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MINUTES OF THE 2004 WORLD SCHOOLS DEBATING COUNCIL MEETING

18 FEBRUARY 2005, 9.00 A.M.

CALGARY, CANADA
CHAIRMEN:


John Baty (Canada)  /  Christopher Erskine (Australia)

MINUTES:


Mark Gabriel (Singapore)

DELEGATES:


Argentina  -  Christine Adriani

Australia  -  Todd Golding

Bermuda  -  Mary Murray

Canada  -  John Baty

Czech Republic  -  John Wickham

England  -  James Probert

Estonia  -  Pille Heido

Germany  -  Angelika Hoeness

Greece  -  Effie Giannakouri

Hong Kong  -  Sam Greenland

Indonesia  -  Ria Nuri Dharmawan

Ireland  -  Dick Wafer

Israel  -  Hayah Goldlist

Kuwait  -  Andrew Kenning

Lithuania  -  Geetha Creffield (proxy)

Netherlands  -  Jeannette Baljeau

New Zealand  -  Claire Ryan

Pakistan  -  Mehvesh Mumtaz

Peru  -  Alyandro Belmont

Philippines  -  Anna Santos

Scotland  -  Diana Gotts

Slovakia  -  Michal Hrusik

Slovenia  -  Bojana Skrt

Singapore  -  Mark Gabriel

South Africa  -  Robert Garlick

USA  -  Phyllis Hirth

Wales  -  Martin Pollard

NON-VOTING DELEGATES:
Hungary  -  Christina Sheneman-Wolf

Romania  -  Simona Mazilu

South Korea  -  Joshua Park

Sri Lanka  -  Sajith Amedra

OBSERVERS:


Argentina  -  Magdalena Benvenuto

Australia  -  Meghan Chalmers

Canada  -  Harold Kyte

Canada  -  Ron Lee

Canada  -  Martin Poirier

Canada  -  David Tupper

Canada  -  Brandon Barnes

Estonia  -  Karin Palo

Germany  -  Birgit Trefz

Indonesia  -  Rivandra Royono

Israel  -  Avital Sterngold

New Zealand  -  Christopher Bishop

Pakistan  -  Aisha Amir Ahmed
Scotland  -  Patricia Slaven

South Africa  -  Clare McIntyre

South Korea  -  Justin Reznick

USA  -  Sue Wenzlaff

Wales  -  David Penny

1.  Opening Remarks

John Baty opened the meeting. He noted that he was filling in as the Canadian delegate because Janet Webster was feeling ill. He thanked everyone for attending the 2005 ConocoPhillips World Schools Debating Championships in Calgary, and said that he had enjoyed working with everyone in his capacity as Chief Adjudicator. He noted that Canada was very proud to have hosted the 2005 championships.

He then passed the Chair to Christopher Erskine, the Chairperson of the World Schools Debating Council Executive Committee.

2.  Recognition of Delegates

Mark Gabriel, Secretary of the World Schools Debating Council Executive, noted the delegates present.

Chris Erskine noted that the non-voting delegates would still be entitled to vote on issues not relating to amending the World Schools Debating Championships Rules.

3.  Ratification of the Minutes of the 2004 World Schools Debating Council Meeting

The minutes of the 2004 Council meeting in Stuttgart, Germany, were presented.

The Chair asked if anyone present felt that there should be any amendments made to the minutes, but no-one raised anything which they thought should be amended.

A motion to ratify the minutes was passed unanimously.

4.  Matters Arising from the Minutes

There were no matters arising raised.

5.  Report on Postal Ballots 2004-5

Mark Gabriel reported that two postal ballots of the Council had been held since the 2004 Council meeting.

July 2004


23 of the 27 countries who were eligible to vote submitted their ballots. These countries were:  Argentina, Australia, Canada, England, Estonia, Germany, Greece, Hong Kong, Indonesia, Israel, Kuwait, Lithuania, Netherlands, New Zealand, Pakistan, Peru, Philippines, Scotland, Singapore, Slovenia, South Africa, USA and Wales.


There were four items on the ballot.


A.  Selection of hosts for the 2006 World Schools Debating Championships


     Votes for Cardiff, Wales  -  23

     Votes to re-open nominations  -  0

Therefore the 2006 championships were awarded to Wales.


B.  Amendment to the WSDC Rules:  ESL & EFL Awards  -  Part 1

It was proposed that 19 (a) and (b) in the WSDC Rules be expanded and amended to read:

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

(i) the highest-ranked English-as-a-foreign-language (EFL) team, and

(ii) the highest-ranked English-as-a-second-language (ESL) team.

(b) Individual team members shall be classified as follows:

(i) As an EFL speaker if:

(a) They do not come from a first-language English-speaking family, and

(b) They attend a school where English is not used as a medium of instruction.

(ii) As an ESL speaker if:

(a) They do not come from a first-language English-speaking family, and

(b) They attend a school where English is used as a medium of instruction.

(iii) As a native English speaker if they come from a first-language English-speaking family.

(c) Teams shall be classified as follows:

(i) As an EFL team if:

(a) English is not an official language of the country, and

(b) All or all-but-one of the team members meet the criteria for being classified as an EFL speaker in accordance with 19(b)(i).

(ii) As an ESL team if:

(a) English is not an official language of the country,

(b) The team is not eligible to be classified as an EFL team in accordance with 19(c)(i), and

(b) No more than one of the team members meets the criteria for being classified as a native English speaker in accordance with 19(b)(iii).

(iii) As a native English-speaking team if they do not meet the criteria for being classified as an EFL or ESL team in accordance with 19(c)(i) and (ii).

(d) If a team wishes to be eligible for the EFL or ESL award (in accordance with 19[a] and [c]), the coach must submit a form to the Convenor prior the start of the championships outlining the family and educational linguistic backgrounds of each of the debaters on the team.

(e) Based on the information in the forms submitted in accordance with 19(d) and any other information available, the Chief Adjudicator shall determine which teams in the championships are to be classified as EFL teams and ESL teams in accordance with 19(c). The Chief Adjudicator shall publish a list of the teams eligible for the EFL and ESL awards (“the published list”) no later than the end of the first day of debates during the championships.

(f) Any team may appeal against the inclusion on, or exclusion from, the published list of any team, including their own.

(g) An appeal shall be in writing and submitted by the coach to the Chief Adjudicator. The Chief Adjudicator shall circulate any written appeals to the members of the World Schools Debating Council.

(h) The Council shall consider any appeal prior to the announcement of the winners of the ESL and EFL awards. If the Council feels there is sufficient justification (in accordance with these Rules) it may amend the published list by a simple majority vote.
It was further proposed that, the existing 19 (c) and (d) be re-numbered 19 (i) and (j).


     Votes in favour of the proposal  -  21

     Votes against the proposal  -  2


Therefore the proposal was adopted.


C.  Amendment to the WSDC Rules:  ESL & EFL Awards  -  Part 2


It was proposed that the existing 19 (c) and (d) in the WSDC Rules be re-numbered and re-worded as follows:

(i) A team which reaches the Grand Final of the Championships shall be ineligible for the EFL and ESL awards.

(j) In addition to the special awards given to the highest-ranked EFL and ESL teams, special awards shall also be given to all teams which reach the Semi-Finals or Grand Final of the championships.

     Votes in favour of the proposal  -  21
     Votes against the proposal  -  2

Therefore the proposal was adopted.

D.  Ratification of the co-option of new member of the Executive Committee


The Executive Committee sought the Council’s ratification of its co-option of Kris Ade (Canada), to replace Sam Greenland (Hong Kong) who had resigned.


     Votes in favour of ratifying the co-option of Kris Ade  -  23
     Votes against ratifying the co-option of Kris Ade  -  0

Therefore the co-option of Kris Ade to the Executive Committee was ratified.
October 2004

23 of the 27 countries who were eligible to vote submitted their ballots. These countries were:  Argentina, Australia, Bermuda, Canada, Czech Republic, England, Estonia, Germany, Greece, Hong Kong, Ireland, Israel, Kuwait, Lithuania, Netherlands, New Zealand, Pakistan, Peru, Scotland, Singapore, Slovenia, USA, and Wales.

There was only one item on the ballot.

Election for the 2005 Motions Selection Committee

     Mark Gabriel  (Singapore)  -  23 votes

     Alex Just  (Scotland)  -  13 votes

     Ian MacMullen  (England)  -  20 votes

     Mehvesh Mumtaz  (Pakistan)  -  17 votes

     Virginija Paksiene  (Lithuania)  -  23 votes

     Asher Weill  (Israel)  -  17 votes

Therefore Mark Gabriel, Virginija Paksiene, Ian MacMullen, Mehvesh Mumtaz and Asher Weill were elected to serve on the Motions Selection Committee along with the two representatives selected by the hosts – John Baty and Martin Poirier.

6.  Report of the 2004-5 Executive Committee

A written report of the 2004-5 World Schools Debating Council Executive Committee was presented.

Trevor Sather noted that the Finance Working Group have confirmed a sponsorship agreement with XL Capital, which will enable the proper development of the WSDC website and associated facilities, particularly the alumni programme. He urged all delegations to get their members to sign up on the alumni database over the website as soon as possible.

Bojana Skrt noted that the Language Criteria and New Countries Working Group had worked on drafting the new ESL/EFL criteria, which had been adopted into the WSDC Rules at the July 2004 postal ballot. The Executive had also been required to advise the Calgary organising committee after they received applications from more than one team from a couple of different countries. The recommendation of the Executive in this situation was that:

· First priority should go to a team representing a national debate organisation.

· Where the applications are not from a national debate organisation, ideally the groups should be encouraged to combine forces and form a more widely representative team, or the help of the national debate association should be sought to help resolve the dilemma.

· Where no national debate organisations exists, or the national debate organisation is unable to help, first priority should go to a body which has represented the country as WSDC before. If all applicants are new applicants, priority should go to the first application received.

The Language Criteria and New Countries Working Group recommended that the following be developed in the coming year:

· Recommendations for participating countries on how the selection process for a WSDC team can be conducted.

· Recommendations for participating countries on the type of body which should ideally be organising the country’s WSDC team, and how they should go about the application process.

· More detailed recommendations for organising committees on how to deal with situations of multiple applications from the same country.

Sue Wenzlaff noted that the Hosting Working Group’s draft manual for future host countries was close to completion and should be ready within the next few weeks.

Andrew Kenning noted that the Learning Materials Working Group was working on:

· Collating a bank of demonstration debates in VCD format for dissemination via the WSDC website.

· Researching the available written materials on the web so that links to them can be published on the website.

He recommended that the group be re-named the Education Working Group, as he felt this title would better reflect its role.

John Baty stated that he felt it was important that VCDs be made available in all regional formats.

Trevor Sather noted the University of Vermont had volunteered to host any video material we provide over their website.

Mark Gabriel noted that the Motions Working Group’s discussions had highlighted the following:

· The need for motions to the worded in a manner which makes the basic premise of the motion clear, and which avoid colloquialisms and phrases which not be familiar to debaters who are not native English speakers.

· The need for all topics to have a clear area of argument which is obvious to both teams.

· The working group generally felt that any topic which is a major issue of discussion and controversy should be considered a reasonable issue for debate. That said the working group discussed how motions can be worded such that they do not cause offence. The group felt that final discretion with regards to the appropriateness of a motion should lie with the representatives of the host nation on the Motions Selection Committee.

The Motions Working Group passed on its recommendations regarding these points to the Motions Selection Committee, which was elected at the October 2004 postal ballot.

Chris Erskine stated that comments regarding the motions from the 2005 championships should be passed on to the 2005-6 Motions Working Group.

Chris Erskine noted that the Executive has set up a Vision Group to examine make made recommendations regarding the future of the World Schools Debating Championships and the World Schools Debating Council. The group is being chaired by Asher Weill (Israel), who is assembling a diverse and experienced group of people to work with him. Chris urged anyone with thoughts and comments regarding this to pass them on to Asher, and stated that he hoped the group would be able to present a report at the 2006 meeting of the World Schools Debating Council. 
Chris Erskine noted that keeping up regular communication has been a challenge for the Executive Committee in 2004-5, and recommended that the elected members of the incoming committee make a commitment to a regular monthly period of communication accessibility to discuss key issues.

7.  Proposed Amendments to the WSDC Rules
· EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE TERM LIMITS

It was proposed that rule 34 be amended to read:

 

"34. No person shall serve as Chairperson, Vice-Chairperson or Secretary of the Executive Committee for more than five consecutive terms of office."
 

(The existing rule stated that:  “No person shall serve more than three consecutive terms in the same position on the Executive Committee.”)

The amendment was proposed by Wales and seconded by Kuwait.
Martin Pollard noted that the amendment would increase the term-limit for the World Schools Debating Council Executive Committee’s Chairperson, Vice-Chairperson and Secretary to five years, and remove all term-limits from the members of the Block of Six Executive Committee members. He stated that he felt this would allow for greater continuity on the Executive Committee.

Phyllis Hirth stated that she felt the current Chairperson, Vice-Chairperson and Secretary were doing a good job, but that she was concerned that they faced no opposition for re-election this year as she was felt that more needed to be done to ensure the Executive Committee remains open as many people as possible. She suggested a system could be created where the times when these three individuals step down could be staggered.

Andrew Kenning stated that he felt that the lack of opposition for the posts of Chairperson, Vice-Chairperson  and Secretary this year were a reason for supporting this proposed amendment.

Aisha Ahmed stated that if people don’t run against incumbents it’s usually because they are performing well, but she felt that some term-limits are necessary to avoid entrenchment.

Mark Gabriel stated that he felt that creating a system which would ensure that the three principal office holders step down at different times would be difficult. But he noted that the current Chairperson, Vice-Chairperson  and Secretary had all begun their terms of office at different times, as so would have to step down at different times if they served to the end of their term-limits.

A vote was take on the proposal:

For  -  24

Against  -  2

Abstentions  -  1

Therefore the proposal was adopted.

· AGE-LIMITS

Chris Erskine proposed that a suggested amendment to this proposal submitted by South Africa be considered and voted on as a separate proposal. This was agreed unanimously.

The original proposal was therefore considered first. It was proposed that rule 4(b) be amended to read:

 


“(b) A member of a country's team must:

 



(i) be ordinarily resident in the country

 



(ii) have been a full-time student at a secondary school in the country within six 



months of the start of the Championships

 



(iii) not to have reached their 20th birthday by the start of the Championships

 



(iv) not be enrolled at a tertiary or post-secondary school institution.”

 

(The proposed change to the existing rules here was in point (iii) which, in the existing rules, reads:  “…19th birthday…”.)

This amendment was proposed by the Executive Committee.

Mark Gabriel noted that this amendment would raise the age-limit for debaters from 18 to 19. He noted that there had been enquires from a few countries in recent years (mainly from countries in Eastern Europe) as to whether they could bring debaters aged 19 who were still studying at secondary school-level, and some had requested that a change to the Rules be considered to allow this.

John Baty said that he was opposed to this amendment. He stated that he felt that there is significant a difference in the intellectual ability of 19 year-olds and younger students.

Karin Palo stated that in Estonia, 19 is the usual age at which students graduate from high school.

Angelika Hoeness said that in Germany, many students are 19 or even 20 when they graduate from school. The current rules mean that Germany are normally not able to use students in their final year of school.

James Probert noted that this proposal could disadvantage several countries where the regular school-leaving age is 18 or younger.

Sam Greenland said that he felt this proposal would risk the championships becoming a much more adult event. He noted that the World Universities Debating Championships has a very different atmosphere. He raised concerns that the range of ages and differences in emotional maturity among participants could become very wide.

Avital Sterngold said that she felt that as this is a World Schools Debating Championships, anyone who is still studying at school-level should be eligible to be on a team.

John Wickham stated that many students in the Czech Republic don’t leave school until the age of 20. He argued that because most of the countries who would benefit from this proposal are EFL countries, the effect would be a balancing one.

Anna Santos said that in Philippines many students leave school at 16, and this proposal would make it very hard for their team to compete.

Claire Ryan raised concerns with regards to legality issues as 18 is the age of majority in most countries. She stated that she felt the existing rule is a good compromise and works well.

Bojana Skrt stated that she felt the legality issue should not be a concern as 18 year olds are allowed to be members of teams under the existing rules. She noted that the existing rules are a particular problem for many countries when the championships are held in the middle of the year, as this rules out some students whose birthdays are earlier in the year.

Geetha Creffield stated that she felt that age concerns need to be balanced with legality issues, and that in her opinion the current rules keep the number of 18 year-olds to a reasonable proportion.

Christina Sheneman-Wolf spoke in favour of the proposal and said that she felt the number of 19 year-olds would still be very small if the proposal were to be adopted.

Phyllis Hirth stated that she felt such a rule change would be open to abuse.

Pille Heido said that she felt that the intellectual range of students would still not be that great if the rule was changed, as all participants would still be studying at secondary school-level.

Pat Slaven and John Baty said that they felt such a rule change would lead to many students returning to the championships several times, and that this could actually prevent others from having the opportunity.

A vote was take on the proposal:

For  -  9

Against  -  15

Abstentions  -  3

Therefore the proposal was defeated.

Next the Council considered South Africa’s proposal. The proposal was to extend rule 4(c) by adding an extra point (v) to the end of it which would read:


"(v) If the dates of the Championships fall within the second half of the calendar year, or if the announced dates of the Championships have to be changed within 18 months of the start of the event, the following exceptions to rules 4(b)(ii) and 4(b)(iv) shall apply:

(a) individuals who have been full-time students at a secondary school in the country within eight months of the start of the Championships shall be eligible to be a member of the team

(b) for individuals who have completed secondary school within eight months of the start of the championships, rule 4 (b)(iv) shall not apply."


Robert Garlick noted the need for continuity in countries’ election procedures, and that changes or variations in the dates of a championship can lead to some students being denied opportunities to participate. He also noted that the standards of when tertiary education beings vary from country-to-country.

Geetha Creffield stated that she was opposed to the proposal because standards of behaviour can change once a student enters university.

James Probert noted that the proposal would potentially allow some students to compete at the World Universities Debating Championships before debating at the World Schools Debating Championships.

A vote was take on the proposal:

For  -  1

Against  -  24

Abstentions  -  2

Therefore the proposal was defeated.

8.  Report of the 2005 World Schools Debating Championships Organising Committee

Ron Lee, Convenor for the 2005 ConocoPhillips World Schools Debating Championships, stated that his interest in hosting the championships in Calgary began in 1999, and was initially student initiated. He noted that he had approached several corporate sponsors. Eventually he decided to build into the budget the hiring of a professional fund-raiser and event co-ordinator, which he said helped considerably. He said he would recommend this for future organisers. He stated that the visit to Soweto during the 2001 championships in South Africa had inspired him to organise a day of debates at First Nations aboriginal reservations as part of the championships in Canada, and he felt that this had been very successful. He thanks everyone who helped out with the organisation of the championships, particularly the Organising Committee Chairman David Tupper, and thanked everyone present for attending the event.

Chris Erskine expressed his thanks and appreciation to Ron and everyone else involved in the organisation of the 2005 championships for their efforts towards making the event a success.

Claire Ryan offered a motion of thanks to the WSDC 2005 Organising Committee in the form of a Maori song. The motion was unanimously accepted by acclamation.

9.  ESL and EFL Awards 2005
New rules regarding language criteria and the awards given to non-native-speaking English teams were passed at the July 2004 postal ballot of the World Schools Debating Council and came into force for the first time at the 2005 World Schools Debating Championships.

Under the new rules, it had been determined that the following teams at the 2005 championships were classified under the categories of English-a-as-Second-Language (ESL) or English-as-Foreign-Language (EFL):

ESL Teams:  Argentina, Kuwait, Pakistan, Peru, Philippines and Sri Lanka.

EFL Teams:  Czech Republic, Estonia, Germany, Hungary, Indonesia, Lithuania, Netherlands, Romania, Slovenia and South Korea.

There were no challenges to the above classification of teams for 2005.

John Baty, the Chief Adjudicator for the 2005 championships, announced that the top three ranked teams in the ESL and EFL categories were:


ESL category:
1.  Pakistan




2.  Argentina




3.  Kuwait

EFL category:
1.  Slovenia




2.  Romania




3.  Czech Republic

10.  Issue for Discussion:  Complaints Procedure

Claire Ryan presented a discussion paper drafted by herself and Chris Erskine on this issue. She noted that WSDC is currently governed by an unwritten code of conduct among participants, which is normally adhered to but occasionally not followed. She stated that three primary issues should be considered:

(i) The standards of behaviour expected of WSDC participants – most notably the behaviour of adjudicators, and the behaviour of other participants towards adjudicators.

(ii) The procedures for complaints if a formal code of conduct is to be adopted.

(iii) The appropriate sanctions if a formal complaint is upheld.

Claire recommended that a group be established to consider the issues surrounding the adoption of a formal code of conduct for the championships which could report its recommendations at the 2006 meeting of the World Schools Debating Council. She recommended that, in the meantime, an interim code should be established and put into practice for the 2006 championships.

The Chairman suggested that the discussion on this issue be broken into four sections:

A. Guidelines for the suitability of adjudicators to judge debates

B. Procedures for complaints about adjudicators

C. Whether or not a complaint could lead to the overturning of the result of a debate

D. Further general issues relating to a code of conduct

The Council agreed to proceed with the discussion in this format.

A.  Guidelines for the suitability of adjudicators to judge debates

Chris Erskine noted that the WSDC Rules give the Chief Adjudicator the power and responsibility to determine whether an adjudicator is eligible and competent to judge a debate at the championships.

Martin Pollard noted that, in practice, it is hard for the Chief Adjudicator to make such decisions before each debate, as debates are usually spread out over several different venues.

Claire Ryan noted that contact between the members of the Chief Adjudicators’ Panel can be difficult during debate days as the members of the panel are usually located at different venues.

Mark Gabriel noted that, under the current rules, the Chief Adjudicator’s Panel is only an advisory body and that only the Chief Adjudicator themselves has the power to make decisions as to an adjudicator’s suitability to judge.

Phyllis Hirth stated that she felt that a decision not to use an adjudicator should be made only after speaking directly with the individual concerned.

John Wickham stated that he felt it would be helpful if the exact role of the Chief Adjudicator’s Panel was clarified.

It was agreed that this issue will be referred to the Adjudication Working Group, who will circulate proposals by the end of June 2005.

B.  Procedures for complaints about adjudicators

Martin Pollard referred to the proposal in the discussion paper that a record all complaints be kept, even if the complaint is dismissed. He asked why it would be necessary to keep a record of dismissed complaints.

Claire Ryan stated that she felt that this was important because otherwise facts could become distorted by the rumour-mill in future years.

Todd Golding raised concerns about the proposal that a letter noting the complaint and its outcome should be sent to the adjudicator’s home organisation.

Rob Garlick stated that he felt that no letter should be sent to the home organisation if a complaint is dismissed.

James Probert noted that in some cases the home organisation is the country’s Ministry of Education, and that letters sent to them regarding minor complaints could affect their attitude towards debating and have possible future funding implications for the country’s team.

Brandon Barnes stated that he felt that any formalised guidelines must include safeguards against frivolous complaints.

Mark Gabriel noted that an informal system of dealing with complaints about adjudicators was already place and questioned whether a more formalised system was necessary as it may start to encourage complaints. He also stated that he believed a more formalised system for selecting the Chief Adjudicator’s Panel would be needed if a formal complaints system is to be adopted

John Baty stated that he felt it was important for complaints to be submitted in writing and discussed only within the Chief Adjudicator’s Panel. He also argued against sending letters regarding complaints to home organisations as in some cases they could affect an individual’s professional standing and cause them serious problems.

A vote was taken on the principle of whether a formal complaints procedure regarding adjudicators should be adopted:

In favour  -  23

Against  -  2

Abstentions  -  1

A vote was taken on the principle of whether home organisations should be informed of complaints and their outcome:

In favour  -  5

Against  -  19

Abstentions  -  4

A vote was taken on the principle of whether the outcome of complaints which are not upheld should be passed on to future organisers:

In favour  -  1

Against  -  25

Abstentions  -  0

It was agreed that this issue will be referred to the Adjudication Working Group, who will circulate proposals by the end of June 2005.

C.  Overturning of the result of a debate

At the urging of the Chairman, Sam Greenland and Andrew Kenning outlined their concerns about the results of two debates in which they felt that their teams had lost unfairly during the 2005 championships. In both cases, they had been the coach of a team which had been in opposition against a proposition team which had, in their opinion, defined the motion in a way which did not adhere to the sections of the Judging Schedule and the WSDC guideline document of Defining Motions and Constructing Case, as their definitions had been very narrow. In both cases, the coaches submitted a written protest to the Chief Adjudicator asking for the result of the debate to be overturned. However the Chief Adjudicator, in consultation with the Chief Adjudicator’s Panel, had decided that there was no provision in the WSDC Rules for the result of a debate could be overturned, and that deciding to do so would be inappropriate. Both Sam and Andrew stated that they felt that the overturning of a result would be appropriate in such circumstances.

John Baty noted that adjudicators are not infallible and that balancing the concerns of fairness to teams and fairness to adjudicators can be difficult. However he stated that in his opinion, over-ruling decisions paid disrespect to adjudicators who put in a lot of hard work over the championships.

Aisha Ahmed said that she felt that overturning results would destroy the spirit of the tournament.

James Probert noted that to overturn results would require a panel of ‘super judges’, and it would be unfair to make this group of judges’ opinion more important than that of all the other adjudicators. He noted that if the overturning of results was allowed, many teams would challenge the results of their debates just on the off-chance that they might be overturned. 

Todd Golding noted that there will be always be differences in opinion between adjudicators about the results of debates.

Bojana Skrt noted that there are multiple factors which influence the outcome of a debate, and saying that a result should be overturned because of one disputed factor would be difficult.

John Wickham suggested that a second judges’ briefing session could be held mid-tournament to cover any issues which have arisen. 

Phyllis Hirth stated that a panel of ‘super judges’ would imply that some judges are less competent than others, and said that she felt that dealing with close defeats was part of the learning process for students.

Claire Ryan noted that squirreling used to be a problem at a tournament in New Zealand until the rules were changed to allow the Chief Adjudicator to automatically disqualify any team whose definition was deemed to have not met the necessary guidelines.

Mark Gabriel noted that such a system would be difficult to apply at WSDC due to venues often being spread out. He stated that he felt it would be very difficult for a panel to assess a complaint about the result of debate based on just one of many factors involved in making the decision.

David Penny stated that he felt that no result should be infallible because judging is subjective. He noted that teams pay a lot of money to attend the championships and should be able to expect the best possible standards of judging. He added that it is accepted at the championships that some judges are more experienced and more senior than others.

Geetha Creffield argued that video evidence submitted in support of claims to overturn the result of a debate would be unreliable because a video can never capture everything that can been seen live.

Rivandra Royono argued that attempts to overturn results make it difficult for debaters to put defeats behind them and make upset cohesion among teams.

Hayah Goldlist noted the problem of time constraints in making decisions about possibly overturning results before the next round commences.

Brandon Barnes noted that problems with results could relate to issues like an adjudicator being drunk or falling asleep during a debate.

Diana Gotts stated that she would have concerns about the validity of a complaints procedure leading up to a decision for a debate to be overturned.

Rob Garlick stated that he felt the tournament would be as good as dead if teams were allowed to contest results without any significant restraints.

A vote was taken on the principle of whether the result of a debate should never be overturned:

In favour  -  17

Against  -  8

Abstentions  -  1

A vote was taken whether the Adjudication Working Group should be tasked to look at the Rules and Judging Schedule relating to defining motions, and make recommendations as to whether they require tighter codification:

In favour  -  20

Against  -  5

Abstentions  -  1

Therefore this issue was referred to the Adjudication Working Group.

It was unanimously agreed that the adjudicators’ briefing in future years should include mandatory sections on the expectations of the way teams should define motions.

D.  Code of Conduct

John Baty stated that he was very strongly in favour of the World Schools Debating Championships adopting a formal code of conduct for participants.

Todd Golding stated that he felt the issue of harassment would need an objective test. He added that he felt any code of conduct should not apply only to adjudicators, but to all participants.

Sam Greenland suggested that a code of conduct should bind debaters to be under the control of their coaches during the championships.

James Probert stated that problems could arise when participants are asked to refrain from doing things which are not actually illegal in the host country. He noted that the framers of a code of conduct will have to look at which, if any, rights we want to ask certain participants to waive, and whether or not this is legally allowed.

Hayah Goldlist asked what would be the implications for a coach who could not control their team.

Bojana Skrt stated that she felt that coaches should always be responsible for the behaviour of their team.

Chris Erskine suggested that a code of conduct should clarify the relationship between a coach and their team, and also outline a WSDC policy of the consumption of intoxicating substances during the championships.

Diana Gotts stated that she felt that a code of conduct should clarify a policy on sexual relationships between participants at WSDC, and under which circumstances they would not be appropriate.  

Martin Pollard stated that he felt the tone of any code of conduct should encourage participants to behave well, and not simply outline what they should not do.

A vote was taken on the principle of whether the World Schools Debating Championships should have a written code of conduct.

The vote was unanimously in favour of having a code of conduct.

The Chairman suggested that a working group of the Executive Committee be formed to work on framing a draft code of conduct. He also suggested that such a working group must look not only at formulating a code of conduct, but also at the consequences of an individual breaking such a code.

It was unanimously agreed that a Code of Conduct Working Group of the Executive Committee shall be formed and will circulate its proposals by the end of September 2005.

11.  Future Championships

2006

Wales was confirmed as the hosts of the 2006 World Schools Debating Championships at the July 2004 postal ballot of the World Schools Debating Council.

Martin Pollard stated that the dates of the championships will be 5-15 July 2006. The timing is later in the year than most other recent championships because of school exams in January and the difficulty of finding accommodation in February due to the Six Nations Rugby event. Accommodation will be in Cardiff, and the debates will be held in and around Cardiff and mid-Wales. The daily timetable will be similar to that of other recent championships.

Claire Ryan noted that the mid-year timing is difficult for New Zealand, and said that it would be a good idea if future bidders could give a clear indication of the timing of the championships at the time their bid is made.

Martin Pollard noted that the need change the timing to mid-year was unfortunate, but that it had been done for very important reasons.

John Wickham stated that he liked the way that the draw for the preliminary rounds had been prepared in Calgary, and hoped that the next year’s organisers would consider a similar system.

Bojana Skrt disagreed and said that she did not like the way the preliminary rounds draw had been prepared as it gave many of the teams from non-English-speaking countries several debates against first-language teams in the earlier rounds, leading to them losing several debates early on in the championships. She also felt that the draw put many stronger teams on the same side in certain rounds, leading to the unfair impression that the motions were one-sided.

Maggie Benvenuto stated that it is beneficial for teams to be informed of which side of the prepared motions they will be debating on as early as possible before the championships.

2007

Sam Greenland noted that Hong Kong is very keen to bid for the 2007 championships. The organising team would potentially include himself, David Milnes, Brandon Barnes and Chris Forse. He noted that there are lots of potential debate venues at both English- and Chinese-medium schools who are actively involved in debating. The organisers would look into the possibility of a few debates being held in Macau or on the Chinese mainland. He noted that Hong Kong has good public transport, which the organisers would almost certainly make use of, and that there would be plenty of leisure options available. He stated that no clear timing had been fixed yet, but that it could not be in February because of Chinese New Year. Either January or March-April would be the likely options. Key factors would be securing funding and accommodation, which will be investigated in the coming months.

No other countries raised an intention to bid for the 2007 championships.

It was agreed that Hong Kong and any other possible bidders for 2007 should submit their proposals by the end of July 2005, with a view to the hosts being confirmed by a postal ballot.

2008 and beyond

Karin Palo noted that Estonia was interested in hosting the 2008 championships and was looking into funding and accommodation.

Christine Adriani stated that Argentina was potentially interested in hosting the 2008 championships.

Phyllis Hirth stated that the USA was keen to host the championships in the Los Angeles-area of California in 2009.

Joshua Park noted that South Korea would be interested in hosting the 2009 championships.

Ria Nuri Dharmawan noted that Indonesia would be keen to host the championships in 2010.

Mevesh Mumtaz said that Pakistan would be happy to host the championships as soon as the country recognised Israel.

Andrew Kenning stated that the same was true for Kuwait.

12.  Elections for the 2005-6 Executive Committee

Mark Gabriel announced that he was withdrawing his name as a candidate for the Block of Six elected members as the earlier decision to amend the term-limit for the Chairperson, Vice-Chairperson and Secretary to five years allowed him to re-stand for Secretary.

Geetha Creffield and Martin Pollard, the appointed Returning Officers, outlined the election procedures, listed the candidates, and distributed, collected and counted the ballot papers. The results were counted during a short break. When the meeting reconvened the following results were announced:

Chairperson

Christopher Erskine  (Australia)  -  30 votes

Re-open nominations  -  0 votes

Therefore Chris Erskine was elected.
Vice-Chairperson

Trevor Sather  (England)  -  30 votes

Re-open nominations  -  0 votes

Therefore Trevor Sather was elected.
Secretary

Mark Gabriel  (Singapore)  -  30 votes

Re-open nominations  -  0 votes

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

Aisha Amir Ahmed  (Pakistan)  -  19 votes

John Baty  (Canada)  -  18 votes

Ria Nuri Dharmawan  (Indonesia)  -  22 votes

Diana Gotts  (Scotland)  -  21 votes

Andrew Kenning  (Kuwait)  -  16 votes

Bojana Skrt  (Slovenia)  -  19 votes

Claire Ryan  (New Zealand)  -  28 votes

Sue Wenzlaff  (USA)  -  18 votes

John Wickham  (Czech Republic)  -  7 votes
Therefore Claire Ryan, Ria Nuri Dharmawan, Diana Gotts, Aisha Amir Ahmed and Bojana Skrt were elected.

A run-off election (secret ballot) was held between John Baty and Sue Wenzlaff for the sixth position. The results were:

John Baty  -  16 votes

Sue Wenzlaff  -  11 votes

Abstentions  -  3

Therefore John Baty was elected.

[  Note:  After the meeting, the Executive agreed the following chairmanships for its working groups:

Adjudication  -  Claire Ryan

Code of Conduct  -  Ria Nuri Dharmawan & Diana Gotts (co-chairs)
Education & Communication  -  Aisha Amir Ahmed
Hosting  -  John Baty
New Countries & Language Issues  -  Bojana Skrt

Motions  -  Mark Gabriel

Finance  -  Christopher Erskine & Trevor Sather (co-chairs)  ]

13.  WSDC Logo

Trevor Sather noted the need for a WSDC logo for the website and presented black-and-white versions of six possible designs which a designer had created. He stated that colour versions would be made available for viewing over the website, and asked anyone with comments to e-mail them to him.

14.  Any Other Business

Dick Wafer stated that he felt that the new rules regarding the use of preparation materials for impromptu debates had worked well.

Several others expressed agreement with this point of view.

Chris Erskine thanked everyone present for attending the meeting.

Meeting Closed:  1.39 p.m.

