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Part I – Establishment & Values 
 

1. Citation and Commencement 
 

1.1. This document should be cited as “The Constitution of the Thailand National 
Debate Council” or “The Constitution”. 

 
2.  Definitions 

 
“Championship” refers to a Thailand National Debate Championships accredited 
by the council. 

 
“composite team”  a team of participants from more than one institution.  The 
composition of the team is stable for the duration of the tournament. 

 
“contingent” means all the participants registered at a tournament from one 
institution. 

 
“Disputes Tribunal” is the body, which hears complaints regarding the conduct of 
participants at Council Championships. 

 
"Executive Committee" is the body appointed at the Council Meeting to represent 
the Council and is the body authorized to discharge actions on behalf of the Council 
over the course of the year. 

 
“host institution” means the institution which has been endorsed by the Council to 
host the Championship. 

 
“institution” shall be defined as a single body awarding degrees (or their equivalent) 
and governed by a single administrative body headed by a chancellor and/ or Vice- 
chancellor (or similar). Individual faculty, colleges, schools, and/or campuses which 
do not have individually awarded degrees or separate distinct administrative system 
may not participate as separate institution. 

 
“swing team” means a team formed by the host institution to create an even 
number of teams in the draw.  The composition of this team is not stable. 

 
“tournament accreditation” means a process by which the Executive Committee 
assesses tournaments with respect to compliance with a number of key procedures. 

 
“Council” refers to the Thailand National Debate Council. 

 
“Council Meeting” is the annual meeting of the Council and is the peak body 
which governs the operation of the Debate Championships. 

 
“Council Session” refers to virtual (on-line) sessions of the Council convened to 
address matters that arise in between Championships. 
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3.  Establishment of the Council 

 
3.1. Reflecting the will of the students and institutions of Thailand to build a debate 

community, this Constitution establishes the Thailand National Debate Council, on 
which the Member Institutions confer competences to attain objectives they have in 
common. The Council shall coordinate the policies by which the Member 
Institutions aim to achieve these objectives, and shall exercise on a Community basis 
the competences they confer on it. 

3.2. The Council shall be open to all Thailand Educational Institutions which respect its 
values and are committed to promoting them together. 

 
4.  The Council’s Values 

 
4.1. The Council is founded on the values of transparency, commitment, equality, 

democracy and accountability. These values are common to the Member Institutions 
in a society in which pluralism, non-discrimination, tolerance, justice, solidarity and 
equality between women and men prevail. 

 

Part II – Thailand National Debate Council 
 

5.  Purposes and Objectives of the Council 

 
5.1. The purpose of the Council is to provide a platform for institutions to engage in a 

fair, transparent and representative debating competition to identify an annual 
debating champion. 

 
5.2. The objectives of the Council are to: 

5.2.1. enhance the quality of debating and adjudication; 
5.2.2.  provide a platform for discussion of topics pertinent to the general interest 

of the community and promote a free exchange of ideas on these topics; 
5.2.3. provide a platform for interaction between institutions; 
5.2.4. promote debating interest in Thailand; and, 
5.2.5. assist and monitor the host institution of the Championship. 

 

 
 

6.  Membership of the Council 

 
6.1. The debating association of any tertiary or secondary education institution in 

Thailand is eligible to be a member of the Council provided the institution has paid 
the Council membership fee. 

 
6.2. There will only be one debating association recognized from each institution. If more 

than one association seeks membership, the Council will decide on the eligibility to 
accord member status. 

 
6.3. Membership for a particular year commences from the date the institution pays the 

membership fees and expires on the last date the membership fees for the following 
year is due. 
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6.4. The annual Council membership fee will be set by the Executive Committee on the 
basis of its budget, which will be presented to the Council for ratification. 

 
6.5. With respect to the fees in Article 6.3, it will be collected by the Treasurer upon 

ratification by the Council. 

 
6.6. Any institution that pays the membership fee has the right to vote in Council 

meetings and Council sessions for the duration of the membership, regardless of 
whether they have attended or plan to attend the Championship or any other 
Council accredited tournament. 

 
6.7. The Executive Committee shall provide the following  year‟s Council budget 2 weeks 

before the Council Meeting. Upon endorsement of the fee structure with a simple 
majority by the Council, fees shall be collected from members who will be accorded 
status upon payment. 

 
 
 
 

7.  Meetings of the Council 

 
7.1. The Council will comprise all registered member institutions participating at the 

Championship. 

 
7.2. All registered member institutions participating at the Championship shall select one 

delegate to represent their institution in the Council, the delegate must be enrolled as 
a student of that tertiary or secondary institution. 

 
7.3. Quorum for the Council Meeting can be satisfied by the presence of: 

7.3.1. By the presence of more than half of the institutions for registered member 
institutions in attendance at the Championship. 

 
7.4. There will be at least two meetings of the Council at each Championship, one being 

prior to the preliminary rounds (hereafter referred to as the „preliminary meeting‟) 
and one after the completion of the preliminary rounds and prior to the grand finals 
(hereafter referred to as the „main meeting‟). 

 
7.5. The preliminary meeting shall determine eligibility disputes or constitutional disputes 

which require immediate determination. 

 
7.6. The main meeting shall deal with matters relating to the Constitution, the election of 

the Executive Committee for the following year, and the selection of a host 
institution for the following year. 

 
7.7. Emergency meetings can also be provided for during the championship, to cater to 

constitutional and tournament related issues. Any participant wishing the Council to 
discuss an issue of significance should bring it up to the Executive Committee, who 
will convene an emergency meeting during a free time (defined as a time where there 
is no debate round) in the tournament schedule. 

 
7.8. Motions of the Council must be passed by a simple majority of votes of the Council. 

 
7.9. Motions which amend the tournament rules must be passed by a simple majority of 
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votes of the Council. 

 
7.10.Motions which amend the appendices in the constitution must be passed by a simple 

majority of votes of the Council. 

 
7.11.Motions which amend the substantive portions of the Constitution must be passed 

by two thirds of the votes Council in the first attempt. 
7.11.1.  In the event that a majority but less than two-thirds of the Council vote in 

favour of a Constitutional amendment, a working committee is to be 
established which will carry out an independent study of the proposed 
amendment. The working committee will present their findings to the 
Council for the following year and in the event a majority not amounting to 
two thirds is again in favour of such constitutional amendment in the 
following year, the article in the constitution shall be amended. 

 
7.12.Proxy votes must be notified to the Secretary at the beginning of the meeting. 

 
7.13.Each delegate is limited to hold the proxy of only one other institution. 

 

 
 

8.  Council Sessions 

 
8.1. The Executive Committee is responsible for acting on behalf of the Council in 

between Championships and ensuring that all Council member institutions are 
informed of the venue and location of any Council Session at least 2 weeks prior to 
the actual date of the session. 

 
8.2. Sessions of the Council cannot amend the Constitution, but may amend the 

tournament rules and pass directives for the Executive Committee or host 
institution. 

 
8.3. Online sessions could be arranged for a variety of motions or any single motion. 

 
8.4. The official TNDC web-board (www.thaidebate.net) shall be used by the Executive 

Committee or institutional delegates to propose motions for vote. 

 
8.5. This will be followed by the motion being communicated to all institutions who can 

then participate in discussions relating to the motion for two weeks on the web- 
board. 

 
8.6. It is the responsibility of the institutions to provide current contact details of their 

delegate to the Executive committee. 

 
8.7. At the end of 2 weeks, voting will be open for 1 week which will allow institutions to 

vote on the proposal. After voting is completed, the Executive Committee will 
consider the motion passed, if the session was quorate and a simple majority was 
obtained. 

 
8.8. Quorum can be met by the participation of at least half the registered institutions in 

the vote, or, 
 

Part III – TNDC Executive Committee 
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9.  Thailand National Debate Council Executive Committee 

 
9.1. The Executive shall be comprised of the officers defined in Appendix B (Thailand 

National Debate Council Executive Committee). The roles and responsibilities as 
well as the working model for the Executive Committee shall be as defined in 
Appendix B. 

 
9.2. To be eligible for election to the Executive Committee, the candidate must be 

enrolled as a student of a tertiary or secondary institution which is a member of the 
Council. 

 
9.3. No one person may occupy more than one Executive position at one time. 

 
9.4. Members of the Executive shall not sit as delegates at the Council meeting. 

 
9.5. Casual vacancies that arise may be filled at a Council Session. 

 
9.6. The Council will also appoint regional representatives who will work in consultation 

with the Executive Committee 
9.6.1. Each region in the Council will have a representative who will be anyone 

deemed qualified by an internal vote by the Council members of that region. 
9.6.2. The Executive Committee will be required to inform by email all the 

business conducted by it online or in person to these representatives. 
9.6.3. Where a member of Executive Committee is deemed eligible to carry the 

role of regional representatives, it will be allowed. 
 

 
 

10. Tournament Accreditation 

 
10.1.The Executive Committee will be the peak body authorised to confer tournament 

accreditation to all other tournaments in the country requesting tournament 
accreditation by the Council. 

 
10.2. Tournament Accreditation shall be measured along the following key processes: 

10.2.1.  Bidding for the hosting of a tournament, providing accommodation for 
participants, conducting socials events during the tournament 

10.2.2.  Interaction of host with participants. 
10.2.3.  Registration processes and registration fee. 
10.2.4.  Selection of Adjudication Core. 
10.2.5.  Selection of topics/motions. 
10.2.6.  Tabulation processes. 
10.2.7.  Public post-tournament review. 

 
10.3.Any tournament accredited by the Executive Committee must comply with a 

minimum of five key processes. 

 
10.4.Tournaments will be granted a rating based on the level of compliance to key 

processes. In the case of seven key processes being fulfilled, 7 stars will be awarded. 

 
10.5.The Championships must comply with all seven key processes. 

 
10.6.The Executive Committee will provide a detail of the expectations of minimum 
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standards for each process on their website. 

 
10.7.The tournament organisers are required to provide the Executive Committee with 

evidence on how the relevant processes under which they are applying for 
accreditation were handled in the tournament. 

10.7.1.  The Executive Committee can appoint an external reviewer (who is not a 
member of the host institution) of the tournament from among the 
tournament's participants to endorse this information. Upon obtaining the 
required information, the Executive Committee shall deem if requirements 
were met and award a tournament accreditation rating. 

 

 
 

11. Disputes Tribunal 

 
11.1.Any participant, Participant Liaison Officer or Executive member may request a 

meeting of the Disputes Tribunal to hear a complaint in relation to the Code of 
Conduct. 

11.2. The Tribunal is comprised of the Chair (or any other member of the Executive 
Committee in his or her absence), the Convenor of the tournament, and the 
Executive Committee Equity officer, and the tournament's Equity Officer 

 
11.3.The Tribunal must hear all parties to the complaint and give each party a reasonable 

opportunity to state his or her case. 

 
11.4.The tribunal should attempt to conciliate the dispute. Where this cannot be done the 

Tribunal should make a determination. 
 

11.5.The Tribunal may make any of the following determinations: 
11.5.1.  That the dispute should be disposed of without further investigation; 
11.5.2.  That the party complained against should be issued with a warning; 
11.5.3.  That the party complained against should have points for the particular 

debate deducted where the complaint has arisen out of conduct in a debate; 
or, 

11.5.4.  That the party complained against should be expelled from the tournament. 

 
11.6.Any party disciplined under Article 11.5.3 or 11.5.4 may request the Secretary to call 

a meeting of the Council which will be convened as soon as possible. Similarly, any 
participant dissatisfied with 11.5.1 or 11.5.2 may request the Secretary to call a 
meeting of Council which will be convened as soon as possible 

 

 
 

12. Review of the decisions of the Executive and the Disputes Tribunal 

 
12.1.Any delegate may request that any decision of the Executive Committee should be 

reviewed by the Council. 

 
12.2.Any delegate may request that any decision of the Disputes Tribunal should be 

reviewed by the Council. 

 
12.3.The Council may amend, vary or substitute any decision of the Executive Committee 

or the Disputes Tribunal with at least two-thirds majority. 

 

Part IV – Debating & Adjudication 
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13. Eligibility 

 
13.1.In order to be considered eligible to debate at a Council tournament, a debater shall 

be pursuing a course of study lasting at least one academic year (exemption for 
exchange students who fulfill this criteria at their home secondary or tertiary 
institution) at the institution which he or she represents and must be attending 
classes or pursuing research or preparing for examinations (with the exception of 
incoming freshmen) or preparing for graduation at that institution on the last day of 
term preceding the tournament. 

 
13.2.Competitors shall be recognized by the institution‟s debating society or equivalent, or 

in the absence of such a body, by the institution‟s administration and must be able to 
demonstrate their bona fides if called upon to do so by a member of the host 
organization. 

 
13.3.Teams from a host institution may debate throughout the tournament as long as the 

participants comply with 13.1 and 13.2 and in addition do not hold the following 
portfolios in the Championship's organising committee: - 
13.3.1.  Convenor 
13.3.2.  Chief Adjudicator 
13.3.3.  Tournament Director 
13.3.4.  Assistant/Deputy Chief Adjudicator 
13.3.5.  Assistant/Deputy Tournament Director 
13.3.6.  Assistant/Deputy Convenor 
13.3.7.  Tab Director 
In principle, such individuals must have no access to tabulation data and information 
relating to debating motions. 

 
14. Debating 

 
14.1.All debates shall be contested between 2 teams, an affirmative and a negative, and 

will follow the rules identified in the tournament rulebook. 

 
14.2.There shall be 2 tournaments 

14.2.1.  A Main tournament for all participants 
14.2.2.  A Minor tournament for teams that are assigned a "Rookie" status 

14.2.2.1. Teams where all 3 debaters from both high school or 
university, have had no experience in a debate competition before, 
national or international. 

14.2.2.2. Teams not belonging to any institutions that have broke into the 
main break at the Championships or any of the last 2 preceding 
Championships. 

 
14.3.There shall be 3 series of debating. A preliminary series of rounds in which all 

registered teams in the tournament will be allowed to debate, and a finals series of 
rounds which shall comprise the top 8 ranked teams as determined by the 
preliminary series. In addition at least the top 2 ranked Rookie teams, not ranked in 
the teams debating in the final series, will debate in a "Rookie" finals series. The 
draws for each round should be formed based on guidelines provided in Appendix 
C: the Tournament Rulebook. 

 
14.4.Teams ranked in the top 8 for the final series must meet the following criteria: - 

14.4.1.  All debating members of the team must be eligible as per Article 13.1 and 
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the team should represent that institution. Composite and Swing teams will 
not be allowed to participant in, or break into, the finals series 

 
14.5.The number of breaking teams from an institution is capped to the top 3 ranking 

teams. 

 
14.6.Under the following scenario a designated "Rookie" team can be declared ineligible 

for the break in spite of being ranked in the top 2 (or more as defined by the host) of 
the "Rookie" teams: - 
14.6.1.  If the team broke into the finals series. 
14.6.2.  If there are at least 1 other higher ranked teams from the same institution 

ranked in the top 2 (or more) among the institutions designated "Rookie" 
status 

14.6.3.  Article 14.6.2 can be waived in the event a sufficient pool cannot be formed 
from the number of designated "Rookie" team. 

 
14.7.In the event of a team being declared ineligible for either of the two finals series, the 

next highest ranked team from the draw at the end of the preliminary series shall be 
pulled up to complete the group of 8 / 2 (or more from the Rookie series) in the 
next available slot. 

 
14.8.The finals series shall be in the form of a knock-out as defined in Appendix C: the 

tournament rulebook, Article 12.3, and the winner shall be crowned the Thailand 
National Debate Champion 

 
14.9. The "Rookie" series will be in the form of a knock-out as defined in Appendix C: 

the tournament rulebook, Article 12.4, and the winner shall be crowned the Thailand 
National - "Rookie" Debate Champion. 

 
15. Adjudication Core 

 
15.1.The Adjudication Core must comprise of a Chief Adjudicator and a minimum of 3 

and maximum of 4 Deputy Chief Adjudicators (hereafter referred to as DCAs). 

 
15.2.To be eligible to be a member of the Adjudication Core, applicants: 

15.2.1.  must have broken as a debater and/or adjudicator in any of the past two 
years of the TNDC, EU-Thailand Intervarsity Debating Championship, 
Asian University Debating Championship, All-Asian Intervarsity Debating 
Championship, AustralAsians Intervarsity Debating Championship or World 
University Debating Championship at least once from the final date of 
ratification of the bid. 

15.2.2.  must not have been a member of the Adjudication Core of the 
Championship on more than two occasions. 

 
15.3.Two DCAs cannot represent the same institution. 

15.3.1.  A DCA can choose which institution he/she represents as long as he/she 
has debated or adjudicated (at the Championship, EU-Thailand Intervarsity 
Debating Championship, Asian University Debating Championship, All- 
Asian Intervarsity Debating Championship, AustralAsians Intervarsity 
Debating Championship or World University Debating Championship) for 
the institution (while studying in the institution), or, is currently a registered 
full-time student at the institution. 
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15.4.Potential candidates can forward their names to the Chief Adjudicator of a bidding 
institution. The Chief Adjudicator will then present the representatives of the 
adjudication core as part of the bid package. This will need to be ratified by a simple 
majority of the Council before voting on the bid begins as stated in Article 18.7.1. 

 
15.5.The Adjudication Core members may not be used to fill the N-rule for any 

institution. 

 
15.6.The Adjudication Core will also be required to take the anonymous written test as 

mentioned in 16.3.1, which will be graded and scored accordingly. 

 
16. Adjudication 

 
16.1.Adjudication accreditation, grading and tabulation rules are defined in Appendix C: 

the Tournament Rulebook. This system is predicated on the following ideas: 
16.1.1.1.  That judges should enjoy no more advantage based on past 

performance than debaters currently do. 
16.1.1.2.  That transparent grading, a review mechanism and an appeals 

mechanism ensure as necessary and sufficient checks and balances in 
ensuring errors and biases don't enter the rating of adjudicators 

16.1.1.3.  That panelists and debaters should have an equal, and transparent part 
in choosing the breaking adjudicators. 

16.1.1.4.  That biases and errors in debater and panelist feedback get diversified 
and diluted over the parties providing the feedback and over the many 
rounds. Therefore consistently good adjudicators are more likely to 
break while consistently bad adjudicators more likely will not break. This 
is in line with the same criteria that governs the breaking of consistently 
good and bad teams at a tournament and is inherently fairer than the 
Adjudication Core deciding the break on unpublished and opaque 
grounds. 

 
16.2.All adjudicators will be assessed and graded before and during the preliminary 

rounds, and the results of this assessment will be used to determine who is ranked as 
an adjudicator or as a trainee during the course of the preliminary rounds. 
16.2.1.  An adjudicator can officially judge a round, while a trainee cannot participate 

in the determination of a result of a round but can provide feedback to an 
adjudicator or teams on his/her evaluation of the debate. 

 
16.3.The adjudicators will be assessed and graded on the basis of two components:- 

16.3.1.  An anonymous written test which will require written evaluation of a taped 
or live debate, as well as, set of questions relating to hypothetical debating 
scenarios. 

16.3.2.  Consolidated feedback obtained from panelists, chairs and the teams they 
adjudicate for each round they adjudicate 

 
16.4.The top 16 graded adjudicators break to adjudicate the finals series. There will be no 

exceptions to this rule. 

 
16.5.The next 2 adjudicators will break to adjudicate the "Rookie" finals series. They will 

be complemented by 3 adjudicators selected by the Adjudication Core from the 
cohort that broke to adjudicate the finals series. A panel of 5 adjudicators will then 
be formed, who will then adjudicate the "Rookie" finals series. 
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16.6.The adjudication core will be required to disclose the win loss standing of every team 
to all teams and adjudicators after every preliminary round in the interest of 
transparency. 

 

Part V – The Tournament 
 

 
 

17. Responsibilities of a Host Institution 

 
17.1.The host institution must appoint an Organising Committee comprised of but not 

limited to a Convenor, a Chief Adjudicator, a Tournament Director, a Treasurer, a 
Participant Liaison Officer(s), Tournament Equity Officer and as many other officers 
as deemed appropriate to conduct the organisation of the Championship. 

 
17.1.1.  The Convenor: 

17.1.1.1. is the chief administrative officer of the Championship; 
17.1.1.2. must ensure that all parts of this Constitution and rule are complied 

with in the organization and conduct of the tournament; 
17.1.1.3. must attend the main Council meeting of the tournament at which 

he or she is the Convenor; 
17.1.1.4. must submit a report to the main Council meeting of the 

tournament which may include recommendations for future 
Championships; 

17.1.1.5. must provide the next host of the tournament (or any other Council 
tournament where specifically requested) with a list of universities which 
attended the tournament and their contact details; 

17.1.1.6. shall consult the Tournament Director and Tournament Equity 
Officer on the content of briefings and publications; and; 

17.1.1.7. shall ensure that, prior to registration, all participants must 
acknowledge having read and agreed to abide by the Code of Conduct. 

 
17.1.2.  The Adjudication Core: 

17.1.2.1. must provide at least one seminar which comprehensively covers the 
rules of debate and the guidelines for adjudication; 

17.1.2.2. must conduct, grade and provide results for the adjudication test 
which will be based on a taped or live debate. They need to provide 
guidelines for approaching the test to adjudicators before the test is 
conducted. 

17.1.2.3. must allocate adjudicators to debate for the preliminary rounds as 
defined by the tabulation rules in the tournament rule book; 

17.1.2.4. must deal with any adjudication related complaints; 
17.1.2.5. must set up the motions for the rounds in accordance with the 

guidelines provided in the tournament rulebook; 
17.1.2.6. must set up a Shadow Adjudication Core (of not more than three 

individuals), that adjudicators can approach to have their test grade re- 
evaluated. 

17.1.2.7. The Shadow Adjudication Core, must reach consensus on whether 
to retain or upgrade the adjudicator's test score. The anonymity of the 
appeals process should be maintained by channeling all appeals on 
adjudication test through a third party independent of the shadow 
adjudication core. 

17.1.2.7.1.  The shadow adjudication core can increase the appealing 
adjudicator‟s test score by up to 2 points. Once reviewed, this 
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new adjudication grade will be retained, and the old one cannot 
be reverted to. 

17.1.2.7.2.  The re-evaluation must occur before the second preliminary 
round of debate commences. 

17.1.2.7.3.  The Shadow Adjudication Core will be disbanded after the 
second round of debate, 

17.1.2.7.4.  The Shadow Adjudication Core must attend the main Council 
meeting. 

 
17.1.3.  The Tournament Director: 

17.1.3.1. must ensure that the debater-adjudicator ratio prescribed in the 
Tournament Rules book is adhered to by all institutions. The 
Tournament Director shall table this information at the preliminary 
meeting. The Council can then gauge the extent of participation of 
teams from these institutions in the finals series of the tournament. 

17.1.3.2. must tabulate the results from all preliminary rounds in accordance with 
the Tournament Rules; 

17.1.3.3. must rank all teams after the preliminary rounds and set the finals draw 
in accordance with the Tournament Rules; 

17.1.3.4. must rank speakers for the purpose of best speaker awards in 
accordance with the Tournament Rules; 

17.1.3.5. must rank adjudicators according to their grades and tabulate their 
feedback during the preliminary rounds in order to assist the 
Adjudication Core with the adjudicator allocation in accordance with the 
Tournament Rules; 

17.1.3.6. must attend the main Council Meeting of the tournament at which he 
or she is Tournament Director and circulate a list of the top 16 teams 
with their total number of wins at that meeting; and, 

17.1.3.7. must provide institutions with their results sheet after the tournament. 

 
17.1.4.  The Treasurer: 

17.1.4.1. must record all income and expenditure through the issue and 
acquisition of receipts; 

17.1.4.2. must provide the Executive Committee with a financial statement of 
income and expenditures for the Championship with 6 months of the 
conclusion of the tournament; 

17.1.4.3. must table the financial statement of income and expenditure at the 
following Council Meeting of that particular tournament; 

17.1.4.4. must ensure that all participants are required to pay the same 
registration amount; 

17.1.4.5. must ensure that the surplus of the previous year‟s Championship is in 
the current organizing committee‟s possession; and, 

17.1.4.6. must ensure that the surplus of the current Championship (which they 
are organizing) is passed on to the next Championship‟s Treasurer. 

 
17.1.5.  The Participant Liaison Officer: 

17.1.5.1. must be available so that participants may express any concerns that 
they may have; and, 

17.1.5.2. must bring these concerns to the attention of the Disputes Tribunal 
where the behavior of a participant or participants allegedly contravenes 
the Code of Conduct. 

 
17.1.6.  The Tournament Equity Officer 
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17.1.6.1. must ensure that the local laws relating to sexual harassment and sexual 
assault are published in the tournament handbook; and, 

17.1.6.2. must conduct a presentation on sexual harassment and sexual assault at 
the first briefing of the tournament. 

 
17.2.Financial Statements 

17.2.1.  The host institution must submit a financial income and expenditure 
statement to the Chair or Treasurer of the Council within 6 months of the 
completion of the tournament. 

17.2.1.1. The financial statement should be accompanied by receipts for all 
expenditures. 

17.2.1.2. The host institution should table financial statement at the following 
Council Meeting of the particular tournament. 

17.2.1.3. It is the duty of the Treasurer and Convenor to ensure compliance with 
this requirement. 

 
17.2.2.  The host institution shall forward all surplus monies to the next host of the 

Championship, or where a host has not been selected, to the Treasurer of 
the Council. 

17.2.2.1. Officers of the Championship may be reimbursed only where they 
provide receipt for their expenditures or otherwise verify expenditures 
by statutory declaration. 

17.2.2.2. Under no circumstances may anyone associated with the organization 
of the tournament receive a dividend from the Championship. 

17.2.2.3. It is the duty of the Treasurer and Convenor to ensure compliance with 
this requirement. 

 
17.3.Team Cap 

17.3.1.  The host can cap the number of teams from an institution to a minimum of 
three teams per institution if required. There is no maximum limit. 

 
18. Bidding process for the Championships 

 
18.1.All Council member institutions are eligible to bid for the hosting of the 

Championships (hereafter referred to as „bidding institutions‟). 

 
18.2.Bidding institutions must indicate their interest to the Executive Committee at least 

two weeks before the Council Meeting of the Championship in which they intend to 
bid. 

 
18.3.The bidding will be opened by the Council at the Council Meeting of a 

Championship for the Championship to be held in 2 years time. 
 

18.4.Bids must contain proposed Convenor, Chief Adjudicator and Adjudication Core, 
Tournament Director and details pertaining to every aspect of a tournament. 

 
18.5.Council may impose conditions on bids to be made tabled and passed by simple 

majority in Council Meeting. The Executive Committee is responsible for ensuring 
compliance. 

 
18.6.Bids shall be presented to the Council in a sequence determined by a coin toss for a 

duration determined by the Council at the meeting. This will be followed by a 
question and answer session, where Council members will be allowed to obtain 
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further details from the host on any aspect of the bid. 

 
18.7.Upon completion of listening to all the bids, members of the Council will :- 

18.7.1.  ratify each Adjudication Core member for every bid by simple majority 
separately before proceeding to 18.7.2 

18.7.2.  vote to award the Championships to a single institution. This will be 
determined by a simple majority. If a simple majority is not obtained after a 
round of voting, the member tallying the least votes will be eliminated from 
the bidding group, and the voting shall be performed, until there emerges 
one winner with a simple majority. 

 
18.8.Any changes to agreed-upon criteria of hosting during the course of the two years 

need Council authorization which is to be obtained in a Council Session. 

 
18.9.All awarded Championship bids will be subject to scrutiny at the Championship 

meeting immediately prior to the year of their being hosted. 
18.9.1.1. The Council may reject this bid, under extraordinary circumstances, 

with a two thirds majority, but, only after exhausting every possible 
effort in providing assistance to the host if required, and after exhausting 
every possible effort to reach re-conciliation on (if any) contentious 
issues. 

18.9.1.2. Bidding will be opened for the next year to any member of the 
Council at that Council meeting. In the absence of any prospective 
bidder, prospective institutions will be asked to contact the Executive 
Committee as soon as they can with their bid details, and an online 
session will be held to approve the bid. 

 
18.10. In case of non-compliance to the defined standards in this Constitution and 

the rule book by the host, the Council retains the power to gauge impact of the non- 
compliance on the participants, and, based on that assessment take punitive action. 
This action can range from censure of the host, to a two year ban of the host from 
participating at future Championships. This will require a two thirds majority vote at 
a Council Meeting, and will only be applicable for the Championships to be held in 
the immediate future and not at the Championship where the Council Meeting is 
convened. 

 
19. Conflicts of Interest 

 
19.1.  All participants at Council accredited tournaments will comply with the 

following code of Conduct. 
19.1.1.  Conflicts are defined as, but not limited to: 

19.1.1.1. adjudicating debaters from an institution in which the Adjudicator 
has debated or adjudicated for in the present or past; 

19.1.1.2. adjudicating debaters who either is or were in a legal or otherwise 
intimate relationship with the adjudicator or, 

19.1.1.3. adjudicating institutions with which the Adjudicator has a 
professional relationship. For the purposes of this policy, this is defined 
as being an employee or expecting to receive/having received 
remuneration from the institution in the last year in any capacity, 
including as a lecturer, tutor, debating coach or a trainer. 

19.1.2.  It is the responsibility of the Adjudicators and Teams to: 
19.1.2.1. alert the Tournament Organising Committee of any potential 

conflicts; and, 
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19.1.2.2. remind the Adjudication Core of any conflicts which concern the 
institutions present at the tournament. 

19.1.3.  It is the responsibility of the Adjudication Core to: 
19.1.3.1. be aware of conflicts as notified by the Tournament Organising 

Committee or by the relevant Adjudicator; and, 
19.1.3.2. not allocate debates to an Adjudicator who is likely to be 

compromised by a conflict with an institution. 
19.1.4.  It is the responsibility of the Tournament Organising Committee to: 

19.1.4.1. ensure conflicts are updated on the database promptly. 
19.1.4.2. provide a form to all teams and adjudicators to register conflicts of 

interests prior to the commencement of the first round of debates. 

 
20. Code of Conduct 

 
20.1.All participants at Council accredited tournaments will comply with the following 

code of Conduct. 
20.1.1.  Debaters will: 

20.1.1.1. treat the occasion, each other, and the adjudicators with respect; 
20.1.1.2. respect the rules of the competition; and, 
20.1.1.3. accept the adjudicator‟s decision. 

20.1.2.  Debaters will not: 
20.1.2.1. disrupt or distract from another debater‟s speech or the adjudicator‟s 

comments; 
20.1.2.2. use offensive language or behaviour; 
20.1.2.3. make denigrating comments on the basis of age, culture, gender, 

race, sexuality, disability, religion, family; or 
20.1.2.4. harass their opponents or the adjudicator. 

20.1.3.  Adjudicators will: 
20.1.3.1. treat the debate in a formal and professional manner; 
20.1.3.2. limit their adjudications to a reasonable length, and make 

constructive comments to assist the debaters; and, 
20.1.3.3. be sensitive when commenting upon physical or physiological 

disabilities. 
20.1.4.  Adjudicators will not: 

20.1.4.1. allow bias or personal knowledge to influence their decisions. 
20.1.5.  Observers will: 

20.1.5.1. hear the speakers in reasonable silence; 
20.1.5.2. encourage and foster a spirit of fair play and good sport; and, 
20.1.5.3. request and receive permission from both teams, and the adjudicator 

before recording any debate in whole or part. 
20.1.6.  Observers will not: 

20.1.6.1. harass debaters and adjudicators before, during or after the debate. 
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APPENDIX A- Current record of Member Institutions and Charter Status 
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APPENDIX B - Thailand National Debate Executive Committee 

 
1. Duties and Functions of the Executive Committee 
1.1. There shall be a Thailand National Debate Executive Committee 
1.2. The committee shall carry out administrative tasks for the Thailand National 

Debate Council. These tasks include but are not limited to developing debating and 
distributing debate related information to the Council's institutions. The Executive 
Committee shall carry out the following duties: 

1.2.1. Establish and maintain a Thailand National Debate Council Website. 
1.2.2. Co-ordinate and conduct the Council meetings and sessions according to the 

guidelines specified in the Constitution. 
1.2.3. Establish the website as a center of information exchange concerning the 

upcoming Championships, rules of the tournament, training information, 
records of participation from universities and individuals at each 
tournament, Constitution of the Council, minutes from Council Meetings, 
and records of all important matters brought to the attention of the 
Executive Committee. 

1.2.4. Collect and maintain registration information, debating results, adjudicator 
rankings and test results from the host institution. 

1.2.5. Maintain and review the rules of the tournament to ensure consistency with 
the evolution of debating styles and adjudication principles. 

1.2.6. Provide recommendations to the Council on significant issues based on 
Executive Committee meetings or discussions with members of the debating 
community. 

1.2.7. Assist in inviting universities to the tournament and provide information and 
advice to new institutions in establishing their debate societies 

1.2.8. Develop the level of adjudication by involving alumni in conducting periodic 
adjudication seminars 

1.2.9. To provide a year-end report to the Council regarding the discharge of the 
duties of the members of the Executive Committee as described in item 8. 

 
2.  Decision Making Power of the Executive Committee 

2.1. The Executive Committee shall execute decisions for the Council. The 
Executive Committee shall make decisions relevant to the discharge of its 
duties. 

 
3.  Composition of the Executive Committee 

3.1. The executive committee shall be composed of the following office holders : - 
3.1.1. Chair 
3.1.2. Deputy Chair 
3.1.3. Secretary 
3.1.4. Treasurer 
3.1.5. Equity Officer 
3.1.6. Communications Officer 
3.1.7. Adjudication Officer 
3.1.8. Publications Officer 

 
4.  Executive Committee Election Procedure 

4.1. The Council shall appoint a returning officer. The returning officer should not 
be a candidate for any position. 

4.2. Candidates must be nominated for election by two delegates. 
4.3. Candidates will be allowed to make an election speech of two minutes duration 
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each. 
4.4. A secret ballot shall be conducted. 
4.5. Election to office shall be determined by a relative majority (highest vote getter) 

where the position is contested. In the case of a tie, a coin toss conducted by 
the returning officer will determine the successful candidate. 

 
5.  Tenure of Office 

5.1. All members in the Executive Committee shall hold office for one full year. No 
individual should serve more than two terms in the Executive Committee in 
total. 

5.2. Elected members of the Executive Committee shall assume office after one 
week following the elections. 

5.3. In cases of resignation or vacancy of office, any person nominated to assume a 
vacated office, following the provisions of Item 10, shall hold office only for 
the remaining period of the predecessor officer. 

 
6.  Duties of the members of the Executive Committee 

6.1. The Chair will: 
6.1.1. Chair the Council Meeting; 
6.1.2. Chair the Disputes Tribunal; 
6.1.3. Act as a representative for the Council; 
6.1.4. Co-ordinate the activities of the Executive Committee; 
6.1.5. Submit a report to the Council providing an overview of the activities of 

the Executive Committee and the Council; 
6.1.6. Be a signatory to the Council‟s bank account; and, 
6.1.7. Appoint a temporary Secretary among the members of the Executive 

Committee if the Secretary decides to vacate or is removed from office. 
The temporary Secretary will complete the duties as outlined in 6.3 until 
a replacement is determined by the Executive Committee and confirmed 
by a Council Session. 

6.2. The Deputy Chair will: 
6.2.1. Will assume the responsibilities of the Chair in the eventuality that the 

Chair is unable to discharge his/her responsibilities; 
6.2.2. Co-ordinate special projects relating to debating and adjudication 

initiatives in the country; 
6.2.3. Act as tournament liaison for the Executive Committee with the host 

institution of the Championship; and, 
6.2.4. Act as liaison to any other tournaments in the country seeking Council 

assistance. 
6.3. The Secretary will: 

6.3.1. Hold a current version of the Constitution and distribute it to members 
when requested to do so; 

6.3.2. Record and hold the minutes of the Council Meetings as well as any 
meeting related to the Council; 

6.3.3. Distribute minutes of the Council Meetings and Sessions to all Council 
members no later than one month after the final date of the relevant 
tournament; 

6.3.4. Distribute an updated copy of the Constitution within one month of any 
change; 

6.3.5. Pass on to the next Secretary all Council records in their keeping; 
6.3.6. Co-ordinate correspondence between the Executive Committee and the 

Council members; and, 
6.3.7. Keep a register of member institutions which contains the name and 
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contact address of each member institution. 

 
6.4. The Treasurer will: 

6.4.1. Hold all financial records of the Council; 
6.4.2. Maintain a bank account in the name of the Council and deposit all 

monies received into this account; 
6.4.3. Keep the accounts of the Council including registration fees paid; 
6.4.4. Present a financial statement to the Council at the main Council Meeting 

of all revenue and expenditure of the Council including receipts and 
invoices; 

6.4.5. Be a signatory to the Council‟s bank account; and, 
6.4.6. Ensure that all expenditure is authorized by the Chair. 

6.5. The Equity Officer will: 
6.5.1. Ensure minority groups will be able to provide input into the decision 

making structures of the Council; 
6.5.2. Suggest and implement debate and adjudication initiatives that address 

concerns and needs of minority groups; 
6.5.3. Investigate issues relating to discrimination in Council activities, 

including the Championship; and, 
6.5.4. Be able to convene sessions to address these issues and if required, 

present the Council with necessary motions to sanction associated 
parties. 

6.6. The Communications Officer will: 
6.6.1. Maintain the website of the Council and administer the online forum 

and mailing group; 
6.6.2. Will provide website support for tournaments held by any institution in 

the country; and, 
6.6.3. Will provide video debate support to distribute copies of debates to the 

member community. 
6.7. The Adjudication Officer will: 

6.7.1. Own the debater and adjudicator tabulation rules and evaluate any 
proposals for change; 

6.7.2. Own the definition of the adjudicator accreditation process and evaluate 
any proposals for change 

6.7.3. Consolidate the database of all past adjudication accreditation results / 
rankings obtained by all adjudicators at past Championships; 

6.7.4. Provide resources for debating and adjudication initiatives in the region; 
and, 

6.7.5. Work with adjudication representatives of other tournaments to adopt 
best practices where applicable. 

6.8. The Publications Officer will: 
6.8.1. Gather, consolidate and provide content for the online debating 

information database; 
6.8.2. Co-ordinate the distribution of debate related hard and soft 

paraphernalia to institutions; and, 
6.8.3. Solicit contributions from alumni and current participants for periodic 

debate/adjudication articles. 

 
7.  Vacancy of Office 

7.1. The Executive Committee shall be responsible for nominating to the Council a 
replacement for any vacant post. 

7.2. Such nomination shall be based on the recommendation of the vacating 
member. A vacating member of the Executive Committee shall make several 
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recommendations upon which the remaining members of the Executive 
Committee shall vote to determine such replacement. A vote of simple majority 
of all members shall determine such replacement. 

7.3. The remaining members of the Executive Committee may disregard the 
recommendations of the vacating member through a vote of simple majority by 
the remaining committee members. 

7.4. Any replacement as approved by the Executive Committee shall act only in 
acting capacity until confirmed by the Council through an online vote. 

7.5. Any replacement must be confirmed within six months following the selection 
made by the Executive Committee otherwise the replacement shall be deemed 
as unconfirmed. 

7.6. A vote of simple majority of the Council is required for confirmation. 

 
8.  Removal of Elected Members of the Executive Committee 

8.1. The following shall constitute as grounds for the removal of any elected officer 
in the Executive Committee: 

8.1.1. Failure to implement the decisions made by the Council; 
8.1.2. Withholding of information requested by the Council or by members of 

the Executive Committee or by members of the organizing committee 
of the host institution wherein such information is necessary for the 
fulfillment of their respective duties upon which such failure proved to 
be detrimental to the Council; 

8.1.3. Dereliction of duties as enumerated in item 6; 
8.1.4. Falsification and distortion of any records held by the Executive 

Committee; 
8.1.5. Spread of false information; 
8.1.6. Misappropriation of funds, fraudulent record keeping and disbursements 

of funds without the proper approval of the Executive Committee; 
8.1.7. Using the name of the Executive Committee without authorization; 
8.1.8. Acting or behaving in a manner likely to endanger the competition, the 

administration of the tournament, or host institution; and, 
8.1.9. Violation of rules regarding the qualification, eligibility, decorum or 

preparation for a debate. 
8.2. A written complaint must be filed before the Executive Committee addressed 

to the Chair and the Secretary of the Executive Committee, expressly stating the 
request for removal of the officer. 

8.3. The Executive Committee shall give a written notice to the officer cited in the 
written complaint. 

8.4. The Executive Committee shall determine the validity of the complaint by 
discussion and a simple majority. The complaint shall be forwarded to a Council 
Session with the Executive Committee‟s recommendation.  The defenses of 
officer cited in the written complaint must be attached to the files forwarded to 
the Council Session. 

8.5. All official representatives in the Council shall cast their vote under the model 
defined in article 8.3 of the Constitution of the Council 

8.6. A vote to remove a member of the Executive Committee shall require two 
thirds vote of the Council. 
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APPENDIX C – Thailand World Schools Debating Championship Committee 

 
1. Duties and Functions of the TWSDC Committee 

1.1. There shall be a Thailand World Schools Debating Championship Committee 
1.2. The committee shall carry out administrative tasks for the Thailand World Schools 

Debating Championship. These tasks include but are not limited to selecting and 
training the Thailand National Team, select the National Coach, select the Team 
Manager, select the Team Judge to compete at the World Schools Debating 
Championship, and to developing debating and distributing debate related 
information to the Council's institutions. The TWSDC Committee shall carry out 
the following duties: 

1.2.1. Establish and maintain a Thailand World Schools Debating Championship. 
1.2.2. Select, train, and register a Thailand National Team, comprised of 5 

Debaters, a Coach, Manager, and Adjudicator to compete at the World 
Schools Debating Championship annually. 

1.2.3. Select an official representative to represent the TWSDC committee at the 
WSDC Annual General Meeting. 

1.2.4. Co-ordinate and conduct the Committee meetings and sessions according to 
the guidelines specified in the Constitution. 

1.2.5. Establish the website as a center of information exchange concerning the 
upcoming Championships, rules of the tournament, training information, 
records of participation from schools and individuals at each tournament, 
Constitution of the Council, minutes from Committee Meetings, and records 
of all important matters brought to the attention of the TWSDC Committee. 

1.2.6. Collect and maintain registration information, debating results, adjudicator 
rankings and test results from the host institution. 

1.2.7. Maintain and review the rules of the tournament to ensure consistency with 
the evolution of debating styles and adjudication principles. 

1.2.8. Provide recommendations to the Council on significant issues based on 
TWSDC Committee meetings or discussions with members of the debating 
community. 

1.2.9. Assist in inviting schools to the tournament and provide information and 
advice to new institutions in establishing their debate societies 

1.2.10.  Develop the level of adjudication by involving alumni in conducting periodic 
adjudication seminars 

1.2.11.  To provide a year-end report to the Council regarding the discharge of the 
duties of the members of the TWSDC Committee as described in item 1. 

1.3. Decision Making Power of the TWSDC Committee 
1.3.1. The TWSDC Committee shall execute decisions for the Council. The 

TWSDC Committee shall make decisions relevant to the discharge of its 
duties. 

 
1.4. Composition of the TWSDC Committee 

1.4.1. The TWSDC committee shall be composed of the following office holders : 
- 

1.4.1.1. Chair 
1.4.1.2. Deputy Chair 
1.4.1.3. Secretary 
1.4.1.4. Treasurer 
1.4.1.5. Equity Officer 
1.4.1.6. Communications Officer 
1.4.1.7. Adjudication Officer 
1.4.1.8. Publications Officer 
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1.5. TWSDC Committee Election Procedure 
1.5.1. The Council shall appoint a returning officer. The returning officer should 

not be a candidate for any position. 
1.5.2. Candidates must be nominated for election by two delegates. 
1.5.3. Candidates will be allowed to make an election speech of two minutes 

duration each. 
1.5.4. A secret ballot shall be conducted. 
1.5.5. Election to office shall be determined by a relative majority (highest vote 

getter) where the position is contested. In the case of a tie, a coin toss 
conducted by the returning officer will determine the successful candidate. 

 
1.6. Tenure of Office 

1.6.1. All members in the TWSDC Committee shall hold office for one full year, 
or until next annual meeting. 

1.6.2. Elected members of the TWSDC Committee shall assume office after one 
week following the elections. 

1.6.3. In cases of resignation or vacancy of office, any person nominated to assume 
a vacated office, following the provisions of Item 1.8, shall hold office only 
for the remaining period of the predecessor officer. 

 
1.7. Duties of the members of the TWSDC Committee 

1.7.1. The Chair will: 
1.7.1.1. Chair the Committee Meeting; 
1.7.1.2. Chair the Disputes Tribunal; 
1.7.1.3. Act as a representative for the Committee; 
1.7.1.4. Co-ordinate the activities of the TWSDC Committee; 
1.7.1.5. Submit a report to the Council providing an overview of the activities of 

the TWSDC Committee and the Council; 
1.7.1.6. Be a signatory to the Committee‟s bank account; and, 
1.7.1.7. Appoint a temporary Secretary among the members of the TWSDC 

Committee if the Secretary decides to vacate or is removed from office. 
The temporary Secretary will complete the duties as outlined in 1.7.3 
until a replacement is determined by the TWSDC Committee and 
confirmed by a Council Session. 

1.7.2. The Deputy Chair will: 
1.7.2.1. Will assume the responsibilities of the Chair in the eventuality that the 

Chair is unable to discharge his/her responsibilities; 
1.7.2.2. Co-ordinate special projects relating to debating and adjudication 

initiatives in the country; 
1.7.2.3. Act as tournament liaison for the TWSDC Committee with the host 

institution of the Championship; and, 
1.7.2.4. Act as liaison to any other tournaments in the country seeking Council 

assistance. 
1.7.3. The Secretary will: 

1.7.3.1. Hold a current version of the Constitution and distribute it to members 
when requested to do so; 

1.7.3.2. Record and hold the minutes of the Committee Meetings as well as any 
meeting related to the Committee; 

1.7.3.3. Distribute minutes of the Council Meetings and Sessions to all Council 
members no later than one month after the final date of the relevant 
tournament; 

1.7.3.4. Distribute an updated copy of the Constitution within one month of any 
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change; 
1.7.3.5. Pass on to the next Secretary all Committee records in their keeping; 
1.7.3.6. Co-ordinate correspondence between the TWSDC Committee and the 

Council members; and, 
1.7.3.7. Keep a register of member institutions which contains the name and 

contact address of each member institution. 
1.7.4. The Treasurer will: 

1.7.4.1. Hold all financial records of the Committee; 
1.7.4.2. Maintain a bank account in the name of the Committee and deposit all 

monies received into this account; 
1.7.4.3. Keep the accounts of the Committee including registration fees paid; 
1.7.4.4. Present a financial statement to the Council at the main Council Meeting 

of all revenue and expenditure of the Committee including receipts and 
invoices; 

1.7.4.5. Be a signatory to the Committee‟s bank account; and, 
1.7.4.6. Ensure that all expenditure is authorized by the Chair. 

1.7.5. The Equity Officer will: 
1.7.5.1. Ensure minority groups will be able to provide input into the decision 

making structures of the Council; 
1.7.5.2. Suggest and implement debate and adjudication initiatives that address 

concerns and needs of minority groups; 
1.7.5.3. Investigate issues relating to discrimination in Council activities, 

including the Championship; and, 
1.7.5.4. Be able to convene sessions to address these issues and if required, 

present the Council with necessary motions to sanction associated 
parties. 

1.7.6. The Communications Officer will: 
1.7.6.1. Maintain the website of the Committee and administer the online forum 

and mailing group; 
1.7.6.2. Will provide website support for tournaments held by any institution in 

the country; and, 
1.7.6.3. Will provide video debate support to distribute copies of debates to the 

member community. 
1.7.7. The Adjudication Officer will: 

1.7.7.1. Own the debater and adjudicator tabulation rules and evaluate any 
proposals for change; 

1.7.7.2. Own the definition of the adjudicator accreditation process and evaluate 
any proposals for change 

1.7.7.3. Consolidate the database of all past adjudication accreditation results / 
rankings obtained by all adjudicators at past Championships; 

1.7.7.4. Provide resources for debating and adjudication initiatives in the region; 
and, 

1.7.7.5. Work with adjudication representatives of other tournaments to adopt 
best practices where applicable. 

1.7.8. The Publications Officer will: 
1.7.8.1. Gather, consolidate and provide content for the online debating 

information database; 
1.7.8.2. Co-ordinate the distribution of debate related hard and soft 

paraphernalia to institutions; and, 
1.7.8.3. Solicit contributions from alumni and current participants for periodic 

debate/adjudication articles. 

 
1.8. Vacancy of Office 
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1.8.1. The TWSDC Committee shall be responsible for nominating to the Council 
a replacement for any vacant post. 

1.8.2. Such nomination shall be based on the recommendation of the vacating 
member. A vacating member of the TWSDC Committee shall make several 
recommendations upon which the remaining members of the TWSDC 
Committee shall vote to determine such replacement. A vote of simple 
majority of all members shall determine such replacement. 

1.8.3. The remaining members of the TWSDC Committee may disregard the 
recommendations of the vacating member through a vote of simple majority 
by the remaining committee members. 

1.8.4. Any replacement as approved by the TWSDC Committee shall act only in 
acting capacity until confirmed by the Council through an online vote. 

1.8.5. Any replacement must be confirmed within six months following the 
selection made by the TWSDC Committee otherwise the replacement shall 
be deemed as unconfirmed. 

1.8.6. A vote of simple majority of the Council is required for confirmation. 

 
1.9. Removal of Elected Members of the TWSDC Committee 

1.9.1. The following shall constitute as grounds for the removal of any elected 
officer in the TWSDC Committee: 

1.9.1.1. Failure to implement the decisions made by the Council; 
1.9.1.2. Withholding of information requested by the Council or by members of 

the TWSDC Committee or by members of the organizing committee of 
the host institution wherein such information is necessary for the 
fulfillment of their respective duties upon which such failure proved to 
be detrimental to the Council; 

1.9.1.3. Dereliction of duties as enumerated in item 1.7; 
1.9.1.4. Falsification and distortion of any records held by the TWSDC 

Committee; 
1.9.1.5. Spread of false information; 
1.9.1.6. Misappropriation of funds, fraudulent record keeping and disbursements 

of funds without the proper approval of the TWSDC Committee; 
1.9.1.7. Using the name of the TWSDC Committee without authorization; 
1.9.1.8. Acting or behaving in a manner likely to endanger the competition, the 

administration of the tournament, or host institution; and, 
1.9.1.9. Violation of rules regarding the qualification, eligibility, decorum or 

preparation for a debate. 
1.9.2. A written complaint must be filed before the TWSDC Committee addressed 

to the Chair and the Secretary of the TWSDC Committee, expressly stating 
the request for removal of the officer. 

1.9.3. The TWSDC Committee shall give a written notice to the officer cited in the 
written complaint. 

1.9.4. The TWSDC Committee shall determine the validity of the complaint by 
discussion and a simple majority. The complaint shall be forwarded to a 

Council Session with the TWSDC Committee‟s recommendation. The 
defenses of officer cited in the written complaint must be attached to the 
files forwarded to the Council Session. 

1.9.5. All official representatives in the Council shall cast their vote under the 
model defined in article 7.3 of the Constitution of the Council 

1.9.6. A vote to remove a member of the TWSDC Committee shall require two 
thirds vote of the Council. 

 
Annex One  -  Judging Schedule 
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A. Marking Standard 
 

 
 

1.1 Each speaker's substantive speech is marked out of 100, with 40 for content, 40 for style 
and 20 for strategy. 

 
1.2 The reply speech is marked out of 50, with 20 for content, 20 for style and 10 for 
strategy. 

 
1.3 In order to encourage consistency of marks, speeches are marked within the accepted 
range of marks and judges may not go outside that range. (See the Marking Standard - Annex 2). 

 
1.4 Judges may not use any other marking standard or categorise of marks. 

 
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. 

 

 
 

2.1 Content is the argument used by the speaker, divorced from the speaking style. 

 
2.2 If an argument is weak it should be marked accordingly, even if the other team does not 
expose its weakness. 

 
2.3 In deciding the strength or weakness of an argument, judges should not be influenced by 
their own personal beliefs or specialised knowledge. 

 

 
 

3.1 Style is the way speakers speak. 

 
3.2 Judges should make allowance for different accents, speaking styles and debating 
terminology. 

 
3.3 Debaters for whom English is a second language shall be judged as if they were native 
English speakers. 

 
3.4 In general, the use of palm-cards, lecterns, folders, notepads or other forms of speakers 
notes should not affect the mark a speaker is given. 

 
3.5 However, speakers should not read their speeches, but should use notes that they refer to 
only from time to time. 

 

 
 

4.1 Strategy covers two concepts: 

 
4.1.1 Whether the speaker understands what are the issues of the debate, and 

 
4.1.2 The structure and timing of the speaker's speech. 
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4.2 A speaker who answers the critical issues with weak responses should get poor marks for 
content but good marks for strategy. 

 

 
 

B. Definitions and Cases 
 

 
 

5.1 The Proposition must present a reasonable definition of the motion. This means: 
 

5.1.1 On receiving a motion, both teams should ask: „What is the issue that the two 
teams are expected to debate? What would an ordinary intelligent person reading the 
motion think that it is about?‟ 

 
5.1.2 If the motion poses a clear issue for debate (i.e. it has an obvious meaning), the 
Proposition must define the motion accordingly. When the motion has an obvious 
meaning (one which the ordinary intelligent person would realise), any other 
definition would not be reasonable. 

 
5.1.3 If there is no obvious meaning to the motion, the range of possible meanings is 
limited to those that allow for a reasonable debate. Choosing a meaning that does 
not allow the Opposition room for debate would not be a reasonable definition. 
Truisms and tautologies leave the Opposition no room for debate and are clearly 
illegitimate. Defining absolute words literally may prevent a reasonable debate, and 
they can therefore be read down. 

 
5.1.4 When defining the words in the motion so as (i) to allow the obvious meaning 
to be debated or (ii) (when there is no obvious meaning) to give effect to a possible 
meaning which would allow for a reasonable debate, the Proposition must ensure 
that the definition is one the ordinary intelligent person would accept. 

 
5.2 The definition must match the level of abstraction (or specificity) of the motion, so that 
the debate is as specific or general as the motion itself. Specific motions should be defined 
specifically and general motions generally. 

 
5.3 Motions expressed as general principles must be proven true as general principles. A 
single example will neither prove nor disprove a general principle. Finding arguments that 
explain the majority of relevant examples will be more important. 

 
5.4 When suggesting parameters to the debate, or proposing particular models or criteria to 
judge it by, the Proposition must ensure such parameters, models or criteria are themselves 
reasonable. They must be ones that the ordinary intelligent person would accept as applicable 
to the debate. 

 
5.4.1 The Proposition‟s ability to set reasonable parameters to a debate does not 
provide a licence to restrict the motion arbitrarily. 

 
5.4.2 When the motion requires the Proposition to propose a solution to a problem 
and the Proposition has to set out the details of its proposed solution to prove its 
effectiveness, the Proposition must ensure that the detailed solution given (the 

Proposition‟s „model‟ or „plan‟) is a reasonable one, such that the ordinary intelligent 
person would accept it is applicable to the debate. 
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5.5 If the Proposition‟s definition is unreasonable, the Opposition may: 
 

5.5.1 Accept it anyway (and debate the Proposition‟s case regardless); 

 
5.5.2 Challenge it (argue that the definition is unreasonable, put up an alternative, 
reasonable definition and a case based on this); 

 
5.5.3 Broaden the debate back to the words in the motion (if the Proposition has 
unreasonably restricted the motion and is arguing a narrower version of it); 

 
5.5.4 Challenge the definition (as in 5.5.2), but argue that „even  if‟ it is reasonable, the 
Proposition‟s case is flawed (as in 5.5.1). 

 
5.6 The definition settled, each team has to present a case, supported by arguments and 
examples. 

 
5.6.1 A case sums up the team‟s arguments and states why its side of the motion is 

correct. 
 

5.6.2 Arguments are reasons or rationales why the team‟s case is correct. 
 

5.6.3 Examples are facts, events, occurrences and the like that show the team‟s 

arguments are correct. 

 
5.7 Whereas an unduly restrictive definition (such as limiting a general motion to a single 
example) is illegitimate and can be challenged or broadened, a Proposition that runs a 
restrictive case (such as limiting itself to a single argument) acts legitimately and cannot be 
challenged for doing so, but runs the risk of the Opposition being able to more easily 
counter that case (by disproving that one argument and/ or by raising other arguments that 
disprove the motion, as defined). 

 

 
 

C. The Roles of the Speakers 
 

 
 

6.1 The role of the first speaker of the proposition is to define the topic, establish the issues 
for the debate, outline the proposition case, announce the case division between the 
speakers, and present his or her part of the proposition case. 

 
6.2 The proposition may define the topic in any way provided that the definition - 

 
6.2.1 is reasonably close to the plain meaning of the topic, 

 
6.2.2 allows the opposition team reasonable room to debate, 

 
6.2.3 is not tautological or truistic, and 

 
6.2.4 is otherwise a reasonable definition. 

 
6.3 Squirreling, place-setting and time-setting are not permitted 

 
6.3.1 Squirreling is the distortion of the definition to enable a team to argue a pre- 
prepared argument that it wishes to debate regardless of the motion actually set; 
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place 

 

6.3.2 Place-setting is the setting of a debate of general application in a particular 

 

6.3.3 Time-setting is the setting of a debate of general application in a particular time, 
past or future. 

 

 
 

7.1 The role of the first speaker of the opposition side is to challenge the definition if 
necessary, present an alternative definition if the definition is challenged, respond to the 
proposition case, outline the opposition case, announce the case division, and present his or 
her part of the opposition case. 

 
7.2 The first opposition may challenge the definition only if it does not conform to 5.2 or 
5.3. If it challenges the definition, the first opposition must propose a new definition that 
conforms to 5.2 and 5.3. 

 
7.3 If the first opposition does not challenge the definition, the opposition is taken to have 
accepted the definition and the opposition may not challenge the definition in any other 
speech unless the proposition significantly alters the definition in their subsequent speeches. 

 
7.4 In responding to the proposition case, the opposition team may produce a positive choice 
of its own, or merely attack the case presented by the proposition. If it chooses to produce a 
positive case of its own, it must in fact produce that case through its speeches, and not 
concentrate solely on attacking the case presented by the proposition. 

 

 
 

8.1 The role of the second speaker of the proposition is to deal with the definition if it has 
been challenged, respond to the opposition case, and continue with the proposition case as 
outlined by the first speaker. 

 
8.2 If the second proposition does not challenge a re-definition of the debate made by the 
first opposition, the proposition is taken to have accepted the opposition's re-definition and 
no further challenges to the definition may be made. 

 
8.3 The role of the second speaker of the opposition is to deal with the definition if it is still 
in issue, respond to the proposition case, and continue with the opposition case as outlined 
by the first speaker. 

 

 
 

9.1 The role of both third speakers is to deal with the definition if it is still in issue, and 
respond to the other team's case. 

 
9.2 The third speaker of either team may have a small part of the team's case to present, but 
his is not obligatory as the third speaker's primary role is to respond to what has gone before 
in the debate. 

 
9.3 If the third speaker is to present a part of the team's case, this must be announced in the 
case division by the first speaker. 

 

 
 

10.1 The more the debate progresses, the more each speaker must spend time dealing with 
what has been said by previous speakers. 
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10.2 Hence the more the debate progresses, the less time will be spent by each speaker in 
presenting a new part of the team case and the more time will be spent responding to the 
other team's arguments. 

 

 
 

11.1 The role of the reply speeches is to sum up the debate from the team's viewpoint, 
including a response to the other team's overall case and a summary of the speaker's own 
team‟s case. 

 
11.2 The reply speaker may be either the first or second speaker of the team, but not the 
third. 

 
11.3 The reply speakers are in reverse order, with the opposition reply first and the 
proposition reply last. 

 
11.4 Neither reply speaker may introduce a new part of the team case. 

 
11.5 A reply speaker may respond to an existing argument by raising a new example that 
illustrates that argument, but may not otherwise introduce a new argument. 

 

 
 

12.1 The proposition team does not have to prove its case beyond reasonable doubt, but 
merely that its case is true in the majority of cases or as a general proposition. 

 
12.2 The opposition team must prove more than a reasonable doubt about the proposition 
case. 

 
12.3 Where the topic is expressed as an absolute, the proposition must prove the topic true 
in the significant majority of cases, but not in every single conceivable instance. 

 
12.4 Where the topic is expressed as an absolute, the opposition must do more than present 
a single instance where the topic is not true and prove that it is not true for at least a 
significant minority of cases. 

 

 
 

D. Points of Information 
 

 
 

13.1 Between the first and seventh minutes of a speaker's substantive speech, members of 
the other team may offer points of information. 

 
13.2 The purpose of a point of information is to make a short point or ask a short question 
of the speaker. 

 
13.3 Points of information need not be addressed through the person chairing the debate, 
and may be in the form of a question. 

 
13.4 A point of information should be brief, and no longer than 15 seconds. 

 

 
 

14.1 Points of information are an important part of the clash between the teams, and enable 
speakers to remain a part of the debate even when they are not making a speech. 
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14.2 Hence a speaker should offer points of information both before and after that speaker 
has given his or her substantive speech. 

 

 
 

15.1 The speaker has the absolute right to refuse to accept a point of information, or to 
accept it only at the end of the next sentence. 

 
15.2 However, a speaker is obliged to accept some points of information, provided that they 
have been offered at reasonable times in the speaker's speech. 

 
15.3 As a general rule a speaker should accept at least 2 points of information in his or her 
speech. But a speaker who accepts a significantly greater number of points of information 
risks losing control of his or her speech. 

 
15.4 Members of the opposing team should not offer an excessive number of points of 
information to the point that they are barracking. As a general rule each team member 
should offer between 2 and 4 points of information per speech, and should not offer them 
within a short time of a previous point of information having been offered. 

 

 
 

16.1 The response by the speaker to a point of information should be included in the mark 
for that speaker's speech. 

 
16.2 The offering of points of information should be included in the mark for the speaker 
offering points. 

 

 
 

E. The Judging 
 

 
 

17.1 Judges mark independently of each other, and should sit apart from each other during 
the debate so that they cannot see each other's mark-sheets. 

 
17.2 At the end of the debate, the judges fill in their mark-sheets independently, and hand 
them to the person chairing the debate before leaving the debate room briefly to confer. 

 
17.3 The purpose of the conference is to brief one of the judges to give a short adjudication 
on behalf of the judges. 

 
17.4 The adjudication should be short, and should explain the result to the audience. In 
particular, it should set out the key reasons why the winning team won, and comment on 
significant matters of debate style or technique that were displayed in the debate. 

 
17.5 The adjudication should be constructive, not negative. 
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Annex Two - The Marking Standard 
 
 
 
 

 
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 

 

 
2. Reply Speeches (out of 50) 

 

 
 

 

Standard 
 

Overall 
(/100) 

 

Style 
(/40) 

 

Content 
(/40) 

 

Strategy 
(/20) 

 

Exceptional 
 

40 
 

16 
 

16 
 

8 
 

Very Good to 
Excellent 

 

36-39 
 

15 
 

15 
 

7.5 

 

Good 
 

35 
 

14 
 

14 
 

7 
 

Pass to Satisfactory 
 

31-34 
 

13 
 

13 
 

6.5 
 

Improvement Needed 
 

30 
 

12 
 

12 
 

6 

 

 
In marking reply speeches it might be easier to mark them out of 100 and then halve each 
mark. That will leave you with half-mark steps, but that is not a problem. Thus a reply 
speech could be given, say, 13.5 for content, 14.5 for style and 7.5 for strategy, for a total of 
35.5. 
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Annex Three  -  Code of Conduct for the World Schools Debating Championships 
 
 
 
 

 
1. Introduction 

 

 
 

1.1 Purpose of the Code of Conduct 

 
The World Schools Debating Championships brings together participants from around the 
world to compete in a short, intensive debating event. Normally the participants stay 
together in one host venue, engage in debates at several different host schools during the 
event, and attend a variety of tours or social events together. 

 
In this environment, it is very important that all the participants have a common 
understanding of the standards of behaviour expected of them in order to maintain a safe 
and enjoyable event for everyone involved. The purpose of this Code of Conduct is thus to 
help maintain a pleasant, safe and healthy environment for all participants in each 
Championship. 

 

 
 

1.2 To whom does the Code of Conduct apply? 

 
This Code of Conduct shall apply to the following participants in the Championship: 

(a) debaters 

(b) team coaches 

 
(c) team managers 

 
(d) adjudicators (including shadow adjudicators) 

(e) registered observers 

(f) individuals assigned other roles by the host organising committee. 
 

 
 

1.3 All participants must agree to abide by this Code of Conduct 

 
(a) Before the start of each Championship, all participants shall sign the undertaking at the 
conclusion of this Code of Conduct that they will abide by this Code of Conduct for the 
duration of the tournament. 

 
(b) At least one parent or guardian of every debater attending the Championship shall also 
sign the undertaking. 

 
(c) No participant shall be allowed to be involved in the Championship event unless: 

(i) he/she has signed such an undertaking 

(ii) in the case of a participant who is a debater, one parent or guardian has signed 
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the undertaking. 
 

 
 

1.4 Who is responsible for ensuring compliance with the Code of Conduct during the 
Championship? 

 
(a) All participants shall ensure that they comply with the Code of Conduct for the duration 
of the Championship. 

 
(b) In addition, each nation which sends a team to the Championship shall appoint a coach, 
an adjudicator or a registered observer to serve as the team manager as defined in Rule 4A of 
the Rules and who shall be responsible for ensuring that the debaters comply with the Code 
of Conduct for the duration of the Championship. 

 
(c) The team manager shall: 

 
(i) attend the Championship; and 

 
(ii) be at least 19 years of age; and 

 
(iii) be deemed legally an adult or have attained the age of majority in both the host 
nation and in the nation the team represents. 

 
(d) No team of debaters shall be allowed to participate in the Championship unless such a 
person is appointed. 

 

 
 

1.5 What do the terms in this Code of Conduct mean? 

 
Most of the terms used in this Code of Conduct should be self-explanatory. However, to be 
clear: 

 
(a) “Age of majority” means the age at which an individual becomes an adult as specified by 
either the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child or the legislation of the 
host nation, whichever is the older age 

 
(b) “Championship” means the World Schools Debating Championship in which the 
people listed in paragraph 1.2 are participating 

 
(c) “complainant” means a person who has complained about a breach of the Code of 
Conduct 

 
(d) “host” means the organising committee of the country which is hosting the 
Championship for that year 

 
(e) “laws of the host country” include the law of the state or region within the host country 
in which the championship is being held, as well as the host country‟s national law 

 
(f) “nation” is as defined in Rules 4 and 5 of the World Schools Debating Championship 
Rules 

 
(g) “sexual harassment” means any unwanted, unwelcome or uninvited behaviour of a 
sexual nature which makes a person feel humiliated, intimidated or offended. Sexual 
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harassment can take on many different forms and may include physical contact, verbal 
comments, jokes, propositions, the display of offensive material or other behaviour which 
creates a sexually hostile environment. Examples of sexual harassment include but are not 
limited to uninvited touching, smutty jokes or comments, sex-based insults, repeated 
invitations to go out after prior refusal, persistent insinuations about a person‟s private life. 
Sexual harassment is not behaviour which is consensual, welcome and reciprocated but for 
the purposes of the Championships does also include behaviour specified in paragraph 2.4. 

 
(h) “start of the Championship” means the commencement of the first formal event or 
function of the Championship 

 

 
 

The Code of Conduct 
 

 
 

2. What is expected of participants? 
 

 
 

2.1 What participants must do 

 
During the championship, all participants must: 

 
(a) behave in a respectful and courteous manner towards other participants in the event, 
guests and sponsors of the championship, and members of the public attending 
championship events 

 
(b) abide by the laws of the host nation 

 
(c) abide by any rules, guidelines and restrictions set by the host organising committee to 
keep the event regulated and ensure the safety of participants. 

 

 
 

2.2 What participants must not do 

 
During the championships, participants must not: 

 
(a) make insulting comments, jokes, insults, or insinuations about another person‟s culture, 
race, religion, gender or sexual orientation or which may be construed as being derogatory or 
as harassment, whether in the presence of that person or in any other forum in which the 
person may not be present. 

 
(b) stalk or physically harass another individual 

 
(c) engage in any form of violence or threats of violence 

 
(d) engage in any form of sexual harassment [as defined in paragraphs 1.5 (d) and 2.4] 

 
(e) take or use other people‟s property without permission 

 
(f) intentionally cause damage to the property of other individuals or of any host venues 

 
(g) consume any substance which they are not legally entitled to consume in the host 
country, or supply any such substances to others 
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(h) consume or be under the influence of alcohol or drugs in a way which may bring the 
championships into disrepute. 

 

 
 

2.3 Behaviour during debates 

 
(a) Participants in the Championship, especially coaches and debaters, must not confront 
adjudicators in an aggressive manner after a debate. 

 
(b) Feedback between teams and adjudicators must be given and received in a constructive 
and non-confrontational manner. 

 
2.4 Relationships 

 
Any romantic or sexually-based relationship during the Championship between a debater and 
an adult acting as a coach, adjudicator, shadow adjudicator, team manager, observer or in any 
other capacity will not be tolerated and shall be treated as sexual harassment regardless of 
intention or apparent consent. 

 

 
 

Enforcement of the Code of Conduct 
 

 
 

3. What happens if a participant breaches the Code of Conduct? 
 

 
 

3.1 Breaches can be reported to a Complaints Officer 

 
If a participant believes that another participant has breached this Code of Conduct, s/he 
may report the breach to an appointed Complaints Officer. 

 

 
 

3.2 Who are the Complaints Officers? 
 

Before each championship, the Convenor shall nominate two Complaints Officers – one 
male and one female. The nominations for Complaints Officers must be approved by: 

 
(a) the World Schools Debating Council at its meeting at the previous year, or 

 
(b) the World Schools Debating Council Executive Committee at least 90 days before the 
Championship begins, if the nomination was not approved at the previous meeting of the 
Council. 

 

 
 

3.3 What will the Complaints Officers do? 

 
Each Complaints Officer shall be responsible for: 

 
(a) being available to participants to receive complaints about breaches of this Code of 
Conduct 

 
(b) investigating complaints 
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(c) supporting the complainant appropriately, which could include referring him/her to: 

(i) a counsellor 

(ii) a doctor 

(iii) a lawyer 

(iv) the police 

(v) their parents 

 
(vi) an adult member of their family or contingent. 

 

 
 

3.4 Complaints Officers can deal with some complaints themselves 

 
If the Complaints Officer considers it appropriate, they may discuss the complaint with the 
complainant and the person about whom the complaint has been made to try to resolve the 
matter by mediation so that both parties are satisfied with the outcome of the matter. 

 

 
 

3.5 Complaints Officers can refer complaints to the Complaints Committee 

 
(a) A Complaints Officer may refer a complaint to the Complaints Committee. Such a 
referral must be submitted in writing to the Chairperson of the Complaints Committee. 

 
(b) Complaints of the following nature must be referred to the Complaints Committee: 

(i) any form of violence or threat of violence 

(ii) sexual harassment 

 
(iii) stalking or physical harassment 

 
(iv) the consumption or supply of substances which are illegal in the host country 

 
(v) a participant‟s being under the influence of alcohol or drugs in a manner which 

has brought or threatens to bring the Championship into disrepute 

 
(vi) any form of inappropriate relationship between a debater and any other 

participant 

 
(vii) wilful damage to public property or the property of a host venue. 

 

 
 

4. What happens if a complaint is referred to the Complaints Committee? 
 

 
 

4.1 Who forms the Complaints Committee? 
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(a) Every championship shall have a Complaints Committee comprising 

 
(i) at least three members; and 

 
(ii) at least one person of each gender; and 

 
(iii) at least one but no more than two members from the host nation; and 

 
(iv) neither of the Complaints Officers who have been approved for the same 
Championship as the Complaints Committee. 

 
(b) The members of the Complaints Committee shall be approved by: 

 
(i) the World Schools Debating Council at its meeting at the previous year, or 

 
(ii) by the World Schools Debating Council Executive Committee at least 90 days 
before the championship begins if the nomination was not approved at the previous 
meeting of the Council. 

 
(c) The Complaints Committee shall appoint one of its members to serve as Chairperson by 
the start of each Championship at which it will operate. 

 
(d) Subject to 4.1 (b), each member of the Complaints Committee shall serve until such time 
as a replacement is appointed. 

 

 
 

4.2 When must the Complaints Committee meet? 
 

(a) The Complaints Committee‟s Chairperson shall convene a committee meeting: 

 
(i) if a Complaints Officer refers a complaint to them in writing 

 
(ii) if the Complaints Committee otherwise considers it appropriate. 

 
(b) The Complaints Committee shall convene a meeting within 24 hours of receiving a 
complaint in accordance with 4.2 (a) above. 

 

 
 

4.3 What can the Complaints Committee do? 

 
(a) At a meeting to discuss a complaint, the Complaints Committee may: 

(i) decide to take no further action 

(ii) make a decision about the complaint without a hearing (but it may not suspend 
or expel the person complained about without a hearing) or 

 
(iii) hold a hearing about the complaint. 

 
(b) Regardless of which option it takes, the Complaints Committee may also refer the 

complaint to the host country‟s relevant authorities (such as the police) if it considers that 
this is appropriate. 
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4.4 What are the rights of a person complained about at a hearing? 

 
If the Complaints Committee holds a hearing, the person complained about must: 

(a) be told what the complaint is about 

(b) be told the date and time of the hearing 

 
(c) be allowed to participate in the hearing and to be heard 

 
(d) be allowed to bring a person of their choice with them to the meeting with whom s/he 
may confer before and during the hearing 

 
(e) be allowed to remain silent during the hearing if s/he so chooses 

 
(f) be allowed not to attend the hearing if s/he so chooses. 

 

 
 

4.5 A person complained about who is not legally an adult in the host country shall 
have special protection and assistance 

 
(a) If the Complaints Committee holds a hearing and the person complained about is not 
legally an adult in the host country, the Complaints Committee shall: 

(i) ensure that the person complained about fully understands his/her rights as set 
out in paragraph 4.4 above before the hearing begins 

 
(ii) ensure that an adult chosen by the person complained about attends the hearing 
to support the person complained 

 
(iii) if the person complained about is unable to choose an adult to attend with him 
or her, select an adult to take on this role. 

 
(b) The adult chosen in accordance with paragraph 4.5(a) shall attend the hearing and shall 
be able to speak on behalf of the person complained about at the hearing. 

 

 
 

4.6 Hearings are confidential 

 
Until the Complaints Committee makes a decision about a complaint, details of the 
complaint and the hearing shall be kept confidential and shall be discussed only with the 
people participating in the hearing. 

 

 
 

4.7 What can the Complaints Committee do without a hearing? 

 
If the Complaints Committee reaches a decision about a complaint without a hearing, it may: 

(a) dismiss the complaint, or 

(b) uphold it and: 
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(i) take no action 

 
(ii) counsel the person complained about 

 
(iii) warn the person complained about. 

 

 
 

4.8 What can the Complaints Committee do at the conclusion of a hearing? 

 
If the Complaints Committee holds a hearing, it may: 

(a) dismiss the complaint, or 

(b) uphold it and: 

 
(i) take no action 

 
(ii) counsel the person complained about 

 
(iii) warn the person complained about 

 
(iv) suspend the person complained about from the Championship for as long as it 
thinks appropriate 

 
(v) expel the respondent from the Championship 

 
(vi) ban the person complained about from all future Championships or a specified 
number of future Championships. 

 

 
 

4.9 What the Complaints Committee can consider at a hearing. 

 
The Complaints Committee shall inform itself at a hearing and generally as to evidence and 
facts in its absolute discretion and as it sees fit, subject to this Code of Conduct. 

 

 
 

4.10 The Complaints Committee’s decision is final 
 

The Complaints Committee‟s decision shall be final. The person complained about is not 
able to appeal it, but where the person complained about has been expelled for longer than 
the next Championship he or she can apply for readmittance in accordance with section 6 
below. 

 

 
 

5 Who must be told about the Complaints Committee’s decision? 
 

 
 

5.1 Where there has been no hearing 

 
Where a complaint has been decided without a hearing, the Chairperson of the Complaints 
Committee must give a written copy of the decision to: 

 
(a) the complainant 
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(b) the Complaints Officer who referred the complaint 

 
(c) the Convenor 

 
(d) the person complained about 

 
(e) where the person complained about is a debater, the team manager. 

 

 
 

5.2 Where there has been a hearing 

 
Where a complaint has led to a hearing, the Chairperson of the Complaints Committee must 
give a written copy of the decision to: 

 
(a) the people mentioned above in 5.1 (“Where there has been no hearing”) 

 
(b) the parent or guardian of a person complained about, if that person is a debater and not 
an adult according to the laws of his/her home nation 

 
(c) the Chief Adjudicator, if the complaint has been about an adjudicator. 

 

 
 

5.3 Where a hearing has led to a suspension or expulsion 

 
Where a complaint has led to a suspension or expulsion, the Chairperson of the Complaints 
Committee must give a written copy of the decision to: 

 
(a) the people mentioned above in rule 5.2 (“Where there has been a hearing”) 

(b) the World Schools Debating Council Executive Committee through that Executive 
Committee‟s Chairperson 

 
(c) the Convenor and Chief Adjudicator of the following  year‟s championship. 

 
5.4 Where the person complained about is expelled from future Championships 

 
(a) Where the person complained about is expelled from all or any future Championships, 
the Secretary of the World Schools Debating Council Executive Committee shall ensure that 
a copy of the Complaints Committee‟s written decision is kept on file. 

 
(b) The person complained about shall have the right to apply to be readmitted in 
accordance with paragraph 6 below. 

 

 
 

5.5 Limitation on disclosing Complaints Committee decision 

 
The written decision of the Complaints Committee shall not be disclosed, published, 
produced, copied, or otherwise communicated to people other than those specified in 5.1 to 
5.4 above unless: 

 
(a) The complainant and the person complained about agree; or 

 
(b) Disclosure of the Complaints Committee‟s written decision is required by the law which 
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applies in the home nation of the person complained about and/or in the host nation in 
which the complaint arose. 

 

 
 

6 What are the rights of a person who is suspended or expelled? 

 
6.1 A young person must be looked after 

 
Where the Complaints Committee decision has led to a suspension or expulsion and the 
person suspended or expelled is not legally an adult in the host country, the Complaints 
Committee, in conjunction with the Convenor, shall take all reasonable steps to ensure that 
the person suspended or expelled is able to make satisfactory arrangements for: 

 
(a) accommodation and meals for the duration of his/her suspension or until he/she is able 
to return to his/her home country 

 
(b) returning to his/her home country if he/she has been expelled from the Championship. 

 

 
 

6.2 Where a person has been expelled for longer than the next Championship 
 

(a) Where the Complaints Committee‟s decision has led to an expulsion and the person 
complained about has been expelled for longer than the next Championship, the person 
complained about may, after the conclusion of the following Championship, apply in writing 
to the Chairperson  of the World Schools Debating Council Executive Committee to be 
readmitted as a participant at future Championships. 

 
(b) If the Chairperson of the World Schools Debating Council Executive Committee 
receives an application by such a person to be readmitted (“the applicant”): 

 
(i) the application shall be forwarded to the Chairperson of the Complaints 
Committee as soon as possible 

 
(ii) the Chairperson of the Complaints Committee shall discuss the application with 
the other members of the Complaints Committee, and the Complaints Committee 
shall make a decision whether to grant or decline the application within 90 days of 
receiving the application. 

 

 
 

6.3 What is the process for a hearing on the application for readmittance? 

 
The process for a hearing on the application is: 

 
(a) the Complaints Committee shall either hold a hearing in person (if practical), or shall 
discuss the issue by telephone, video link, e-mail or in writing, depending on constraints of 
cost, time and the distance between the parties 

 
(b) the person applying for reinstatement (“the applicant”) shall be invited to submit 
statements in writing in support of the application to be readmitted, and may additionally be 
asked to submit answers to specific questions by the Complaints Committee 

 
(c) the Complaints Committee shall determine who, apart from the applicant the applicant 
and such persons as the applicant may decide, may be asked to submit written statements 
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regarding the applicant. These may include: 
 

(i) referees about the applicant‟s character or change of circumstances 

 
(ii) the Complaints Officer who received the original complaint 

 
(iii) the original complainant 

 
(iv) a current Complaints Officer. 

 
(d) the Complaints Committee shall inform itself at a hearing about the application and 
generally as to evidence and facts in its absolute discretion and as it sees fit, subject to this 
Code of Conduct. 

 

 
 

6.4 Hearings about the application are confidential 

 
Until the Complaints Committee makes a decision about the application for readmittance, 
details of the application and the hearing shall be kept confidential and shall be discussed 
only with the people participating in the hearing. 

 

 
 

6.5 What must the Complaints Committee do to decide on the application? 

 
(a) The Complaints Committee must make a decision about the application by: 

(i) declining the application, or 

(ii) readmitting the applicant subject to any conditions the committee thinks fit, or 

 
(iii) readmitting the applicant without any conditions. 

 
(b) After making a decision about the application, the Complaints Committee must send a 
written copy of its decision to: 

 
(i) the applicant 

 
(ii) the current Complaints Officers 

 
(iii) the World Schools Debating Council Executive Committee, through that 
Executive Committee‟s Chairperson 

 
(iv) the Convenor and Chief Adjudicator of the following Championship 

 
(v) the person who made the original complaint about the applicant. 

 

 
 

6.6 Limitation on disclosing Complaints Committee decision about the application 

 
The written decision of the Complaints Committee shall not be disclosed, published, 
produced, copied, or otherwise communicated to people other than those specified in 
paragraph 6.5 unless: 
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(a) The applicant agrees; or 
 

(b) Disclosure of the Complaints Committee‟s written decision is required by the law which 
applies in the home nation of the applicant and/or in the host nation in which the breach of 
this Code of Conduct occurred. 

 

 
 

6.7 The Complaints Committee’s decision about the application is final 
 

The Complaints Committee‟s decision on the application shall be final. The applicant is not 
able to appeal it but s/he can apply again for readmittance or for the removal of any 
conditions imposed on readmittance 6 months or more following the decision on the 
application. The new application must also be made according to paragraph 6. 
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Undertaking 
 

 
 

7. Undertaking required to be signed prior to the commencement of the 
Championship 

 

 
 

Undertaking by all those participating in the World Schools Debating Championship 
 

 
 

I    
undertake that: 

 
(a) I have read and understood the Code of Conduct above and 

 
(b) I will abide by the Code of Conduct for the duration of the    World 
Schools Debating Championship 

 

 
 
 

Signed ………………………………………………   Dated 
……………………………………………… 

 
 
 
 

 
Undertaking by parent or guardian of debater(s) participating in the Championship 

 

 
 

I    
undertake that: 

 
(a) I am a parent/guardian of    
who is a debater 
participating in the    World Schools Debating Championship 

 
(b) I have read and understood the Code of Conduct above 

 
(c) I have explained the Code of Conduct to the above debater 

 
(d) I have instructed the above debater that I expect and require the debater to abide by the 
Code of Conduct 

 
(e) the debater has confirmed to me that s/he will abide by the Code of Conduct. 

 

 
 
 

Signed ………………………………………………   Dated 
……………………………………………… 
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Tournament Rulebook 
 

1. Aims of the Championships 

 
1.1. To identify a winner of the tournament who will be accorded the title of 

"Thailand National Debate Champion). 

 
1.2. To identify a winner of the "Rookie" competition who will be accorded the 

title of "Thailand National Rookie Debate Champion". 

 
2.  Activities which comprise the Championship 

 
2.1. The Championship will include: 

2.1.1.  A debating competition with a preliminary series and two final series, 
one for all participants and another for teams designated Rookie status 
as defined in article 14.2.2. 

2.1.2.  A preliminary and main Council Meeting as outlined in article 7.4 of 
the Constitution. 

 
2.2. The Championships may include: 

 
2.2.1. Public speaking competition 
2.2.2. Masters debating competition 

 
3.  Debates Structure 

 
3.1. There will be at least five preliminary rounds of debate. There will be 3 

rounds of competition in the finals series. These debates shall be 
conducted in the manner described in this article. 

 
3.2. Debates will have 30 minutes preparation prior to debate. 

 
3.3. Debates shall be three persons per side with a reply speech. One side shall 

be affirmative and the other will be negative. 

 
3.4. The adjudication core shall release the match-ups for each round 

determining who shall be affirmative and who shall be negative for each 
debate in that round. Upon confirming this, the adjudication core shall 
release a set of three motions, at which time, the 30 minute preparation 
period commences. 

 
3.5. The motion to be debated in a particular chamber between the teams 

matched therein is to be chosen in the following manner: 
3.5.1. The teams discuss preferred choices separately(less than 2 minutes). 

Number the motion in order of preference (1-most preferred, 3-least 
preferred). 

3.5.2. The teams identify each other before leaving the briefing room/area. 
3.5.3. Teams compare preferences: 

a. third choice motions are automatically vetoed 
b. if teams' first choice motion is the same, they debate that motion 

c. if teams' first choice motions are different, but the third is the same, 
they toss a coin, affirmative's representative calls and if calling correctly, 
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teams debate affirmative's first choice.  If the call is incorrect, the teams 
debate negative's first choice. 

 
3.6. Teams are then permitted to leave the briefing room/area and begin their 

preparations for the debate. 

 
3.7. The Affirmative have the right to prepare in chambers (venue). 

 
3.8. A debate shall be run under the auspices of a 'Speaker' who shall be 

referred to as 'The Speaker of the House' or 'Mister/Madam Speaker'. 

 
3.9. A debate shall be adjudicated by a panel comprising an odd number of 

adjudicators.  One of these shall be designated as Chairperson, by the 
organizers, and may function as Speaker in the event that none has been 
nominated in a particular chamber (venue). 

 
3.10.A debate shall be timed by a timekeeper.  In the event that none has been 

nominated in a particular chamber, the function of the timekeeper is to be 
taken over by one of the panel of adjudicators. 

 
3.11.The order of debate will be: first affirmative speaker, first negative speaker, 

second affirmative speaker, second negative speaker, third affirmative 
speaker, third negative speaker, negative reply speaker, affirmative reply 
speaker. 

 
3.12.The reply must not be given by the third speaker. 

 
3.13.Substantive speeches will be seven minutes in duration. 

 
3.14.Between the first and sixth minutes of a speaker‟s substantive speech, 

points of information may be offered by the opposing team. 

 
3.15.The reply speech must be four minutes in duration. 

 
3.16.At the conclusion of all preliminary round debates, the chair of the 

adjudication panel shall announce the result and deliver an oral 
adjudication. If the chair is the dissenting member of the panel, he or she 
should request one of his or her panelists to deliver the oral adjudication. 

 
3.17.Members of the adjudication panels may not confer upon their decision at 

the conclusion of the debate until they make their individual decision. 
Upon all members having reached their decision and it being written on 
individual ballots provided to them, the chair shall open these ballots and 
determine who won by ascertaining which team garnered an absolute 
majority of the votes. There can be no "tie" submitted by any adjudicator. 

 
3.18.At the conclusions of all finals debates, the chair of the adjudication panel 

will announce the result of the debate and will not deliver an oral 
adjudication. 

 
3.19.Printed and prepared materials may be used during the thirty-minute 

preparation period.  No access to electronic media, electronic storage or 
retrieval devices is permitted after motions have been released, except 
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electronic dictionaries.  Printed and prepared materials may be accessed 
during a debate, but MAY NOT be used during a speech. 

 
3.20.Teams must prepare on their own.  Once motions have been released, 

there must be no contact between debaters in a particular team and their 
reserves, coaches, trainers, observers or any other individual for the 
purposes of assistance in the context of the debate.  Such contact and 
assistance is 'cheating' and will be punished by the disqualification of teams 
thus affected-from the round in question, at the least, and the competition, 
at the most -the latter, at the discretion of the Council. 

 
3.21.Teams must arrive at their chamber within five minutes of the 

scheduled/given time of commencement of debate. 

 
3.22.Teams failing to arrive in time will forfeit the debate, at the discretion of 

the chair of the adjudication panel. 

 
3.23.Speakers not 'holding the floor' may not rise during speech, unless it is to 

offer a 'Point of Information'.  Speakers doing so, or considered to be 
heckling, barracking or whose behavior is interfering with the acceptable 
course of a debate will be declared 'out of order' or will be 'called to order' 
by the Chairperson. 

 
3.24.Interjections should be brief, pertinent and preferably witty. Interjections 

are comments made by members directed at the speech of the member 
holding the floor, and made from a seated position. 

 

 
 

4.  Adjudication 

 
4.1. Role of the adjudicator 

4.1.1.  The adjudicator must decide which team has won, explain reasons 
for their decision and provide constructive feedback to teams. 

4.1.2.  The adjudicator must take the position of an average reasonable 
person. They must disregard any expert of special knowledge, but 
assume that the average reasonable person is intelligent and capable of 
assessing flaws in argument. 

 
4.2. Breaking adjudicators should have adjudicated in at least 3 of the 5 

preliminary rounds in the preliminary series. They shall be the top 16 in 
terms of grades (scores) of all such adjudicators. The grades (scores) shall 
be determined purely by their performance in the adjudication test, and the 
cumulative consolidated debater and peer feedback ratings obtained during 
the rounds they adjudicated. Please refer to the tabulation section for more 
details. 

 
4.3. Chairs may not announce marks, nor indicate the margin of win/loss 

unless asked to by the Chief Adjudicator of the competition.  All 
adjudicators are expected to observe the confidentiality of individual and 
team scores, and margins 

 
4.4. Adjudication will be based on the awards of marks in three categories: 

Matter (40%), Manner (40%) and Method (20%), for individual speeches 
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and a team's response to the dynamics of the debate. 

 
5.  Elements of a debate / speech 

 
5.1. Definition 

 

5.1.1.  The definition should state the issue or issues arising out of the 
motion to be debated, state the meanings of any terms in the motion 
requiring clarification and display clear and logical links to the wording 
and spirit of the motion. 

 
5.1.2.  A definition may only be challenged where it is unreasonable. An 

unreasonable definitions is defined as one which: 
5.1.2.1. is self proving - tautological; 
5.1.2.2. a matter stated as fact - truistic; 
5.1.2.3. has no clear or logical link to the topic; 
5.1.2.4. wholly unreasonable and purposefully misinterprets the motion - 

squirrel; or, 
5.1.2.5. sets an unnaturally restrictive geographical or spatial location as 

its major parameter has been time set or unfairly place set; 
5.1.2.6. Sets an unnaturally restrictive chronological duration as its main 

parameter - time set. 

 
5.1.3.  Only the first negative speaker may challenge the definition based on 

the grounds outlined in 6.1.2. 
5.1.3.1. The speaker must make it clear that the definition has been 

rejected, with an explanation upon which of the grounds the 
definition is considered unreasonable. 

5.1.3.2. The speaker must provide a more reasonable definition and 
must argue why the definition is reasonable. 

5.1.3.3. The negative team needs to engage with the affirmative team‟s 
case by use of the „even  if‟ argument. 

5.1.3.4. The negative team needs to negate the proposition of the debate 
according to their definition. 

 
5.2. Matter 

 

5.2.1.  Matter refers to the content of speeches. Adjudicators are to 
evaluate the persuasiveness of the arguments presented by teams. 

 
5.2.2.  The two major benchmarks adjudicators must use for evaluating 

matter are logic and relevance of arguments. 
5.2.2.1. An argument is logical if its conclusion flows from its premise. 
5.2.2.2. An argument is relevant if it is pertinent to the case and the 

motion. 

 
5.2.3.  Both teams must develop a constructive case. The affirmative team 

must assert positively that the proposition under debate is true, the 
negative team must assert positively that the proposition is untrue. 

5.2.3.1. Invalid and hung cases are to be avoided. These are cases in 
which a stand and outline of arguments is provided by the First 
Affirmative speaker, but there is no substantiation in his / her 
speech. This renders a distinct disadvantage upon the First 
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Negative speaker who can no longer be expected to reasonably 
engage with such an argument. 

 
5.2.4.  Third Negative speakers may not introduce new matter. Third 

Affirmative speakers may introduce new matter, however this is not 
advised. 

5.2.4.1. New matter is defined as a fresh line of argumentation and does 
not refer to new rebuttal points, new perspectives on an old 
argument or new examples, unless these change the course of the 
original argument entirely. 

 
5.2.5.  A Negative team cannot rely purely on its rebuttal of the Affirmative 

case and must present a case in opposition 

 
5.3. Manner 

 

5.3.1.  Manner refers to the presentation style of speeches. Adjudicators are 
to evaluate the persuasiveness of the individual speakers‟ and teams‟ 
presentation. 

 
5.3.2.  The two major components adjudicators should use for evaluating 

manner are body language and vocal style. 
5.3.2.1. Body language can include eye contact with audience, use of 

notes, gestures and stances. 
5.3.2.2. Vocal style can include volume, clarity, pronunciation, pace, 

intonation, fluency, confidence, authority, use of language. 

 
5.3.3.  In assessment of manner, adjudicators must respect the individuality 

of speakers and the diverse range of backgrounds from which they 
come.  Adjudicators should evaluate manner with respect to the extent 
to which a particular component contributed or detracted from the 
force of their arguments. 

 
5.4. Method 

 

5.4.1.  Method refers to the structure and organisation of the speech and 
case. Adjudicators are to evaluate the effectiveness of organisation. 

5.4.2.  The two major components adjudicators should use for evaluating 
method are responsiveness and structure. 

5.4.2.1. Responsiveness refers to the ability of speakers and teams to 
respond dynamically to the strategic issues which emerge over the 
course of the debate. This can include relevance of rebuttal, 
changing emphases of the cases in the case of concessions, and 
points of information. 

5.4.2.2. Structure refers to the prioritisation of arguments (both 
constructive and rebuttal) within speeches and with respect to the 
team‟s case. 

 
5.5. Reply Speeches 

 

5.5.1. Reply speeches can not be delivered by third speakers. 

 
5.5.2. Reply speeches present teams with an opportunity to focus on the 
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major issues in the debate and the way in which both teams 
approached the clash points. 

 
5.5.3.  Reply speeches should give an 'optimistic overview' of the general 

approach to the debate by both sides and focus on the relative merits 
of the case by the side delivering the replying, and the relative 
weaknesses in the case of the opposing team. 

5.5.4. No new matter is to be introduced during reply speeches. 

 
5.5.5.  Reply speeches should neither continue rebuttal arguments nor 

advance old arguments into significantly new 'territory'. 

 
5.5.6. Reply speeches will be scored out of a total of 50 with an average of 

37.5. 

 
5.6. Points of information may only be offered to speakers on the opposing 

side. 
 

5.6.1.  Point of information must be indicated by a member of an opposing 
team rising from his/her seat, placing one hand on top of his/her head 
and extending the other towards the member holding the floor.  A 
member offering a point of information may draw attention to the 
offer by saying, “Point of information”, "On that point", “On the 
point of”, or similar. 

 
5.6.2.  Points of information should be offered regularly and throughout 

the course of the debate. 

 
5.6.3.  Points of information should not be used to badger or heckle the 

opposition. Adjudicators may penalise speakers if, after warnings and 
attempts to discourage this behaviour, a team or speaker continues to 
badger or heckle a speaker. 

 
5.6.4. Points of information are not allowed in reply speeches. 

 
5.6.5.  Speakers are entitled to decline points of information however 

speakers must answer a reasonable number of points of information 
offered. 

 
5.6.6. Points of information must be brief and should not last more than 

15 seconds. 

 
5.6.7.  Speakers must attempt to answer points of information clearly and 

succinctly. 

 
5.6.8. Adjudicators should evaluate both the delivery and response to 

points of information as part of a speaker‟s total score. 

 
6.  Marking scheme 

 
6.1. The marking scheme allows a maximum of 100 marks to be awarded for 

each constructive speaker, subdivided into 40 marks for each of matter and 
manner and 20 marks for method. 
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6.1.1.  A debater who speaks at the expected level in each of matter, 
manner and method should receive a score of 30, 30, 15, totaling 75. 

6.1.2.  Individual speaker scores are to be range from 69-81. No half marks 
are to be awarded for constructive speeches. 

6.1.2.1. Individual matter and manner scores are to range from 27-33. 
6.1.2.2. Individual method scores are to range from 13-17. 

 
Matter or Manner Method Meaning 
27 13 Poor 
28-29 14 Below average 
30 15 Average or expected 

standard 
31-32 16 Above average 
33 17 Excellent 

 

6.2. Reply speeches will 
6.3. Margins must reflect the nature of the win. 
6.4. Margins are to range between 0.5 to 12 points. 

 
Margin Meaning 
0.5 – 3.5 marks A very close debate, with only minor differences separating the 

teams. 
4 - 7 marks A relatively clear debate, with one team having an obvious 

advantage 
7.5 - 12 marks A very comprehensive win, with the losing team probably 

having failed on one or more fundamental aspects of its 
argument or presentation. 

 

 
7.  Adjudicator Assessment 

7.1. There shall be an adjudication test 
7.1.1. The test shall be based on a pre-taped video. 
7.1.2.  The adjudication core shall view the video and come up with their 

"sample adjudication" on consensus. They will also then frame a test 
based on the debate for adjudicators to answer, with sample answers. 
The sample adjudication and sample answers shall be used as a 
reference during marking the tests and a photocopy of this shall be 
given back to each adjudicator along with the adjudicator's marked and 
graded test paper. 

7.1.3.  Every Adjudicator including the Adjudication Core will be expected 
to write the test. 

7.2. The marking of the adjudicator test shall be as follows: - 
7.2.1.  After the test, the adjudication core shall mark the tests, using the 

following guidelines: 
7.2.1.1. The test shall be evaluated as per the Tournament Rules 
7.2.1.2. The Asians debating guidelines as per the constitution 
7.2.1.3. The guidelines published in advance and explained during the 

Adjudication workshop by the Adjudication core 
7.2.2.  Each paper shall be assigned a Grade 1 to 5 as will appear in the tab 

system 
7.2.3.  The marker will further write comments - about 3 lines as to why the 

adjudicator was graded that grade 
7.2.4. The paper will then be reviewed by another member of the 
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Adjudication Core and signed off by a checker. Therefore a marker- 
checker process will be used to trap errors and inconsistencies if any 

7.2.5.  The marker will further attach a copy of the sample answers and 
adjudication to the paper before returning the paper to the adjudicator 

7.2.6.  The feedback to the adjudicator by the marker would be in the form 
of questions of the following nature: - 

7.2.6.1. Did the adjudicator identify the right issues of clash in the 
debate? If not, what were the key issues in the debate left 
identified 

7.2.6.2. Did the adjudicator make errors in arriving at the decision e.g. 
enter some of the issues of the debate, miss out certain 
arguments presented by teams, judge the debate on purely 
technical grounds 

7.2.6.3. Did the adjudicator mark the teams and speakers as per the 
guidelines provided by the adjudication core during the 
workshop? 

7.2.6.4. This form of feedback along with the sample test answers and 
adjudication would serve as a form of open evaluation and self 
assessment for the adjudicators writing the test and would help 
standardize some of the tournament guidelines. 

7.3. Each adjudicator would be rated in the tab system from 1-5, 5 being the 
best and 1 being the worst. At the end of the adjudication test, the 
adjudicators would know their rating within the system. 

7.4. Debater and Panelist feedback in each debate will be compulsory. The 
adjudication core will be allowed to penalise debaters and panelists in the 
case that they do not provide requisite feedback. This could include the 
docking of speaker and adjudication feedback points repeatedly. However 
these should only be used for repeated lack of provision of feedback 
forms, and after ensuring with the tournament director and the 
team/adjudicator that there was indeed no feedback form provided. 

7.5. During the course of the tournament, the adjudicators would be given 
feedback scores (1-5) by panelists with the following guidelines: 

5: The adjudicator got the decision right. She/he identified the correct issues 
of the debate and prioritized them correctly. This adjudicator is capable of 
adjudicating the Grand Finals of this tournament. 
4: The adjudicator got the decision right. She/he identified the key issues of 
the debate correctly, although it is possible that she/he may have 
misprioritized some of the issues and assessed certain issues with too much 
or too little weightage. This adjudicator should break into the octos or 
quarters of the tournament 
3: The adjudicator got the decision marginally right or wrong. She/he 
identified some of the issues of the debate correctly although he or she may 
have misprioritized some of the tertiary issues of the debate. This adjudicator 
may marginally break or not break. 
2: The adjudicator got the decision wrong or right on the wrong grounds. 
She/he seemed to see some issues but did not understand or prioritize the 
issues correctly. The adjudicator may have entered the debate. This 
adjudicator should not break or chair a round. 
1. The adjudicator may have decided the debate purely on technical grounds 
like matter, manner regardless of relevance. The adjudicator has a 
fundamental misunderstanding of the rules of this style of debating. This 
adjudicator should be a trainee. 
7.5.1. Both the assenting adjudicators and the dissenting adjudicators in 
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the room will need to present an oral adjudication 
7.5.2.  Each team will fill in two forms for adjudicator feedback - one for 

dissenting and one for assenting adjudicators. 
7.5.3. In addition, each panelist will fill in adjudication feedback for the 

other adjudicators in the room 
7.5.4. The debater feedback will be averaged with the panelist feedback. 

Therefore each adjudicator will be given a score at the end of the 
debate that is the average of the scores of the three teams in the room 
and that of the adjudicators. 

7.6. In addition to the Adjudication Core, there shall be appointed (by the 
adjudication core) a shadow adjudication core to handle reviews and 
appeals effectively and independently. The Shadow adjudication core, 
consisting of a maximum of three adjudicators, shall constitute of 
adjudicators of the caliber that would otherwise be considered for DCA 
roles. 

7.6.1.  The shadow adjudication core will serve as appeals mechanism if 
called upon to review any of the grading of the sample papers by the 
Adjudication Core. The Shadow Adjudication Core will not be 
informed of who graded and reviewed the adjudication paper, and will 
have the authority to revise the grade assigned upwards, but may not 
revise the assigned grade downwards 

7.6.2.  Every adjudicator who has a genuine grievance with the actual 
marking of the paper vs. the guidelines provided by the adjudication 
core will write down the exact element of the appeal and the 
justification for it. 

7.6.3. This together with the paper will be provided to the shadow 
adjudication core, who after considering the specific appeal in context 
of the adjudication paper and guidelines may revise the assigned grade 
upwards only. 

7.6.4.  All appeals need to be submitted before the commencement of the 
first debate, and the results of the shadow adjudication core will need 
to be obtained before the commencement of the third debate. Any 
grades assigned upwards will be reflected retro-actively in the 
tabulation system. 

7.6.5.  The shadow adjudication core will not have any say in any other 
aspect of adjudication including motion setting and feedback 
consolidation. The shadow adjudication is not expected to re-evaluate 
the entire test result of a participant, but rather specific grievances. 

7.7. The procedure for filing an appeal is as follows:- 
7.7.1.  In order to file an appeal, any debater or adjudicator at TWSDC can 

approach the Shadow Adjudication Core. This may be done 
anonymously and the Shadow Adjudication Core is to respect the 
privacy and anonymity of the complainant. 

7.7.2.  Since anyone can effectively file an appeal, the machinery of appeals 
would break down if every single person wanted to have their grades 
reviewed. Therefore the process must be used with honour and good 
faith. 

7.7.3.  It is important to recognize that the appeals mechanism only works 
as a check to the Adjudication Core in itself. It cannot work as a 
substitute to the Adjudication Core. Therefore complaints that are not 
about the Adjudication Core or its members should be directed to the 
Adjudication Core before they can be brought up before the Appeals 
process. 
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8.  Tabulation guidelines for debates 
8.1. The first round of the competition will be completely random. 
8.2. The subsequent rounds shall be power paired. 
8.3. Teams shall be ranked and divided into pools based on win-loss ratio at the 

end of each round for the purpose of power pairing. 
8.3.1.  In case a pool has an odd number of teams, the top team (based first 

on speaker scores, then on margin of victory) from the bottom pool 
will be pulled up to the higher pool. 

8.3.2. In case the bottom pool has an odd number of teams, a swing team 
shall debate as the bottom team in that pool. 

8.4. Within each pool, teams shall be ranked first in order of aggregate speaker 
scores (including reply scores), then where speaker scores are equal, by 
aggregate margin of victory (with a negative margin for defeats) and if that 
is equal as well, by random order. 

8.5. Power pairing shall be done by the sliding-half concept - the pool is 
divided into half and then top half then debates the bottom half. The top 
team in the top half debates the top team in the bottom half and so on till 
the bottom team in the top half debates the bottom team in the bottom 
half. 

8.6. The software will automatically allocate affirmative and negative positions 
using the following guidelines in the following priority: 

8.6.1.  As far as possible, teams should not see three continuous debates in 
the same position. 

8.6.2.  As far as possible, teams should be allocated an even number of 
affirmative and negative positions. 

8.6.3.  As far as possible, teams should be allocated alternating affirmative 
and negative positions. 

8.6.4.  One-up one-down may be used to ensure that the aforementioned 
affirmative and negative guidelines are followed but this rule is 
subservient to the rule ensuring that two teams do not meet more than 
once in the course of the tournament. 

8.7. One up, One down shall be used in only the following scenarios in the 
following order: 

8.7.1. If the two teams have not met before 
8.7.2. To ensure that the affirmative - negative guidelines explained in 8.6.2 

and 9.6.3 are met. 
8.7.3.  If one up or one down due to 8.7.2 results in 8.6.1, then the original 

combination is reverted to. 
8.7.4.  One up and one-down may only be used within a win-loss pool 

(including the extra team that is pulled up from the lower pool in case 
of odd number of teams in that pool. 

8.8. The tabulation software should be able to allocate debates to venues. 
8.8.1.  Lecture theatres should be preferentially allocated to rooms with 

high win-loss ratios. 
8.8.2.  The remaining rooms should preferably be allocated to the debates 

at random. 
8.8.3.  The software should allow for manual intervention for venue 

allocation changes. 
8.9. The tabulation software should also allow for tabulation of speaker scores 

through the debates and display of speaker rankings. 
8.9.1. Speaker rankings should not include marks for reply speeches. 
8.9.2. When computing speaker scores for a round, the average of the 
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speaker score (excluding reply) of all assenting adjudicators for that 
speaker in that round must be taken. 

8.9.3. Replies will be counted towards team totals. 
8.9.4. When computing team scores for a round, the average of the team 

totals given by all assenting adjudicators must be used. 
8.9.5.  The margin of victory should only be the average of margins 

provided by all the assenting adjudicators in that debate. 

 
9.  Tabulation guidelines for adjudicators 

9.1. The key objectives of Adjudicator Allocation in the tab software are: - 

 To ensure that initially all teams and debates have roughly equal access to the 
better pool of adjudicators 

 To ensure that from the 4th round onwards, the teams with the highest chances 
to break get the best adjudicators 

 To ensure that good adjudicators aren't placed in panels with majority 
adjudicators of a lower grade, impairing their ability to make a fair decision by 
getting voted out. Therefore higher grade adjudicators would be allocated to be 
single chairs unless they can be placed with another adjudicator of the same 
grade. No debate should have a majority of adjudicators from a lower grade than 
the minority adjudicators 
9.2. Adjudicator allocation needs to be done by three methodologies that 

follow three distinct phases. 

 Phase A: (usually from Rounds 1) Random Allocation 
During this phase, adjudicator panels are randomly allocated to the various 
rooms since at this point of the tournament, it is assumed that all teams have 
an equal chance of breaking into the knock out stages of the tournament. 

 Phase B: (usually from Rounds 2-3) Pure Win-Loss Ratio based 
Allocation 

During this phase, adjudicator panels are allocated based purely on the win-loss 
ratio of the debating teams. The teams with highest win-loss ratio are deemed 
most likely to break and therefore deemed most deserving of the best 
adjudicators, while the teams at the bottom of the pool, are deemed least likely 
to break and therefore less deserving of the best adjudicators (though efforts 
shall be made to ensure that they don't get all the bottom pool adjudicators) 

 Phase C: (usually from Rounds 4-5) Sorted pool based Allocation 
By the 4th round of a 5 round tournament, the pools are relatively sorted to 
indicate that one pool has already broken and one or possibly two pools 
cannot break. Therefore during this phase, the allocation of adjudicators is 
done in a way that the middle pool of teams that have a maximum chance of 
breaking are provided with the best panels, followed by the pool of debates 
that have already broken, followed by the pool of debates that are unlikely to 
break. In these rounds, less effort will be taken to ensure that the pools that 
cannot break at the tournament will also get relatively good adjudicators. 

9.3. Adjudicator break to quarters 
9.3.1. Since all adjudicators will receive grades (that shall translate to 

marks) and will therefore be graded throughout the tournament based 
on the scoring given by debaters and panelists during the rounds, the 
adjudicators will be ranked based on the scores received throughout 
the tournament. 

9.3.2.  The top bracket of adjudicators (as defined in the constitution) will 
break into the finals and the "EFL" finals series. The break will be 
based purely on the scores obtained in the adjudication test and the 
consolidated feedback. 
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9.3.3.  Since the Adjudication Core will be writing the adjudication test 
anonymously, they shall be graded as well. They will then be scored 
based on feedback similar to the rest of the pool of adjudicators and 
will also break as per their scores through the tournament. Therefore it 
is possible, although unlikely, that they may not break based on debater 
and panelist feedback. 

9.4. Adjudicator break into the subsequent break rounds 
9.4.1.  Since quarters and semis are silent rounds, there will be no debater 

feedback. Panelist feedback will be weighted into the previous test 
scores and feedback received by the adjudicators throughout the 
tournament. This consolidated tournament feedback will be used to 
decide the break for the quarters, semis and finals. Therefore it is 
entirely possible that the CA, the DCA's and the Shadow Adjudication 
Core may not break into these final rounds based on feedback. 

9.4.2. The adjudication core will still be responsible for adjudicator 
allocation in the post break rounds. 

 
10. Motion setting 

10.1.The motions for the TWSDC as selected by the Adjudication Core need to 
meet the following guidelines: 

10.1.1.  The motions must be balanced and provide equal opportunity for 
both sides 

10.1.2.  The motions must be relevant 
10.1.3.  The motions if geographically place-set should preferably be a 

current issue in that area. 
10.1.4.  Motions should not offer undue advantage to debaters of any 

particular institution or region 
10.1.5.  Motions must be displayed in written form to the debaters 

10.2.If any motion is believed by a debater or an adjudicator to be in 
contravention of the above guidelines, they may bring the issue for 
discussion at the Council meeting or a special Council session. If the 
contravention is believed to be a genuine one, then the Council can advise 
the adjudication core to strike similar motions for future rounds, and 
censure the adjudication core upon repeated offence, as deemed necessary. 
A 2/3 majority vote of the Council is required for the censure. A simple 
majority is required to validate the claim of the motion not adhering to the 
specified guidelines. 

 
11. Tab Software 

11.1.There shall be one official open source tab software in custody of the 
Council that shall be used for the championship after initial ratification at 
the first championship by the Council at the Council meeting 

11.2.This software is available for anyone to use for any other tournament 
11.3.This software must be used at all championships unless 14.5 is applicable 
11.4.This software shall accommodate all the rules in this rulebook, as well as 

the functional specifications provided in Appendix B 
11.5. Any subsequent host who wishes to improve the software may do so at 

the express approval of the Council by a simple majority vote. The 
modified or new software should be made open source as well. Clear 
indications as to what will be improved and a demonstration of 
understanding of what is available and needs to be replicated should be 
provided to the Council by the host wishing to carry out this exercise. 

11.6.At the end of the trial of the new software at a subsequent championship, 
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the Council shall then decide if the new software will replace the official 
version 

 
12. Finals series Eligibility 

12.1.In order to compete in the final series, institutions participating in the 
Championships must provide the same number of adjudicators equal to 
the number of teams sent by that institution (hereafter referred to as the n 
equals one rule). 

12.1.1.  Council may exercise discretion over the n equals one rule only 
where: 

12.1.1.1. the school‟s debating association is a relatively new 
participant in debating tournaments; or where 

12.1.1.2. the school‟s debating association has had inadequate notice 
of the n equals one rule. 

12.1.2.  Institutions which do not comply which, but have been informed of 
the n equals one rule, and do not attend the preliminary meeting where 
they could reasonably attend will be ineligible to compete in the finals 
series. 

12.2.Break eligibility should follow the constitution guidelines provided in 
article 14 of the constitution. 

12.3.After the preliminary rounds, the top 8 teams (subject to 12.1 and 12.2) 
will progress to contest the finals. 

12.3.1.  The following draw will operate: 
Quarter Finals: 

Debate A 1st ranked team vs. 8th ranked team 

Debate B 4th ranked team vs. 5th ranked team 

Debate C 3rd ranked team vs. 6th ranked team 

Debate D 2nd ranked team vs. 7th ranked team 
Semi Finals: 
Debate E Debate A winner vs. Debate B winner 
Debate F Debate C winner vs. Debate D winner 
Grand Final: 
Debate G Debate E winner vs. Debate F winner 

12.4.After the preliminary rounds, the top 2 EFL teams (subject to 12.1 and 
12.2) will progress to contest the EFL finals. 

12.4.1.  The following draw will operate: 
Grand Final: 

Debate A 1
st  

ranked EFL team vs. 2
nd  

ranked EFL team 
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