WSDC 2016 Round 1: Republic of Korea V.S. Singapore
THBT, after meeting their basic needs, individuals have a moral responsibility to donate their wealth towards poverty alleviation

ROK (Proposition)
Prime Minister
The Prime Minister opens the debate with the argument that poverty may not be your, fault or responsibility, however working to exterminate poverty from this Earth is a task of mankind, therefore giving us individual’s an obligation to reach out and help the poor in any efficient method available. He goes on to state that people should go to public schools, not private schools, use public medical care, not private medical care, and cut down on luxuries like new cars; and give these spare resources to the poor. He admits that people carry their rights to use their money and resources where they choose, however says that sharing our wealth is the ideal path for mankind.
[bookmark: _GoBack]He then opens a metaphor about helping a boy drowning in a river, as uses this to point out the obvious matter in which we would act: which is to save the boy even by ruining our “suits”. He follows by elaborating more on world of equality and fairness.
Review: The PM starts off smoothly, addressing poverty alleviation as a universal moral obligation. By doing so he attempts to give TH the moral high ground, and elaborates on this further. However, he moves on to contradict people’s luxury spending and donations and by doing so brings the argument onto himself. One major point I believe was missing is that the PM failed to present a model, or define “basic needs”. 
Overall the PM does a moderate job of discussing the given motion, and takes the moral high ground by speaking of values anyone can sympathize to. However, I think he took the wrong path by bringing in the argument of “freedom of consumption vs. donation” first, instead of expanding on TH obvious advantages such as excessive consumption and wasted costs, or the moral happiness of donation. I also think the speech would have been better if the PM presented a model of a healthy donation culture, or expressed a visualization of the reality we are in, children dying from malnutrition in on part of the earth, while others stuff their faces with dishes costlier beyond imagination.

Deputy Prime Minister
The DPM focuses on why alleviating poverty is a universal social good. Following she defines basic needs as “everything and anything you need to live in the modern world”. Furthermore, she stated that a social democratic society, such as Scandinavia, can bring more happiness overall in a society, and that the guidelines for such a model is already possible.
She attacks the Opposition stating that they do nothing to solve the status quo, which is morally “disgusting” while expressing that donations should be inconvenient because they are sacrifices, however these sacrifices make us moral human beings. 
She also describes the ways of donations by saying that the most convenient, comfortable, and efficient way for the person giving shall be the way to donate. 
The argument centers on changing the paradigm of capitalism and materialism, to a society of welfare, equality, and sharing, which will in turn bring overall happiness to every individual and boost the community as a whole.
Review: The DPM brings forth several central issues that the PM failed to represent including, why alleviating poverty is our biggest moral obligation, why we have to give up our luxuries for the poor, details on actual donations, and a model in which we can find the positives of donating. The arguments were efficiently brought together while covering a broad aspect of arguments. She works as a PM, DPM, and the Whip and still presents a satisfactory argument, so I believe she does a crucial job for her team. Here method of speaking, in which she adjusts the criticizing, emotion, and speed in her speech was highly professional.

Government Whip
The Whip begins her speech by talking about the government’s pose, to make an ideal society, in which poverty is alleviated, as realistically as possible, with the following burden minimized. By stating their values clearly, she once again finds the moral high ground which was partially tattered in the midsection of this debate.
Her two clashes go as follows, number one is “What is morality? And what are we going to discuss about it?”, and number two is “How will the social trend change?”.
For her first clash, she argues that human dignity and identity is tied closer to moral values, not materialistic resources, and criticizes the Opposition for simplifying humans and showing an extreme capitalistic view. She also points out that human dignity applies to the ones in poverty too.
For her second clash, she once again points out the luxuries we use in daily life, spreading from private education, to piano academies, to a better house. She states that while people have the right of free choice, in their model they are looking to tax individuals to the maximum in order to make the society as economically equal and at the same time, prosperous as possible. An important point she makes is TH looks not to force people to pay taxes, but to make a moral society in which people would feel obligations, and would have no bad feelings towards donating their money.  
Review: The Whip focuses mainly on answering arguments with loose ends while proving why their house should win. In this manner, I think the Whip does an excellent job in picking out almost all of the major arguments. Also by making for detailed arguments and by taking the moral high ground, she effectively begins TH’s arguments to a close on a high note. I personally liked how she admits that TH is not, and cannot make an 100% equal society, nor can they get maximum taxes from everyone. However, by saying that TH focuses on making the moral roots for these acts, and works to have everyone not regret donations, I believe they take the moral high ground firmly. 
However, I think the Whip named her clashes misleadingly, while focusing too much on a moral society. While she points out important details, the clashes themselves were a bit less effective than desired. Also, she takes a too one-sided opinion so that she shuns of the Opposition’s opinions. Although there are parts where the Opposition raised a good point, she shuns it by talking about the goodness of the Proposition’s model. Otherwise, if you look at the individual points and remarks she made, it was a well-planned and strong speech.

Government Reply
The speaker focuses on the Proposition and the Opposition’s models and compares them in terms of human dignity, quality of life, and moral honor.
He states that money doesn’t equal dignity, and by distributing resources everyone will be able to have a level of stable economic life, and materialism will drop, leaving a life of human dignity for all. He also objects that the Opposition is too close to the status quo, which clearly has visible problems. He finishes by saying that TH’s model is much more idealistic, while having the flexibility to carry all points made during the debate.
Review: The speaker does a good job of wrapping up the whole argument while objecting specific points that were tilted towards TH. However contrary to the Opposition, who expressed their argument in a new and creative way, he uses the similar examples and similar arguments to object. In this way, the overall reply held minimal value in terms of winning the overall debate.

Singapore (Opposition)
Leader of the Opposition
The LO’s starts by stating that the cost to help poverty, even when divided by all individuals, is astronomically large, and therefore unworthy. He talks about three main arguments.
The first argument is, that donations cannot compromise with moral dignity, second, excessive donation brings faltering of identity, and third, and that it denies fair claim. 
He explains that dignity and identity is as important as saving poverty in the way that it raises the morality of one’s life. He also points out that poverty can be solved by the current economic system of giving high taxes to the rich, not to everyone. Costs of donations would be a burden to even middle-class people, who supposedly already have their basic needs. He points out that the model TH proposes is economically and socially ironic in the way that it leaves people to be free in earning and spending, while stating that everyone as a moral responsibility to share to the poor. Overall, he focuses on different aspects of “humans” and “moralities” that TH neglected. In addition to this he connects all points that donations are inconvenient in the manner itself, to the economy, and to the overall society.
He also has two main rebuttals. The first is that, individuals do not have a moral obligation to donate all of their resources towards the poor. The second is, while working to help the poor is a valuable deed, we do not carry a moral obligation towards this act.
He elaborates by pointing out that usage of public education/universities on itself can contradict with the motion because there is no definition of basic needs. He then attacks the river metaphor by saying that it is generalized and that because the suit in itself can be interpreted differently as a basic need or not. 
Review: Overall it was an effective speech. The OP succeeds in pointing out most of the main flaws of the PM speech, while presenting that their side is much more humane, realistic, and efficient.  I do think that the order of presentation, between the arguments and rebuttals is a bit vague, and that it is a bit confusing to follow the pace. However, the points are strong and plausible, while being sharp. With better presentation and elaboration on the arguments I believe it was a well-played speech.

Deputy Leader of Opposition
The DL centers on how the Proposition’s model is ironic and unrealistic. First, he talks about how asking everyone to share wealth outside of basic needs “in the modern world” is vague and unreal. Asking for people to donate, while saying that people can earn back resources and that it makes the society economically better, contradicts to the ideal to change the paradigm from a materialism society. Also, giving examples such as “utilizing public education instead of going to private universities” is extremely vague because public education may not be a basic need, or the education provided at a private university might be essential for an individual or a society. In this manner asking people to give up their free rights to choose and manage their own resources is contradictory to the free, equal society that the proposition “supposedly” wants.
Review: Overall the DL picks important points and reflects them in his arguments: once again the need for clarification in “basic need for modern life” is brought up, the vagueness of the proposition’s model is pointed out, and the actual outcome of a “democratic socialist society” is somewhat introduced. However, the DL exaggerates and generalizes his expressions too much, in that he sometimes leaves holes in his arguments or skips over crucial parts. For example, in mentioning that private education might be considered a basic need by the society, he could have given an example of a doctor, needing to use his/her own wealth to receive specialized education so that he/she can learn to be able to perform surgery on a person, which in turn is essential to society because a doctor benefits the very lives of the people. Also, I think that the speaker should have focused on the model presented by the proposition and what results it may have. Would a society, where all people have only the bare necessities, actually function? Would people realistically wish to be a part of that society? Would a middle-class family, one which has an economical level just above “basic” standards, gladly give out its excessive wealth for the benefits of moral satisfaction and social equality? These are questions that need to be, at least partially, answered by the proposition and while the DL presented his argument sharply, the lack of aggressive questions and too much generalization was a bit of a shame of an otherwise good speech.

Opposition Whip
The OW starts his speech with two questions, one, “Do people have a legitimate claim over their property?” and two, “Is it justified to obligate people to give up this property?”
While he does not offer clear answers, it is clear that he thinks the answers are yes, and no.
The OW speech centers of balance, and arbitration. He speaks that finding balance, of poverty, taxation, dignity, and wealth is the right way towards finding an ideal society. Also, he points out that human rights are arbitrary in the sense that they are values, and values can be prioritized differently by many factors.
The OW elaborates by stating that properties, and wealth are an extension of human identity, and that because humans are relative beings, all our belongings our connected in our very own being. Therefore taking “maximum” taxes and distributing all exorbitant wealth would be contradictory to the supposed human values proclaimed by the proposition. 
Review: I believe that the reason Singapore takes home this debate is because of this Opposition Whip. While a bit unorganized, he essentially answers all of the previous arguments provided, from human moral values, to social effect, in a logical manner. By distributing detailed information and clarifying clashes, he accurately describes why they have won the clashes. 
The talk about balance was crucial for me. Like all other debates, arguments happen because there is no clear right or wrong. And especially with values, it is important to never lose or throw away a crucial value, nor is it right to balloon a specific value. The OW exactly picks this fact, and expresses the importance of it effectively, so that his side’s whole argument seems for logical and convincing. 

Opposition Reply
The speaker narrates a short story, an example of a man in a capitalism society, who rose from poverty to become a mid-class citizen, only to have the government later take taxes to give to the poor, years after his own issues. 
Through this short story, the Opposition speaks that maximizing taxes, and distributing it to alleviate poverty, neglects the realistic individuals of society while focusing too much on the ideal human values. He later points out that if solving poverty was that easy, it could have been already done. However, because society must consider the mass effect its decision’s make even in the ideal, which it isn’t according to the speaker, taking taxes from people who have wealth above the basic need in the modern society, wouldn’t be a step in the right direction. 
Review: By using a short narrative the speaker, at least vaguely, shows a realistic example of what TH’s model would do to a citizen of this time. Through this he effectively brings interest and creativity into the Opposition’s speech. By appealing that realistically working for a greater good is the answer, they repel TH’s speeches.


Result: The Opposition (Singapore) won the debate with a vote of 2:1. I believe this is so because they were affectively able to point out TH’s flimsy and vague model with realistic facts, with great value coming from their last two speeches. While TH put up a strong fight, their inability to offer a detailed, informative model, or a creative argument, cost them the debate. 

