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Policy Debate as Fiction: In Defense of Utopian Fiat
BRIAN R. McGEE and DAVID ROMANELLI

The fact of the matter is that in talking about an artificial construct such as debate

no language has a prior claim on validity. Indeed, the construct itself is to a very

considerable degree actually created by the language. Debate is what we say it is;

it is shaped and designated by us out of the terms and syntax of the idiom we are

accustomed to apply to it. . . . No single language can exhaust its possibilities.
Douglas Ehninger (29-30)

For decades, intercollegiate debate has been driven by the metaphors used to describe
and constrain the discursive and inventional practices of debaters. Despite experiments with
social-scientific hypothesis testing (Zarefsky) and public forum (e.g., Weiss) metaphors, the
dominant "generating metaphor" (Rowland 191) for understanding intercollegiate policy debate
has emphasized the pragmatics of making public policy. Before the authors of this paper were
born and to the present day, judges and debaters have been encouraged to treat debate as an
exercise in crafting policy, with judges acting like a composite audience of those making
decisions in the legislative, executive, and judicial branches of the federal and/or state
governments. By the 1970s, the development of the idea of "fiat" and counterplan theory (e.g,,
see Freeley, "Fiat"; Lichtman and Rohrer) led many members of the debate community to
increasingly sophisticated analyses of affirmative plans and negative counterplans, with some
community members imagining that what they did was a specialized version of the work done
in university departments of public policy and management.

Obviously, the metaphors that have been central to the development of academic debate
in recent years are not the only possible metaphors that might have influenced such development
in the past or might guide such development in the future. If, using the well-known example of
George Lakoff and Mark Johnson, one conceived of argument as a kind of interpretive dance,
"good" debate might look very different to the intercollegiate debate community, perhaps with
the adversarial character of debate relegated to a secondary role or eliminated altogether. There
is nothing wrong with metaphor as a guiding force in academic debate or in public discourse.
Scholars like Lakoff and Johnson contend that we "live by" such metaphors, since we cannot

Brian R. McGee (Ph.D., Ohio State) is Assistant Professor in the Department of Communication Studies, Texas
Tech University. David Romanelli (M.A., Miami-OH} is Instructor and Director of Debate in the Department of
Communication, Layola University of Chicago. An earlier version of this essay was presented at the 1996 Speech
Communication Association Convention in San Diego. We thank David Worth, John Bliese, David Berube, and
James Darsey for their contributions 1o this essay.



McGee and Romanelli: Policy Debate as Fiction

imagine a theory of the social in which the metaphoric function gf language does not shapebh;oth
language and action. There is no reason to believe that the mﬂuqnce of nfu;taphor can be or
should be overcome, and there doubtless are advantages to using familiar metaphors in
explaining the esoteric idiosyncrasies of intercollegiate debate to underglraduates. .
This essay defends one specific variety of metaphor for interpreting acglderr.nc debate.

To risk turning metaphor into simile, academic debate as currently and best practiced is usefully
described as an educational game involving the creation of utopian li terature, rath'e‘r than.as an
exercise in making policy. In other words, debate is a game played by §ocxal critics trying to
envision the ideal social order. First, the current state of fiat theory in acadenyc fiebaFe is
examined. Second, the history and function of utopian literature as a soc1‘al practice is .b.ne'ﬂy
described. Third, the advantages of this metaphor for academic debate, which woulcjl legitimize
arguments for radical social change in response “1) .pre(:lplosals for modest, incremental

i ions to the policies of the status quo, are explaned. )
mOdlﬁcaz few cavegt.; are necessary befgre this thesis is developed. IniFigllyL the previous
paragraphs already have mixed Alfred C. Snider's ("Famasy,t' "Game," "Revisited") metaphoric
explanation of debate as a "game" with the utopian literature _met'aphor .for the debat.e
experience. This mixing of metaphors is appropriate because Smders gaming app'roach is
compatible with a variety of other metaphors, including the pthy-makmg perspective, that
explain how the game should be played. For example, one ca;:ly could find membcr§ gf the
debate community who accept both the policy-making and gaming metaphors. Re'cognmon of
debate's status as an educational game does not render the game unimportz_mt or trivial. Instead,
the game is useful precisely because it teaches many important skills that we value as
communication scholars. The utopian literature metaphor is designed to supplement, r_athef tha’n
displace, the understanding of debate as an educational game. Further‘, Qns essay’s
concentration on policy debate is not meant to suggest that non-policy debate is irrelevant or
unproductive.

' We are not the first scholars to explore the role of utopian thought in forensic practice. A decade ago,
Richard E. Edwards defended "the role of utopianism in stimulating social change'" (112) as relevant for debfitc
practice and argued that traditional debate theory was open to the possibility of utopian argument about.altcmah;g
futures. Unfortunately, the fullest exposition of Edwards's ideas on utopian thought appears in an unpublished 19
SCA conference paper, to which the authors do not have access.
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THE PROBLEMS WITH FIAT THEORY

In the history of intercollegiate debate, "fiat" is a relative latecomer. While this essay
is not the place to provide a comprehensive account of the development of fiat theory, textbooks
in the first half of the twentieth century make no explicit reference to the plans of action that are
now the central feature of most intercollegiate policy debates. This early lack of attention to
plans of action may be a consequence of the ambiguous relationship between the language used
in the resolution and the specific resolutional action advocated by affirmative debaters.

The idea of fiat is simple enough. To avoid uninteresting arguments about whether a
policy would be adopted by a government that has not yet done so, fiat allows affirmatives (and
negatives, when offering counterplans) to assume a counterfactual world in which their new
policies exist and the merits of those policies can be evaluated.> This minimalist and widely
(though not universally}) accepted understanding of fiat power increases the educational value
of debate without requiring any metaphoric assumption of governmental authority by debaters
or judges, since debating about policy is not synonymous with making policy. However,
beginning in the 1960s, the development of fiat theory was driven by the policy-makin g
metaphor. Going well beyond the modest dictum that policy debaters deliberate on the best
course of action for the government and the nation to take, affirmatives took on the role of
acting as the government, with the plan typically conceived under the terms of the metaphor as
a truncated summary of a Congressional bill, executive order, or Supreme Court decision.

Again, rather than merely debating about the merits of public policy, affirmative and
negative debaters under the influence of the policy-making metaphor act as if they are making
policy for purposes of argument development and comparison. By the mid-1970s, David
Zarefsky could advocate his own "hypothesis-testing paradigm" (258) by contrasting it with a
"policy-comparison paradigm" (260) in which "the judge is regarded as if he [or she] were a
decision maker with the power to implement a decision” (257). While much has changed in
academic debate since Zarefsky wrote his essay, the policy-making metaphor has remained
dominant while other metaphors, including Zarefsky's, have fallen into disuse.

Working out the implications of the policy-making metaphor has not always been easy
{e.g., see Solt). Beginning in the 1970s, the advocacy of "utopian" counterplans (c.g., anarchy,

? We recognize that some scholars maintain that debate resolutions are not counterfactuals in some
technical, philosophical senses of the term. We use the word here in a minimalist sense to refer only to the fact that
plans and_counterplans advocate an altemative worid that does not yet exist. For different perspectives on
counterfactual analysis, see, for example, the essays of Kenneth Broda-Bahm and Phil Voight.
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decentralized socialism) inspired a sporadic discussion spanning two decades over the
appropriate scope of negative fiat (though utopian counterplans have become less fashionable
in recent years). Most of the arguments in favor of a limited notion of fiat power and in
opposition to utopian fiat were and are grounded in the policy-making metaphor, with opponents
of utopian fiat arguing that world government counterplans, for example, demand action beyond
that possible by agencies of the U.S. government. Further, Richard H. Dempsey and David J.
Hartmann reject the agent-change or "mirror state" counterplan, which usually is not considered
utopian, because the simultaneous adoption of a particular policy by all fifty states (at least
without federal coercion) is "inconsistent with real world state behavior” (162). Even if states
should operate in this manner, according to negative debaters, Dempsey and Hartmann contend
that fiat power in this case does not extend to negative counterplans because states normally
would not operate in this fashion.’> Dempsey and Hartmann, along with many other members
of the debate community, would assent to John P. Katsulas, Dale A. Herbeck, and Edward M.
Panetta's contention that "fiat theory should be restricted to assumptions grounded in real world
policy making processes" (Katsulas et al. 96).

Few scholars would object to the mundane contention that one should compare the
merits of competing policy options in policy debate. This weak sense of "making policy" does
not require any pretense of government authority or official imprimatur. In this weak
interpretation of "policy” as an adjective modifying "debate,” the judge's decision to vote for the
affirmative or negative debate team is an act of "intellectual endorsement” (Solt 130) without
necessary policy-making consequences. However, the strong version of the policy-making
metaphor, which insists that debaters work within the confines of extant policy-making
institutions in the United States, is not satisfying.

The prevaiting policy-making metaphor, in which debaters play the part of government
agents, has three disadvantages. First, this approach would have debaters pretend to argue
before a U.S. president, the members of Congress, or some other qualified maker of public
policy. This judge role-playing is problematic because very few debate judges thoroughly
understand the decision-making processes that elected or appointed federal officials would
employ. The inability of judges to meet the requirements of the policy-making metaphor
inevitably divorces debate from the "real world" of making public policy that so many defenders
of the metaphor prize. Moreover, judges lack the constraints usually placed on those who craft
public policy. A member of Congress is often influenced by her or his hopes for re-election,

*In a response to Dempsey and Hartmann, Dean Fadely also argued that "Dempsey and Hartmann confuse
should with would™ (Fadely 74).
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while the President may support or oppose a certain bill based on its political ramifications,
short, debate judges typically are not capable of meeting the demands of the policy-maki
metaphor. As Dallas Perkins comments, since "the judge is not in fact a policy maker, if
appropriate that resolutions are not typically a tool of policy making" ("Counterplans” 14¢

Second, while debate facilitates the discussion of public policy, debate does not mir
the making of public policy. In "real world" policy discussion the number of alternatives wor
be far greater than those considered in a typical two-hour intercollegiate debate. It would
impossible to discuss all of these options intelligently in a single debate round. As Sni
argues, it "seems clear that the best possible policy decision cannot be arrived at afte
two-hour discussion" ("Fantasy" 13). Policy options in the "real world" are brought bef;
committees, differences are worked out between House and Senate versions of legislati
addressing the same issue, and the U.S. President may put pressure on Congressional lead
to modify legislation or risk a veto.

Third, the policy-making metaphor asks undergraduate debaters to pretend to
something that they probably will never do in the "real world." Most debaters will never h
public office or have a great deal of immediate input in the making of public policy. Th
involvement in U.S. politics will be much less direct, though not necessarily unimporta
Insisting that debaters meet the demands of making public policy suggests that the educatior
goal of debate is to train fisture generations of bureaucrats and policy wonks. Without accepti
the entirety of their analysis, one can sympathize with the contention of Thomas A. Hollik:
Kevin T. Baaske, and Patricia Riley that there "are "technocrats to spare' in the boardrooms
corporate America, in the defense establishment, and in the rest of the bureaucracy. We ne
more social critics who are capable of inspiring citizen activism" (186). While 1
policy-making metaphor undoubtedly encourages a debate praxis that teaches students 1
intricacies of policy analysis, a better metaphor would preserve most of these pedagogi
advantages without asking students to take on roles they are not likely to play in the real wor
Also, preparing students for life outside formal policy-making circles, where the vast major
of them will find themselves after graduation, is presumptively desirable.

To summarize, the policy-making metaphor, particularly in its strong sense,
unsatisfactory for guiding intercollegiate debate practice. The prevailing metaphor asks t
much of debate judges and the debate format, while asking students to reject the "real worl
in which most of them will live. The next section provides the context required f
understanding an alternative metaphor for the intercollegiate debate experience.
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THE PRACTICAL RELEVANCE OF UTOPIAN LITERATURE

To this point, "utopian literature" has been mentioned as an alte.mative frame .of
reference for understanding debate. Comprehending this metaphgr requires a very bm‘:f
discussion of the importance of utopian and dystopian literatures in US history. In this
discussion, the potential of literature to influence the political process is assumed. (Fo’r
example, Abraham Lincoln once credited Harriet Beecher Stowe's famous novel, Uncle Tom's
Cabin, with starting the U.S. Civil War.) . '

Utopian literature presents an alternative social order as being morally or practxcally
better than the status quo in politics, law, economics, and/or in;erper;onal (elatxons. The
transition to this new social order might be sudden and dramatic, but nothing logxcall}{ prevents
a series of small, incremental steps over time from leading to the establishment of utopia. While
utopia, the perfectly "good place that is no place” in John Rodden's words (Rodden 1)? may not
yet exist, American utopians have always struggled to make some coupterfjagtual utopian world
a possibility. In the nineteenth century, utopian experiments in agrarian living were numerous
in the United States, and familiar names like "Shaker" and "Amana" are the detntug of those
experiments. In the twentieth century, utopian novels st.ill appear as commentaries on the
problems of American society (seec Haschak). Consistently, American u‘toplans have
emphasized their desire to demonstrate the practicality of their proposed alternative ‘world and
the ease of the transition from the way things are in the current milieu to the way things ought
to be (in a sense other than Rush Limbaugh's). Even when criticizing the limits of utopian
desire, James Darsey concludes that "utopian desire thwarts complacency by keeping alive
dreams that practical politics would consign to the morgue” (Darsey 34). o

In contrast with utopian novels, dystopian literatures emphasize th.e hmltanons of
alternative world views by demonstrating their impracticality or their considerable
disadvantages. George Orwell's 1984 and his Animal Farm are considered classic e)iax'{\ples of
dystopian novels, given their harsh criticism of totalitarian government and sqcxahsm. ‘ If
utopian novels demonstrate the advantages of abandoning thef current order, thc;xr dystopian
counterparts warn against the dangers of too quickly abandoning a system that is not wk'x'olly
dysfunctional. For example, one could argue that Francis Fukuyama's announcement of th; end
of history" is simultaneously a proclamation that the capitalist, North Atlantic democracies are
utopias and that non-capitalist alternatives have dystopian consequences. '

Finally, utopian literature has had an historically important social fqnctlon. In the
nineteenth century, Edward Bellamy's Looking Backward inspired the fm:\ndatxon of Bellamy
societies and a short-lived political party. In the twentieth century, B. F. Skinner's Wald_en Two
has remained in print for several decades and was consulted by some of those who experimented
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with communal living in the 1950s and 1960s. Today, first-.and second-wave feminist utopias,
including Charlotte Perkins Gilman's Herland (1915), Marge Piercy's Woman on the Edge of
Time (1976), and Sally Miller Gearhart's Wanderground (1979) are embraced by many
academic feminists.* In short, utopian literature is an important part of the history of American
social movement, and there is some reason to conclude that utopian science fictions and other
utopian literatures will continue to play a role in future efforts to inspire social change or, in the
case of dystopian literatures, to discourage such change.

The next section suggests that envisioning debate as utopian fiction has several
practical advantages.

DEBATE AS THE SEARCH FOR UTOPIA

Snider argued several years ago that a suitable paradigm should address "something we
can ACTUALLY DO as opposed to something we can MAKE BELIEVE ABOUT" ("Fantasy
as Reality" 14). A utopian literature metaphor is beneficial precisely because it is within the
power of debaters to perform the desired action suggested by the metaphor, if not always to
demonstrate that the desired action is politically feasible.

Instead of debaters playing to an audience of those who make public policy, debaters
should understand themselves as budding social critics in search of an optimal practical and
cultural politics. While few of us will ever hold a formal policy-making position, nearly all of
us grow up with the social and political criticism of the newspaper editorial page, the high
school civics class, and, at least in homes that do not ban the juxtaposition of food and politics,
the lively dinner table conversation. We complain about high income taxes, declining state
subsidics for public education, and crumbling interstate highways. We worry about the rising
cost of health care and wonder if we will have access to high-quality medical assistance when
weneed it. Finally, we bemoan the decline of moral consensus, rising rates of divorce, drug use
among high school students, and disturbing numbers of pregnant teen-agers. From childhood
on, we are told that good citizenship demands that we educate ourselves on political matters and
vote to protect the polis; the success of democracy allegedly demands no less. For those who
accept this challenge instead of embracing the political alienation of Generation X and becoming
devotees of Beavis and Butthead, social criticism is what good citizens do.

“Of course, not all utopias would earn the progressive left-liberal intellectual's seal of approval. AsLewis
Mumford observed over seven decades ago, "far too large a number of classic utopias were based upon conceptions
of authoritarian discipline that seemed . . . far from ideal” (4).
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Debate differs from other species of social criticism because debate i§ a game played
by students who want to win. However, conceiving of debate as k.ind pf social criticism has
considerable merit. Social criticism is not restricted to a technocratic elite or group of elected
officials. Moreover, social criticism is not necessarily idle or wholly fieconstmctlve. Instead,
such criticism necessarily is a prerequisite to any effort to create policy ch_ange, whether the_xt
criticism is articulated by an elected official or by a mother of six whose primary workplacg is
the home. When one challenges the status quo, one normally implies that a better alternative
course of action exists. Given that intercollegiate debate frequendy involves exchanges over
a proposition of policy by student advocates who are rcl;itiyely unhkcly ever to d'ebate b_e.forc
Congress, envisioning intercollegiate debate as a spe'clahzed‘ extension of ordinary citizen
inquiry and advocacy in the public sphere seems attractive. Thinking of debate as a variety of
social criticism gives debate an added dimension of public relevancg. ‘

One way to understand the distinction between debate as pohcy-makmg.an.d debate as5
sociat criticism is to examine Roger W. Cobb and Charles D. Elder's agenda-bmld{ng theory.
Cobb and Elder are well known for their analytic split of the formal agenda for policy change,
which includes legislation or other action proposed by policy makers w1th formal power ﬁc.g.,
government bureaucrats, U.S. Senators), from the public agenda for policy c.hange, which is
composed of all those who work outside formal policy-making circlqs to exert mﬂucr}cc on the
formal agenda. Social movements, lobbyists, political action con_xmlttees, mass media outlets,
and public opinion polls all constitute the public agenda, which, in turn, hf:s an effect on what
issues come to the forefront on the formal agenda. From the agenda-building perspective, one
cannot understand the making of public policy in the United States without comprehending the
confluence of the formal and public agenda. : )

In intercollegiate debate, the policy-making metaphor has given primacy to formal
agenda functions at the expense of the public agenda. Debaters are encouraged' to bypass
thinking about the public agenda in outlining policy alternatives; appeals for pphf:y change
frequently are made by debaters under the strange pretense that they and/or Lheg )udges are
members of the formal agenda elite. Even arguments about the role of the pub}nc m'frgmmg
public policy are typically issued by debaters as if those debaters were working wn:hm' the
confines of the formal agenda for their own, instrumental advantage. (For example, one thinks
of various social movement "backlash” disadvantage arguments, which advocate a temporary
policy paralysis in order to stir up public outrage and mobilize social movements, whose leaders

$ By citing Cobb and Elder, we are not signaling endorsement of the "issues-agenda” ‘pa‘radigm of Michael
Bartanen and David Frank, who base their judging paradigm on Cobb and Elder's agenda-building model.
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will demand the formal adoption of a presumably superior policy alternative.) The
policy-making metaphor concentrates on the formal agenda to the near exclusion of the public
agenda, as the focus of a Katsulas or a Dempsey on the "real-world" limitations for making
policy indicates. '

Debate as social criticism does not entail exclusion of formal agenda concerns from
intercollegiate debate. The specified agent of action in typical policy resolutions makes ignoring
the formal agenda of the United States government an impossibility. However, one need not be
able to influence the formal agenda directly in order to discuss what it is that the United States
government should do. Undergraduate debaters and their judges usually are far removed--both
physically and functionally--from the arena of formal-agenda deliberation. What the disputation
of student debaters most closely resembles, to the extent that it resembles any real-world analog,
is public-agenda social criticism. What students are doing is something they really CAN do as
students and ordinary citizens; they are working in their own modest way to shape the public
agenda.

While "social criticism" is the best explanation for what debaters do, this essay goes
a step further. The mode of criticism in which debaters operate is the production of utopian
literature. Strictly speaking, debaters engage in the creation of fictions and the comparison of
fictions to one another. How else does one explain the affirmative advocacy of a plan, a
counterfactual world, that, by definition, does not exist? Indeed, traditional inherency burdens
demand that such plans be utopian, in the sense that current attitudes or structures make the
immediate enactment of such plans unlikely in the "real world" of the formal agenda.
Intercollegiate debate is utopian because plan and/or counterplan enactment is improbable.
While one can distinguish between incremental and radical policy change proposals, the
distinction makes no difference in the utopian practice of intercollegiate debate.

More importantly, intercollegiate debate is utopian in another sense. Policy change is
considered because such change, it is hoped, will facilitate the pursuit of the good life. For
decades, intercollegiate debaters have used fiat or the authority of the word "should" to propose
radical changes in the social order, in addition to advocacy of the incremental policy changes
typical of the U.S. formal agenda. This wide range of policy alternatives discussed in
contemporary intercollegiate debate is the sign of a healthy public sphere, where thorough
consideration of all policy alternatives is a possibility. Utopian fiction, in which the good place
that is no place is envisioned, makes possible the instantiation of a rhetorical vision prerequisite
to building that good place in our tiny corner of the universe. Even Lewis Mumford, a critic of
utopian thought, concedes that we "can never reach the points of the compass; and so no doubt
we shall never live in utopia; but without the magnetic needle we should not be able to travel
intelligently at all" (Mumford 24-25).
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An objection to this guiding metaphor is that it encourages df:baters' to do pr.emse.ly t.bat
to which Snider would object, which is to "make believe” that utopia is posst!)le. Tiys ofl:r)jectxt(l)ln
misunderstands the argument. These students already are writers of utopian fiction omr 3
moment they construct their first plan or counterplan text. Debaters \jvho .advocau?tpc; g:g
change announce their commitment to changing the organization of society in li:r'sm g .
good life, even though they have no formal power to call th}s .counterfac_tual worl 1.nto gl:hgé
Any proposed change, no matter how small, is a repudiation of policy paralysis an 1
maintenance of the status quo. As already practiced, debate revolveg around utopian proposzl s,
at least in the sense that debaters and judges lack the formal authority to enact thc{r propos ths.
Even those negatives who defend the current soc;al order f{c?um;lzn ic; so by pointing to the

i ic consequences of accepting such proposals for change.
pommmlUdK;:'gtznding ?iebate as utopian literature would not eliminate rcferenccls to t_hg
vagaries of making public policy, including debates over tl}c advantageousncgs of 1? ans a(;la
counterplans. As noted above, talking about public polfcy is not making public policy, an
retreat from the policy-making metaphor would have relatively little cfcht on the conteﬂrfporary
practice of intercollegiate debate.® For example, while space constraints prevent a oroxlxg};
discussion of this point, the utopian literature metaphor yvould not'necc§51t§te the rem;)va <;
all constraints on fiat, although some utopian proposals will tax the imagination where formal-

i is concerned.

waenda p’?‘ll;cit‘g;?:fi::mc&rgemetaphor does not ineluctably divorcevdebate from the problems
and concerns of ordinary people and everyday life. There will continue to be del{ates'focused
on incremental policy changes as steps along the path to utopia. What th.c utopian l‘lt_cratt;‘ue
metaphor does is to position debaters, coaches, and judges as the una])'o!ogctxc social critics ‘at
they are and have always been, without the confining influence of a guiding metaphor that limits
their ability to search for the good life. Further, this new me‘taph(.)r 'does not encourage c!eba?ers
to carry the utopian literature metaphor to extremes by imagining that tl}ey are 1sxttmg in i
solitary corner and penning the next great American novel. The metaphor is useful because 1

$One reader of an earlier draft of this essay asked about the implications of the utopian literature metAp}tx:r
for the wide range of arguments now called "critiques” in both (;EDA gnd NDT. The 'd!ffcret?ccs b;tv;;:ndoe:
various categories of critique arguments make a succinct answer to tt.us question difficult. Briefly, t 1ls melai;:n o dos
not constitute a response to critiques that question the epistemological status of argumcnt emd/gr V;ﬂ ue © {o;‘s o
the authors of utopian fictions, no less than members of Congncss, make}omc cpxstcmo!og.xca assumpl u:nce.s :
contrast, critiques that reject current debate praxis as anti-educational might be answered in some ins Yy
reference to the utopian literature metaphor.
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orients debaters to their role as social critics, without the suggestion that debate is anything
other than an educational game played by undergraduate students,

In closing, the best of social criticism and of academic debate always has envisioned
possibilities for reconstructing government, the economy, international relations, and
interpersonal relationships without bowing to the necessities imposed by the political milieu of
the moment. Academic debate would be best served if the debate community embraced this
critical, utopian function wholeheartedly, rather than clinging to an overly confining
policy-making metaphor. Social critics in the United States have a distinguished history of
using utopian literature to popularize and to test alternative ways of organizing society.
Advocates of academic debate would do better to embrace this tradition than to maintain their
devotion to a central policy-making metaphor that, by itself, does not serve the community well.
As Ehninger notes, "debate is what we say it is." To speak of debate as a space for the
articulation of utopian thought enriches, rather than impoverishes, debate theory, pedagogy, and
practice. Endorsing the utopian literature metaphor will return debate to the real world, rather
than further separating debate from that world.

WORKS CITED

Bartanen, Michael, and David Frank. "The Issues-Agenda Paradigm." The Forensic of Pi
Kappa Delta 69 (1983): 1-9.

Bellamy, Edward. Looking Backward: 2000-1887. 1888. New York: Penguin, 1982,

Broda-Bahm, Kenneth. "Counterfactual Possibilities: Constructing Counter-to-fact Causal
Claims." Contemporary Argumentation and Debate 16 (1995): 73-85.

Cobb, Roger W., and Charles D. Elder. Participation in American Politics: The Dynamics of
Agenda-Building. 2nd ed. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins, 1983,

Darsey, James. "Utopia and Desire." Argumentation and Values: Proceedings of the Ninth

SCA/AFA Conference on Argumentation. Ed. Sally Jackson. Annandale, VA: SCA,
1995. 28-35.

Dempsey, Richard H., and David J. Hartmann, "Mirror State Counterplans:
Hlegitimate, Topical, or Magical?" Journal of the American Forensic Association 21
(1985): 161-166.

Edwards, Richard E. "In Defense of Utopia: A Response to Katsulas, Herbeck, and Panetta.”
Journal of the American Forensic Association 24 (1987): 112-118.

Ehninger, Douglas. "Debating as Critical Deliberation.” Southern Speech Journal24(1958):
22-30.

33



McGee and Romanelli: Policy Debate as Fiction

Fadely, Dean. "Fiat Power and the Mirror State Counterplan." Speaker and Gavel 24 (1987):
69-76.

Freeley, Austin J. “Fiat Power: Its Uses and Limitations." Communication: Journal of the
Communication Association of the Pacific (1977): 79-82.

Fukuyama, Francis. The End of History and the Last Man. New York: Free Press, 1992.

Gearhart, Sally Miller. The Wanderground: Stories of the Hill Women. Boston: Alyson,
1979.

Gilman, Charlotte Perkins. Herland and Selected Stories. Ed. Barbara H. Solomon. New
York: Signet-Penguin, 1992.

Haschak, Paul G. Utapian/Dystopian Literature: A Bibliography of Literary Criticism.
Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow, 1994.

Hollihan, Thomas A., Kevin T. Baaske, and Patricia Riley. "Debaters as Storytellers: The
Narrative Perspective in Academic Debate.” Journal of the American Forensic
Association 23 (1987): 184-193. :

Katsulas, John P., Dale A. Herbeck, and Edward M. Panctta. "Fiating Utopia: A Negative View
of the Emergence of World Order Counterplans and Futures Gaming in Policy Debate."
Journal of the American Forensic Association 24 (1987): 95-111L.

Lakoff, George, and Mark Johnson. Metaphors We Live By.. Chicago: U of Chicago P, 1980.

Lichtman, Allan J., and Daniel M. Rohrer. "A General Theory of the Counterplan.” Advanced
Debate. 4thed, Ed. David A. Thomas and John P. Hart. Lincolnwood, IL: National
Textbook, 1992. 365-376. v

Mumford, Lewis. The Story of Utopias. 1922. New York: Viking, 1962.

Orwell, George. 1984, A Novel. New York: New American Library, 1961.

. Animal Farm. New York: Harcourt Brace, 1946.

Perkins, Dallas. "Counterplans and Paradigms." Journal of the American Forensic
Association 25 (1989): 140-149.

Piercy, Marge. Woman on the Edge of Time. New York: Fawcett Crest-Ballantine, 1976.

Rodden, John, "State-ly Designs: Toward an Architectonics of the Utopian Imagination."
Biennial Wake Forest Argumentation Conference, Winston-Salem, NC, 1991.

Rowland, Robert C. "The Debate Judge as Debate Judge: A Functional Paradigm for
Evaluating Debates* Journal of the American Forensic Association 20 (1984):
183-193.

Skinner, B. F. Walden Two. New York: Macmillan, 1948.

Snider, Alfred C. "Fantasy as Reality: Fiat Power in Academic Debate." Central States Speech
Association Convention, Milwaukee, April 1982.

34

McGee and Romanelli: Policy Debate as Fiction

.. "Games without Frontiers: A Design for Communication Scholars and Forensic
Educators." Journal of the American Forensic Association 20 (1984): 162-170.
. "Fantasy and Reality Revisited: Gaming, Fiat Power, and Anti-utopianism." Journal
of the American Forensic Association 24 (1987): 119-129.
Solt, Roger. "Negative Fiat: Resolving the Ambiguities of *Should'." Journal of the American
Forensic Association 25 (1989): 121-139.
Stowe, H;ig;;elt Beecher. Uncle Tom's Cabin Or, Life among the Lowly. New York: Penguin,
Voight, Phil. "Thinking in Time: The Importance of Temporal Location in Argument."
‘ Contemporary Argumentation and Debate 16 (1995); 86-97.
Weiss, Robert O. "The Audience Standard.” CEDA Yearbook 6 (1985); 43-49,
Zarefsky, David. "Argument as Hypothesis Testing." Advanced Debate. 4thed. Ed. David
A. Thomas and John P: Hart. Lincolnwood, IL: National Textbook, 1992. 252-262.

35



