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is to teach our students how to make those decisions. In the real world, ;.)r?sumptlons
play a crucial role in providing useful rule-of-thumb §tandards for deciding among
alternatives. In debate, however, we should not presume in advance that any substantive
claim is more likely to be true than any other substantive claim. Rather, we shox'xld let
the debaters debate about that claim. The pedagogical function of debat'e‘therefore is best
met by eliminating presumption as a key theoretical concept and requiring Fhat bpth the
affirmative and negative meet a burden of proof on every issue under consideration.
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Using Presumption as a Decision Rule in
Value Debate

KAREN WHEDBEE

In 1828, Richard Whately introduced the word Ppresumption into the vocabulary of
thetorical theory. He.thought of presumption, primarily, as a sort of inventional tool:
it represents the starting point of debate, and it indicates the lines of argument that may
be presented by participants. Although Whately emphasized the role of presumption as
an inventional tool, he also recognized a sense in which presumption can be used as a
decision rule; that is, in some circumstances, presumption provides a standard by which
to evaluate competing arguments.

Presumption has played a pivotal role in academic debate--particularly in American
debating societies. In policy debate, presumption traditionally was granted to the
negative side when the negative defended the status quo. The affirmative, on the other
hand, carried the burden of overturning presumption. Although innovations such as
comparative-advantage cases render presumption less important (Vasilius 34), in
traditional policy debates, if the affirmative fails to establish particular arguments, then
the negative must win the debate by default. In such debates, presumption gives debaters
a clear sense of what types of arguments they must make, and it also provides judges
with a standard for evaluating the arguments and rendering a decision.  Other
tformulations of presumption have come out of the arena of academic debate. Zarefsky,
for example, argues that presumption should be granted to the negative, that is, against
the resolution, rather than in favor of the status quo (5).

With the advent of non-policy, including value, topics in academic debate came
questions about the role of presumption in such debates. As presumption has been
adapted to academic debate, both as an inventional tool and as a decision rule, these
scholars have made major modifications to the concept. This essay will show that such
modifications have done serious damage to Whately’s original concept by attempting to
make presumption do things that it cannot do; presumption rarely, if ever, can operate
as a decision rule in value debate. Further, some modifications result in confusion about
the role of presumption. To support this thesis, I begin by examining how Whately
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conceived of presumption, and then I evaluate the modifications made to Whately’s
original concept.

Whately on Presumption

When Whately first proposed the notion 'of presumption, he sxgnallec(ll a ;:E:(ﬁlﬁl;)g
against Enlightenment theories of argumentation. In the seventeenthf an .e:,umtable
centuries, most philosophers believed that argument ought to commence from ;n able
"first foundations.” Descartes, for example, argued that the proper ordeg otargt;lward
is to begin with the most simple and clear truths. One then advances ‘ste'p dy suigble <
more complex truths, making sure that each step of the‘ argument 1s’m 1511)1 ! that. o
starting argument from first foundations, one must reject every statt;r]nethat u o
possibly be doubted, until one arrives at simple and self‘evxde‘n.t tru fsknowmdae‘
possibly be doubted. These self-evident truths are the sure _foundatlons. 0 e ba;;d

One important implication of the Cartesian method is that 'recewed D e
practices have no presumptive legitimacy. For Descartes, t_he beliefs and atti e
inherit from our ancestors through education and encu.ltu‘ra.non rep_resent no mqiidraw
illusion and prejudice. To escape these illusions, the individual thinker must wtx e
in solitude and "raze everything in [his] life, down to the very bottom, so as to beg

in f first foundations” (13). . .
e ]t)r:snga?tresst’ trcr)lktlzd?tations révelled that the first foundation of argument is the cog'uo‘
But when John Locke withdrew in solitude to write his.Essay on Human Understandnzg,
he discovered that the first foundation is not some rational principle such as Ltht}kcog;h i
but rather the knowledge of particulars received through our senses. ll:or" oc ;’bme
mind is largely passive; it cannot originate any genuinely new 1@ea but only Ld;ldcorocess
simple ideas already sensed. The particular virtue of thg mind is t?.perc?whe ahl \E)e coss
realities accurately, hence, to avoid distortions, pre}udlce.s, and "idols" that ah o
inherited from our ancestors. For Locke, the gremlses given by our ancestors nav

ing ey can be empirically verified. _ . o
Standxlg;;gﬁiﬁatr?s Zould not he?p but be influenced by the philosopk.ncal chmaté of t}ll)eex]r1
age. For example, in Book I, chapter 5 of The Philosophy of R/I?!OI‘ZC', Clijor:ge th:z@p o
explained that argument commences with several 'types.of indubitable .ru' .nd )
mathematical axioms; (2) the data of consciousness, including sen"se perseptlon, a )
comimon sense truths such as "the future will resemble‘: the past, anfl 1 _the_retgrengtion

intelligent beings in the universe besides me. _Absent ?trom Cz_&mpbell‘s. lst‘xzndevalues
that argument may commence with probabilities or with received opmlorlx]s o thé

With the dawn of the nineteenth century, there. was a l_aacklas agdamé o
Enlightenment notion of the solitary thinker. ~ Beginning with Edmun urke,
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philosophers began to realize that the eighteenth-century approach to argument lacked all
historical and sociological sense. Burke recognized that religious traditions, belief
systems, and values are the binding forces that hold society together. Picking up on this
theme, Coleridge insisted that new political and moral practices cannot be designed ab
initio into existence. A society’s beliefs and practices at any given moment represent one
stage in an evolving and constraining tradition. These themes also would become central
in the theories of the Saint Simonians and in the philosophy of John Stuart Mill.

Whately’s notion of presumption was consistent with these new ideas. Like Burke,
Coleridge, and Mill, Whately believed that we delude ourselves if we think we can begin
an argument from indubitable "first foundations." Humans are born into a specific
historical and cultural context, and it is psychologically impossible to escape the influence
of received beliefs, attitudes and values. Moreover, it is not desirable that a thinker
should try to escape the fabric of this inherited beliet system. One would have to be very
arrogant to suppose that a single isolated individual engaging in "hygiéne cérébrale"
could accomplish in one lifetime what it took generations of thinkers to accomplish over
the entire history of humankind.

Whately’s major contribution to argumentation theory, then, was the suggestion that
we ought to give our ancestors the benefit of the doubt: we ought to assume that
received beliefs, attitudes, values and institutions are correct until sufficient reason has
been adduced against them. Whately was careful to point out that this does not mean
there is a probabiliry in favor of the status quo. Presumption is ditferent than probabiliry
(Whately 113). What it does mean is that arguments do not appear in a vacuum;
arguments exist within a specific historical context. The starting point of argument is not
with indubitable "first foundations," but with the attitudes, opinions and values we have
inherited from our ancestors and earned through past decision-making.

The early nineteenth century was a period of philosophical and political turmoil.
In France, there was revolution; in Britain, the seeds of reform were being planted.
Writers like Bentham, Coleridge, Comte and Mill saw the world in terms of a dichotomy
between the forces of conservatism and the forces of progress. Not surprisingly,
Whately’s discussion of the notion of presumption was structured in terms of this
dichotomy. ‘

Whately saw that many speakers were assailing existing beliefs and institutions, and

he wanted to suggest lines of argument for both reformers and conservatives. For
example, he explained

There is a Presumption in favour of every existing institution. Many of
these (we will suppose, the majority) may be susceptible of alteration for
the better; but still the "Burden of proof” lies with him who proposes an
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alteration; simply, on the ground that since a change‘is pot ; goode 1;;
itself, he who demands a change should .show cause for it. No o.ntinu
called on (though he may find it adv1sab1§) tq defend an exis en,:
institution, till some argument is adduced agamst. it; and t.hat art.{)l:r?the
ought in fairness to prove, not merely an actual inconvenience,
possibility of change for the better (114).

f arg ted b
The notion of presumption indicates what types of arguarﬁeréts nee(iot?j el;zn%rzie;(isﬁnz
i ervatives are not called upon g
conservatives and by reformers. Cons ‘ upon sung
institution until reformers have presented a case against that xnszxtgflso;x&] io{; gr;lgomem
i ists, but they also must establl
reformers establish that a problem exists, ! : e oo, By
i tion is an inventional tool and 2 .
can be solved. In this sense, presump \ : e of
ini ich side i has presumption, we gain a se ‘
determining which side in a debate ; : pes o
arguments c:ire required of speakers, and also we gain some basic standards for evaluating
o
g arguments. o . . ) -~
s Tl;us Whately’s discussion of presumption 1§ designed 1csfpecxﬁcallty 1:or gl;la?t‘ltelcig?e
e i i itions ¢ hat the affirmative takes
icy d hich propositions are worded such ¢ ative
D s and 1 i le of ¢ ives by defending the status quo.
F ¢ e of conservatives by de g
of reformers and the negative plays the ro i e arset of
ion indice types of arguments that are req !
Presumption indicates not only the ents e T e the
i in circ it can also indicate a decision ru gd
a debate, but, in certain circumstances, 1 . ‘ ding e
debate: if the affirmative fails to present cerfain types of arguments, the negative
by default. ’ 4 et
’ Given the political climate of Whately’s age, be saw debate 1n ter;gs o[fh :tc;emte
between conservatives and reformers. Apparently, it nzver ogcxg;redelt? ! :;Iixmﬂy ooete
in thi Whately never addressed nims ; |
need not be structured in this way. . S elear
ibili é iti ight be phrased in such a way thad _
ossibility that a debate proposition might ! 0 e
Eut divisign between conservatives and reformers. He }eaves schf)larsltror;eél:etw
century to sort out for themselves what role presumption plays in value .

Evaluation of Modifications to Presumption

tion to value debate, scholars have :levised sevelzal ?evs;
interpretations of the concept. The general 'consensus is mba; masreth:() ;%rllg:pthgn
presumption is examined more closely . . . it turns out toate e ot prasumption
Whately’s familiar statement implies” (Brydor} 15?. Two -s;}l)atr‘ e P ato aside
e eydon Vie\;7is tfjfa; pritslum\?it;?vnilssﬁsng ;itsidr;]pti?)risi’s psycholggical, arising
§ ; 5-22). The other .
E‘rzoarrrxﬁzsiﬁgizgliryaignmilbes, ;references, or beliets (Tuman; Sproule). Hill attempts to

Attempting to adapt presump

Presumption as a Decision Rule 29

reconcile the two by arguing for a holistic model. I suggest, first, that modifications of
presumption under the guise of “stipulation" cause unnecessary confusion. Second, I
suggest that psychological presumption is consistent with Whately in principle if not in
terminology; however, the use some modern scholars suggest- for psychological
presumption is inappropriate.

Stipulated Presumption

Much discussion of stipulated presumption confuses Whately’s notion of
presumption. This confusion arises from the implication that presumption should be
assigned arbitrarily, the suggestion that it is useful to break ties, and the assignation of
presumption to the negative in all debates.

Stipulated presumption was first introduced by Ehninger and Brockriede as
“artificial presumption." They explained the concept in this way: "Artificial
presumption . . . is the resuit of ground arbitrarily assigned, a preoccupation by
agreement rather than by the present order of things. That a man brought to trial is to
be presumed innocent until proved guilty is an example of presumption of this . . . sort"
(84). : :

That Ehninger and Brockriede used the word arbitrary to describe artificial or
stipulated presumption is unfortunate.  Although arbitrary is subject to many
interpretations, when we say we do something "arbitrarily," we usually mean we do it
at our own discretion, without any justification. Surely Ehninger and Brockriede did not
mean to imply that presumption of innocence is granted without justification. The
presumption of innocence is justified by both legal precedent and practical moral
reasoning. Through history, our culture has come to believe that it is a far greater evil
to condemn an innocent person than to allow a guilty person to escape punishment. If
this moral rule were to be reversed—if we were to presume guilt—-federal and state
penitentiaries would be filled not only with criminals but also with law-abiding people
unable to overcome the presumption of guilt. The presumption of innocence is an
artificial rule—that is, it is a rule created by humans. But this is nothing more than a
truism. Unless one subscribes to some form of theological naturalism, one has to admit
that all moral and legal rules are created by humans. To say that a rule is artificial does
not necessarily imply that the rule is arbitrary.

The locus of presumption, as Whately describes it, is not arbitrary; it resides with
prevailing opinion, thus giving our ancestors the benefit of doubt. The burden of proof
upon reformers is to adduce sufficient reason against prevailing opinion to allow the
audience to assent to change. Thus, all presumption, including the presumption of
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innocence, is rooted in what modern scholars term "psychological” presumption, as
iscussed below. . .

o SFurther, presumption is neither useful nor necessary to break ties in a fiebate. Hill
identifies what seems to be a popular notion of ties: "a tie can only exist .whlt'an the
affirmative does not meet the burden of proof to overcome stipulated presumption 25).
Unfortunately, this description of a tie only confuses matters. When the afﬁrmatwe d.oes
not meet its burden of proof, no tie results. The affirmative has not provided sufficient
evidence to overcome the presumption, so the negative is presumed to ha\{e won the
debate. This is not a tie. A true tie occurs when the affirmative and the neganve pFesent
equally strong arguments; a tie means that both sides have an equa! claim .to win the
debate. If the rules of debate-stipulate that judges must declare a single winner, then
what is needed is an arbitrary rule to break the tie. The rule may specity that t?e
negative or the affirmative team should win in the case of a tie. Or,_ the rule may speglty
that, in case of a tie, the judge should flip a coin. In any case, stipulated prgsumpﬂfm
truly is arbitrary, and a far cry from Whately’s concept. Indeed, to call arbitrary, tie-
breaking rules "presumption” only confuses the concept. o

Assignation of presumption to the negative in a value debatg also causes contuspn.
When we assign presumption to the defendant in a legal .settmg, we are not z}ctmg
"arbitrarily”; good, relevant reasons can be presented to justify .grantmg presumpt‘lon_ to
the defendant. Accordingly, can we identify good reasons in support of assigning
presumption to the negative side in value debate? Cronkhite res_poqu that any time a
person makes an assertion, she, by implication, takes on the obhgatx(.m‘ c?f proving that
assertion. He suggests, "The onus probandi accrues to the party who initiates a dispute,

" and that party, in initiating the dispute, automatically awar.ds the presumption to Fhe
position which he assails" (273). Cronkhite continues, "Obviously, Fhe pa.rty Qd':/ancmg
a proposition of fact or value automatically assumes th? _bprden of proving it" (275).
Regardless of the status of prevailing opinion, the initiator of thg argpment——the
affirmative--ought always to have the burden of proof. If the affirmative fails to meet
this burden, then our judgment must be that the negative has won the deb_ate. .

At first glance, Cronkhite’s analysis seems accurate; but on closer inspection, he
still leaves a mist hanging over the subject. Vancil provides a very important
observation: in the legal setting, and in traditional policy debates, we beg}n the debate
by assigning presumption to one side or the other. Only after _pre,sumptlon has been
assigned, do we then determine the speaking order (240). Cronkh}te S proposal. reverses
this process: first, we assign the speaking order, and.then_we assign presu‘mp'tlor_l. The
speaking order provides us with a reason for the assignation of presumption; but what
justification do we have for our assignation of the spegkmg o'rdgr? To the best. of my
knowledge, no one has addressed that question. Such silence invites the conclusion that
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the assignation of the speaking order is purely arbitrary. And since the speaking order
is arbitrary, then the assignation of presumption is also arbitrary. Once again, "stipulated
presumption” reduces to an arbitrary, tie-breaking rule. One has to wonder what is
gained by calling this arbitrary rule "presumption."

If, however, what Hill calls the "argumentative analog" (23) of stipulated
presumption--"she who asserts must prove”--can be argued as a good reason for assigning
presumption to the negative in a value debate, the reason lies not in the realm of
stipulated presumption but in the realm of psychological presumption. Prevailing opinion
may support that view. Thus, the need for presumption to be stipulated evaporates.
What is needed is arbitrary rules about debate ties and a unified model of presumption
rooted in the psychological view. Modern discussion of psychological presumption,
however, is not without its own problems.

Psychological Presumption

Some have argued that presumption has no role in value debate. Rowland, for
example, suggests debaters should support any claim they make (24). But imagine what
debates would be like if we adopted this suggestion. Instead of assuming that a received
opinion or value is true until sufficient reason is adduced against it, judges would be
required to withhold assent from every premise until sufficient reason is provided to
support it. Although the enormous amount of "evidence" read in many debate rounds
indicates movement in the direction of such a state, even the most "modern" judges and
debaters do not expect or provide cases built from "first foundations.” Theoretically, it
may be possible to build debate cases from first foundations, but it is not very practical.
To prove a simple premise such as "murder is wrong" easily could take up the full ten
minutes allotted to a speaker. Does psychological presumption play any role in value
debates? The answer, obviously, is "yes." Our arguments do not begin from "first
foundations”; they begin with received attitudes, opinions and values. And, as Whately
tells us, we ought to defer to received attitudes, opinions and values until sufficient
reason has been adduced against them.

Sproule invites us to pay closer attention to Whately’s original definition of the
word presumption, and we would be wise to heed his advice. As Whately used
presumption, it refers to the prevailing opinions and predominant values of an audience.
Presumption is a psychological state in which the audience grants the speaker certain
premises, and unless sufficient reason is adduced against those premises, the audience
will continue to assume that.the premises are true.

Sproule takes pains to remain consistent with Whately’s interpretation of
presumption. Recently, however, this notion of psychological presumption has been
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example, Zeuschner and Hill argue that

hately. For
extended 10 g0 el b e s decision rule in value debate:

psychological presumption may be used as a

ngs of Whately, that "advocates -
d analysis.” The side b_est
a given judge, and which
be said to have earned

Sproule suggests, based on the writi ‘
should use presumption as a tool of audience
able to adapt and appeal to the value sy§tem of
presents the superior arguments and evidence can
psychological presumption” (23).

. ot for
Zeuschner and Hill believe that "psychological presgmptxor}' r;%r)ese%tlse aacr;xtzgxtogl Otrcie
judgment which critics of value debate k_lave been calling for d( iSi.(m rm}é O
in thinking that psychological presumpgon can be u§ed as al e(t:h ! erson.or o e
argues that "[tJhe person or team winmng presxnlmptlon is also .ewp S tion s not
habs had their values accepted by the critic-judge (501). In thxs vi étﬁ'm o soerkess
something that is granted at the beginning of debate, but 1? is s.omum tgion o spearers
must earn during the process of debate. The team that acquires pres mp

win the debate. N . , s no.t
Can presumption be used as a decision rule in a value debate? My answ

this answer, three observations are rele_vant. _ - )
e Su%?fsrtt, as Brydon points out, to use ps‘ychologlr:’al presumptt}ioinr a:lsa;iuiscsleogur;;rei ;i
not terribly helpful: “The team that convinces t!xe Judge thta; flam LS A D e
ought to win the debate, regardless of presumption. ‘It nebx er eone B e
judbge that their values are superior,lthzr: (al 9t)xe exists, but no
presm;\]/?;ggva:rd tahse lgfyslzr:lm;;s?)er;zsxiigis, if we use psycholog‘ilcal presump.tion t}?j ;
decision rule, w,e are guilty of committing the "naturalistic fallacy”: 1\;/?iiietss;2gable u
to determine the ought. Zeuschner and Hil'l, as~we11 as M'fxtlon, woxtls ‘o saymng that an
test the strength of a case by its persuasive force. This 1qrr;ounBUt S
areument is worthy of belief if that argument coglp.els be fef. pu ewdenc,e R
M?)ore, Hare, and many others would point out, belief is not equtl)v? o e e
because we believe in something does not mean we ought bto e leisuaded?' Advoéates
could always ask, ought the judge (or tl}e audience) to hat\;f eszsfion ?
OB g pochological prosumption a5 @ dscision rule can be
final objection to using p g mptio : o
explailx\lde?i best thr(J)ugh an illustration. Supposp the topic being dgt;fte(:ﬁt ;Snth:ogf\(lﬂ:g:;“zge
"Resolved: That protection of the natural en_\/lronm.ent is a more Iif“ r;;n ran Zide L
satisfaction of America’s energy needs.” Given this topic, the affi e ot 1o proteet
doubt, begin the debate by linking their case to the rule that states, g
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the environment.” The negative side, on the other hand, probably will link their case to
the rule, “Americans ought to be self-sufficient in supplying our energy needs."

Taken separately, each of these rules is generally accepted by our society. To use
the language of moral philosophy, they are "intuitive rules.” Our society has determined
that, in general, it is better to follow these rules than to break them. As individuals, we
accept these rules intuitively-that is, without proof. There is a sense in which both sides
in the debate could claim the advantage of presumption because both sides are advocating
rules that will be generally accepted by audience members without proof. ‘

In most circumstances, we have an obligation to follow both of these intuitive rules.
In general, individuals and governmental agencies ought to do all they can to protect the
environment. In general, individuals and governmental agencies ought to do all they can
to make the United States energy self-sufficient. The problem, however, is that, in this
particular circumstance, the two intuitive rules have come into conflict. We cannot
follow both of the rules at the same time: we are forced to choose which rule is more
important. Received opinion tells us that both rules, taken separately, are important, in
general. The problem is that received opinion does not tell us which rule should be
overridden in this particular situation when the two rules conflict. If received opinion
did tell us which rule is more important, then the topic would not be controversial.

Our problem, then, is to develop a method for deciding between the two intuitive
rules when they come into conflict. And, at this point, many debate coaches and
argumentation theorists turn to presumption for aid. But to use presumption as a decision
rule in this context is to beg the question. It assumes that the conflict between the rules
has already been resolved. However, the point is that the conflict has not been resolved.

To put this another way, we have already established that our inherited belief
system includes an internal inconsistency: we cannot agree to both of the intuitive rules
at the same time. Given this acknowledged inconsistency, we cannot then turn around
and appeal to our inherited belief system to resolve the inconsistency. The intuitions that
gave rise to the conflict are the product of our upbringing and our past experience of

decision-making. If these intuitions are called into question, we cannot appeal to them
to settle the question. Debaters cannot rest on the safe ground of presumption because
the status quo is itself unreliable.

- What we need, then, is a decision-procedure that goes beyond the notion of
presumption. We need normative standards for evaluating an argument on its own
ground and not on the basis of extrinsic factors such as the feelings of the judge, or the
status of popular opinion, or the assignation of speaking order. Presumption cannot
function as a decision rule in value debate because the whole point of value debate is to
discuss topics in which received opinions and values are inconsistent.
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Conclusions

ipul i gical
Given the problems involved in applying sthulated prgsum%t;(éile;ir;ci eis‘ly;l;%lg;has
presumption to value debates, one might willtl;e;,ﬁ;cn ltto ;:)c::rsx er }»avm e is tha
e atation tOh ‘;zlriearte?:}tl?rslgatto 21cllli.stort the concept of presumgtiqn to make 1; do
argu mentation $¢ Ot do. Many of our modifications t0 Whately’s on'gmal c_o_ncept k?‘wi
s afuse Cam?ters ‘ Stipulated presumption is really only an arbitrary, tie-breaking
Oy O 1 or‘lder what we gain by calling this arbitrary.n_lle b}'l .the naﬁe
e oo o 1t30 Z;lolovical presumption is closer to Whately’s original vision of | et
pfesumpl‘lon: SZ funct;on however, as a decision rule in value debate pecause the P(;m
S ine Itbbinniz to discuss’ situation; in which our inherited beli'efs, attitudes aéxd th ::z
Zfev ailr‘:fe?rfal?ye inconsistent. To use presumption as a decision rule under
circumstances is a viciously circular procedure.
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Archbishop Whately and the Concept of
Presumption: Lessons for Non-policy Debate

NICHOLAS F. BURNETT

With the recent Clarence Thomas nomination hearings, the American public
probably heard a great deal about the concepts of burden of proof and presumption.
Senators debated the aptness of the judicial metaphor, wondered about the effect of public
opinion on presumption in the controversy, and desperately sought to impose upon the
opposing faction onerous burdens before the charges of sexual harassment could be
accepted or rejected. Rarely have such technical points of argument surfaced in such an
important and visible way in public debate. What those hearings demonstrated, among
other things, was the continuing vitality and theoretical importance of the concepts of
presumption and burden of proof articulated by Archbishop Whately one-hundred-and-
fifty years ago. While policy debate seems to have a well-developed sense of how
presumption operates as a part of both debate strategy and for the decision calculus for
each round, in non-policy debate, that understanding is neither as clear nor as fully
realized.

My interest in this area stems in part from my frustration with debates in which
presumption seems to be a prize awarded to the team who claims it first or the team who
offers even the most flimsy justification for its assignment. One of the attractions of this
activity is that students and teachers can be active participants in the creation and
application of debate theory and the subsequent alterations of debate practice. We clearly
have not done enough to teach our students to think through the special challenges offered
by non-policy debate to the application of presumption. The purpose of this article,
therefore, is to retrace some of the ground covered by those who have previously
considered this concept and to look specifically to the work we most often credit with
providing the theoretical foundation for modern conceptions of presumption--Richard
Whately’s The Elements of Rhetoric. Review of Whately’s contributions suggests ways
in which debaters can operationalize some of Whately’s ideas in the realm of non-policy
debate.

Nicholas Burnett is assistant professor and Director of Forensics at California State University, Sacramento,
in Sacramento, California. A version of this paper was presented at the Speech Communicarion Association
Convention in Atlanta, Georgia, in November, 199].



