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Dear SANSDC 2022 judge,  

Thank you for volunteering to adjudicate at #Nationals2022. Please see below the 

link to the judge test for this year: https://forms.gle/VH6mpRRt213ThD2S6 

 

 
1. As to the format of WSDC-style debating, the following should be noted: 

 

1.1. With respect to the teams in a debate, 

1.1.1. There are two teams in any given debate. 

1.1.2. One team proposes the motion, and the other team opposes the 

motion. 

1.2. With respect to the speakers in a team, 

1.2.1. There are to be no more than five speakers on any team. 

1.2.2. There are to be no more than three active speakers on any team in 

any given round. 

1.2.3. Before a debate begins, each team must inform the chairperson of 

the names of these three speakers, and their speaking order. 

1.2.4. The only persons who may speak in a debate are the three speakers 

for each team announced by the chairperson at the start of that debate. 

1.2.5. Each speaker speaks only once. 

1.2.6. After each speaker has spoken, the first or second speaker for each 

team gives a reply speech, starting with the opposition reply and 

concluding with the proposition reply. 

1.3. With respect to substitute speeches, 
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1.3.1. Any active speaker that is unable to make their speech may be 

replaced by any member of the team announced by the chairperson at 

the start of the round as an active speaker. 

1.3.2. When substitute speeches are given in accordance with rule 1.3.1. 

judges are to award that speech the lowest possible score in 

accordance with the marking standard, regardless of the quality of the 

speech. 

1.4. With respect to the timing of speeches, 

1.4.1. The speaking time for substantive speeches in the senior division is 

eight minutes, and for reply speeches in the senior division four 

minutes. 

1.4.2. The speaking time for substantive speeches in the junior division is 

seven minutes, and for reply speeches in the junior division three 

minutes. 

1.4.3. An adjudicator shall provide time signals for each speech. 

1.5. With respect to communication, 

1.5.1. No active speaker may communicate with their coach, other speakers 

who are not speaking in that debate, or any member of the audience 

during the course of a debate. 

 

2. As to the marking schedule of South African Nationals, the following should be 

noted: 

2.1. With respect to speaker scores, 

 

2.1.1. Substantive speeches are marked out of 100, with 40 for content, 40 

for style, and 20 for strategy. 

2.1.2. Reply speeches are marked out of 50, with 20 for content, 20 for 

style, and 10 for strategy. 
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2.1.3. In order to ensure consistency of these scores, speeches are 

to be scored within the accepted range explained in Appendix A, and 

judges may not go outside that range. 

2.1.4. Judges may not use any other marking standard or categories. 

 

2.1.5. Substitue speeches are to be scored in accordance with rule 1.3.2. 

2.2. With respect to content, 

2.2.1. Content refers to the arguments used by the speaker, independent of 

the speaker’s style. 

2.2.2. Weak arguments should be scored as such, even if that weakness is 

not exposed during the course of the debate. 

2.2.3. Adjudicators are not to consider their personal beliefs or specialised 

knowledge to determine the strength or weakness of an argument. 

2.3. With respect to style, 

2.3.1. Style refers to the manner in which speakers convey their arguments, 

and the extent to which that is persuasive. 

2.3.2. Adjudicators are to recognise the variety of different accents, note-

taking styles, speaking styles, and debating terminology, and not to 

assign value on this basis, unless it directly impacts on persuasiveness. 

2.3.3. Adjudicators are to consider the persuasiveness of technical jargon 

and advanced vocabulary, as opposed to assign it intrinsic value. 

2.4. With respect to strategy, 

2.4.1. Strategy refers to a speaker’s awareness of the issues in a debate, and 

the structure and timing of the speech. 

2.4.2. Poor responses to critical issues are to be scored poorly on content, 

but well on strategy. 
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3. As to definitions and cases, the following should be noted: 

3.1. With respect to defintions, 

3.1.1. The proposition are to present a reasonable definition of the motion. 

3.1.1.1. In general, a definition is reasonable if an ordinary 

intelligent person is likely to interpret the motion in that 

manner. 

3.1.1.2. Where the motion presents a clear issue for debate, any 

definition other than one which defines the motion 

accordingly is unreasonable. 

  

 

3.1.1.3. Where the motion does not present a clear issue for 

debate, any definition that does not allow the opposition 

room for debate is unreasonable. 

3.1.2. The definition need match the level of abstraction or specificity of the 

motion, so that the debate is as specific or general as the motion itself. 

As such, motions expressed as general principles are to be proven true 

as general principles. 

3.1.3. If an unreasonable definition is suggested by the proposition, the 

opposition may: 

3.1.3.1. Accept it and debate regardless; 

3.1.3.2. Challenge it, argue that the definition is unreasonable, 

propose an alternative, and derive their case from the 

alternative defintion; 

3.1.3.3. Broaden the debate; 

3.1.3.4. Challenge it but argue that even if it were reasonable 

the derivative case is flawed. 
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3.1.4. In addition, debate parameters, models, or criteria, where suggested 

by the proposition, need be ones that the ordinary intelligent person is 

likely to accept as applicable to the debate. 

 

4. As to speaker roles, the following should be noted: 

4.1. With respect to the first proposition, 

4.1.1. The role of the first proposition speaker is to define the debate in 

accordance with rule 3, establish the issues for debate, outline the 

proposition case, announce the case split between the speakers, and 

present their part of that case. 

4.2. With respect to the first opposition, 

4.2.1. The role of the first opposition speaker is to challenge the definition if 

necessary, present an alternative definition if the definition was 

challenged, respond to the proposition case, outline the opposition 

case, announce the case split, and present their part of that case. 

4.2.2. If the first opposition does not challenge the definition, the opposition is 

taken to have accepted that definition and may not challenge the 

definition in any other speech unless the proposition significantly alters 

the definition in their subsequent speeches. 

4.3. With respect to the second proposition, 

4.3.1. The role of the second 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. 

4.3.2. If the second proposition does not challenge a re-definition of the 

debate 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. 

4.4. With respect to the second opposition, 
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4.4.1. The role of the second speaker of the opposition is to deal with the 

definition if it is still an issue, respond to the proposition case, and 

continue with the opposition case as outlined by the first speaker. 

4.5. With respect to third speakers, 

4.5.1. The role of third speakers is to deal with the definition if it is still an 

issue, and respond to the other team’s case. 

4.5.2. The third speaker may present a small part of the team’s case, insofar 

as that part of the case is an extension of a part of the case already 

made in either the first or second speaker’s speech on that side. 

However, where possible this ought be avoided. 

4.6. With respect to reply speakers. 

4.6.1. The role of the reply speakers is to summarise the debate from the 

team’s viewpoint. 

4.6.2. The reply speaker may be either the first or second speaker of the 

team, but not the third. 

4.6.3. Neither reply speaker may not introduce a new part of the team case. 

This does not extend to new examples of already proven arguments. 

 

5. As to points of information, the following should be noted: 

5.1. Members of the team not currently speaking may offer POIs between the first 

and seventh minutes in the senior division, and between the first and sixth 

minutes in the junior division. 

5.2. The purpose of a POI is to make a brief point or ask a short question of the 

speaker. 

5.3. A POI may be no longer than 15 seconds, and may only be asked 15 seconds 

after the conclusion of any previous POI, if one has been given or refused. 
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5.4. A 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. However, a speaker ought 

generally aim to accept two POIs. 

 

6. As to the winner of the debate, the following should be noted: 

6.1. If the proposition is the winner, the team need not prove the case beyond 

reasonable doubt, but only that it is true in the majority of cases or as a general 

proposition. Where the motion is expressed as an absolute, the proposition 

must prove the topic true in the significant majority of cases, but not in every 

conceivable instance. 

6.2. If the opposition is the winner, the team need prove more than a reasonable 

doubt about the proposition case. Where the motion 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. 
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A Marking Standard 
 

A.1 Substantive Speeches 

 

While the complete marking standard is included for completeness sake, the scores at South 

African Nationals ought range between 66 and 74, save exceptional circumstances. 

• 80: Where a speech is scored an 80, it is deemed irrefutable. The content is empirically 

true, the style is consistently persuasive, and the strategy is universally flawless. 

• 77 - 79: Where a speech is scored between 77 and 79, it is deemed as practically 

irrefutable within the constraints of time afforded by a debate, even by a highly skilled debater. 

The content is empirically true throughout a substantial majority of the speech, the style is 

consistently persuasive, and the strategy is practically flawless throughout a substantial 

majority of the speech. 

• 75 - 76:  Where a speech is scored between 75, and 76, it is deemed vulnerable to 

refutation by a highly skilled debater, but practically irrefutable by an average debater. The 

content is consistently true on the balance of outcomes, the style is persuasive throughout a 

substantial majority of the speech, and the strategy is generally flawless. 

• 73 - 74: Where a speech is scored between 73 and 75, it is deemed vulnerable to 

comprehensive refutation by an above average debater, and susceptible to partial refutation 

by an average debater. The content is generally true on the balance of outcomes, the style is 

generally persuasive, and the strategy is generally flawless, save the rare inclusion of 

unnecessary matter. 

• 71 - 72:   Where a speech is scored between 71 and 72, it is deemed vulnerable to 

refutation by an above average debater, and susceptible to significant refutation by an 

average debater. The content tends to be true on the balance of outcomes, the style is mostly 

persuasive, and the strategy is generally flawless, save the occasional inclusion of 

unnecessary matter. 

• 70: Where a speech is scored a 70, it is deemed vulnerable to refutation by an average 

debater. The content tends to be true on the balance of outcomes, the style is persuasive on  
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the balance of outcomes, and the strategy is generally sound, with the occasional inclusion 

of unnecessary matter, but never the inclusion of irrelevant matter. 

• 68 - 69: Where a speech is scored between 68 and 69, it is deemed vulnerable to 

comprehensive refutation by an average debater. The content would be true on the balance 

of outcomes were it not for minor gaps in logic, the style is persuasive yet neglected, and the 

strategy is partially sound, with the rare inclusion of irrelevant matter. 

 

• 66 - 67: Where a speech is scored between 66 and 69, it is deemed vulnerable to 

comprehensive refutation by an average debater, and partial refutation by a below average 

debater. The content is occasionally true, the style is occasionally persuasive, and the 

strategy is partially sound, with the occasional inclusion of irrelevant matter. 

• 64 - 65: Where a speech is scored between 64 and 65, it is deemed vulnerable to 

complete refutation by an average debater, and comprehensive refutation by a below average 

debater. The content is generally false, the style is generally poor, and the strategy is 

generally lacking, with the regular inclusion of irrelevant matter. 

• 61 - 63: Where a speech is scored between 61 and 63, it is demeed to be vulnerable 

to complete refutation by an unskilled debater. The content is visibly false, the style is 

universally poor, and the strategy is borderline absent, with the consistent inclusion of 

irrelevant matter. 

• 60: Where a speech is scored a 60, it is deemed inconsequential.  The content is 

obviously false, the style is nonexistant, and the strategy is completely absent. 

  

A.2 Reply Speeches 

 

While the complete marking standard is included for completeness sake, the scores at South 

African Nationals ought range between 32 and 38, save exceptional circumstances. Where 

the granularity of this standard is inadquate, adjudicators may choose to defer to the standard 

for substantive speeches and divide the resultant score by two. 

• 40: Where a speech is scored a 40, it is deemed a universally accurate representation 

of the debate, which clearly illustrates why the given side deserves to win the debate. 
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• 36 - 39: Where a speech is scored between 36 and 39, it is deemed a generally 

accurate representation of the debate, which adequately illustrates why the given side 

deserves to win the debate. 

• 35: Where a speech is scored a 35, it is deemed a sufficently accurate representation 

of the debate, which illustrates, albeit at a basic level, why the given side deserves to win the 

debate. 

 

• 31 - 34: Where a speech is scored between 31 and 34, it is deemed a poor 

representation of the debate, often devolving into an attempt at continued argumentation or 

refutation, which fails to illustrate that the given side deserves to win the debate. 

• 30: Where a speech is scored a 30, it is deemed an active misrepresentation of the 

debate, which universally fails to illustrate why the given side deserves to win the debate. 


