
PANGBURN ANALYSIS | WILSON vs OWENS | ACADEMIC DEBATE STANDARDS REPORT

Pangburn Analysis | Academic Debate Standards | 1

PANGBURN ANALYSIS

ANDREW WILSON
vs CANDACE OWENS
THE CHARLIE KIRK DEBATE

EXPERT ACADEMIC DEBATE STANDARDS REPORT

Content-only evaluation under argumentation theory, burden-of-proof discipline, evidence quality, inferential strength, 
rebuttal, epistemic calibration, technical precision and dialectical conduct.

Prepared for Pangburn Analysis | 15 August 2026 | Source evidence cutoff: 14 August 2026

Measure Andrew Wilson Candace Owens

ACADEMIC DEBATE COMPOSITE 7.9/10 5.0/10

EVIDENTIARY MERITS Clear advantage Did not meet affirmative hidden-action 
burden

STRONGEST AREA Burden / causal-bridge discipline Issue generation / cross-examination

BIGGEST WEAKNESS Personal rhetoric + motive/behavior 
overreach

Insufficient warrants + certainty inflation

CORE ACADEMIC FINDING
On a content-only, evidence-centered academic debate standard, Andrew Wilson wins clearly. The decisive margin comes 
from better burden management, stronger cumulative use of public evidence, more disciplined causal-bridge demands, and 
greater uncertainty calibration. Candace Owens raised several legitimate anomalies and technical questions, but the source 
record shows repeated movement from possibility or anomaly to affirmative hidden-actor conclusions without sufficient warrant. 
Wilson's victory is materially reduced - but not reversed - by severe rhetorical misconduct and several unsupported 
motive/behavioral claims.

SCOPE SAFEGUARD
This is not a fresh guilt determination, a psychological diagnosis, or a speaker-wide truth-rate study. It is a second-order 
academic debate analysis of the perfected forensic source report supplied by the user. The source file is named V2_2, while its 
internal cover/publication label reads V2.1; this report treats that supplied file as the controlling source artifact.
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Executive academic assessment
Bottom line. Under standards used in informal logic, argumentation theory and critical discussion, Wilson performed 
substantially better on the central disputed proposition: whether the public record better supports Robinson as the shooter 
than a specific patsy/frame-up/foreign-involvement mechanism. The forensic source report already found a Wilson 
advantage on the narrow evidentiary merits; this academic-debate layer explains why that advantage exists in 
argumentative terms. [Source Report pp. 2, 23-24]

Why Wilson leads. His strongest debate behavior was not that every claim was correct. It was that his main case usually 
had an identifiable claim-evidence-warrant structure: alleged admissions, surveillance, firearm/physical evidence and DNA 
were treated cumulatively; he repeatedly asked Owens to connect anomalies to a specific alternative mechanism; and he 
sometimes explicitly conceded uncertainty instead of inventing an answer. [Source Report pp. 7-8, 23-24]

Why Owens trails. Her strongest contribution was investigative: she surfaced real evidentiary limitations and anomalies - 
inconclusive specific-rifle ballistics, mixed DNA, limits on DNA timing, scene paving, surveillance gaps, backpack 
provenance, discovery/device questions, and bodycam failure. But the source report repeatedly finds that these points 
were converted into positive support for a specific patsy/foreign/explosive theory without a demonstrated causal bridge. 
[Source Report pp. 2, 6-10, 23-24]

Important qualification. Academic debate quality is not identical to factual accuracy. A speaker can make a factually true 
observation yet argue badly from it; a speaker can also make a weak or unsupported side claim while maintaining the 
stronger overall case. The rubric therefore scores burden discharge, relevance, sufficiency, warrant quality, rebuttal and 
calibration rather than simply counting verdict labels.

Figure 1. Weighted content-only academic debate composite. This is an analyst-coded rubric, not an objective tournament statistic.

1. Method: what "expert academic debate standards" means here
The report synthesizes four established families of argument-evaluation norms. Toulmin's model emphasizes the 
relationship among claim, data, warrant, backing, qualifier and rebuttal. Informal-logic traditions evaluate whether premises 
are acceptable, relevant and sufficient (ARS). Pragma-dialectics treats argumentation as a critical discussion in which 
parties should allow challenges, meet burdens of proof, address relevant objections and avoid discussion-blocking moves. 
Burden-of-proof scholarship further emphasizes that the party advancing a proposition bears a context-sensitive obligation 
to support it to the required standard.

 Acceptability: Are the premises or source claims sufficiently credible to be used?
 Relevance: Does the offered evidence actually bear on the conclusion being defended?
 Sufficiency: Is the total support strong enough for the asserted degree of confidence?
 Warrant quality: Is the inferential bridge from evidence to conclusion explicit and defensible?
 Burden management: Does the speaker support their own positive claim rather than merely finding gaps in the opponent's 

case?
 Dialectical responsiveness: Does the speaker answer objections, counterevidence and requests for clarification?
 Epistemic calibration: Does confidence match the evidence, with uncertainty and legal stage kept explicit?
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 Critical-discussion conduct: Do rhetoric and personal attacks remain subordinate to the merits?

WHY THIS RUBRIC IS CONTENT-ONLY
The supplied source report is exceptionally rich on evidence, logic, factual accuracy, legal posture and rhetoric, but it is not a 
tournament ballot with reliable measures of speech timing, vocal delivery, audience adaptation or formal constructive/rebuttal 
allocations. Those presentation dimensions are therefore excluded rather than guessed.

2. Scoring rubric and anchors
Dimension Weight Wilson Owens

Burden of proof & thesis 
management

15% 8.5 4.5

Evidence quality & source 
provenance

20% 8.0 5.0

Inferential strength / warrant 20% 8.0 4.0

Rebuttal & responsiveness 15% 8.0 6.5

Epistemic calibration 10% 8.5 4.0

Counterevidence, correction & 
falsifiability

10% 8.0 6.5

Legal / forensic conceptual 
precision

5% 7.5 4.5

Dialectical conduct & relevance 5% 4.0 5.5

Scale anchors: 9-10 = exceptional; 8-8.9 = very strong; 7-7.9 = strong; 6-6.9 = adequate; 5-5.9 = mixed/limited; 4-4.9 = 
weak; below 4 = seriously deficient. Scores are criterion-referenced editorial judgments tied to the audited source record, 
not measurements with psychometric precision.

Figure 2. Dimension-by-dimension academic debate evaluation. The weighting emphasizes evidence and inference over style.
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3. Burden of proof and thesis management

Andrew Wilson - 8.5/10
Wilson generally defended a narrower proposition: the available public record materially implicates Robinson and the 
competing affirmative patsy/foreign-action theory lacks a verified causal bridge. That thesis was easier to define, and the 
source report shows him repeatedly asking for the bridge from mixed DNA, anomalies or donor conflict to an actual frame-
up mechanism. [Source Report pp. 2, 7-8, 23-24]

 Strength: Wilson distinguished his personal use of "overwhelming" from the legal standard and acknowledged that guilt had 
not yet been proved beyond a reasonable doubt.

 Strength: He challenged the proposition that procedural admissibility under Rule 1102 makes Owens' inferences evidentially 
equivalent to the state's cumulative case.

 Weakness: At points he spoke as if prosecution evidence were simply settled fact rather than allegations/exhibits at a pending 
stage.

 Weakness: His "no evidence" formulations were sometimes too absolute where there were at least anonymous-source 
allegations or leads.

Candace Owens - 4.5/10
Owens successfully imposed a burden on Wilson to answer anomalies, but she did not consistently discharge the burden 
created by her own affirmative claims. The central academic problem is burden substitution: showing that the prosecution 
case contains gaps is not equivalent to showing that a specific frame-up, foreign operation or explosive mechanism is 
supported. [Source Report pp. 7, 9-10, 19-22]

 Strength: She clearly identified the prosecution theory as contestable and asked what the public record could not establish.
 Strength: She repeatedly demanded stronger evidence than a single blurry image or a simplistic "DNA = shooter" inference.
 Weakness: "I think France and Israel are involved in Charlie Kirk's assassination" was advanced "with full confidence" while 

the source record found no publicly verified operational bridge (C061).
 Weakness: The exploding-microphone theory was called "viable" without disclosed explosive residue, device pathology or 

authenticated fragment analysis (C072).
 Weakness: Multiple possibilities - alternate account access, planted evidence, foreign phones, explosive mechanisms - were 

treated as weight for a preferred alternative before actor-action-access-coordination evidence was established.

ACADEMIC DEBATE PRINCIPLE
A successful negative critique can defeat an opponent's confidence without proving the critic's preferred alternative. Once a 
debater asserts an affirmative hidden-action theory, the burden shifts: anomalies must be connected to a mechanism, not 
merely accumulated.

4. Argument quality: acceptability, relevance and sufficiency (ARS)
The ARS lens is particularly useful because many debate claims were not deductive. The relevant question is whether the 
premises were credible enough, actually relevant to the conclusion, and jointly sufficient for the confidence expressed.

Evidence / premise type Academic status Application in this debate

Public prosecution evidence Generally acceptable as provisional evidence 
when attributed to the state/hearing record.

Wilson used surveillance, rifle, DNA and 
alleged admissions cumulatively; strongest 
when he preserved legal-stage caveats.

Mixed DNA / degradation Relevant to limits on what DNA proves. Owens was right to resist "DNA = shooter," 
but degradation did not establish a recency 
ordering or alternate user.

Ballistics limitation Relevant and important. Owens correctly highlighted the inconclusive 
specific-rifle comparison; the source report 
rejected her stronger definitive exclusion 
claim.

Scene anomalies Relevant to investigative confidence and 
documentation quality.

Paving, bodycam failure, backpack questions 
and surveillance gaps can justify scrutiny, but 
are insufficient by themselves to identify a 
hidden actor.

Anonymous/private sources Potentially acceptable as leads, lower weight Owens' extraordinary French/Israeli claims 
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without corroboration. remained under-supported; Wilson's private 
Kirk security text received the same 
provenance caution.

Behavior/motive claims Generally weak unless independently 
supported.

Wilson's parent-silence and profit-motive 
arguments were unsupported; Owens' broad 
influencer/TPUSA motive claims were likewise 
unsupported.

Overall ARS result. Wilson's primary cumulative case had greater sufficiency because multiple evidence streams 
converged on the same proposition, even though individual streams had limits. Owens' strongest premises were often 
relevant but under-sufficient for the much more specific conclusions she drew from them. This is the core reason for the 8.0 
vs 4.0 inferential-strength score.

5. Evidence quality and source provenance

Wilson - 8.0/10
Wilson's central evidentiary posture relied on the public prosecution/hearing record and alleged admissions. The source 
report credits him for asking whether private-source claims could be independently verified. But he is not exempt from the 
same standard: his displayed September 9 security message remained at HOLD because the report lacked originating 
device, metadata, sender authentication or an independent custodian. [Source Report pp. 12, 24]

Owens - 5.0/10
Owens brought genuine leads and anomalies into the discussion, including family sources, French-source allegations, 
scene-handling questions and record discrepancies. The academic problem was source-weight inflation: prior source 
accuracy was treated as broader validation, while extraordinary claims were sometimes carried by private or anonymous 
sources without public records sufficient to authenticate the causal conclusion. [Source Report pp. 11-12, 18-20]

SOURCE-LAUNDERING TEST
A participant saying "my source told me" proves that the participant reports a source claim. It does not establish that the source 
is correct. Academic debate requires independent corroboration in proportion to the extraordinariness and specificity of the 
conclusion.

6. Rebuttal, responsiveness and cross-examination

Wilson - 8.0/10
Wilson generally engaged the central inferential questions rather than only changing the subject: he answered why 
footwear could matter cumulatively, challenged the DNA timing inference, distinguished hearsay scope from evidentiary 
weight, defended procedural permission for the defense to present evidence, and asked Owens to state what would 
change her mind. His best response was a concession: "I actually don't have an explanation for that, Candace" on DNA 
degradation (C021), which preserved credibility rather than manufacturing expertise.

Owens - 6.5/10
Owens was an active and sometimes effective cross-examiner. She exposed Wilson's uncertainty on DNA degradation, 
pressed the inconclusive ballistics point, challenged discovery/phone-access issues and forced attention to rapid scene 
changes and evidence provenance. Her responsiveness score is therefore materially higher than her inferential-strength 
score. The penalty comes when rebuttal of the prosecution case became a substitute for proving her affirmative alternative, 
and when critic motives or institutional coordination were invoked instead of answering the strongest counterargument.

7. Epistemic calibration, corrections and falsifiability
Behavior Audited example Academic assessment

Wilson: uncertainty concession "I actually don't have an explanation for that, 
Candace." (C021)

Strong: explicit uncertainty is preferable to 
post-hoc technical speculation.
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Wilson: legal-stage caveat State has not yet proved guilt beyond 
reasonable doubt; "overwhelming" framed as 
personal conviction.

Strong calibration, though some later rhetoric 
overstates.

Owens: live correction "I've corrected that mistake." after the Twiggs-
on-rifle extrapolation (C020).

Strong reliability-positive behavior; correction 
must be credited.

Owens: certainty inflation "Definitively not a 30-06" (C009); 
France/Israel involvement "with full 
confidence" (C061).

Weak calibration because confidence exceeds 
the audited support.

Owens: falsifiability answer PBD asks what evidence would change her 
mind; her "slam dunk" threshold is treated as 
personal, not a legal error (C049).

Mixed: she gives a threshold, but it is 
unusually demanding and difficult for a 
preliminary public record to satisfy.

Wilson: false precision "90%" of Owens' case is intuition (C090). Weak: unsupported numerical precision 
lowers calibration.

Net result. Wilson scores 8.5 on calibration and 8.0 on correction/falsifiability. Owens scores 4.0 on calibration because 
categorical confidence repeatedly outran the public record, but a stronger 6.5 on correction/falsifiability because she made 
a meaningful live correction and did answer the falsifiability prompt.

8. Legal and forensic conceptual precision
Technical debate performance depends not only on whether a conclusion is intuitively persuasive but on whether the 
relevant categories are used correctly. The source report identifies several high-impact category and legal-stage errors that 
directly affect academic debate quality.

Issue Speaker / claim Forensic source verdict Debate significance

DNA vs fingerprints Owens: "five sets of prints" (C014) FALSE. Testimony concerned 
mixed DNA, not five fingerprint sets.

Major category error.

DNA degradation -> timing Owens: stronger profiles may have 
been more recent users (C016)

UNSUPPORTED. Analyst did not 
date deposition or infer activity.

Invalid warrant from degradation to 
recency.

Entire hearing = hearsay Owens (C022) FALSE. Live testimony, physical 
evidence, surveillance and forensics 
were also present.

Overbroad legal characterization.

Use immunity = license to lie Owens (C030) FALSE as stated. Immunity does 
not immunize perjury.

Major legal misconception.

Defense cannot present evidence Owens (C045) FALSE categorically under Utah 
Rule 7B.

Major procedural error.

"Full discovery" PBD (C036) QUALIFIED. Displayed filing was 
narrower and discovery continues.

Moderator compression.

Aggravated murder vs murder Owens (C081) QUALIFIED. Statutory distinction 
real; "murder charge" still ordinary 
shorthand.

Valid precision point overstated.

Parent behavior / profit motive Wilson (C048/C004) UNSUPPORTED. Nontechnical overreach; poor 
evidentiary inference.

9. Logic and reasoning-pattern audit under academic standards
The source report's logic audit maps cleanly onto academic argumentation norms. Owens' main weaknesses were 
possibility-to-evidence escalation, false equivalence, argument from incredulity, anomaly stacking, appeals to anonymous 
authority, arguments from silence, confidence shifts and hidden-motive attribution. Wilson's main weaknesses were 
expected-behavior reasoning, unsupported motive attribution, broad political overgeneralization, false precision and ad 
hominem/poisoning-the-well rhetoric. [Source Report pp. 7-10]
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Figure 4. The source report's conspiratorial-reasoning heuristic. The original report explicitly treats this as an argument-structure audit, not a 
psychological classification.

Academic interpretation. Owens' 30/32 source score does not mean "conspiracy thinking is always wrong." It means her 
debate case repeatedly used hidden coordination as an explanatory endpoint before the causal chain was independently 
established. Wilson's 9/32 reflects substantially less of that structure, although his motive claims and broad political 
attributions still create avoidable inferential defects.

10. Rhetoric, fallacies and conduct
Academic debate permits forceful rhetoric, but personal attacks reduce quality when they replace, distort or poison 
evaluation of the argument. The source report keeps rhetoric separate from misinformation, which is the correct 
methodological choice.

Wilson - 4.0/10 conduct
Wilson's major conduct failure is severe. The source report identifies "So I just think all women are retarded" (C069) as the 
most serious personal-rhetoric failure in the transcript, alongside insults, broad political caricature and unsupported 
profiteering motive claims. The remark does not erase his evidentiary advantage, but it sharply lowers academic 
professionalism and weakens ethos. [Source Report p. 11]

Owens - 5.5/10 conduct
Owens also repeatedly used ridicule, gaslighting accusations, "knows nothing" framing and TPUSA/influencer insinuations. 
Prior TPUSA coaching was a legitimate disclosure issue; asserting that TPUSA was "sending" Wilson as its "horse" was 
unsupported. This is classic poisoning-the-well risk: a true relationship fact does not establish direction of the present 
argument. [Source Report pp. 11, 19-20]
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Figure 5. Source-report persuasive-technique heuristic. These scores describe content patterns and do not establish conscious intent to deceive.

11. Fact-check ledger as supporting context - not a debate truth rate
The perfected forensic source report contains a 94-unit curated material-claim registry. The denominator was intentionally 
enriched for disputed, consequential and fact-checkable claims, so the counts must not be converted into speaker-wide 
"accuracy percentages." This academic debate report uses the ledger to identify recurrent strengths and weaknesses, not 
to compute a truth rate. [Source Report pp. 3, 23]
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Figure 3. Curated source-report verdict counts. Counts reflect selection and dispute density; they are not comparable speaker-wide accuracy 
percentages.

Speaker Units False Unsupported Qualified Supported Hold Not rateable

Andrew Wilson 26 0 4 9 7 1 5

Candace 
Owens

63 7 23 18 3 1 11

Patrick Bet-
David

5 0 1 2 1 0 1

What the ledger does show. Within the curated high-salience material selected for audit, Owens had more high-impact 
legal/forensic errors and many more unsupported extraordinary claims, while Wilson's main defects were overstatements, 
motive/behavioral inferences, unsupported numerical precision and rhetoric. That pattern is consistent with - but not 
identical to - the academic scoring above.

12. Key exchange-by-exchange academic adjudication
Exchange Academic edge Reason

Shooter certainty / burden Wilson Owens' "0%" is personal and not itself 
misinformation, but her affirmative alternative 
remained under-supported. Wilson better 
matched the available cumulative evidence to his 
claim.

Specific-rifle ballistics Owens on the limitation; Wilson on overall 
inference

Owens correctly emphasized the inconclusive 
microscopic rifle-to-projectile comparison. Her 
"definitively not a 30-06" overclaim lost the 
stronger point.

DNA / degradation Split, slight Wilson Owens correctly exposed mixture complexity; 
Wilson correctly resisted turning degradation into 
a timeline and openly conceded what he could 
not explain.

Hearsay / preliminary hearing Wilson Owens' categorical "entire" hearsay claim and 
equivalence argument failed; Wilson correctly 
noted not all evidence was hearsay.

Use immunity Wilson Owens' license-to-lie formulation was a major 
legal error.

Defense powers at preliminary hearing Wilson Rule 7B directly defeats Owens' categorical "not 
allowed" claim, though defense strategy remains 
discretionary.

Scene anomalies / paving / bodycam / backpack Owens on questions, no winner on hidden 
mechanism

Owens raised legitimate documentary 
weaknesses. Academic credit stops where 
anomaly is promoted to planting/cover-up without 
bridge evidence.

France / Israel involvement Wilson Owens' confidence far exceeded public 
operational evidence; Wilson's bridge-evidence 
objection is academically decisive.

Exploding microphone Wilson The theory was framed as viable without 
comparable positive forensic evidence. 
Hypothesis generation is not burden discharge.

TPUSA relationship Owens on disclosure; Wilson on direction claim Prior coaching relationship is real and relevant. 
Payment/direction for this debate was not 
established.

Steakhouse stop Wilson narrowly There was a genuine lead, so "no evidence" was 
too absolute; but the stop was not publicly 
confirmed as Robinson's.

Screwdriver planting / bodycam failure Owens on anomaly, Wilson on mechanism 
burden

Bodycam failure merits scrutiny, but affirmative 
planting evidence was not presented.
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13. Debater profiles under academic standards

Andrew Wilson: strong evidentiary debater, weakened by rhetoric
 Best skill: keeping the main dispute tied to a cumulative evidence model rather than a single exhibit.
 Best epistemic behavior: explicit uncertainty concession on DNA degradation.
 Best argumentative move: demanding a causal bridge from anomaly to specific hidden-action mechanism.
 Best legal point: rejecting the categorical claim that the defense could not present evidence at preliminary hearing.
 Primary technical weakness: some prosecution allegations treated too much like settled facts; over-absolute "no evidence" 

language.
 Primary logic weakness: parent-behavior and profiteering motive inferences; unsupported "90%" precision.
 Primary conduct weakness: personal insults and severe sex-based essentialization materially below academic-discussion 

standards.

Candace Owens: strong anomaly detector, weak affirmative burden discharge
 Best skill: identifying real evidentiary limitations, procedural anomalies and source-provenance questions that deserve 

explanation.
 Best forensic point: resisting a conclusive specific-rifle ballistics claim when the comparison was inconclusive.
 Best reliability-positive behavior: live correction of the Twiggs-on-rifle extrapolation.
 Primary technical weakness: DNA/fingerprint conflation, use-immunity misconception, hearsay overstatement and defense-

powers error.
 Primary logic weakness: anomaly stacking and possibility-to-probability escalation without mechanism-level bridge evidence.
 Primary source weakness: extraordinary hidden-actor claims carried by anonymous/private sources without public 

corroboration proportional to the conclusion.
 Primary calibration weakness: categorical or full-confidence language despite unresolved evidence.

14. Patrick Bet-David moderator analysis
PBD receives a separate moderator score of 7.8/10. This score is not comparable to the debater composite because the 
role is different. The source report describes him as mixed but generally constructive: strong on clarification and willingness 
to verify, weaker when quick fact-check cards compressed legal nuance. [Source Report pp. 2, 11]

Figure 6. Moderator scorecard based on the documented interventions in the source report.

Location Moderator action Academic assessment

38:23-38:42 Clarifies each debater's shooter probability 
and locks Owens at 0%.

Excellent proposition clarification.

53:42-58:40 Calls for Rule 1102 check during hearsay 
dispute.

Useful facilitation; needed clearer 
admissibility-vs-weight distinction.
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1:11:46-1:12:25 Displays Rule 801 excerpt and alleged 
message.

Helpful on narrow point; too compressed for 
broader hearsay dispute.

1:26:15 Says mainstream media "hates" the 
conversation and wants control.

Unsupported moderator-originated motive 
generalization.

1:52:32 Introduces filing as "full discovery" by April 1. Overstates displayed language; discovery was 
continuing.

1:57:22 Asks what evidence would change Owens' 
mind.

Excellent falsifiability question.

3:38:58-3:39:38 Directly checks Owens' phone after live-
coaching insinuation.

Strong verification practice; tests accusation 
rather than letting it linger.

Moderator bottom line. PBD improved the debate most when he froze a proposition, demanded exactness or performed 
direct verification. He weakened it when he adopted a partisan motive generalization or treated a quick legal card as more 
dispositive than the underlying rule justified.

15. Final weighted score reconciliation
Dimension Weight AW score AW weighted CO score CO weighted

Burden of proof & 
thesis management

15% 8.5 1.27 4.5 0.67

Evidence quality & 
source provenance

20% 8.0 1.60 5.0 1.00

Inferential strength / 
warrant

20% 8.0 1.60 4.0 0.80

Rebuttal & 
responsiveness

15% 8.0 1.20 6.5 0.97

Epistemic calibration 10% 8.5 0.85 4.0 0.40

Counterevidence, 
correction & 
falsifiability

10% 8.0 0.80 6.5 0.65

Legal / forensic 
conceptual precision

5% 7.5 0.38 4.5 0.23

Dialectical conduct & 
relevance

5% 4.0 0.20 5.5 0.28

TOTAL 100% 7.9 7.90 5.0 5.00

FINAL ACADEMIC VERDICT
Andrew Wilson: 7.9/10 - STRONG. Candace Owens: 5.0/10 - MIXED / LIMITED. Wilson wins the debate on evidence-centered 
academic standards by a clear margin. The margin is driven by inferential sufficiency, burden management, source discipline 
and calibration - not by rhetorical polish. Owens receives meaningful credit for legitimate anomaly detection, cross-
examination, forensic skepticism and live correction, but those strengths do not supply the missing warrants for her most 
consequential affirmative hidden-action claims.

16. What could change the academic verdict?
Because the underlying criminal case is pending and the source report is explicitly time-bounded, the academic evaluation 
should change if the evidentiary base changes. New authenticated evidence could materially upgrade or downgrade 
arguments that were rationally weak or strong at the August 14 cutoff.

 Authenticated device-level evidence showing message fabrication or alternate authorship.
 Primary records confirming or disproving the Panguitch steakhouse stop.
 Verified operational evidence linking a foreign actor to planning, communication, financing, access or execution.
 Explosive residue, device pathology or authenticated microphone-fragment analysis supporting an explosive mechanism.
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 Definitive alternate-shooter video or source records establishing an actual frame-up mechanism.
 Trial testimony materially changing the provenance or interpretation of rifle, DNA, surveillance or admissions evidence.

An academic debate score is therefore conditional on the evidence available at the time. A future speaker who updates 
after stronger evidence should be rewarded rather than mechanically bound to a prior score.

17. Limitations, reproducibility and triple-check audit
Audit control Result

Source-control audit All substantive case/debate assertions in this report were derived from 
the supplied perfected forensic PDF; representative findings were 
cross-checked against its executive assessment, logic/conspiracy 
audit, moderator audit, 94-unit ledger and final synthesis.

Count reconciliation 94 total units; 26 AW, 63 CO, 5 PBD. Verdict totals reconcile to 7 false, 
28 unsupported, 29 qualified, 11 supported, 2 hold and 17 not 
rateable.

Scoring arithmetic Weighted rubric recomputed programmatically from eight dimensions; 
Wilson 7.90, Owens 5.00. Moderator score separately averages 7.80.

Denominator safeguard No speaker-wide misinformation percentage is computed. The curated 
ledger is used only as supporting context.

Scope safeguard No new factual theory about the criminal case was introduced. The 
report evaluates argumentative performance using the source report 
as the controlling factual substrate.

Name/version safeguard Supplied filename indicates V2_2, while the internal cover/publication 
statement says V2.1. The supplied artifact itself is the controlling 
source regardless of label mismatch.

Visual QA Final DOCX/PDF is rendered page-by-page and inspected for clipping, 
overlap, table breakage and chart legibility before release.

AUDIT CONCLUSION
The academic verdict is robust to reasonable reweighting. Wilson's lead is concentrated in the highest-weight dimensions - 
evidence quality, inferential strength and burden management. Owens' stronger showing in cross-examination and her 
meaningful correction behavior narrow the gap, but do not overcome the central sufficiency problem identified throughout the 
forensic source record.

18. Framework and source references

Controlling source artifact
Pangburn Analysis. Andrew Wilson vs Candace Owens: The Charlie Kirk Debate - Official Post-Debate Forensic Report. 
Supplied PDF filename: Pangburn_Analysis_Wilson_vs_Owens_Charlie_Kirk_OFFICIAL_POST_DEBATE_V2_2.pdf. 
Internal document label: V2.1. Prepared 14 August 2026; evidence cutoff 14 August 2026. 30 pages. This is the controlling 
factual and transcript-audit substrate for the present report.

Academic argumentation framework
 Toulmin, Stephen E. The Uses of Argument. 2nd ed. Cambridge University Press, 2003. Framework for claim, data, warrant, 

backing, qualifier and rebuttal.
 van Eemeren, Frans H., and Rob Grootendorst. A Systematic Theory of Argumentation: The Pragma-Dialectical Approach. 

Cambridge University Press, 2003. Critical-discussion model, burden and discussion rules.
 Nickerson, Raymond S. Argumentation: The Art of Persuasion. Cambridge University Press, 2020, especially Chapter 3, 

"Evaluating Arguments." Relevance, weight, truth/falsity and synthesis in argument evaluation.
 Groarke, Leo. "Informal Logic." Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (archived Fall 2020 edition). Summarizes acceptability-

relevance-sufficiency criteria associated with informal logic.
 Walton, Douglas. Burden of Proof, Presumption and Argumentation. Cambridge University Press, 2014. Context-sensitive 

burdens of proof and presumptions in legal and conversational argumentation.

Framework use note. These works provide the academic evaluation criteria only. They are not used to replace, expand or 
silently correct the criminal-case facts in the supplied Pangburn forensic report.
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Appendix A. Score-anchor definitions
Score band Interpretation

9.0-10.0 Exceptional Consistently meets burden with high-quality evidence, explicit 
warrants, strong rebuttal, precise qualification and minimal material 
fallacy.

8.0-8.9 Very strong Strong on nearly all central argumentative tasks; errors are limited or 
secondary.

7.0-7.9 Strong Substantively effective with identifiable weaknesses that do not defeat 
the main case.

6.0-6.9 Adequate Competent but inconsistent; material weaknesses in one or more 
central dimensions.

5.0-5.9 Mixed / limited Meaningful strengths, but important burdens or warrants remain 
unmet.

4.0-4.9 Weak Frequent insufficiency, miscalibration or category errors materially 
undermine the case.

Below 4.0 Seriously deficient Central argument repeatedly fails relevance/sufficiency/burden or is 
dominated by unsupported assertion.
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Appendix B. High-leverage source-report units used in academic scoring
Source unit Finding Academic role

C004 AW Profit motive - unsupported Penalizes evidence/source and inference.

C009 CO .30-06 definitive exclusion - unsupported Penalizes calibration/inference.

C014 CO "five sets of prints" - false Penalizes forensic precision.

C016 CO DNA degradation -> recent use - unsupported Penalizes warrant quality.

C021 AW Admits no explanation for degradation - 
supported

Credits calibration.

C022 CO "entire preliminary hearing" hearsay - false Penalizes legal precision.

C025 CO Procedural admissibility treated as evidentiary 
equivalence - false

Penalizes relevance/sufficiency.

C030 CO Use immunity permits lying - false Major legal precision penalty.

C034 CO Alternate account login possibilities - 
unsupported

Possibility is not positive evidence.

C041 AW Anonymous-source unverifiability point - 
supported

Credits source criticism.

C045 CO Defense not allowed to present evidence - false Major procedural penalty.

C048 AW Expected-parent behavior - unsupported Penalizes behavioral inference.

C051 CO Feds asked Twiggs no questions - false literal 
formulation

Penalizes factual precision.

C057 CO Rapid scene paving - qualified Credits legitimate anomaly detection.

C060/C061 CO French plot / France-Israel involvement - 
unsupported

Central burden and calibration penalties.

C070 AW TPUSA debate training relationship - supported Relevant conflict disclosure fact.

C071 CO TPUSA sending Wilson as "horse" - unsupported Penalizes motive/direction attribution.

C072 CO Exploding-microphone theory viable - 
unsupported

Penalizes mechanism sufficiency.

C087/C088 CO Screwdriver planted / bodycam timing Credits anomaly; penalizes unsupported planting 
mechanism.

C090 AW "90%" intuition - unsupported Penalizes false precision.

C093 PBD Phone check after live-coaching insinuation - 
supported

Credits direct moderator verification.

C094 PBD Rule 801 fact-check - qualified Penalizes fact-check compression.
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