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Parliamentary Debate, as its name suggests, is modeled on the British 
Parliamentary System. Accordingly, motions begin with a phrase such as “This House 
believes that...”, or “This House would...” (Here, “House” refers to the Parliament). 

A team is called either Proposition or Opposition depending on the side it is given.  
Both sides are comprised of two debaters who are modelled members of the House. In 
the same way as the Parliament, the Proposition supports the motion while the 
Opposition opposes it. Debaters of each side try to persuade judges to vote for their 
side within a limited period of time. Debaters will speak in the following order.  
 
First Proposition (Prime Minister) Speech 7 minutes 

First Opposition (Leader of the Opposition) Speech 7 minutes 

Second Proposition (Member of the Government) Speech 7 minutes 

Second Opposition (Member of the Opposition) Speech 7 minutes 

Opposition Reply Speech 4 minutes 

Proposition Reply Speech 4 minutes 
 
  

WHAT 
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 Constructive Speeches  

The first four speeches are the constructive speeches. In the First Proposition 
Speech, the First Proposition Speaker defines the terms of the motion and presents a 
case for debate. The First Opposition Speaker must refute the Propositionʼs analysis 
presented by the First Proposition Speaker, and provide an argumentation which 
supports their side.  The role of the members is to refute the other side and 
reconstruct their own stance. 

Both speakers on a team can offer Points of Information when they wish to give or 
ask for information relevant to what the opponent speaker on the floor has said in 
his/her constructive speech. The speaker on the floor has the right to accept or decline 
the point. 

 
 Reply Speeches  

The purpose of the Reply Speeches is to crystallize all the arguments and show 
judges why her/his team has won the round. No new constructive arguments may be 
presented. 

In a Parliamentary Debate, emphasis is placed on quick thinking and logical 
argumentation. It requires skills and a sense of humour in order to grab the attention of 
the audience and persuade them effectively.  
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Preliminary Debates 
7th Oct. 2017 (Sat.) 

 08:45 - 09:00 Registration 
 09:30 Opening Ceremony 
 10:00 ‒ 11:00 Round 1 
 12:30 ‒ 13:30 Round 2 
 14:15 ‒ 14:45 U.K. Squad Live! 
 15:00 ‒ 16:00 Round 3 
 17:30 ‒ 18:30 Round 4 
 18:45 Reception & Announcement of 

Best 8 Teams 
 
Final Debates 
8th Oct. 2017 (Sun.) 

 09:00 - 09:15 Registration 
 09:30 ‒ 10:30 Quarter Finals 
 10:45 ‒ 12:15 Workshop 
 13:15 Announcement of Best 4 Teams 
 13:30 ‒ 14:30 Semi Finals 
 14:45 ‒ 15:25 Model Debate 
 15:45 Announcement of Finalists 
 15:55 ‒ 16:55 Grand Final 
 17:45 Closing Ceremony 

 
Place: National Olympics Memorial Youth Center, Central Building 

3-1, Kamizono-cho, Yoyogi, Shibuya-ku, Tokyo 
Tel: 03-3467-7201 

Style of Debate:  North American Parliamentary Debate 
Organisers: The English-Speaking Union of Japan 

  

TOURNAMENT 
DETAILS 

AND 
TIMETABLE 
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This section contains the basic guidelines for debaters in this competition. In 
addition, all debaters and judges are asked to read and fully understand both the 
tournament rules and the judging guidelines. 
 
 Characteristics of the debates in this competition  
A) There are three main criteria to judge how an individual debater or a team was 

persuasive; Content, Strategy and Style (Matter, Method and Manner).* 
*Refer to “Judging Guidelines” 

B) The motion for the debate in this competition is announced 20 minutes prior to the 
commencement of the debate. Therefore, in this competition, the debate is 
EXTEMPORANEOUS and debaters are required to think on their feet and speak 
spontaneously. 

C) Debaters should be FLEXIBLE and reply to most of the arguments the opponent 
team is making. 

D) This is a DEBATING competition, not a public speaking competition. Therefore, 
debaters should NOT read out their speeches. 

 
 Definition  

In this competition intelligent and straightforward definitions of the motions are 
expected and rewarded. In particular, the definition must be fair to the Opposition and 
give them an equal case to argue back. The Opposition should accept any definition by 
the Proposition unless it presents an unreasonable or clearly irrelevant interpretation of 
the motion, or is true and does not leave the Opposition a side to argue.  
  

BASIC 
GUIDELINES 

FOR 
DEBATE 
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 Role of each speaker  
A) First Proposition Speaker 

It is the duty of the First Proposition Speaker to define the motion, which describes 
exactly what the basis for the debate will be. This means that the speaker must (1) 
explain any ambiguous words, (2) set any limits to the debate, (3) interpret the motion 
as a whole and state exactly what contention their team is going to try and prove. 
Furthermore, the First Proposition Speaker must propose the argument(s) to support 
their case.  

 
B) First Opposition Speaker 

The First Opposition Speaker must refute the arguments of the Proposition 
(perhaps by highlighting inconsistencies or weaknesses) and explain why there is a 
difference between the two sides. This speaker is the first one to isolate exactly what 
the debate will be about, by saying which parts of the Proposition case they will agree 
with and which they choose to dispute. He/She will then go on to explain the structure 
of the Opposition case and to prove his/her points.  

 
C) Second Proposition and Opposition Speakers 

The second speakers on either team should divide their time between refuting 
points made by their opponents and continuing with their side of the argument. At the 
end of a second speech, a brief summary of the whole argument of their side is 
recommended.  

 
D) Reply Speeches 

The Reply Speech is intended to review the major issues of the debate and to leave 
a lasting impression in the judgesʼ minds that is favourable to the Reply Speakerʼs own 
side. A Reply Speaker goes over the various arguments that have already occurred but 
implies that her/his own side has won. It is important to concentrate on the major areas 
of difference between the two sides, rather than trivial points or areas of agreement. 
Her/His job is to remind the judges “exactly where her/his team disagreed in this 
debate”, and then to prove why her/his teamʼs arguments in those areas are superior. 
She/he is therefore looking at the debate as a whole rather than simply reviewing the 
individual points one by one.  Remember, no new arguments may be introduced into 
the Reply Speeches.  
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1 Format of the debate 

1.1 The debate will consist of two teams comprised of two persons per team, a 
chairperson/timekeeper, and a judge or a panel of judges. 

 
1.2 All registered debaters shall comprise members of the House. 
 
1.3 All speakers shall address the Chair, using the formula “Mr. (or Madam) 

Chairperson” or “Madam (or Mr.) Speaker”. 
 
1.4 Each team will be designated either Proposition or Opposition. 
 
1.5 The motion and the speaking position will be announced 20 minutes prior to 

the commencement of the debate. 
 
1.6 All members of the House will act in a courteous manner during the debate. 
 
1.7 The debate shall be conducted as follows: 

 

CHAIRPERSON / TIME KEEPERʼS INTRODUCTION 

First Proposition (Prime Minister) Speech 7 minutes 

First Opposition (Leader of the Opposition) Speech 7 minutes 

Second Proposition (Member of the Government) Speech 7 minutes 

Second Opposition (Member of the Opposition) Speech 7 minutes 

Opposition Reply Speech 4 minutes 

Proposition Reply Speech 4 minutes 
 
1.8 Only the First Speaker on each team may make the Reply Speech.   

TOURNAMENT 
RULES 
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1.9 Debaters must not introduce new arguments in Reply Speeches. However, in 

the Proposition Reply Speech the speaker may introduce new arguments in his 
or her refutation only to refute arguments that were first raised in the Second 
Opposition Speech. New examples, analogies, etc. which support previously 
introduced arguments are allowed in both Reply Speeches. 

 
2 Time management 

2.1 Constructive Speeches are seven minutes. Reply Speeches are four minutes. 
Debaters should not exceed the above mentioned time period by more than 
thirty seconds, and should continue their speech for at least six and a half 
(three and a half) minutes. 

 
2.2 The Chief Judge will keep debaters informed of the elapse of time. A double 

knock will sound at the end of seven minutes. If the speaker continues for 
more than thirty seconds, the judge will ask the speaker to stop speaking. 

 
2.3 Time management will be considered in the evaluation. 
 

3 Preparation 
3.1 The preparation time is 20 minutes. After 20 minutes, the debates will start. All 

debaters, judges, chairpersons/timekeepers must be prepared to start the 
round at this time. 

 
3.2 During the first 10 minutes, the Proposition team has the right to use the 

debating room to prepare. The Opposition team may not enter the debating 
room during this time. 

 
3.3 All debaters must be in the debating room 10 minutes before the 

commencement of the round. 
 
3.4 Teams must prepare on their own without support from others. Once the 

motion is announced, debaters must not receive advice from others. 
 
3.5 Only printed and prepared materials and electronic dictionaries may be used 

during the 20 minute preparation time and the debate. The use of other 
electronic media, memory, or search devices, including computers and cell 
phones is not permitted after the release of motions. 

 
4 Defining the motion 

4.1 It is the duty of the First Proposition Speaker to define the motion, which 
describes exactly what the basis for the debate will be. 
The First Proposition Speaker must (1) explain any ambiguous words, (2) set 
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any limits to the debate, (3) interpret the motion as a whole and state exactly 
what contention the Proposition side is going to try and prove. 
Only the First Proposition Speaker can define the motion. 

 
4.2 Once the First Proposition Speaker defines the motion and makes the case 

statement, the Proposition side must prove the definition, not the motion. 
 
4.3 The definition should be reasonable and state or present: 

i The issue(s) arising from the motion 
ii The meanings of terms in the motion requiring clarification 
iii Clear and logical connections with the wording and the context of the 

motion 
 

4.4 The definition should NOT be: 
i Content (matter) stated as fact, i.e. a truism (a claim that is so obvious or 

self-evident as to be hardly worth mentioning except as a reminder or as a 
rhetorical or literary device) 

ii Circular, i.e. a tautology which proves itself in its own terms and leaves no 
room for the Opposition to mount a substantive case opposing it 

iii Time/place specific, unfairly restricting the Oppositionʼs ability to oppose 
the definition to a specific time and place 

iv A “Squirrel”, which presents no clear or logical connections to the motion 
and thus denies the opposition reasonable access to the content (Matter) 
of the motion 

v Too specialized, i.e. requires more specific knowledge of a particular field 
than an average reasonable person would have 

 
4.5 Only the First Opposition Speaker has the right, but not the obligation, to 

challenge the definition. The definition can be challenged only in the case 
when the Proposition infringes upon the prohibitions stated in 4.4. If he/she 
does not challenge the definition, all debaters must accept it. 

 
4.6 The First Opposition Speaker must prove the justification of his/her own 

proposed definition giving the reasons why the original definition proposed by 
the Proposition has been rejected. 

 
4.7 The First Opposition Speaker must provide a substitute appropriate definition 

to the motion. 
 
4.8 The Proposition should not ignore the definition challenge, and the Opposition 

should not ignore the definition of the Proposition. 
 



 10 

5 Points of Information 
5.1 Points of Information are offered when a speaker of an opponent team wishes 

to give or ask for information relevant to what the speaker on the floor has said. 
For example, 

i To point out a fact that weakens the opponentʼs argument. 
ii To indicate a contradictory conclusion. 
iii To show inconsistency between the competitors on a team. 
iv To ask questions about statements which are not clear. 

 
5.2 Either speaker on the opponent team may make Points of Information during 

the four Constructive seven-minute Speeches. 
 
5.3 Both speakers on a team are strongly encouraged to offer and accept Points of 

Information during the four Constructive seven-minute Speeches.  However, 
if offered Points of Information are few, it is not absolutely necessary to accept 
Points of Information. It is a strategic decision for the debaters. 

 
5.4 The first and last minutes of the speech are known as “protected time” and 

Points of Information may not be offered during this time. 
 
5.5 A Point of Information may not be made during the four-minute Reply 

Speeches 
 
5.6 To offer a Point of Information, a speaker must stand up and say, “Point of 

Information” or by any similar expression show that she/he wishes to make a 
Point of Information. The speaker holding the floor (i.e. giving the Constructive 
Speech) then has the right to accept or decline the point. If it is declined, the 
speaker offering the Point of Information must sit down. 

 
5.7 Points of Information must not exceed fifteen seconds in length. The clock is 

NOT stopped while they are delivered. 
 
5.8 If the Point of Information exceeds fifteen seconds, the speaker on the floor 

has the right to stop the Point of Information. 
 

6 Points of Order 
6.1 Points of Order can be made at any time by any debater to call attention to any 

violation of Tournament Rules. They must be addressed to the Judge(s). 
 
6.2 Reply Speeches must not offer any new arguments. Points of Order can be 

offered to call the attention of the judges when any debater finds a new 
argument during the Reply Speeches except for the refutation of the 
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Proposition Speaker to the Second Opposition Speakerʼs new arguments. 
 
6.3 The Judge(s) will acknowledge the Points of Order. The clock will be stopped 

during the Judge(s)ʼ acknowledgement. The Judge(s) will rule on the validity of 
the Point of Order after the debate has ended and the debaters have left the 
debating room.  

 
7 Criteria for evaluation 
The main criteria for evaluation are Content (Matter), Strategy (Method) and Style 
(Manner). The points which should be evaluated for each criterion are as follows: 

 
7.1 Content (Matter) 

• Analysis 
• Relevance 
• Evidence 
• Argumentation 
• Refutation 
• Point of Information 

 
7.2 Strategy (Method) 

• Individual Strategy (Organization of Individual Speeches/ Time Management)  
• Team Strategy (Organization of the Teamʼs Case /Team Stance/ Roles of 

Speakers) 
• Dynamics of the Debate (Responses to the Key Issues / Frequency of Points 

of Information) 
 
7.3 Style (Manner) 

• Verbal Expressions (fluency, tone, intervals, humour, etc.) 
• Non-Verbal Expressions (use of notes, eye contact, gesture, etc.) 

 
Please refer to “Judging Guidelines” for details of the criteria and to the Judgeʼs 

Score Sheet for the marking scheme.  
 

8 Examples of Penalties 
8.1 Examples of Minor penalties 

• Minor time management problems 
• Isolated occasions of discourteous statements 
• An overly complex definition 
• The acceptance or offering of excessive Points of Information 
• Limited new arguments in the Reply Speeches 

 
8.2 Examples of Major penalties 
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• Major time management problems 
• Reading of scripted speeches 
• Lack of Points of Information offered, accepted, or responded to, according 

to the frequency of Points of Information 
• Repeated personal abuse of opponents  
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The judgesʼ task is to determine which team or teams were most convincing as 
debaters. 
In order to do so we ask that you refer to the Content, Strategy and Style (Matter, 
Method and Manner) of the speeches. A scoring sheet will be provided to assess the 
competitorsʼ marks. It is expected that the judges will evaluate the debates objectively, 
setting aside their own views and their specific knowledge on a motion. In the end, 
however, it is the overall impression of which team made the most convincing 
presentation of their case that will determine the verdict. 

 
 

 
 

 1. Content (Matter)  

Relevance: Was the speech germane to the motion and/or definition? Did it clearly 
address the issues that needed to be addressed?   

 
Analysis: Did the speaker demonstrate perceptive understanding of the big issues, 

and relate smaller points to that? Were examples used to prove a point, 
or merely thrown away?  Were unsubstantiated assertions, logical 
flaws and case contradictions spotted in the opponentʼs case?  

 
Evidence: The relevance of examples is vital to the persuasiveness of a speaker. 

You may find as a judge that your expert knowledge in a particular field 

JUDGING 
GUIDELINES 

EVALUATION 
CRITERIA 
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reveals a mistaken use of example in a speakerʼs case; however, if the 
opponent does not highlight this, it is probably unfair to penalise the 
speaker.  

 
Bearing in mind the above three points, judges should assess the quality of; 

Argumentation: 
 Did the speaker logically analyze the topic of the debate with deep 
understanding and correct knowledge? Did the speaker explain why his/her basic 
statement stands? Did the speaker provide evidence to substantiate the analysis? Did 
the speaker conclude the arguments by linking back to the basic contention under the 
topic?   
 
Refutation: 
 Did the speaker appropriately respond to the arguments made by the other 
team? Did the speaker find out and attack the weakness of the other teamʼs 
argumentation? Did the speaker attack the fundamental logic of the argument (not 
every example)?  
 
Content of Points of Information: 
 Did the speaker raise clear, direct and brief Points of Information to weaken the 
other teamʼs arguments or strengthen that of her/his own teamʼs arguments? Did the 
speaker immediately and confidently handle the Points of Information made by the 
other team? 
 
 2. Strategy (Method)  

[Individual Strategy] 
Organization of Individual Speeches: 
 Were the speeches clearly structured and easy to follow? Was the team 
argument logically ordered in a sequence that flowed naturally from point to point? Did 
the speaker structure his/her speeches into separate categories or issues of concern 
with appropriate headings? 
 
Time Management: 
 Did the speaker appropriately allocate her/his time to the speech to complete 
her/his argumentation? Did they avoid speaking over the time limit or ending the 
speech long before the time limit?  
 
[Team Strategy] 
Organization of the Teamʼs Case: 
 Did the speakers reinforce each otherʼs argument? Did they carry a coherent 
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team philosophy throughout the round? Did they show different aspects of the topic? 
 

Roles of Speakers: 
As described above, each speaker has a role to fill. Did they do their job? Did 

the First Proposition Speaker define the motion clearly, and was it a fair definition? Did 
the First Opposition Speaker construct the substantive arguments of the Opposition 
and refute the Propositionʼs arguments? Did the Second Proposition introduce the 
remaining arguments, and respond to the arguments of his/her opponentsʼ? Did the 
Reply Speakers identify the major issues of the debate?  

 
[Dynamics of the Debate] 
Responses to the Key Issues: 

Did the speaker understand and respond to the right issues at the right point in 
the debate without adhering to what was planned during preparation time? 

 
Frequency of Points of Information: 

Did the opponent speaker actively participate in the debate by raising Points of 
Information? Did the speaker allow a reasonable amount of time for the ʻwaiting periodʼ 
before raising further Points of Information? 

 
 3. Style (Manner)  

Verbal Expressions: 
Did the speaker speak English with fluency, clarity and appropriateness? Did 

the speaker effectively adjust the pitch, tone and intervals of her/his statement? It 
should be noted that the speakers are debating in a foreign language and should not be 
heavily penalised for lack of fluency and poor articulation. Did the speakerʼs witty 
humour grab the attention and support their arguments? (Please note: It is better to 
give a speech with good logical and rebuttal arguments than a speech delivered 
smoothly and humorously but lacking in content.) 
 
Non-Verbal Expressions: 

Did the speaker avoid reciting or reading texts? (Please note: The use of brief 
notes, for example on palm cards, is allowed, particularly during the course of the 
debate when a speaker may need to use them in order to rebut the Opposition.) Did the 
speaker make eye contact with members of the audience and use effective gestures? 
Did the speaker sound persuasive and sincere? 
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 Marking Range & Scoring Criteria  

Marking Range 

65-85 

n Please write down total scores only 
n Only whole number scores for constructive speeches 
n Reply speeches should be marked like constructive 

speeches & halved. Decimal scores allowed 
n No low point wins 
n Margin between the teams must be within 12 points 

 

n Difficult to understand  
n Very little reasoning  
n Did not engage with the opponent 
n Very short speech  
n Delivery needs improvement 

Very Poor 

65-69 
(32.5-34.5) 

 

n Does not fulfill his/her role in the debate 
n Insufficient or irrelevant reasoning  
n Insufficient arguments 
n Not enough engagement against the opponent 
n Difficult to understand his/her speech 
n Speech is too short or too long 
n Poor delivery 

Poor 

70-73 

(35-36.5) 

 

MARKING 
SCHEME 
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n Average speech which needs stronger arguments 
n Key issues not fully covered 
n Average level of elaboration, examples etc. 
n Engages with opponent but with simple replies and rebuttals 
n Average speech organization and delivery 

Average 

74-76 
(37-38) 

 
Break round quality speech 
n Fulfills his/her role in the debate 
n Good logical analysis of topic  
n Has sufficient arguments which are relevant and elaborated 

with good reasoning and examples 
n Coherent well organized speech which is easy to understand 
n Engages well with good replies and rebuttals against opponent 
n Clear and direct points of information 
n Handles POI promptly with confidence 

Above 
Average 

77-79 
(38.5-39.5) 

 
Grand final quality speech 
n Exceptionally good argumentation addressing all important 

issues 
n Extremely good logical analysis of topic providing relevant 

evidence to substantiate the analysis 
n High level of engagement with the opponent 
n Effective use of POI weakening opponentʼs arguments and 

strengthening his/her own team 
n Well organized speech which is clear and extremely persuasive 
n Speech delivered with clarity and confidence 

Excellent 

80-83 
(40-41.5)  

 

n Flawless brilliant debater 

Once in a 
Lifetime 

Perfect Debate 

84-85 
(42-42.5)  
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 Reaching an accurate and equitable decision is the most important role of the 
judges. This guide is designed to give judges tips on how to reach a decision and to 
show the procedures for giving oral adjudication and feedback to the debaters. 
 As soon as the round has concluded, all debaters and audience are asked to 
leave the debating room while the judges fill in their score sheets and determine the 
winning team. Each judge must independently reach their decision and fill-in the score 
sheet within 10 minutes after the completion of the debate. The score sheet will be 
collected by the Chairperson/Timekeeper of the round room. When reaching a decision, 
judges are forbidden to consult other judges in the room or anyone else. Judges are 
asked not to vote or discuss the debate until all the judges have submitted their score 
sheets. Judges cannot change their decision once her/his score sheet has been 
submitted. The winning team is decided by the vote(s) of the judge(s).  The team 
receiving the majority of votes wins the debate. 
 
 Oral Adjudication  
 Oral adjudication is a system whereby the judge(s) announce the result of the 
debate directly to the debaters. After the score sheets have been submitted and the 
winning team decided, the Chairperson/Timekeeper will call the debaters and audience 
back into the round room so that the judge(s) can give their oral adjudication. In a room 
with three judges, the chair judge will give the oral adjudication. In the event that the 
chair is in the minority, another judge on the panel will give the oral adjudication. The 
judge should first announce the winning team and then explain the reason(s) for the 
decision, and if time permits, judges are asked to give constructive advice, comments 
and feedback to the debaters for future rounds. The feedback can be general 
indications of the level of the round and the speakers but it should not disclose the 
specific speaker scores. Oral adjudication must be completed within 30 minutes after 
the round has concluded.  Debaters are allowed (and encouraged) to receive 
additional feedback but only when the schedule permits it. Both judges and debaters 
should return to their designated rooms as soon as the feedback is concluded 
  

REACHING 
A DECISION 
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. 
 Closed Round  
 In a closed round, judges will not give an oral adjudication. All judges are 
prohibited from disclosing the result or the scores of the round to anyone, including 
judges in other rounds. Judges are asked to return to the Judgesʼ Room after the round 
without discussing the debate and fill in and submit their score sheets in the Judgesʼ 
Room. 
 
 Tips on Adjudication  
 During the round, the judge(s) should take accurate notes on all speakers to 
make sure they can keep track of the arguments given in the round. It will become 
especially important when, two teams' performances were close, to look back at the 
notes in order to find the breaking points.  Judges should determine the winner based 
SOLELY on the materials given in the round. Please avoid intervening in the given 
arguments with specific knowledge you have or opinions you personally hold. Please do 
not overly interpret things that were said by speakers. Please assess the debate only 
on the merits of the arguments given in the round. 
 A decision should be based on the relative performance of the teams in the 
round. Please do not give an automatic win or loss decision based on things said by one 
team, but compare that with the performance of the other team. Remember that 
teams can always do better or worse, no matter how good or bad the other team may be. 
Also, do not set certain standards or expectations that one team has to meet for them 
to win the round. Compare their performance to the opposing team; not to what you 
may or may not expect. 
 Judges should assess the team as a whole, rather than an individual speaker 
or factor, no matter how superior or inferior they might be. One team might have a 
brilliant manner or superb argument, but if the emotional speech is devoid of meaning, 
or the brilliant arguments contradict each other, that team should be penalized for it. 
When giving oral adjudication, please announce the result first before giving reasons 
or comments about the round. Please try to give the reasoning in a holistic and 
comparative manner to accurately describe the way you have reached your decision. 
Please be specific in describing what the speakers said and how you assessed the 
round.  
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The Chief judge ensures that debates run as smoothly as possible and is 
responsible for controlling the debate.  

 
IMPORTANT! 

 (a) You will be assigned a debating room where you will be Chairperson/Time 
Keeper of the FOUR ROUNDS of the preliminary debates or the final debates. 
Please go to your debating rooms on time! 

 
(b) There will be one or three judges for each preliminary debate. There will be 

three or more judges for the final debates. 
 

(c)  Please collect the profile card with the judgeʼs name and title from each judge. 
 

(d) The motion will be announced in the Opening Room TWENTY (20) MINUTES 
before the commencement of the debate. The chief judge will write the motion 
and the names of the debaters on the blackboard/whiteboard. 

 
(e)  When 20 minutes have passed, PLEASE START THE DEBATE IMMEDIATELY. 

 
(f) Please return the profile card to the judge(s) at the end of each debate. 
 
 
 

 Before the debate  
1) Make sure that the room is set up as the Room Layout on page 23, and that each 

judge has a score sheet. 
 

2) Make sure that the motion is written on the blackboard/whiteboard. 
 

3) Introduce yourself to the speakers and judge(s). Make sure the names of the 
debaters are written on the whiteboard in the order in which they will be speaking. 
Ensure you check the pronunciation of any unusual names. 

GUIDANCE 
FOR 

CHIEF JUDGE 
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4) Check that all competitors, judge(s) and members of the audience are present and 

seated. The Proposition should sit on your right, the Opposition on your left. 
 
 During the debate  
1) Start the debate. 

 
“I call this House to order”. 

 
Introduce the judge(s) using the profile card with her/his name and title. 
 
 “I would like to introduce the honourable judges for this debate.”  
  “Prof./Dr./Mr./Ms -----is ----- (state title).” 
 
Introduce all the judges. 

 
2) Announce the motion.   

 
“The motion for this debate is…”   

 
3) Ask the speakers to deliver their proposition and opposition constructive speeches 

within seven minutes in the following order; First Proposition Speaker, First 
Opposition Speaker, Second Proposition Speaker, Second Opposition Speaker. 

 
“Now, I call upon the First Proposition Speaker (name of speaker) to deliver 
the first proposition speech within seven minutes.” 

 
Thank each speaker as they finish: 
 

“I thank the First Proposition speaker. Now I call upon the First Opposition 
Speaker, (name of speaker), to deliver the first opposition speech within 
seven minutes.” 

 
“I thank the First Opposition Speaker. Now, I call upon the Second 
Proposition Speaker, (name of speaker), to deliver the second proposition 
speech within seven minutes.” 

 
“I thank the Second Proposition speaker. Now I call upon the Second 
Opposition Speaker, (name of speaker), to deliver the second opposition 
speech within seven minutes.” 

 
Thank the Second Opposition Speaker and then call on the teams to make their 
reply speeches (four minutes). Remember that the Opposition reply comes first. 
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“I thank the Second Opposition Speaker.  Now, I call upon the Leader of 
the Opposition, (name of speaker), to deliver the opposition reply speech 
within four minutes.” 

 
“I thank the Leader of the Opposition.  Now, I call upon the Leader of 
the Proposition, (name of speaker), to deliver the proposition reply 
speech within four minutes.” 

 
“I thank the Leader of the Proposition.” 

For oral adjudication : 
 

“Now, I close this round. I ask the debaters to please shake hands with their 
opponents. Thank you for your cooperation. The debaters and audience are 
asked to wait outside of the debating room until the judge(s) reach their 
decision.” 
 

For closed debates : 
 

“Now, I close this round. I ask the debaters to please shake hands with their 
opponents. Thank you for your cooperation. The debaters and judges are 
asked to return to their designated rooms. ” 
 

 After the debate  
1) Please do not forget to return the judgeʼs profile card to each judge.   
2) Please ask the judges to complete their score sheets within 10 minutes after the 

end of the debate.  In the case of oral adjudication, the results and comments from 
the judges will be delivered orally in the respective debating rooms. Oral 
adjudication must end within 30 minutes after the end of each round. In a 
closed debate, judges and debaters will return to their designated rooms. No 
discussion is allowed. 
 

3) Please make sure that the room is organised for the next debate. Please erase the 
debatersʼ names and motion from the blackboard/whiteboard. 
 

4) Please return to the Chairpersons/ Time keepersʼ room and wait for the next round 
to be announced.  



 23 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 
  

 

  
 
 

 

    

 
  

ROOM 
LAYOUT 

Podium 

Judges (Chairperson / Timekeeper) 

Audience 

1st 
2nd 

1st 
2nd 



 24 

 
  



 25 

 
 
 
 
 Past Tournament Results  

Year Category Winners Tournament Directors 
1998 University Champion International Christian University B TD Kyoko Ishida 

(Chikako Oda / Takashi Yanagisawa) (International Christian University) 
  Grand-Finalist Tsuda College A   
  Semi-Finalists Waseda University ATD Shotaro Tsubibuchi 
   Yokohama National University   
1999 University Champion Tokyo Institute of Technology A TD Shotaro Tsubibuchi 

(Shunsuke Shiozuka / Masatoshi Fukasawa) (International Christian University) 
  Grand-Finalist International Christian University A   
  Semi-Finalists Keio University B   
   Keio University C   
2000 University Champion International Christian University A TD Kyoko Ishida 

(Satomi Sakaguchi / Masaki Miyashita) (International Christian University) 
  Grand-Finalist Ferris University ATD Ayato Kurokawa 
  Semi-Finalists Keio University B   Shotaro Tsuchibuchi 
   Seikei University   
2001 University Champion International Christian University 2 TD Shunsuke Shiozuka 

(Kimiko Akita / Takashi Ikeda) (Tokyo Institute of Technology) 
  Grand-Finalist Tsuda College 2 ATD Masaki Miyashita 
  Semi-Finalists Ferris University 1   
   Shumei University 1   

2002 Shakaijin Champion Spidermen TD Kyoko Ishida 
   (Takeshi Ebihara, Tsukada Kiyoharu)   
 University Champion University of Kitakyushu 1 TD Mika Hoshino 

(Eri Ueno / Tomoe Watanabe) (Tsuda College) 
  Grand-Finalist Tokyo Institute of Technology 2 ATD Shinichi Era 
  Semi-Finalists International Christian University 2   Aya Tezawa 
   Seikei University 1   
2003 Shakaijin Champion The Chamber of Secrets TD Ayato Kurokawa 
   (Isao Ayabe, Takashi Ebihara)   
 University Champion International Christian University 2 TD Keiko Tsuji 

(Mihoko Saito / Chika Otsu) (International Christian University) 
  Grand-Finalist Yokohama National University 1 ATD Heishiro Abe 
  Semi-Finalists Keio University 1  Maiko Yabe 
   Seikei University 1   

  

PAST 
TOURNAMENTS 
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Year Category Winners Tournament Directors 
2004 Shakaijin Champion Wild but Formal TD Takashi Ebihara 

(Kiyoharu Tsukada, Keiko Tsuji) 
 University Champion Yokohama National University 2 TD Mihoko Saito 

(Alykulov Mirhat / Takeshi Sasaki) (International Christian University) 
  Grand-Finalist Keio University 2 ATD Naoko Tsuchihashi 
  Semi-Finalists Osaka Prefecture University 1  Keiko Tsuji 
   Tsuda College 1   
2005 Shakaijin Champion AMINOS TD Kiyoharu Tsukada 

(Toshiyuki Inoue, Rumiko Miyamoto) 
 University Champion Keio University 1 TD Chihiro Nakagawa 

(Kentaro Suzuki / Keiko Shindo) (Osaka Prefecture University) 
  Grand-Finalist University of Kitakyushu ATD Takeshi Sasaki 
  Semi-Finalists International Christian University 1   Kaoru Yoshii 
   Yokohama National University 1   
2006 Shakaijin Champion Freshers! TD Shunsuke Shiozuka 

(Mihoko Saito , Keiko Tsuji) 
 University Champion International Christian University 1 TD Keiko Shindo 

(Akira Kohbara / Toshiaki Ikehara) (Keio University) 
  Grand-Finalist Keio University 1 ATD Yusuke Mizuno 
  Semi-Finalists Kobe University 1  Arata Okuyama 
   Seikei University   
2007 Shakaijin Champion Kenny &CB TD Mihoko Saito  

(Keiichi Kawarazaki, Mieko Kobayashi) 
 University Champion International Christian University 1 TD Toshiaki Ikehara 

(Manabu Igusa / Dai Oba) (International Christian University) 
  Grand-Finalist International Christian University 2 ATD Akiko Haga 
  Semi-Finalists Osaka Prefecture University Yuka Haino 
   Tokyo Institute of Technology Maki Yokoyama 
2008 Shakaijin Champion The Perennial Underdog! TD Chihiro Nakagawa 

(Shigeo Suzuki, Mathew Chromecki) 
 University Champion Keio University 1 TD Satomi Hemmi 

(Yui Miyaichi / Yoko Sako) (International Christian University) 
  Grand-Finalist University of Tokyo ATD Hiroyuki Hirano 
  Semi-Finalists University of Kitakyushu  Keigo Okada 
   International Christian University 1 Minami Shigeeda 
2009 Shakaijin  Mind the Gap! TD Tatsunori Nishimura 

(Ayabe Isao, Nouchi Koji) 
 University Champion Seikei University TD Shota Ido 

(Maori Sato / Iku Nakada) (University of Tokyo) 
  Grand-Finalist Yokohama City University ATD Takeshi Ehara 
  Semi-Finalists Sophia University  Masayuki Sawada 
   Tokyo University of Foreign Studies Rie Tanimizu 
2010 Shakaijin Champion Incredible Moms TD Koji Nouchi 

(Akiko Hamahara, Sumiko Yanagawa) 
 University Champion Waseda University TD Keita Murozono 

(Hirokazu Honda / Kowa Niikura) (Yokohama City University) 
  Grand-Finalist University of Tokyo ATD Yoko Goto 
  Semi-Finalists International Christian University 1 Yasushi Kanamori 
   Keio University 1  Takuya Kawauchi 
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Year Category Winners Tournament Directors 
2011 Shakaijin Champion The Big Bang Theory TD Kaoru Yoshii 

(Toshimitsu Kiji, Dai Oba) 
 University Champion Hitotsubashi University TD Kowa Niikura 

(Naohiro Togashi / Tei Tsurumaki) (Waseda University) 
  Grand-Finalist University of Tokyo 1 ATD Kei Arikawa 
  Semi-Finalists Keio University 1  Keiichiro Ito 
   Waseda University 1  Akira Kato 
2012 Shakaijin Champion MARUMORI TD Akira Matsumoto 

(Yoko Mori, Tsuyoshi Maruyama) 
 University Champion University of Tokyo TD Naohiro Togashi 

(Yuki Inoue, Lee Dong Sun) (Hitotsubashi University) 
  Grand-Finalist Keio University 1 ATD Anna Ohtake 
  Semi-Finalists Hitotsubashi University 1  Nobuaki Kaneoya 
   Kobe University  Shiori Saito 
2013 Shakaijin Champion SATOmics TD Ayato Kurokawa 

(Hirofumi Sato, Maori Sato) 
 University Champion University of Tokyo 1 TD Yuki Inoue 

(Fumihiko Sano, Yuki Tominaga) (University of Tokyo) 
  Grand-Finalist Hitotsubashi University 1 ATD Naoko Arai 
  Semi-Finalists Seikei University 1  Yo Kojima 
   Waseda University  Yuki Oka 
2014 Shakaijin Champion Future Legends TD Yoko Mori 

(Isao Ayabe, Amane Kawano) 
 University Champion Keio University TD Kengo Matsunaga 

(Hitotsubashi University) 
  Grand-Finalist (Mitsushi Ono, Yuki Oka) ATD Ryoya Kurauchi 
  Semi-Finalists University of Tokyo 2  Hitomi Takai 
   Kyoto University  Mai Inoue 
   International Christian University 1 
2015 Shakaijin Champion Beauty Book  Shota Tsukioka 

(Masashi Ikeuchi, Kazumi Akimoto) 
 University Champion University of Tokyo 1 TD Keiichiro Furuya 

(Yasufumi Tozuka, Fumiko Hirasawa) (Sophia University) 
  Grand-Finalist Waseda University 1 ATD 
  Semi-Finalists Keio University 1   
   University of Tokyo 2   
2016 University Champion Waseda University 1 TD Tamane Sasaki 

(Alex Taylor, Shingo Fujita) (Waseda University) 
  Grand-Finalist University of Tokyo 1 ATD 
  Semi-Finalists Akita International University  
   Osaka University   
 Shakaijin Champion Roland Canyon  Masashi Ikeuchi 

(Ryo Hayakawa, Mitsushi Ono) 
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 Past Motions (from University)  
 
1998  This House would prohibit zoos. 
  This House believes that Japan should possess nuclear weapons. 
  This House believes that the female species is deadlier than the male. 
  This House believes that character does not matter in politics. 
  This House prefers Sega to Shakespeare. 
  This House would not teach English in Japanese elementary schools. 
  This House believes that university is a waste of time. 
1999  This House would move the capital function from Tokyo. 
  This House believes that it is your family who really matters not your friends. 
  This House would introduce mandatory retirement age for politicians. 
  This House believes that humanitarian intervention in the internal conflicts of other nations is justifiable. 
  This House believes that monarchy has outlived its usefulness. 
  This House believes that civil servants should be allowed to work for the private sector. 
  This House says, ʻNo, thank you.ʼ to nuclear power. 
  This House believes that China is more important to Japan than the U.S.A. 
  This House prefers a small government. 
2000  This House would classify sumo wrestlers by weight. 
  This House believes that genetically modified foods will save mankind. 
  This House believes that nothing can completely replace bank notes and coins. 
  This House believes that the two Koreas should reunite soon. 
  This House believes that volunteer work should be compulsory in high school. 
  This House would introduce trial by jury. 
  This House believes that the UN should have its own standing army. 
2001  This House would eradicate crows. 
  This House would allow parents to genetically design their children. 
  This House believes that Japan should assist the U.S. reprisal against the Taliban. 
  This House believes that free trade benefits the developing world. 
  This House believes that the postal service should be privatized. 
  This House believes that smokers should pay higher health insurance fees. 
  This House believes that a nationʼs history textbooks are its own affair. 
2002  This House prefers an early marriage. 
  This House believes that the Japanese Government should not provide economic assistance to North Korea. 
  This House would reward employees more for their inventions. 
  This House believes that the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions should also be imposed on developing 

countries. 
  This House would freeze the further construction of highways in Japan. 
  This House believes that the Japanese Government should support the domestic movie industry. 
  This House believes that weapons of mass destruction are necessary to maintain international security. 
2003  This House believes that Japanese baseball players should play abroad. 
  This House would ban TV commercials of consumer credit companies. 
  This House would allow surrogacy for profit. 
  This House believes that the United Kingdom should adopt the Euro. 
  This House would place the public security ahead of individual human rights. 
  This House believes that the United Nations has failed. 
  This House believes that the Japanese Prime Minister should be directly chosen by the electorate. 
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2004  This House believes that the Internet does more harm than good to children. 
  This House believes that China no longer needs official development assistance from Japan. 
  This House would welcome more foreign workers to Japan. 
  This House would advocate cloning technology. 
  This House would support free trade agreements in Asia. 
  This House believes that public figures have the right to private lives. 
  This House would amend Article 9 of the Japanese Constitution. 
2005  This House would make voting compulsory in Japan. 
  This House would welcome more foreign sumo wrestlers. 
  This House believes that the space exploration is a waste of money. 
  This House believes that permanent membership of the United Nations Security Council should be abolished. 
  This House would support the Prime Ministerʼs visits to the Yasukuni shrine. 
  This House would abolish registration of World Heritage Sites. 
  This House would introduce English debate in public schools. 
2006  This House believes that cell phones are anti-social. 
  This House would support a matrilineal emperor. 
  This House believes that the anxiety toward the aging society is over-exaggerated. 
  This House believes that a pre-emptive attack is justifiable for national defense. 
  This House would make corporate donations to charity compulsory. 
  This House believes that the Koizumi Government was bad for Japan. 
  This House believes that cultivating national pride in Japan will lead the nation to a better future. 
2007  This House would impose greenhouse gas emission limits on developing countries. 
  This House believes that a three-generation family is better than a nuclear family. 
  This House believes that students in public schools should be placed in classes according to their academic level 

and achievement. 
  This House would ban the export of arms to the Middle East. 
  This House would ban hostile takeovers of all corporations. 
  This House believes that dictatorship is better than weak democracy. 
  This House would ban civilians from entering foreign conflict zones. 
2008  This House would not allow companies to recruit students before their senior year in university. 
  This House believes that development of technology does more harm than good to humanity. 
  This House believes that Least Developed Countries should use their foreign aid to provide primary education for all 

their children rather than to create elites. 
  This House would prohibit the media from reporting personal information of the suspects and the accused. 
  This House believes that cultural activities should not rely on government financial aid. 
  This House believes that parents should spank their children. 
  This House believes that taxpayersʼ money should not be used to bail out financial institutions. 
2009  This House would make all highways free. 
  This House would give civil servants the right to strike. 
  This House would remove all US military bases from Okinawa. 
  This House would abolish suspended sentences for white collar crimes. 
  This House believes that evidence obtained through unlawful means should be admissible in court. 
  This House would give Japanese nationality to all those born in Japan regardless of parents' status. 
  This House would abolish the retirement age. 
2010  This House believes that the fairest tax is the consumption tax. 
  This House would enter households without a search warrant in cases of suspected child abuse. 
  This House would ban eating animals. 
  This House believes that Japan should lift the ban on the export of arms. 
  This House believes that removing advanced countriesʼ trade barriers is more beneficial to developing countries 

than giving them aid. 
  This House would introduce conscription. 
  This House prefers the bicameral system to the unicameral system 
2011  This House would ban the “all you can drink” option. 
  This House would abolish the national pension system. 
  This House would allow the poor to resort to violence in demonstrating their grievances. 
  This House believes that the Western nations should continue to freeze Libyan assets until fair elections are held. 
  This House believes that Japan should give teachers the right not to sing the national anthem. 
  This House would subsidize minority groups so they can access social network services. 
  This House would make language and history tests compulsory for immigrants. 
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2012  This House would impose a 100% inheritance tax.   
  This House would remove custody rights of parents who deny medical treatment to their children on religious 

grounds.  
  This House would make offenders of non-violent crimes perform community service rather than serve time in prison. 
  This House believes that the UN should not use private military corporations in their peacekeeping operations. 
  This House believes that the Japanese government should give more votes to the young.   
  This House would make the return of cultural artefacts of national importance a prerequisite for new  archaeological 

excavations. 
  This House would make democracy a prerequisite for development aid. 
2013  This House would take unhealthy lifestyle choices (e.g. smoking, drinking) into account in allocation of scarce 

medical resources. 
  This House believes that the state has a right to spy on its citizens. 
  This House believes that Japan should be able to exercise its right of collective self defence. 
  This House would punish sport teams for the racist actions of their players.  
  This House believes that the onus to solve sweatshop labour lies more with the developed countries than with the 

developing countries. 
  This House regrets the rise of nationalism in North East Asia. 
  This House would abolish capital punishment. 
2014  This House believes that companies should gain sole ownership of patents for inventions created by its employees. 
  This House would allow unrecognised states to represent themselves at the Olympics/Paralympics. 
  This House opposes services which separate women for the purpose of protection. (e.g. women-only cars) 
  This House would require candidates to pass an aptitude test when running for political office. 
  This House would forbid citizens of developed countries from purchasing surrogate mothers in  developing 

countries. 
  This House would abolish the statute of limitations. 
  This House welcomes the increased social acceptance towards divorce. 
2015  This House would introduce a LGBT quota in sports teams.  
  Assuming that the love is quantifiable, this House would prohibit couples who  

score in the bottom 20 percentile from getting married. 
  This House would shut down universities that constantly produce large number of graduates who fail to get 

employed (employment includes, but is not limited to; professional career, bar exam, academia). 
  This House believes that opinion polls do more harm than good for democracy. 
  This House would not accept impossibility defense.(i.e. a legal defense against a crime which only failed because it 

was factually/legally impossible to commit). 
  This House would allow states that accept refugees to seize the overseas assets of the states the refugees come 

from, in order to cover the cost of accepting the refugees.  
  This House regrets the decline of communal values in modern society. 
2016  This House would make parental leave mandatory for both parents.  
  This House would privatise basic necessities (including, but not limited to, electricity, water, transportation). 
  This House would make people with unhealthy lifestyle pay more health insurance premium. 
  This House believes that the media should not endorse a particular candidate during elections. 
  This House believes that priests should report the confessions of serious crimes to the police. 
  This House would forbid political parties from disallowing free votes of their politicians. 
  This House would abolish the retirement age in Japan.  
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 Tel: 03-3423-0970 / Fax: 03-3423-0971 / E-mail: esujoffice@esuj.gr.jp 
 URL:http://www.esuj.gr.jp/ 

 
Yuriko Sugimoto Tournament Director, ESUJ Debating Competition 2017 
  
  

DEBATE 
COMMITTEE 

2017 



 32 

 
 
 
 
 

MAP OF THE 
NATIONAL 
OLYMPICS 
MEMOTIAL 

YOUTH CENTER 



Layout of the Central Building  

 

 

 

 

 



 34 

 Access Information  

 
National Olympics Memorial Youth 
Center, Tokyo, Japan 

国⽴オリンピック記念 ⻘少年総合センター 

3-1, Kamizono-cho Yoyogi, Shibuya-ku 
Tokyo 151-0052 

〒151-0052 渋⾕区代々⽊神園町 3-1 

  

TEL: 03- 3467-7201 / URL: http://nyc.niye.go.jp/ 

By Train 

7 minutes walk from Sangubashi station on Odakyu Line 
10 minutes walk from Yoyogi Koen station on Chiyoda Line 
(Yoyogi Koen Nishimon Exit) 

By bus 
Keio Teito Bus 
 

#16 bus stop, Shinjuku Station West Exit 
#14 bus stop, Shibuya Station South Exit 
Please get off at Yoyogi 5-Chome bus stop. 
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Tokyo 107-0051 
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