from Lufthansa had already been made through the WSDC 2004 organising committee. He noted that British Airways remained interested in a longer-term deal to be the championship’s official carried, but stated that while he would recommend such a deal, it should not preclude other countries from taking up deals. He also reported that his Working Group had refined proposals on incorporation and were recommending incorporation in the United Kingdom.

Phyllis Hirth raised concerns about incorporation in the UK, and asked if there would be any connections with the English-Speaking Union (ESU).

Trevor Sather stated that it would be an entirely new body with no connections to the ESU.

Katrin Viru asked if the UK allowed people of other nationalities to be on the body.

Trevor Sather said that UK law would require UK directors. However decision-making could still rest with the World Council as the supreme body, with the UK directors being subject to the Council’s wishes. He added that UK registration was the first step, with the second step possibly being registration in the USA.

Corey Butterfield suggested that Bermuda could be an attractive option for incorporation.

Norman Leach raised concerns about sponsorship deals clashing with those of organising committees.

It was agreed that the Finance Working Group would look carefully into how to avoid sponsorship clashes.

A motion to give the Finance Working Group the mandate to continue investigating and taking steps towards incorporation in the UK was passed unanimously.

Trevor Sather spoke on behalf of the Information Technology Working Group (chaired by James Brimble). He noted that the group had been successful in attracting alumni to register on the website, which may provide a useful source for fundraising in the future. He added that discussion groups and “memories” pages were being considered as additions to the website. He noted that a designer is working on the WSDC logo.

Motions to thank each of the working groups for their efforts were passed unanimously.

7.  Elections for the 2004-5 Executive Committee

Cameron Wyllie, the appointed Returning Officer, outlined the election procedures, listed the candidates, and distributed, collected and counted the ballot papers. The results were counted during a 15-minute coffee break. When the meeting reconvened the following results were announced:

Chairperson

Chris Erskine  (Australia)  -  25 votes

Re-open nominations  -  1 vote

Therefore Chris Erskine was elected.
Vice Chairperson

Trevor Sather (England)  -  26 votes

Re-open nominations  -  0 votes

Therefore Trevor Sather was elected.
Secretary

Mark Gabriel (Singapore)  -  26 votes

Re-open nominations  -  0 votes

Therefore Mark Gabriel was elected.
Block of Six Executive Committee Members

Before the announcement of the results of the block of six elected members, Cameron Wyllie informed the meeting that there had been a tie for sixth place. The Rules do not state what should happen in this situation, and there was no precedent as it had not occurred before.

Various options were discussed including a run-off vote between the two candidates; accepting all seven candidates as elected; re-voting with a preference voting system; and allowing the Indonesian delegate, who arrived after the vote was conducted, to add her vote.

In the end it was agreed unanimously that a run-off vote should be held between the two sixth-placed candidates.

Cameron Wyllie announced the results of the first vote:

Kris Ade (Canada)  -  16 votes

Sam Greenland (Hong Kong)  -  16 votes

Andrew Kenning (Kuwait)  -  24 votes

Claire Ryan (New Zealand)  -  24 votes

Bojana Skrt (Slovenia.)  -  20 votes

Janet Webster (Canada)  -  23 votes

Sue Wenzlaff (U.S.A.)  -  23 votes
Therefore Andrew Kenning, Claire Ryan, Bojana Skrt, Janet Webster and Sue Wenzlaff were elected.

A run-off election (secret ballot) was held between Kris Ade and Sam Greenland for the sixth position. The results were:

Kris Ade  -  11 votes

Sam Greenland  -  14 votes

Abstentions  -  1

Therefore Sam Greenland was elected.

8.  Report of the 2004 World Schools Debating Championships Organising Committee

Michael Pates stated that Germany was very happy to have hosted the championships in “Old Europe” for the first time. 29 countries attended, including two new teams – Romania and South Korea. He encouraged those who attended to pass on feedback.

Asher Weill, the Chief Adjudicator, noted that he would be writing a report which will include the problems that he faced and how they were dealt with. He added that he felt the system of shadow judging had worked effectively.

John Baty raised concerns about the large number of judges attending the competition in recent years, all of whom need assigned to judging slots.

Jodi Garrett said that she felt that the system of how shadow adjudicators are assessed needed to be clarified.

Daragh Grant suggested a special form for shadow adjudicators, with room for them to write comments about why they came to the judgement they did.

Phyllis Hirth said that she had concerns about some judges coming from a biased (though not prejudiced) perspective, and also said that she felt the process for making decisions regarding removing judges needed to be looked at.

It was agreed that the Executive would look into these issues.

Claire Ryan offered a motion of thanks to the WSDC 2004 Organising Committee in the form of a Maori song. The motion was unanimously accepted by acclamation.

9.  ESL Award 2004

Trevor Sather announced that, under the Rules, the 2004 ESL Award should go to Israel.

Asher Weill said that Israel would accept the award with gratitude, as the members of the team were all students who studied in Hebrew at school.

Richard Sodikow objected to the award going to Israel, citing evidence that English is an official language in Israel.

A vote was taken on whether to award the 2004 ESL prize to Israel:

In favour  -  18

Against  -  1

Abstentions  -  7

Therefore the 2004 ESL prize was awarded to Israel.

It was agreed that the Executive would carefully consider eligibility criteria for second language/foreign language teams to ensure that confusion does not arise in future, taking into account any new rules on the ESL/EFL issue.

10.  Future Championships

2005

Norman Leach noted that Ron Lee and Martin Poirier were not present as they had returned to Canada the previous day to judge at a debating competition there. He stated that the competition would be held from 9th-18th February, and that he would be the primary contact person for logistics and details. He distributed a document containing further details, including a tentative schedule.

A motion to endorse the selection of John Baty as Chief Adjudicator for the 2005 competition was passed unanimously.

2006

Martin Pollard stated that Wales was interested in hosting the 2006 competition, but was cautious at this stage because of the need to investigate sponsorship.

Helen Koliais stated that Greece was interested, but also needed to look into sponsorship.

It was agreed that Wales and Greece should be given three months (up to 20th May)  to follow-up and report back on the situation. Ideally this will be followed shortly after by a postal ballot to select or confirm the 2006 hosts.

2007 and beyond

Mary Murray reported that Bermuda was still at the initial discussion stages with regards to its interest in 2007. She stated that she hoped to be able to report more in six months’ time.

Sam Greenland said that Hong Kong had a tentative interest in 2007. He stated that a group who run Model United Nations events had expressed a willingness to help, but added that finding an affordable hotel would be the biggest challenge.

Dick Wafer said that Ireland had an aspiration to host, but probably could not do so before 2008.

Ria Nuri Dharmawan stated that Indonesia would be interested in hosting in 2010. She said that the Ministries of Education and Tourism had indicated that they would be supportive, but that there was a need to build up the infrastructure of debating within schools first.

Trevor Sather said that the Hosting Working Group of the Executive Committee should be a source of help and advice for all future bidders and hosts. He stated that the event did not need to be extravagant and suggested that the working group look at recommendations on how to run the championships on a lower budget.

11.  Proposed Amendments to the Rules

Mark Gabriel took over the Chair.

· USE OF MATERIALS IN IMPROMPTU DEBATE PREPARATION ROOMS

It was proposed that rule 20(d) be amended to read:

“(d) Teams may not bring any handwritten, printed or published materials with them into their preparation room for impromptu debates, except for materials specified by the Convenor. In consultation with the Executive Committee, the Convenor shall inform teams of the exact nature and quantity of published materials which teams may take with them into an impromptu debate preparation room. Permitted materials shall include dictionaries and encyclopaedias or almanacs. It is the duty of Convenors to remind all teams attending of this Rule and to inform them of which materials they will be allowed to use prior to the start of the championships.”

During the discussion on this proposal, concerns were raised about who would be responsible for determining the exact nature of the materials outlined in the proposal – the Convenor or the Executive. Some people also argued in favour of dictionaries only.

An indicative vote was taken on whether delegates would prefer to stick with the status quo or change the existing rules on this issue:

In favour of the status quo  -  6

In favour of changing the Rules  -  19

An indicative vote was take on whether delegates would prefer teams to be limited to dictionaries only, or to dictionaries and encyclopaedias/almanacs:

In favour of dictionaries only  -  8

In favour of dictionaries and encyclopaedias/almanacs  -  17

The following amendment to the wording was proposed:

“(d) Teams may not bring any handwritten, printed or published materials with them into their preparation room for impromptu debates, with the exception of an English Language dictionary, a bilingual dictionary, and a single-volume encyclopaedia or almanac per team.”

This amendment to the wording was accepted unanimously.

A vote was take on the amended proposal:

For  -  23

Against  -  2

Abstentions  -  0

Therefore the amended proposal was adopted.

· FINAL RANKINGS

It was proposed that a new rule 7(e) be inserted which would read:

“(e) At the end of the championships, teams’ final rankings shall be determined as follows:

(i) The champions and runners-up shall be ranked 1 and 2 respectively

(ii) All other teams shall be ranked according the round of the championships the team reached and, where equal, their preliminary round ranking (in accordance with rule 7 [a]).”
The proposal was passed unanimously.

· ENABLING THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE TO PROPOSE MOTIONS TO THE COUNCIL

· WORLD COUNCIL VOTING RIGHTS

· PROPOSAL FROM RICHARD SODIKOW

These three proposals were considered together because of their inter-related nature.

The first proposal sought to amend rule 27(a) to read:

“27. (a) Motions to amend the Rules must either be proposed by the Executive Committee, or proposed and seconded by two member countries. The Executive Committee or the proposing country must notify members of the Council of such a motion at least one month in advance of the meeting of the Council.”

It further sought to amend 27(d)(i) to read:

“(i) The Executive Committee shall be responsible for the holding of the ballot, and must do so if requested by any two countries (as Proposer and Seconder). The Executive Committee may also hold postal ballots for motions it wishes to propose to the Council.”

The second proposal sought to amend rule 27(c) to read:

“(c) Only a member whose team has attended two of the previous three World Schools Debating Championships shall be entitled to vote according to rule 27 (b).”
It further sought to amend rules 27(d)(v) and 27(d)(vi) to read:

“(v) A member of the Council is entitled to vote in postal ballots if that country's team has competed in two of the previous three World Schools Debating Championships (in accordance with Rule 27 [c]).

(vi) The official voting representative of each country shall be the same representative as at the preceding World Council meeting. If that person is not available, the country's National Committee shall appoint a successor. If there is no National Committee, the representative shall be at the discretion of the Executive Committee.”

Richard Sodikow’s proposal sought to add the following points to rule 27(d):

“1.  Postal Ballots may be called for decision on any matter without which (decision) the executive committee deems the upcoming championship tournament cannot take place.


2.  The secretary will distribute the ballot by e-mail to all those national delegates eligible to vote.


3.  Returns (votes) may be accepted by post, fax, or e-mail, but must arrive at the teller (the secretary or other person appointed to count the votes) in time to post the results not less than two months prior to the opening of the championship tournament. ”
Mark Gabriel pointed out that if all three proposed changes to the Rules were to be passed, it would create some slightly conflicting language in Rule 27(d), and that it was not clear exactly where Richard Sodikow’s proposal would fit in to this rule. He suggested merging the elements of these three proposals which affect Rule 27(d), to create a new 27(d) which would read:

“(d) A resolution to amend the Rules may be passed by postal ballot (including post, fax or e-mail) between two World Schools Debating Championships with the following conditions:

(i) The Executive Committee shall be responsible for the holding of the ballot, and must do so if requested by any two countries (as Proposer and Seconder). The Executive Committee may also hold postal ballots for motions it wishes to propose to the Council.
(ii) All countries entitled to vote according to the Rules are notified of the resolution no later than one month prior to the holding of the ballot. All other countries present at the previous World Schools Debating Championships without voting rights should be notified of the resolutions at this time and invited to give official comments.

(iii) A two-thirds majority of those entitled to vote cast votes in the postal ballot.

(iv) A two-thirds majority of those taking part in the ballot vote in favour of the resolution.

(v) A member of the Council is entitled to vote in postal ballots if that country's team has competed in two of the previous three World Schools Debating Championships (in accordance with Rule 27 [c]).

(vi) The official voting representative of each country shall be the same representative as at the preceding World Council meeting. If that person is not available, the country's National Committee shall appoint a successor. If there is no National Committee, the representative shall be at the discretion of the Executive Committee.

(vii) Any postal ballot which seeks to amend the Rules must be completed at least two months prior to the start of the next World Schools Debating Championships.”
A vote was taken on this proposed amendment to the elements of the motions which affect 27(d):

For  -  16

Against  -  6

Abstentions  -  3

Therefore the amendment to 27(d) in all three motions was accepted.

A further amendment was proposed to change the wording in 27(c) and 27(d)(v) to read:  “…at least two of the previous three World Schools Debating Championships…”.

This amendment to the wording was accepted unanimously.

Votes were taken on the three amended proposals.

The results of the vote on the proposal regarding enabling the Executive Committee to propose motions to the Council were:

For  -  25

Against  -  1

Abstentions  -  0

Therefore this proposal to amend the Rules was adopted.

The amended proposal on World Council voting rights was passed unanimously.

The amended proposal from Richard Sodikow was passed unanimously.

It was agreed that the Executive Committee will look into the definition of a “National Committee” in rule 27(d)(vi).

· WORKING GROUPS

It was proposed that rule 35 be amended to read:

“35. (a) The Executive Committee shall be responsible for action in all areas falling outside the responsibilities of an individual Convenor, and will focus on key issues through its working groups.

(b) The President shall determine which areas each working group shall focus on and which of the elected members shall chair each working group.

(c) If the Council feels that there is a particular area which needs attention, it may mandate the President to establish a working group to focus on this area.”
It was suggested that the word “President” in 35 (b) and (c)  be changed to read “Chairperson”, so that it remains consistent with the rest of the Rules.

This amendment to the wording was accepted unanimously.

The amended proposal was passed unanimously.

· ESL / EFL AWARDS

It was proposed that rule 19 be amended to read:

“19. (a) Special awards shall be given to:

(i) the highest-ranked team whose members speak English as a second language (ESL), and

(ii) the highest ranked team whose members speak English as a foreign language (EFL).

(b) Teams shall be considered to come from an ESL country if English is not an official language of the country, but the majority of their speakers either speak English at home or have English as the medium of instruction at school.

(c) Teams shall be considered to come from an EFL country if English is not an official language of the country, and the majority of their speakers do not speak English at home or have English as the medium of instruction at school.

(d) The Council shall determine which teams are eligible for each of the awards.

(e) No team shall be eligible for both the ESL and EFL awards.

(f) A team which reaches the Semi-Finals of the Championships is ineligible for the ESL and EFL awards.

(g) All teams that make the Semi-Finals shall be given an award.”
It was suggested that the wording of points (b) and (c) be amended to read:

“(b) Teams shall be considered to come from an ESL country if English is not an official language of the country, but English is used as a language of instruction within the country’s education system.

(c) Teams shall be considered to come from an EFL country if English is not an official language of the country, and is taught only as a foreign language subject within the country’s education system.”
The suggested amendment to the wording was defeated unanimously.

Many people expressed dissatisfaction with the wording of points (b) and (c), but no-one was able to suggest alternative wording which met with any agreement.

The Chair proposed that this issue be referred back to the Language Criteria Working Group of the Executive for further consideration. A vote was taken on this proposal:

For  -  15

Against  -  6

Abstentions  -  2

Therefore no final vote was taken on this proposal, and the issue was referred back to the Language Criteria Working Group.

It was agreed that the Language Criteria Working Group would circulate its proposals by the end of  May 2004, with a view to the proposals going to a postal ballot.

· JUDGES

It was proposed that rules 10-17 be amended to read:

“10. (a) All championship debates shall be judged by an odd-numbered panel of at least three judges;

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

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

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

(e) A judge may judge the same team more than once, provided that the judge does not judge that team a disproportionate number of times.

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

(b) The cumulative judges marks or winning margins of teams are not used to determine which team wins a debate.

12. (a) The marking standard, rules of debate, and principles of judging, are set out in the Judging Schedule which is an annex to these Rules.

(b) The Judging Schedule is a part of these Rules and may be amended in the same way that the Rules may be amended.

(c) The Council may authorize guidelines and instructional material for judges, consistent with the Judging Schedule and the Rules.

(d) The host shall ensure that judges are familiar with the Judging Schedule and any guidelines and instructional material authorized by the Council.

(e) All judges shall judge in accordance with the Judging Schedule and any guidelines and instructional material authorized by the Council.

13. (a) Subject to this rule, to be eligible to judge at a championship ("an eligible judge") a person must :​

(i) be nominated by the organization or team of that person's country which is the member of the Council for that country as set out in rule 22,

(ii) be experienced at judging the highest level of senior school or university debates in that person¹s country and have judged such debates regularly during the two years prior to the championship, and

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

(b) The Chief Adjudicator may accept a person to be an eligible judge at a championship who meets the requirements of rule 13 (a) (iii) but who does not meet the requirements of the rest of rule 13 (a) if:

(i) that person has judged at a previous championship, or

(ii) in the opinion of the Chief Adjudicator, the person is sufficiently experienced and competent to be an eligible judge.

(c) Judges for all Championship debates, including the Grand Final, are to be selected for their ability to judge, not because they hold any particular office or occupation.

14. (a) The Chief Adjudicator may assess an eligible judge at any time before or during a championship to determine that judge’s:

(i) competence to judge, and

(ii) understanding of the Rules, the Judging Schedule, and any guidelines and instructional material authorized by the Council.

(b) The Chief Adjudicator may at any time, as a result of an assessment (in accordance with Rule 14 [a]), decide that that judge should not judge any debates, or should not judge any further debates without a further assessment.

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

(b) The Convenor shall nominate the Chief Adjudicator, and the Council shall confirm the nomination at its meeting prior to the championship.

(c) In accordance with the Rules, the Chief Adjudicator is responsible for: ​

(i) determining the eligibility of judges,

(ii) training judges prior to the start of the championship,

(iii) assessing whether eligible judges are competent to judge debates,

(iv) assigning judges to debates,

(v) recording results of debates,

(vi) determining the team rankings at the end of the preliminary rounds,

(vii) determining the draw for the Octo-Finals, Quarter-Finals, Semi -Finals and Grand Final, and

(viii) any other matter connected with the adjudication of debates at a championship.

16. (a) Prior to the start of a championship the Chief Adjudicator may nominate a panel of senior and experienced judges from different countries to assist the Chief Adjudicator in his or her responsibilities.

(b) A member of the Chief Adjudicator’s panel may advise and assist the Chief Adjudicator, but may not independently carry out any of the Chief Adjudicator’s responsibilities or exercise the Chief Adjudicator’s powers.

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

(b) The Complaints Committee shall consist of the Chief Adjudicator, one member nominated by the host, and 3 members elected by the Council at its meeting immediately prior to the start of the championship.

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

(d) A team may make a complaint to the Complaints Committee about a judge in a debate in which it has debated.

(e) A complaint must be in writing, and be signed by the coach of the team or, if the team has no coach, an adult responsible for the team.

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

(g) A complaint must specify a clear breach of the Rules or the Judging Schedule on the part of the judge.

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

(i) dismiss the complaint,

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

(iii) uphold the complaint and direct the Chief Adjudicator to reassess the  judge under rule 14,

(iv) uphold the complaint and direct the Chief Adjudicator to remove the judge from judging debates until the judge has been reassessed under rule 14.

(i) The Complaints Committee may not alter the result of a debate even if it has upheld a complaint about that debate.

(j) The Complaints Committee may not uphold a complaint about a debate if it decides that the true ground of complaint is a dissatisfaction with the result rather than a clear breach of the Rules or the Judging Schedule.”
There were three proposed amendments to this motion. The first was to delete the proposed new 13(a)(iii), as well as the reference to this rule in 13(b), which would bar debaters from the previous year’s competition as serving as judges (though still allow them to be shadow judges).

A vote was take on this proposed amendment:

For  -  2

Against  -  18

Abstentions  -  0

Therefore the proposed new 13(a)(iii) and the reference to it in 13(b) were not deleted.

The second proposed amendment sought to change the wording of 15(b) to:

“The Convenor shall nominate the Chief Adjudicator. The nomination must be approved either by the World Council at its meeting the previous year, or by the Executive if the appointment is made after that.”

This change to the wording would allow the Executive to approve a Chief Adjudicator’s nomination if a change had to be made in the run-up to a championships (and thus not require a postal ballot).

A vote was take on this proposed amendment to the wording:

For  -  11

Against  -  8

Abstentions  -  1

Therefore this proposed amendment to the wording was adopted.

The third proposed amendment to the motion was to delete the whole of point 17 (a-j), which would introduce a formal Complaints Committee.

A vote was taken on this proposed amendment:

For  -  10

Against  -  10

Abstentions  -  1

A re-vote was taken. The result was exactly the same.

After the second vote, the delegate from Greece, Helen Koliais (who had abstained), offered to change her vote to a vote in favour in order to break the tie. The Chair rejected this on the grounds that the vote had already been taken twice.

Richard Sodikow challenged the Chair’s ruling and called for another re-vote.

A vote was taken on Richard Sodikow’s challenge to the Chairman’s ruling. The challenge was defeated by a clear majority (exact voting figures not recorded.)

Chris Erskine proposed that the points 10-16 and point 17 be voted on as two separate motions. This suggestion was accepted unanimously.

A vote was taken on the first motion (points 10-16), including the amended point 15(b).

This was passed unanimously.

A vote was taken on the second motion (point 17):

For  -  11

Against  -  10

Abstentions  -  0

Therefore the second motion was defeated as the vote did not achieve a two-thirds majority.

· MOTIONS

It was proposed that a new rule 9A be inserted into the WSDC Rules which would read:

“9A.  (a) There shall be a Motions Committee for a championship.

(b) The Motions Committee shall consist of:

(i) one member nominated by the host, and

(ii) four members elected by the Council reflecting the geographic and cultural diversity of the participants at the championships.

(c) A coach of a team at a championship is not eligible to be a member of the Motions Committee for that championship.

(d) The Motions Committee shall select all motions for debate at the championship.

(e) At least five weeks before the start of a championship, the Motions Committee shall forward to the host the list of motions it has selected for prepared debates including the Grand Final.

(f) The host shall forthwith notify all teams of the prepared motions for debate.

(g) At least one day before the start of a championship the Motions Committee shall give to the host a set of motions for the impromptu preliminary rounds.

(h) That set of motions shall include at least one more motion than is required for the preliminary rounds.

(i) The impromptu motions shall be contained in separate unmarked sealed envelopes, and shall remain unopened during the championship until and unless one is selected for use in an impromptu round in accordance with this rule.

(j) Immediately before the start of an impromptu round of debates, a representative of the host shall randomly select one of the envelopes, and the motion in that envelope will be the motion for that round.

(k) At least one day before the announcement of the draw for the Octo-Finals, Quarter-Finals and Semi-Finals, the Motions Committee shall give to the host a set of motions for those debates.”
There were several amendments suggested.

It was proposed that the wording of 9A(b)(i) be amended to read: “two members nominated by the host”

This amendment to the wording was passed unanimously.

It was proposed that the wording of 9A(b)(ii) be amended to read: “five members elected by the Council…”.

This amendment to the wording was passed unanimously.

It was proposed that 9A(i) and 9A(j) be deleted from the motion.

This amendment was passed unanimously.

It was proposed that the wording of 9A(b)(ii) be further amended to read:  “five members elected by the Council no later than four months prior to the start of the championships...”
This amendment to the wording was passed unanimously.

It was proposed that the wording 9A(b)(ii) be even further amended to read: “…geographic, cultural and linguistic diversity of the participants at the championships.”
This amendment to the wording was passed unanimously.

It was proposed that the wording of 9A(e) be amended to read: “At least eight weeks prior to the start of the championships…”

This amendment to the wording was passed unanimously.

It was proposed that 9A be re-numbered 17.

This amendment to the numbering of the proposal was passed unanimously.

The amended proposal on Motions was passed unanimously.

12.  Proposed Amendments to the Judges’ Notes

· BARRACKING

It was proposed that paragraphs 2 to 4 of section 5.2 be replaced with two paragraphs which would read:

“More than one member of the opposing team may rise simultaneously. The speaker on the floor may decline all or some, and may choose which one to take. The others then sit down. Opposing speakers must sometimes tread a fine line between the legitimate offering of points of information on the one hand, and barracking on the other. The fact that points must be offered makes the style more aggressive and more prone to interruptions. However, continuous offering by a team really amounts to excessive interruption and is barracking. This should incur penalties in style for the team members involved.

It is impossible to put a figure on how many points of information a team  may offer before its behavior constitutes barracking. Judges should determine when the offering of points of information, far from adding to the debate, begins to infringe on the right and/or ability of the speaker to address the audience.  This determination requires sensitivity to the context of the particular debate: two well-matched and highly-skilled teams may offer each other many points of information without disrupting the debate or unsettling the speaker on the floor, but points offered at this same high rate to a speaker who is less confident may constitute barracking. In general, speakers should not offer points of information only a few seconds after a previous offer has been declined or while the speaker on the floor is clearly in the early stages of answering a point of information she just accepted: frequent violations of these principles might reasonably be penalized.”
The proposal was passed unanimously.

· MARKING OF POINTS OF INFORMATION

It was proposed that paragraph 6 of section 5.3 be amended to read:

“A speaker's speech mark should only be adjusted if her contribution to the debate through offering points of information differed significantly from her contribution in her speech. (Contribution to the debate through offering points of information involves both the quantity of points of information offered and the quality of those accepted: speakers should not be penalized if they offer plenty of points but none is accepted.) A speaker's speech mark may be adjusted by up to two marks in either direction to take account of points of information offered: if such an adjustment is being made, the judge should write, e.g., +1 or -2 in the appropriate column on the ballot. So, a speaker whose speech deserved a 70 but who offered remarkably good points of information might receive an overall mark of 71, or perhaps 72 if the points were truly outstanding. A speaker whose speech deserved a 76 but who offered almost no points of information might receive an overall mark of 74 or 75. But a speaker whose speech deserved a 64 should not lose marks for failing to offer many points of information, because his contribution through offering points was no worse than his speech. Likewise, a speaker whose speech deserved a 78 does not get extra marks for making a couple of very good points of information, because those points were no better than her speech.”
The proposal was passed unanimously.

Chris Erskine noted that there should therefore be an extra ‘P.O.I. Adjustment’ column on the judges’ ballot sheet in future years.

· MARK SCHEME

It was proposed that paragraph 6 of section 6 be amended to read:

“Judges shall never give a speaker mark greater than 80 or less than 60.”
The proposal was passed unanimously.

· WHO WINS THE DEBATE?

It was proposed that paragraph 1 of section 6.3 be amended to read:

“If you find yourself saying "I thought the proposition won the debate but when I added up my marks I found that the opposition had won instead," something is wrong. It might be your belief about who won the debate or it might be your marks: somehow the two things must be reconciled before you cast your vote. Look back over your marks to make sure that you were evaluating all speakers by the same standards and therefore that the marks accurately express your view of the relative performances of the speakers. Was the third opposition speaker really eight marks better than the first proposition speaker? Was there really no difference in the quality of style in the first four speeches? Also, make sure that your belief about who won the debate is not being unduly influenced by the last few speeches: all speeches count equally (except for the reply speeches, which count at half value) and the speaker marks help to ensure that this fact is reflected in your decision. Likewise, make sure that your belief is not being unduly influenced by one category in the marks: perhaps you think that the proposition won only because you are not giving full (i.e. 40%) weight in your mind to the fact that the opposition were significantly ahead on style. If your marks for each category and each speaker accurately reflect your view of the debate, then your total marks should reliably indicate which team won the debate, given the particular weightings of different categories we use at World Schools.”
There was one proposed amendment to the wording.

It was proposed that the fifth and eighth sentences of the paragraph be amended to read “…style or content…”.

This amendment to the wording was accepted unanimously.

The amended proposal was passed unanimously.

· THE ADJUDICATION SPEECH

It was proposed that an extra section, numbered 6.5, be inserted which will read:

“Before the adjudication speech, but after ballots have been completed and handed to the chairperson, the judges have a brief opportunity to confer. This is not the time to try to persuade your fellow judges that they made a mistake on a particular issue or in their overall result. Their ballots are locked in like yours, and the only point of conferring is to help one of the judges give the adjudication speech. So, keep the discussion short and to the point. If you dissented and your views are quite different from the rest of the panel, briefly express your reasons and then stay out of the discussion.

The adjudication speech should explain the result of the debate to the audience. Teams can and should speak to the judges individually after the debate, but this is the only opportunity for the audience to hear the reason for the decision. The adjudication speech should not refer to mistakes made by individual speakers: you can discuss these privately after the debate instead of belittling a speaker in public.

Explaining the result to an audience that has just seen its first World Schools debate may require outlining the three categories in which we award marks and, where appropriate, identifying the category in which the decisive difference between the teams was to be found. The adjudication speech should not summarize the content of the debate except insofar as is truly necessary to explain the result. The speech should be as short as possible – typically between 2 and 4 minutes – while communicating to the audience a clear, explanation of the result of the debate (and expressing thanks to the hosts and sponsors).

When giving the adjudication speech you should remember that you are speaking for the panel, not just for yourself. Where there are importantly differing views, especially if the decision is not unanimous, you need to try as far as possible to explain how those differences came about.  If at all possible, you should explain the grounds on which one or more judge dissented in a way that emphasizes the reasonableness of the disagreement, rather than leaving the audience to think that one judge got it wrong.  In the unlikely and unfortunate event that you cannot present the dissenting view in a way that makes it sound reasonable, it is better to say nothing about it: just explain that the panel reached a majority verdict and then present the views of the majority.”
The proposal was passed unanimously.

It was agreed that the Adjudication Working Group would look at providing advice for judges on giving feedback to teams after the adjudication speech. This will be incorporated into adjudicators’ training and the Working Group will also consider whether it is necessary to add an extra section to the Judges’ Handbook relating to this.

13.  Any Other Business

Trevor Sather resumed the Chair.

Jodie Garrett stated that she felt it was important that there should be clarification on how the Chief Adjudicator should select, assess and, if necessary, remove judges.

It was agreed that the Adjudication Working Group would work on creating some guidelines with regards to this.

Richard Sodikow stated that this would be his last World Schools Debating Championships. He thanked everyone he had become friends with. He stated that he felt that some members of the WSDC community did not regard him very highly as an adjudicator, and for this reason had not assigned him to judge certain rounds or had been prejudiced against the US team. He stated that he felt there was hypocrisy in the running of the championships in some areas.

Katrin Viru announced the 2004 IDEA Debating Summer Camp in Estonia from 23 July-5 August. She stated that details could be found at the website www.debate.ee.

Dick Wafer stated that he felt the announcement of the break was not made appropriately, particularly because many teams were not present for it as the time and venue of the announcement was not communicated properly. He also appealed for next year’s organisers and the Executive to work on a fool-proof system to ensure that no mistakes are made in calculating the tab for the preliminary rounds. He thanked everyone involved in the organisation for their efforts.

Chris Erskine suggested that the Chief Adjudicator should meet with coaches prior to the break announcement to confirm the rankings.

John Baty suggested the posting of interim rankings during the preliminary rounds.

Asher Weill apologised for the error in the announcement of the rankings during the championships. He suggested that the Chief Adjudicator should double-check rankings against those of judges and coaches who calculate the tab on their own.

Andrew Kenning announced that he is interested in running a warm-up tournament in Kuwait prior to the next championships, and urged countries interested in participating to contact him.

Michael Pates thanked all countries who participated in WSDC 2004, particularly the first-time entrants from Romania and South Korea.

Trevor Sather thanked everyone for attending the meeting.

Meeting Closed:  2.56 p.m.

