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By The Dialogue 2025 Chief Adjudication Panel (CAP):

Vansh Chadha and Kaushiki Ishwar

1. Modified Asian Parliamentary Format for the
Tournament

1.1 Basics

There are three speakers on each team.

In a round, there are two teams - the Government (GOV) and the Opposition (OPP).
Each speaker gives one substantive speech of 5 minutes.

One person from the first two speakers of the team gives a reply speech of 2 minutes
near the end of the round.

Each debate will have at least 1 judge, called the ‘Chair’. A chair oversees the debate,
handles the proceedings by calling in speakers, and calling order if necessary. The
chair submits a ballot and gives a decision regarding who they believe won the
debate.

For the purpose of The Dialogue, each panel will comprise of 3 people including 1
Invited Adjudicator/Judge, 1 GDi professional, 1 professional from an external
social sector organisation. The IA in the room will act as the Chair in the panel.

For the 4 preliminary/in-rounds, the panel will engage in a collective discussion post
completion of the debate and will finalise on who they believe won the debate. The
speaker score range will also be aligned amongst the panel. Each of the 3 panelists
will then provide their speaker scores to the Chair. The Chair will collect the speaker
scores from the other panelists and submit the same on Tabbycat.

1.2 What is the Speaker Order?

; . Leader of
Prime Minister g Opposition
Deputy Prime L . o Deputy Leader of
Minister QOpposition
Government Whip = Opposition Whip

i |

Government ., | .
Reply Opposition Reply
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1.3 Speaker Roles

Prime Minister

The

Dialegue

Leader of the Opposition

e Sets up the stance, context, and e Sets up the clash and counter-policy
definitions for the debate (if necessary)
e Outlines the policy or model (if it’s a e Accepts/rejects definitions and/or
policy debate) context of the Prime Minister (if
e Provides arguments in favor of the necessary)
motion e Rebuts the arguments of the Prime
Minister
e Provides arguments against the
motion

Deputy Prime Minister

Deputy Leader of the Opposition

® Rebuts the arguments of the ® Rebuts the arguments of the
previous speaker previous speaker

e Rebuilding the arguments of your e Rebuilds the arguments of your
Prime Minister Leader of the Opposition

e Provides additional arguments e Provides additional arguments

e Deal with definitional challenges (if

necessary, e..g, if Leader of the
Opposition challenges Prime
Minister’s definition)
Government Whip Opposition Whip

e Summarizesthe debate into e Summarizesthe debate into
core issues/clashes in favor of core issues/clashes in favor of
Government team Opposition team

e Rebuts Opposition arguments e Rebuts Opposition arguments

o Defends their team’s case e Defends their team’s case

Government Reply

Opposition Reply

e Provides no additional arguments or e Provides no additional arguments or
responsive material responsive material
® Gives a biased assessment of the ® Gives a biased assessment of the

debate through a set of judging
metrics to favor their team

debate through a set of judging
metrics to favor their team

1.4 How much is the preparation time?

In each round of the Asian Parliamentary format, teams are randomly assigned a side
(government or opposition) they need to defend. Teams will be given a set of three motions
to choose from; however, only one of these motions will be selected based on mutual
agreement using a defined voting method.
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Once the motion has been released, speakers have 10 minutes of preparation with their
respective partners to generate ideas and come up with arguments supporting their side.

1.5 What is Motion Ranking and Selection?

The motion selection time is included in the prep time. Hence, teams have a maximum of 5
minutes to discuss their rankings with their teams, and to contact the other team to finalize
which motion is to be debated on. Example: Team A ranks- Motion 1 (First preference), Motion 2
and Motion 3 (Veto) and Team B ranks- Motion 2 (First preference), Motion 3 and Motion 1 (Veto). In

this case the motion for debate is Motion 2 as the rest of the motions have been vetoed by at least
one team.

MOTION RANKING

3: Motion you would like to Veto
1: Motion you would like to debate the most

| Gov lopp | Gov_| opp
Motion1 1

Motion 1 1

73

Motion 2 2

2
C " I
oo Tow |

Motion 1 1 2
Motion 2 2 1

Motion 2

lw N =
= N

2. Examples

2.1 Example 1

Motions:
1. This House would ban targeted political advertising.
2. This House would subsidize electric vehicles.
3. This House regrets the rise of hustle culture.
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Team A ranks:

1st preference — Motion 3
2nd preference — Motion 2
Veto — Motion 1

Team B ranks:

1st preference — Motion 1
2nd preference — Motion 3
Veto — Motion 2

Outcome:

Motion 1 is vetoed by Team A.

Motion 2 is vetoed by Team B.

Only Motion 3 remains un-vetoed, so Motion 3 is selected for debate.

2.2 Example 2

Both teams veto the same motion.

Motions:
1. This House would ban cryptocurrencies.
2. This House believes that billionaires should not exist.
3. This House supports nuclear energy expansion.

Team A ranks:

1st preference — Motion 3
2nd preference — Motion 1
Veto — Motion 2

Team B ranks:

1st preference — Motion 1
2nd preference — Motion 3
Veto — Motion 2

Outcome:
Motion 2 is vetoed by both so coin toss will happen, whichever team wins the coin toss, their

preferred motion will be selected

3. What are the Judging Principles

NOTE: Once the debate is concluded, the judging panel will deliberate within themselves and arrive at
consensus regarding the verdict and the broad range of speaker scores (Chair Judge will lead this
discussion). The judges are supposed to not reveal the verdict in the room.
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After the panel discussion, the judges will provide their scores to the Chair Judge and they will fill the
ballot on behalf of the team. The Chair Judge will give general feedback to the teams in all preliminary

rounds.

3.1 Ordinary Intelligent Voter

Even if a judge has the highest possible IQ in the world and contains all the knowledge in the world,

they must assess the debate as an ordinary intelligent voter.

3.2 Judging as an ordinary intelligent voter

The ordinary intelligent voter is quite unlike most, or perhaps any, real world people. But the concept

of the ‘ordinary intelligent voter’ is a useful way of revealing a set of important characteristics that
judges should aspire to display in order to ensure that all teams receive a fair hearing in any debate.
As such, the term “ordinary intelligent voter” describes the expectation that judges should:

Be aware of basic facts about the world (e.g.: “Syria is in the Middle East” would be
considered basic);

Be familiar with issues and events that have made international headlines for a sustained
period of time (e.g., judges should be aware that COVID-19 is a pandemic and has had a
severe impact on many countries. They should be expected to know that different countries
had different models of response to COVID-19, with some countries deprioritizing the
economy and implementing lockdowns, and some countries prioritizing keeping the
economy open and relying on individual social distancing. They do not necessarily need to be
aware of the specifics of individual models each country has implemented.);

Avoid utilizing personal knowledge that they have of the topic, unless it could reasonably be
assumed to be held by someone who fulfills the previous two criteria;

Give little credit to appeals merely to emotion or authority, except where these have rational
influence on an argument;

Avoid presuming a geographic, cultural, national, ethnic or other background when assessing
arguments;

Avoid preferencing arguments or styles of speaking that match personal preferences;

Assess the merits of a proposed policy, solution or problem separate from any personal

perspectives in relation to it.

3.3 Arriving at a preliminary verdict
e Track the debate closely through good notes and identify issues as they emerge in the

debate.

e Issues are often questions that help you decide whether a particular motion should pass.

e Teams will often outline issues themselves as the debate progresses.

® Example — This house will ban alcohol:

1. Isit alegitimate choice to drink alcohol?
2. Does banning alcohol reduce harm to drinkers and their families?

¢ Evaluate who won the issues you have identified.
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e Compare contributions of the two teams on a given issue (arguments
+ rebuttal) and check how they interact with each other; ¢ Decide
which team ultimately won the particular issue — was there important
material that stood at the end that was ‘unresponded to by the other
side? Did the existing responses adequately take down the core of a
point a team made?

* Decide the importance of each of the issues to the debate.

* In many debates, it is possible that one team has clearly resolved all
the issues in a way that is favourable to their side. However, in
some debates that are particularly close, different teams may have
won different issues.

e Use metrics that Teams often provide in the debate to decide which
issues are relatively more important than others. In the absence of
this, use implicit metrics, e.g.: time spent, extent of strength of
the argumentation in each issue, intuitive metrics that an average
intelligent voter would use, etc.

e Determine a winner.
e The team that wins a majority of the important issues in
the round wins the debate. Please note that winners aren’t
determined by the aggregate of individual speaker scores,
but rather by the issues they won. Scores then reflect the
guality of the debate and speakers.

3.4 Confer with Panel & Make a Final Decision

¢ Use the opportunity to clarify any questions you may have about the debate

e Clarifications around the APD rules:

* Point X was made for the first time by the third speaker. Are we allowed to credit it?

e Can Team Opposition raise a definition challenge in their second speech?

e Clarifications about more subjective elements of the debate round:

e Questions attempting to ascertain or clarify ‘what happened’. These may attempt to

double check tracking, confirm that a judge understood a point correctly, etc. -

“Proposition set up 3 levers to the principle - A, B,and C. Is that correct?”
e Questions attempting to ascertain ‘how to evaluate’. In particularly close debates,
these may attempt to understand how to compare contributions, or weigh up
engagement. “Third Opposition has responded in X manner - how can we evaluate if
Proposition has built implicit defences in their case to deal with this?”

¢ Participate in identifying and tracking issues as a panel
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e Chairs will facilitate the discussion to arrive at the crucial issues within the round and

an understanding of the quality and closeness of the round through
questions like: “I thought there were X important questions/issues in
the round. Does anyone have additions to these?” “How close was this
round? Did you think it was average,above average, or below average
overall?”

e Wings will contribute to the discussion by articulating how their view of a
clash each, This may differ based on whether a split exists or not. Where
a split exists, the judge splitting will briefly go through their perspective
across clashes

* Re-evaluate your decision based on the new information and perspective you receive

e Take into account the discussion, recheck your notes,and make your final decision.
Inform the Chair judge in the room of this decision.

» Brief discussion on scores and range

e Was this an average,above average, or below average round? What general
range is used?

3.5 Deciding the winner (Not relevant for GDi Judges and External Judges)
After the end of the Government Reply speech, each judge gets an absolute maximum of

7-10 minutes to independently deliberate on their decision and submit their ballots.

A few points to note while filling up the ballot, regarding debate and speaker information:

Fill in the names of the speakers for the different speaking positions. For that, collect
the names of the speakers before the debate and note it somewhere accessible.
Instruct the speakers to provide you with names/spellings that match the tab
information.

Select the motion that is going to be debated on.

Select the motion vetoed by each team.

Select the appropriate option if there will be iron-personing in the debate.

More points to note while filling up the ballot, regarding scores:

The aggregate score of the winning team must be higher than that of the losing
team. After entering all the scores, double-check if the team higher point on the tab
platform is actually the team that is supposed to win the debate

You need to score in whole numbers for the constructive speeches (e.g. 67, 73, 81...)
You can score in decimals for the reply speeches but only with intervals of 0.5 (e.g.
35.5, 38.5)

For your ease in scoring the reply speeches, you may primarily assess the speech on
a 67-83 scale and divide it by 2 (feel free to use a calculator
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4. Important Guidelines for Judging

¢ Enter the discussion with openness:

¢ Avoid being obstinate or unwilling to listen to what other judges are saying. There is
no shame in changing your decision if you feel that additional information or perspective

changes the way you view the debate.

¢ Be specific in your questions:

e As much as is possible, any clarifications should be targeted and specific, rather than open
ended. Judges are expected to avoid asking ‘What did X say in their second argument?’,
and instead play back their understanding of the second argument and ask for additions
if there are any.

* Use language that makes space for, and facilitates discussion:

e Phrase sentences that indicate that you are sharing opinions, rather than sharing
objective facts. Avoid statements such as: “This clash clearly went to X”, or “This is
such an obvious win to Y”.

* Spend more time on (i.e. prioritise) contentious, important areas- Owing to time constraints, all
participants are expected to spend a majority of the discussion on clear and specific areas
that are more difficult to evaluate and matter more to the overall decision of the debate,
rather than areas that the judges broadly agree on, or may have contention, but do not
contribute as much to deciding the round’s winner.
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5. Appendix A: Speaker Scoring Guide for Judges

81-83

79-80

77-78

74-76

72-73

70-71

69

Brilliant arguments successfully engage with the main issues in the
round.

Arguments are very well-explained, always central to the case being
advocated, and demand extremely sophisticated responses.

The speech is very clear and incredibly compelling. Structure and role
fulfillment are executed flawlessly.

Very good, central arguments engage well with the most important
issues on the table and are highly compelling; sophisticated responses
would be required to refute them.

Delivery is clear and very persuasive. Role fulfillment and structure
are probably flawless.

Relevant and pertinent arguments address key issues in the round
with sufficient explanation.

The speech is clear in almost its entirety, and holds one’s attention
persuasively.

Role is well-fulfilled and structure is unlikely to be problematic.

Arguments are almost exclusively relevant, and frequently persuasive.
Occasionally, but not often, the speaker may slip into: i) deficits in
explanation, ii) simplistic argumentation vulnerable to competent
responses, or iii) peripheral or irrelevant arguments.

The speaker holds one’s attention, provides clear structure, and
successfully fulfills their basic role on the table.

Arguments are generally relevant, and some explanation of them
given, but there may be obvious gaps in logic, multiple points of
peripheral or irrelevant material and simplistic argumentation.

The speaker mostly holds the audience’s attention and is usually clear,
but rarely compelling, and may sometimes be difficult to follow.

There is a decent but incomplete attempt to fulfill one’s role on the
table, and structure may be imperfectly delivered.

Relevant arguments are frequently made, but with very rudimentary
explanation.

The speaker is clear enough to be understood the vast majority of the
time, but this may be difficult and/or unrewarding.

Structure poor; poor attempt to fulfill role.

The speaker is often relevant, but rarely makes full arguments.
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Frequently unclear and confusing; really problematic structure/lack
thereof; some awareness of role.

The speech rarely makes relevant claims, only occasionally formulated
as arguments.
Hard to follow, little/no structure; no evident awareness of role.

No structure or fulfillment of role in any meaningful sense is provided,
OR did not speak at all.
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