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debaters have forgotten the importance of at ss;e ececaity of
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further practical development of criterion (C? iﬁ'll g To88) . fow
1986; Church & Wilbanks, 1986; Qhurgh, 1986,d Jéhérence ) e
debaters seem to be using the criteria to }en c e riteris
debate. As Gill (1988) pointed out, in some lnStancither e
has degenerated to catastrophic arguments. In e "highost
judges are being asked to accept some.ludlcrously na o her S ehan
S piny & nerhon iﬁportiétt%iiuihightgslfﬁzgiig the competing
developing a method of evalua 1 ; 1 e e hney wioh to
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THE NECESSITY OF CRITERIA
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i clu y
holars. Church and Wilbanks (1?8§) con .
iiiteria or equivalent arguments deflnﬁ?g thedkeiéizigii;:igegjizg‘
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ked. ) . )
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therefore must provide and defend a cri )
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ncriteria should be treated as <a> jurisdictional issue.” (p. ).

'Portions of this paper were presented at the 1987 Western
Speech Conference, Salt Lake City, Utah.

26
Meldrum

In short, they argue that the criteria helps define ground in a
debate and is therefore essential.

While I understand that development of a sound criteria can
aid a judge in making a decision, I am not inclined to place a
"prima facia“ burden on the affirmative team. In discussing this
approach we must first analyze the reasons behind criteria being a
fundamental requirement of the affirmative.

The first reason for criteria being a prima facia burden is
based largely on Matlon's (1981) analysis of definitive and
designative issues. Matlon's (1981) approach assumes that a
proposition of value is being debated. In fact, much of the work
presented is based on Matlon's (1981) analysis of definitive and
designative issues. Matlon (1981) defined them as;

They [the stock issues of value consideration] are most often called the
"definitive issue" and designative issue.” The first issue poses this
question: “Are certain specific definitions or criteria available to
justify the judgement claimed in the propositions?" Here, value
standard(s) are made explicit...The second issue poses this question: "Do
the beliefs, values, or facts in the proposition conform to the
definitions or criteria?" Here, the characteristics of the person,
- object, event, etc., must fulfill the conditions for the assignment of the
value standard(s) (p. 496).

In utilizing this approach several authors have concurred with
Matlon's (1981) burdens. The acceptance of Matlon's prima facia
issues has become virtually universal. Because Matlon's discussion
is based on the acceptance of a value resolution, the burden
established on this basis should be focused on value debate.
Unfortunately, these burdens are used on all debate topics. For
this reason, I will look at the application of these arguments in
to other resolutional forms.

Young and Gaske (1984) base their supposition of a prima facia
burden on the assumption that presumption lies against the
resolution. Therefore the affirmative has the burden of proof,
which would include a burden to provide a system to evaluate the
debate. The burden of proof analysis is quite persuasive in
requiring the affirmative to justify the acceptance of the
resolution, but there is no reason to assume that this includes a
method of evaluation. An example of this can be found in the
operation of our own congress. Representatives propose resolutions
that are debated and analyzed from a number of viewpoints.
Eventually a decision is made concerning the resolution, all
without an explicit criteria. Certainly representatives are using
an implicit form of Cost-Benefit Analysis, but it is up to those
debating the resolution to provide reasons for one set of issues to
take precedence dver the opposing issues. Utilizing an implicit
assumption of criteria would have the effect of easing a critic's
job. Both teams would have an incentive to weligh issues that are
discussed and explain why their particular arguments should take
precedence. 1In fact, historically debates have required critics to
make similar decisions practically all of the time, without any
noticeable ill effects.
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value, rather than a pre-policy option.t Foraiiiizniié rothinent

eign Investment topic asked debaters to ev .
ggral%owing investment. This topic hgidéyt?iii fg;eaézﬁiﬁfrésggtzg
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tion. While a criteria i
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sound evaluation of issues, it is not'an.lss
whether or not a certain case would be within the parameters of the
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resolution or define the boundaries of the resolution. 1In fact, it
could be argued that a criteria has nothing at all to do with the
affirmative being within the parameters of the resolution.

It might seem that I have taken positions on both sides of the
fence. I began by demanding that a sound method of evaluation is
essential in CEDA debate and finished by saying that there is no
burden for the establishment of a Criteria. Quite to the contrary
my argument is that criterion at best help us understand debates,
and that this necessity to understand can be fulfilled by other
means. At this point it would seem that I have left non-policy
debate in a somewhat precarious place. Not only have I arqued that
we should remove a traditional burden on the affirmative team, I
have also called for a return to the days when debates were
evaluated by simple impact. Fortunately, my argument would not be
finished without one more point. My point being that the criteria
should be viewed as a Strategic choice for teams. It is not hard
to imagine that the criteria used can help a team promote their
view of the resolution. By employing this view there is some risk

One need only look at the proliferation of
topicality standards to see the inventiveness of debaters when
given an incentive to use various issues. Weighing mechanisms and
standards for weighing mechanisms could proliferate in a similar
way. Additionally, the tradition of arguing about highest values
in pre or quasi-policy debates could be set aside for the more
important process of evaluating competing issues.

The second half of this project will be discussion of some
standards for an evaluative method, should one be provided.

STANDARDS FOR AN EFFECTIVE EVALUATIVE METHOD

Suggest a one-sided value that they hope to maximize. This form of
Criteria seems to lead to debate that Gill (1989) refers to as
"catastrophic" in nature. The establishment of a sound method of
evaluation that allows two sides of an issue to be debated would
remove some of this tendency. The final section of this paper will
be an explanation of four standards that could be used in
evaluating the worth of a particular method of evaluation.

1. Field Context

One of the first steps an advocate must take is to determine
in what field the topic belongs. As Windes and Hastings (1965)
pointed out, "Most of the value judgments in arqumentative analysis
will be grounded in the immediate field of argument... Birth

of values and arguments may be constructed on the basis of each
system" (p.165). It is necessary for the advocates to assume a
field perspective in order to form the method used to evaluate the
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debatié is equally important for the advocate to assume the correct

ective. For instance, it would seem meanlngless.forsimziim §§
perip te the proposition "Resolved that forelgq inve P
EZirﬁiental to this nation" using standards'of medlca;tfgif;rly aﬁ
This is initially true because a doctor is not piﬁe iteria
expert in the field of foreign investment. Also, 1a be totaile
dogtor would use to evaluate foreign 1nvestmentdggg vould e onY
irrelevant to the issue at hand. A betper.stan e toines sone
that came from a field actively involved in 1nves§m§gs Whilé then
as one based on legal standards or economic spazAa ilfustrates e
may be an extreme example of abuse, it certain Y
issue of field context.

2. Justification

Gill (1988) suggests that the crigerla need to ::fﬁé;'zt??ggi?
of justification. Expanding upon the ideas ﬁftwaiie orocess o
work on justification, Gill arques tha is o "oatastrophic
justification will remove much of the.emphaSLS " LrophiS
3; acts.” Following Gill's original idea one cou(i éiiiigs e
éogception of justification to the philosophlci}tiz ?igértance o
the criteria provided. Ulrich (1983) Qotg? Fha' e i ance of
the philosophical "view" and th;t this .Ylewllw o Sptect the
eventual understanding of the topic. Addltlonab %, ome tmplicic
assume that a method of evaluation does_not embody s to ompLisit
hilosophical view. Consider a topic which brought t? 'ngividual
gh; inherent friction between collgct;vinlzfiize;ga p;rspective
i ¥ Yy could approach the topic fr A S '
g;ngthg 2§§F argue gﬁ;t rights are the most gmiiéfaﬁzelijfea
Similarly, the opposing team qould argue ’th?sm is a bettes way
hilosophical system consistent with utilitariani S ha or Wy
Eo evaluate the round. Clearly, the acceptange o Gther mould
significantly affect the outcome of the deba€?0d of epiould De
incumbent upon the teams to indicate wpy the.me oy auation
they provided is justified in te;ms of its phllos;p ovelamment. ne
process of justification alone will lead to further
Gill (1989) noted: .
i j £ i ion and justification of criteria
é;i;ssi?feh:?; it?ziivgntﬂgu;riZEZi;l22;ated byjinappropriate catastrophe

i i ents are
arguments. Justification of criterion makes clea§ w?;g?t:rgzg e anre
irgelevaﬁt to the topic area and focuses research e

themselves more sguarely on the issues at hand (p-43).

i he
The process of justification will lead to an underiz?giggiigal
issues leading to the acceptance of'a pgr@lculardp S osophical
system and to the decisions that are implicitly made

decision is made.

3. Division of Ground
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Since the function of the method of evaluation is to test
resolutional validity, it is necessary for the method to provide
ground for both sides of the issue to be debated.

A one-sided method of evaluation would lend itself to analysis
that would bring to light only the advantages or disadvantages of
a proposition. Take for instance the Fall 1990 resolution;
Resolved: that government censorship of publiec artistic expression

In presenting their case an affirmative could simply offer
an absolutist rights approach. In essence, the affirmative would
be arguing that individual rights are the only issue of any
importance. This form of evaluative method would leave the
negative without ground since their side of the topic requires that
individual rights be restricted. 7o compete on these grounds the
negative is given the incentive to provide an equally one-sided
method of evaluation. The debate then degenerates into a two one-
sided discussions without clash. Each side is simply trying to get
a critic to believe that the issuye they choose is more important.
In this case the level of infringement occurring versus the good
obtained need never occur. Therefore,
censorship may never be debated.

A fairly simple way to force the discussion to the issues
embodied in the resolution is to require that the method of
evaluation provided gives a method to evaluate issues inherently
competing in the resolution. In the example provided the

that non-policy debate jg not
resolutions, i

eéspecially important since not all of the Propositions debated by
CEDA participants are of the value genre. 1In fact many of the past
resolutions have been of a fact or quasi-policy nature. Dixon and
concur "..that CEDA Propositions tend to vary in

ranging from value to guasi-
policy" (p. 17).

This
Mills (1964)
in concluding that, "in practice, the
classification of a given Proposition is an almost indispensable
step in analyzing it, because each kind of broposition has
distinctive proof requirements” (p. 42-3). Propositional
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classification is also necessary to enhance clash. Dixon and
Leslie (1984) arque, "The result of improper or non-existent
propositional classification is two teams interpreting a
proposition differently, resulting in a debate without clash where
debaters develop their argumentation on entirely different planes
and a judge is left with no way to objectively adjudicate the
round" (p. 16). The offshoot of this is that the method being
submitted by the different teams must be consistent with the type
of proposition being used.

The focus of the prior sections of this paper has been ;o
propose a new perspective on the use of criterion in pre or quasi-
policy debate. Disposing of the prima facia burden of criteria in
the debate is an attempt to increase the depth of the debate on
substantive issues. It is my contention that this lack of depth is
the cause of many problems in non-policy debate. One symptom of
this lack of depth is the use of poorly analyzed criterion in an
attempt to get on to the "big impacts" or "highest value."

It is certainly not my argument that CEDA should rid itself of
all "big impact" arguments, but rather that some of the focus
should return issues more closely relevant to the resolution. The
burdens’ and standards provided here are one method to do just that.
Hopefully, by removing the need for a criteria and replacing it
with a choice between a nothing and an evaluative method we may
return to a substantive debate of important issues.
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