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". . . the affirmative must describe the nature of their criteria and
demonstrate their relevance to the proposition” (Warnick, 1981, p. 117).

"Our value is " (Any debater, any year).

It's inevitable. After defining the terms in the resolution,
most first affirmative speakers in a CEDA debate round proudly
announce, "The value we uphold is [insert valuel," and proceed to
name an abstract value such as life, peace, or democracy. If not,
the second negative speaker will ask upon cross-examination, "So,
what's your value?" Once, just once, I would like to hear the
first affirmative respond, "Well, I'm one of the better debaters on
our squad, I get pretty good grades, and my parents think I'm
pretty smart. What's your value?"

Joking aside for the moment, the criteria issue in non-policy
debate is too often given cursory attention by debaters without a
genuine understanding of the functions criteria serve (Cole, Boggs
& Twohy, 1986, p. 36). The purpose of this paper is to further
understanding of the criteria issue. Specifically, the paper will
(1) discuss the development of criteria standards in
intercollegiate debate, (2) present arguments justifying the
legitimacy of evaluative standards for criteria, and (3) explain
the proposed standard of resolutional relevance. For purposes of
clarity, and to reflect current debate usage, this paper will use
the word criteria to refer to both singular and plural.

While a clear-cut definition may not exist, this paper defines
criteria as the mechanism that operationalizes the evaluative term
in the resolution. 1In a sense, criteria functions as the warrant,
linking the resolutional claim with the data advanced for its proof
(Toulmin, 1958). Because many disputes revolve around the adequacy
of the warrant, evaluative standards for warrants advanced in
debate become important.

The Need for Criteria Standards

CEDA distinguishes itself, substantively, from NDT debate in
its selection and use of non-policy propositions. These
propositions differ from policy propositions in their requirement
of criteria defining affirmative resolutional burdens. Put simply,
in CEDA the affirmative must tell what they must do to prove the
resolution true. Although all resolutions, non-policy and policy
included, require the articulation of criteria, the development and
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debate. If all paradigms are internally consistent, as Zarefsky

notes (1982, p. 142), the need for general evaluative standards

generated from sources other than those paradigms is imperative.
This point might be illustrated by returning to Toulmin's

model of argument. Toulmin claims (excuse the pun) that the
components of argument - claim, data, warrant - are field
universal. The substance of the warrant, however, 1is field

specific. In the context of Zarefsky's argument, paradigms do not
specify or alter the form of argument, but provide standards for
evaluating warrants. The standards that are the focus of this
paper are field universal; that is, they deal with issues directly
related to the form of the argument.

This paper contends that the resolution is the proper starting
point of the debate process (Church & Wilbanks, 1986, p. 45) and,
consequently, should be the initial source of evaluative standards
for criteria. Because the resolution is the only common ground for
debate, it would be an appropriate place to begin formulating
criteria. Generally, resolutions for debate exist prior to and
independent of the theory we have constructed for their
verification. This is especially true of CEDA debate. Because no
single paradigm dominates CEDA practice the criteria is usually
formulated after analysis of the resolution and is specifically
tailored to the subject matter and type of resolution (fact, value
or gquasi-policy). Even Zarefsky, in his seminal article on
criteria, derived criteria from resolutions in the aforementioned
manner (Zarefsky, 1980Q0).

In summary, the underlying problem with Zarefsky's position is
that the theoretical paradigms used to develop propositions and
their classification are different in type than the paradigms or
criteria used to prove their truth or falsity. The criteria chosen
to prove a resolution certainly could be judged by standards based
upon our collective beliefs about resolutions. Utilizing this
normative basis, the paper proposes a standard of resolutional
relevance that can be used to evaluate criteria. Such standards
would be beneficial for two reasons:

First, evaluative standards could assist the arguer of a
proposition in choosing or formulating criteria. In a debate
resolution, one is given only a vague evaluative term from which to
begin his analysis. For example, how does one define "undesirable’
in the Fall 1990 CEDA topic? Leaping from that point to actual
verification of the resolution requires some sort of theoretical
assistance. Brownlee's relevance standard, for example, suggests
using the field implied by the resolution to ascertain criteria
(1987, p. 60). By analogy, policy debaters have general stock
issues to guide them from resolution to case (Tuman, 1987, p. 87).
Criteria standards could help debaters in the task of finding
criteria by providing starting points for research.

Second, evaluative standards would provide a common ground for
arguing criteria in debate rounds. As a debate judge, one is often
faced with the situation in which both sides in a round advance
criteria, yet have no idea how to compare them as a means of
choosing the best decision rule. At this point, debate lowers
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the American judicial system has overemphasxzed Ereedom of i
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standing alone, do not allow determinatlop of thg Fruth o e
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based on Zarefsky's value maximization standard: "Whoever best
upholds [insert value] wins the debate." This type of argument is
counterproductive because it shifts the focus of the debate from
the resolution to an abstract, perhaps even irrelevant, value.

On the same topic, suppose the affirmative operationally
defined "overemphasized" as the actual treatment of free press
issues by the Supreme Court. By empirically counting the number of
times the Supreme Court voted in favor of free press over competing
interests, conclusions could be drawn about the Court's treatment
of free press issues (Anderson, 1987). This type of criteria is
more persuasive, as an argument, because it directly links the
criteria to the evaluative term in the resolution.

Another example may further illuminate this point. It is

disadvantage—type arguments on almost every proposition. Rather
than deal with the affirmative criteria, INC simply announces that
"Life is paramount," reads a piece of evidence, claims it as a
"counter-criteria," and the debate continues. Life may be
important, and the disadvantage—type argument may actually have
something to do with the resolution, but to simply assert life as
a counter-criteria with no connection to the resolution does not
allow for an accurate denial of the resolution, as the negative
desires.

A second aspect of resolutional nexus concerns the type of
resolution debated. Criteria should be formulated not only based
upon the resolution itself, but also the type of resolution. The
affirmative should establish the classification of the resolution
as one of fact, value, quasi-policy, or whatever, and their
criteria should have a definite connection to that type of
resolution. Many debaters in CEDA, for example, have developed a
passion for the value maximization criteria mentioned earlier.
zZarefsky suggested this Ccriteria for evaluating propositions
dealing with a conflict among values (1980, p. 13), but it might be
inappropriate for quasi-policy propositions, which imply the
traditional stock issues.

This has become a common problem in CEDA. The use of free
expression as a criteria does not inform a judge how to determine
if censorship is undesirable, just as a policy-making paradigm does
not shed any light on the question of whether the American judicial
system has overemphasized Freedom of the Press. As mentioned
earlier, many judges intervene with their own standards under these
circumstances. Likewise, critics in CEDA often face the difficult
situation in which one side interprets the resolution as a
different type than the other. The consequences of failure to
encompass the type of resolution in criteria are clear: Lack of
clash in rounds and extreme difficulty in evaluation (Dixon &
Leslie, 1984, p. 16).

The second major component of resolutional relevance is
resolutional threshold. This term is borrowed from Cole, Bogs and
Twohy (1986, p. 39) and addresses the recent controversy over
whether the focus of debate is the resolution or specific example
advocated by the affirmative (Herbeck & Katsulas, 1985; Rhodes &
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Pfau, 1985). The most logical pos;tion to emerge frgg;bztz
discussion is that, while the affirmative does qot have tg_ bat
the whole resolution, they must prove the resolution trui;g:}%g oé
1985, p. 32) through the use of reasonaple, repreiiq a izvé or
significant examples. This standard requires the affirma e o
establish, in criteria, at what level they plan to pro
ion true. . .

reSOl:Eéther situation judges encounter in FEDA rounds is tha; é?
which the affirmative team offers a specif{c example as priztion
the resolution's truth while the negative disputes the reso aeion
on a holistic level. One would normally gxpect crlgerlat ° oo
dispositive on this issue, but it rarely is. The.c oses L oSt
affirmative teams get to the issue of thresQPld is Slmpt?the
declare that, "Our contentions are indepen@ent, or ?o agse;s ne
primacy of their example. If the function gf crlterlal;£ion
operationalize the evaluative term or phrase 1n‘th§ resoh - thé
then that operationalization should ngcessarlly lndlcaie o
affirmative plans to prove the resolution throggh example. Man

The necessity of this standard prec}udes its rigidity. th:ig
non-policy propositions contain evaluative terms that, 02 elr
face, do not anticipate the use of exa@ples for their prgﬁ .le or
example, the Spring 1988 CEDA resolution asked whethe; de %he
concept of Freedom of the Press had been overemphasized. cane
evaluation of overemphasis might include references totcer 2ut
examples, such as pornography, cameras in.tbe cqurtroom, e c.ﬂasis
without justifying the examples used, verlflcgt}on of overgmpfluid
is not possible. Other non-policy propositions contha. o
evaluative terms which, by their nature, cgll for a WZ{Q ln%hat
examples. On the Fall 1988 CEDA _topic, R?SOlV?t.d'states
significantly stronger third party participation in Unite s
Presidential elections would benefit the ppl}tlcal process an
affirmative team could deal with a sgeglflc benefit to holz
political process without the risk of fa%l%ng to prove t‘.he.w}“n
resolution because the term benefit im%lliltly suggests weighing

s and disadvantages to the evaluatum. ) .

advan%igihe tenor of thisgpaper suggests that affirmatives s?gulg
clearly state their position on resolution or example in "éiin
affirmative constructive, it does. If one accepts the poilt'on
that the affirmative has an obligation tovprove the reiq ; the
true, then the criteria should provide a vghlclg through w iction
judge can make the inductive leap from afﬁlrmat%ve to resi.u t'oﬁ
If the affirmative fails to do so, and the 1nduc§1ve genera iza iAC
cannot be made, then the case would not be prima fac1e_afte€987
because of its failure to prove the resolution true (Bile, ’
i lz%ﬁis standard is analogous to the concept of significance in
policy debate--the affirmative case is gxpected to reach S ce§§21n
level of significance to justify adoption of the offeri Eo éafi
Although significance was originally foryulated to reflect r ar
world decisions about policies, many judges have adapped . e
concept as a test of resolutional threshold. ?hu;,'an affirmative
case that does not reach a certain level of significance does not
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warrant changing the present system. Non-policy debate needs such
a standard for criteria.

This standard would also solve what has become an additional
headache for many negative teams in CEDA. Many affirmative teams
offer multiple examples of the resolution, independent contentions,
claiming each example is capable of proving the resolution.
Requiring the affirmative to designate a resolutional threshold
would force the affirmative to explain how each separate contention
proves the resolution true. In addition to reducing the abusive
practice of stacking examples, this standard would give the
affirmative incentive to provide a criteria which could evaluate
affirmative examples against negative examples.

Conclusion

CEDA is not value debate. Too many debaters, utilizing the
opposite view as their starting point of resolutional analysis,
have adopted a perspective of criteria which shifts the focus of
debate from proving resolutions to debating abstract values. CEDA
does debate ©propositions of value but, more frequently,
propositions generally classified as non-policy. Using basic
assumptions shared about the nature of non-policy resolutions and
their classification, this paper articulated an evaluative standard
for criteria of resolutional relevance. This standard requires
simply that the criteria chosen for debate of a given resolution
have something to do with that resolution. Many of the problems
facing CEDA, on a pragmatic level, are directly related to a
misunderstanding of criteria and how it functions in non-policy
debate. A standard of resolutional relevance could assist in
returning CEDA to debating resolutions.
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"[Mloney, relative to other measures of value, should become
less important as we slough toward the millennium. The catch is
that, as soon as YOu say anything that could remotely be construed
as anti-money, it sounds like the sixties. The very words smell of
reefer. They conjure images of bearded vegetarians in flannel
shirts, and hippie chicks who didn't shave their armpits. They
open one to that most damning of charges: not pragmatic" (Shames,
1989, p. 189). America's search for values in an age of greed is
not proceeding well at all.

We justify the bombing of a Libyan compound to deter terrorism
and produce a net saving of human life. We forget that Truman used
the same calculus when he decided to obliterate the Japanese cities
of Hiroshima and Nagasaki. we justify the deaths of 73 children

from Progeria, the aging disease. Because the disease has an
incidence of 1:8,000,000 births, pharmaceutical companies won't
fund research for a cure; it's not cost-efficient. We justify

criminal behavior as patriotic without even knowing his criminal's
value calculus.

"Back at his NSC office on November 25, {1986), the day he was
fired, [Oliver] North sat down to list the priorities that had motivated

him:

1. my country

2. Presidency

3. family

4. hostages

5. others who helped

Right before “others who helped, ' North had written “self,’ but then
crossed it out." (Emerson, 1988, p. 234)

Maybe, altruism is dead. Maybe not. More likely, values continue
to evolve, or according to some, devolve, but, for certain, our
instruments to discover and test this d/evolution are not keeping
pace.

PREMISE:

Is the search for values worth it? Yes., “aAn enlarged concept
of rhetoric is necessary if we are to comprehend the substantial
and dynamic sense in which rhetoric functions to generate
continuous validation of ways in which communities act together"
(Scott, 1973, p. 88).

But wvalues are unavoidable. True. However, value

decide which arguer did the better debating engages criteria which
explore a value. Traditionally, that calculus is introduced by the

arquer affirming the resolutional claim.
By default, this is the common practice: a debater argues '"the
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