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Introduction: Worlds Schools Debating

The rules of debate at the World Schools Debating Championship are a unique blend of rules from different nations. No single country invented the style, and no single country uses the style as its own national standard.

Each debate has two teams. Each team has three debaters, who each speak once. After each speaker has spoken once, each team has one reply speech. The first or second speaker on the team can give this. The reply speech is half the length of the main speeches. During the main speeches the opposing team can offer points of information (see section 5). However, no points may be offered during the reply speeches.

The motions that the teams debate are general issues rather than specific programs or proposals. Thus the government team may have to argue in favour of voluntary euthanasia as a principle: it would not have to put forward a specific legislative proposal to implement euthanasia except, perhaps, to define the motion or demonstrate that regulating euthanasia is practical. The emphasis is more about principle and less about specifics.

The debate is between teams, not individuals. Each team member has a specific part of the team case to present, and must also attack the other side and defend the team from attack. As the debate progresses, more and more time must be spent dealing with issues already raised in the debate, and less and less time must be spent on new argument and issues.

Each team must persuade the audience that its argument is better than that of the other team. To do this the team must present sound logical arguments, must present them in an interesting and persuasive speaking style, and must structure and prioritize its arguments. All three aspects of debate are given emphasis. This competition does not encourage just pure argument or pure rhetoric on their own, but an effective blend of both.

Worlds Schools debating is an international contest, thus issues may have an international perspective. Examples should be relevant to the global community, and should demonstrate tolerance of difference to a far higher degree than in national or local competitions. In particular there should be tolerance of differences in language and accent, or if we are not careful the English language can divide us instead of uniting us.

The competition includes teams of vastly different background, not only in debating but even in English itself. While each team nurtures the hope that it may win the Grand Final, mere participation is a worthwhile experience in itself for all the teams. Success in the competition should not only be measured according to who wins the Grand Final but can also by exposure to new ideas and development of personal skills. 


(1) Criteria for awarding speaker points
In 1993 the World Council adopted a standard marksheet. Marks are awarded to each speaker as follows:

	 
	Content
	40

	 
	Style
	40

	 
	Strategy
	20

	 
	TOTAL
	100



1.1 Content
Content covers the arguments that are used, divorced from the speaking style. You should assess the weight of the arguments without being influenced by the magnificence of the orator who presented them. Content will also include an assessment of the weight of rebuttal or clash. 

The adjudicator's job is to assess the strength of an argument regardless of whether the other team is able to refute it. If a team introduces a weak argument, it will not score highly in content even if the other team doesn't t refute it. Two consequences flow from this, however:

First, if a major team argument is plainly weak, an opposing team that doesn't refute it may well have committed a greater sin than the team which introduced it. In effect the team has let the other team get away with a weak argument. Of course, it must be a major argument, not a minor example that the opposing team correctly chooses to ignore in favour of attacking more significant points.

Second, adjudicators have to be careful not to be influenced by their own beliefs and prejudices, or by their own specialised knowledge. For example, if you are a lawyer and you know that the International Court of Justice debunked a team’s argument last week, you should probably not take into account this special knowledge unless the ICJ's decision was a matter of public notoriety.

Distancing oneself from personal attitudes is particularly difficult in international competitions. Teams may use examples that you know to be wrong, but would you expect other people, especially from other countries to know that the example is wrong? 


1.2 Style
Style includes both the language and delivery of the speaker.  Although vivid language may be especially helpful in communicating an argument, judges should take into consideration that for some, English may not be the primary language. Accents and occasional mispronunciations should not be considered in awarding speaker points.  

Delivery includes the use of voice and body to communicate.  Delivery is important in the communication of an argument but should be considered important only to the extent that it actually is an aid in getting the point of the argument across to the audience.  Delivery for the purpose of impressing the audience is not to be rewarded. 


1.3 Strategy
Strategy requires some attention. I think it covers two concepts:

1. the structure and timing of the speech, and

2. whether the speaker understood the issues of the debate.

These matters are sufficiently important to justify taking them separately.


1.3.1 Structure and timing
A good speech has a clear beginning, middle and end. Along the way there are signposts to help us see where the speaker is going. The sequence of arguments is logical and flows naturally from point to point. This is as true of a first speaker outlining the government case as it is of the third speaker rebutting the government case. Good speech structure therefore is one component of strategy.

Second, a speaker ought to give priority to important issues and leave unimportant ones to later. A speaker should also give more time to important issues. If there is a critical point that buttresses the whole of that team's case, it ought to get a fair amount of time so that it can be properly established. But if there is a point that is fairly trivial, it doesn't deserve more than a trivial amount of time.

So the adjudicator must weigh up not only the strength of the arguments in the content category, but also the proper time and priority that was given to them in the strategy category.


1.3.2 Understanding the issues
Closely related to the last point is that debaters should understand what the important issues were in the debate. It is a waste of time for a rebuttal speaker to deal with trivial points if crucial arguments are left unanswered. Such a speaker would not understand the important issues of the debate, and should not score well in strategy. By contrast, a speaker who understood what the important issues were and dealt with them thoroughly should score well in strategy.

It is very important that adjudicators understand the difference between strategy and content. Imagine a debate where a speaker answers the critical issues with some weak rebuttal. This speaker should get poor marks for content, because the rebuttal was weak. But the speaker should get reasonable marks for strategy, because the right arguments were being addressed.


(2) Constructing a speech 

All three speeches should be constructed around logical argumentation. A logical argument is one that presents acceptable evidence that is relevant to the proposition at hand and is sufficient to support it. The case should include acceptable evidence, meaning that the evidence is something that an audience is willing to accept or at least ought to be willing to accept.  That evidence should be relevant to the proposition being debated.  Some evidence, no matter how relevant, might not answer every question that can be raised about a proposition, and thus, the body of evidence presented should, taken as a whole, be sufficient to support the proposition.  To the extent that each speaker fulfils these criteria of acceptability, relevance, and sufficiency, they should receive a good score regarding logical argumentation. 

The reply speech still requires logical argument, but is somewhat different. The reply speech really amount to an overview of the major issues in the debate. A reply speaker does not have time to deal with small arguments or individual examples. The speaker must deal with the two or three major issues in the debate in global terms, showing how they favour the speaker's team and work against the opposition team. As a general rule, a reply speaker who descends to the level of dealing with individual examples probably doesn't understand either the issues of the debate or the principles of good argument.


(3) Three-a-Side Debating
Three-a-side debating is not just a two-a-side debate with an extra speaker on each side. There is a clear progression from the opening speaker who presents entirely new material to the closing speaker who deals entirely with what has been said by the previous 5 speakers. Each team has to work closely together, and understand that they are members of a team rather than individuals.

We can all agree on that part, but there are two particular issues that have arisen in previous World Championships that need some further discussion.


3.1 Dividing the Case Among the Proposition Speakers
With three speakers on a team, the positive argument has to be divided between the first two (and perhaps the third government as well). This sounds very simple, but there is one major principle that must be looked at more closely: that is the notion of a prima facie case.  A prima facie case is one that on its initial presentation presents a case that is sufficient to support the proposition.  The first speaker has the responsibility to present such a case in order that the opposition team can refute it in their first speech.  

Having presented a prima facie case in the first speech, the other speakers on the proposition side are free to extend and further develop that case in subsequent speeches.  The basic logical requirement is that the first speech make a case that, on its first face, is sufficient to support the proposition.  


3.2 The Opposition Case
The opposition is not obliged to present its own positive. It can, if it wishes, merely attack the government case throughout without putting up a case of its own. However, this is potentially weak, and most opposition teams in fact present their own positive argument as well. This proceeds in much the same way as case of the government: the first proposition speaker choosing to present a positive case should present one that on its face, sufficient to reject the proposition. 


3.3 The Roles of the Speakers
The debate begins with a speaker whose arguments are entirely new. As it goes on, more and more time is spent dealing with what has been said by previous speakers, and less and less comes in that is new. By the end of the debate there is no new argument, and the speakers deal only with what has gone before.

The first government defines the motion, outlines the government case, announces the case division, and presents her or his part of the case.

The first opposition deals with the definition, ordinarily by explicitly accepting the definition.  If the definition is so problematic that it requires argument, then the first speaker must provide explicit arguments about the definition in this speech. The first opposition speaker then refutes the case provided by the first government speaker and constructs the case for the opposition.

The second government defends the government definition (if required) and case from the opposition attacks, rebuts the opposition case, and proceeds with her or his part of the government case. 

The second opposition does much the same as the second government, If the opposition is presenting its own alternative case as well, this speaker will turn from attacking the government to presenting the new part of the argument as well.

The third government is going to spend a large part of her or his time attacking the other side. However, she or he can have a small part of the government case to present—perhaps 1 or 2 minutes at the most. This is not obligatory, although many teams do it.

The third opposition is going to spend most of her or his time attacking the other side, rather than presenting significant new arguments, She or he can have an even smaller part of the opposition case to present, but again this is not obligatory. Note that the opposition reply follows straight on from this speech, so it is better for the third opposition to deal with the detail of the government case and leave the broad overview to the reply speech.

The reply speeches are not going to delve into fine detail, but will take a broad approach to the issues of the debate. Each speaker should also summarise their own team’s case either as part the analysis of the issues or towards the end of the speech as a separate section. For obvious reasons the reply speeches cannot introduce new arguments. The reply speech is a summary of the whole debate, not a chance to introduce new ideas. 


(4) Points of Information.

A member of the opposing team offers a point of information in the course of a speech. The speaker may either accept the point or decline it. If accepted, the opponent may make a short point or ask a short question that deals with some issue in the debate (preferably one just made by the speaker). It is, if you like, a formal interjection.


4.1 Debating is More than a Speech
Points of information bring about a major change in the role of speakers in a debate. In this style each speaker must take part in the debate from beginning to end, not just during his or her own speech. A first speaker for the government continues to play an active role in the debate even when the third speaker for the opposition is speaking. Equally, the third speaker for the opposition must play an active role in the debate when the first speaker for the government is speaking.

The speakers play this role by offering points of information. Even if the points are not accepted, they must still demonstrate that they are involved in the debate by at least offering. A speaker who takes no part in the debate other than by making a speech should lose marks for content and strategy - content for failing to take advantage of opportunities, strategy for failing to understand the role of a speaker under this style.

Equally, speakers must ensure that they accept at least some points of information during their speech. In an 8 minute speech, taking at least 2 would be expected (depending, of course, on how many are offered). A speaker who fails to accept any points of information must lose marks for content (failing to allow the other side to make points, thus reducing the amount of direct clash between the two teams) and particularly strategy (for not understanding the role of the speakers in this style - or, to put it another way, for cowardice!). Of course, a speaker who takes too many will almost certainly lose control of the speech and thus lose marks for style and probably also for strategy (poor speech structure) and content as well.


4.2 The Etiquette of Points of Information
A point of information is offered by standing and saying "Point of information;' or something similar. The speaker on the floor is not obliged to accept every point. She or he may - ask the interrupter to sit down, finish the sentence and then accept the point, or accept the point then and there. 

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 harassing 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 sometimes considered harassment. This should incur penalties in style for the team members involved.

The point of information may be in the form of a question to the person making a speech, or it may be a remark addressed through the person chairing the debate. Some teams tend to use the latter format, while most teams tend to ask a question. Let it be clear that either format is perfectly acceptable.

The point of information must be brief. 10 to 15 seconds is the norm, and over that the interrupter should be told to sit down by the speaker. As well, when the person making the speech understands the point, she or he can tell the interrupter to sit down - the speaker does not have to let the point get right through to the end in all cases. Always remember that the speaker who is making the speech has complete control of points of information - when to accept them, whether to accept them and how long they should go on for.


(5) Marking Standard
Consistency is a virtue. It ought to be possible for a debater to pick up a ballot from any judge and work out how good the debate was just from the marks that were offered.

But if one judge thinks a good speech was worth 95% and another judge thought it was just as good and therefore worth 75%, we have a problem.

Marking standards are imposed in every competition. They are necessarily arbitrary. There is no reason why any particular standard is better than any other. But there must be a standard, and here it is.

The expected range of marks is from 60 for a poor speech to 90 for a brilliant one.
A good average speech at this competition is worth 75.
Judges shall rarely give a speaker mark greater than 90 or less than 60.

Appendix—range of Marks
1. Substantive Speeches (Out of 100)
	Standard
	Overall
(100) 
	Style
(40) 
	Content
(40) 
	Strategy
(20) 

	Exceptional
	80
	32
	32
	16

	Excellent
	76-79
	31
	31
	15-16

	Extremely Good
	74-75
	30
	30
	15

	Very Good
	71-73
	29
	29
	14-15

	Good
	70
	28
	28
	14

	Satisfactory
	67-69
	27
	27
	13-14

	Competent
	65-66
	26
	26
	13

	Pass
	61-64
	25
	25
	12-13

	Improvement Needed
	60
	24
	24
	12


� Adapted from “Notes for Adjudicators” by Christopher Erskine, Rosemary Dixon, Andrew Stockley, Elizabeth Virgo, and David Pritchard. 





