
SCHEDULE 1 

The Judging Schedule  

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 - Judging Schedule  
Section F).  

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

3.6 Unnecessary and inaccurate uncharitable rhetoric should diminish a speaker’s style score. Rhetoric 
that can be considered as overly uncharitable may include but would not be limited to things such as 
using derogatory or demeaning terms about the opposing team’s arguments, or claiming that the 
opposing team had no reasoning whatsoever for their arguments when they actually did. 

4.1 Strategy covers three concepts:  
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