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"Once a philosopher advances a claim,
s/he is expected to defend the claim
against all arguments raised against
it . . . this rigorous process of
dialectic serves to prevent the acceptance
of a false claim.“l Debaters, like philo-
sophers, have a similar responsibility.
Trapp continues, "As in philosophy, the
claim of the rhetor must be subjected to

If the claim survives, we may
2

criticism.
consider it to be tentatively reliable."
Our purpose is to examine briefly
the roles of presumption, burden of proof,
and significance in debating and evalu-
ating prepositicns of value. Presumption.
The title of Vasilius' paper delivered at
the 1980 Desert Argumentation Sympcsium

"Presumption, Presump-
3

asks the question:
tion, Wherefcre Art Thou Presumption?”
Despite Vasilius' answer we have found
that Cross Examination Debate Association
(CEDA) debaters generally do not or cannot
answe the guestion in CEDA debate rounds.
Once again we raise the question and
attempt to provide an answer.

Perhaps the most traditional and
conservative view of the role of presump-
tion in policy debate is that presumption
rests with the negative and in favor of
the status guo. Justifications include
such statements as "he who asserts must
prove," and the "status quo is innocent
until proven guilty." For many risk is
endemic to change. And affirmatives
advocate change. In contrast, Lichtman
and Rohrer argue that, "the rationale we
have uncovered calls for a presumption

against uncertainty because of the risks
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it inherently imposes . . . the crucial
element in this rationale is its indict-
ment of uncertainty and not necessarily
of change."4

Certainly there is controversy
surrounding the role of presumpticn in
policy debate. But there are well-
developed and well-reasconed positions
for the role presumption should take in
policy debate.

The place of presumption in value

debate, at present, is not as wzll
defined. Matlon suggests three alterna-
tives:

Pirst, presumption micht rest
against the proposition being

argued . . . Second, presumption
might rest with the specific

judge's belief in the valuz judgment
prior tc the start of the Jcbate
round.

Alternative number three is the least
reasonable and the least practical. " It
would be unfair to the team having to
attack the judge's belief in the value.
Anyone familiar with persuasion and
attitude change literature would recog-
nize immediately the great burden facing
it would be

the advocate. 1In addition,

logistically problematic. How would the
advocates know the judge's belief in the
value? At a minimum, value propositions
of all prospective judges would have to
be available to the debaters. The prob-
lem would be even greater in the case of
multiple judge rounds where judges might
hold disparate values. TFinally, what
one reports as a belief and what one
actually believes may be discrepant. We

reject this alternative even while recog-



nizing that it may be the most "real
world."

Alternative number. two suggests
that presumption might rest with popular
belief.
validated by public opinion polls,

A "presumptive value" might be

statements by political and social
leaders (assuming they represented
.majority or popular opinion), statutes,
In this
case presumption would not be automa-~

and Supreme Court decisions.
tically assigned. It would vary from
round to round. In all probability,
presumption would be awarded to the team
best able to prove a "presumptive value"
through substantive argument.

Matlon's alternative number one,
that presumption might rest against the
hypothesis being argued, is also sug~
gested by Vasilius. She writes,
“hypothesis testing seems to be the most
appropriate paradigm for value proposi-

tion debating . . ub

We agree. The
first of Vasiliue' ten reasons for why
hypothesis-testing is well suited to
value debate is that "hypothesis testing
established presumption‘“7 Vasilius
provides an advantayge for stipulated
presumption when she writes, "Arbitrar-
iness in both 'games' status gquo and
'games' presumption is thus avoided, and
a model which can claim rigor in
verification is employed."8
Willard, in attacking the hypo-
thesis testing paradigm and defending
the "policy perspective" for policy
debate, makes an argument for consis-
tency: "The term 'coherent' also
implies that the disputants must defend
consistent (emphasis his) policy posi-
tions."9 He goes on to say that, "Con-
sistency, after all, has enjoyed a long
Western tradition of respect; and it is

not unreasonable to c¢laim that it has
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gradually acquired the status of a primary
10
" Of

course, Willard is arguing against contra=-

social and intellectual value.

dictory and inconsistent negative positions
taken under the guise of hypothesis-

11

testing. Do we now offer a turnaround?

Not really. But we do enjoy the same
regard for consistency. We are using the
term consistency in a somewhat different
sense here than did Willard. The hypo-
thesis-testing paradign allows for consis-
tency on the issue of presumption:
presumption is always against the
resolution. If nothing else, this pcsition
on presumption helps to clarify which team
has what responsibilities.

The traditional view of presumption
resting with the status quo, with the
negative, and against the affirmative is
inconsistent. What is the status guo on
some value resolutions? Do value enphases
change over time? Undoubtedly it is sub-
ject of debate. Consider, for example, the
compulsory national service topic. Cases
that argued jury duty as a form ¢f compul-
sory national service probably supported a
status quo value. Presumption, in this
case wight flow affirmstive. In contrast,
those who advocated the draft as desirable,
arqued for something that was not status
guo. Presumption would probably be with
the negative. Who knows where the locus of
presumption might be on such cases as bloecd
donation, garbage collection, energy
conservation, participation in the census
and so on.

For consistency, for parsimony, and
for clarity, we suggest that presumption
should be against the resolution. Zarefsky
asserts, "The hypothesis tester regards
presumption as stipulated rather than
natural. Moreover, he recognizes that
there are risks in both change and stabi-

lity and that neither change nor stability



is a complete characterization of the
normal state of affairs."12

Zarefsky goes on to justify why
rigor is preserved when presumption is
placed against the resolution:

But the negative is not proposing
a thesis for adherence; its aim is
only to negate. Rejecting the
proposition does not preclude
taking any other position. An
alternative hypothesis may be
provided for testing, the origi-
nal hypothesis may be refined and
then reexamined, further study may
be undertaken, and so forth. By
contrast, to affirm the proposi-
tion is to make a personal commit-
ment that it is prchably true.
Since, rejection involves fewer
risks than does acceptance, it is
appropriate to locate presumption
against the resolution.

Note the phrase "since rejection involves
fewer risks than does acceptance." By
placing presumption against the resolu-
tion the probability of a judge voting

for a false claim is reduced.

Interrelaticnships: Presumption, Burdsn
of Proof, and Significance.

In order to avoid acceptance of a
false clzim how much weight should pre-~
sumption ke assigned? Tn Lichtmen and
Rohrer's discussion of decision rules
for policy debate they suggest that if
presumption "is not debated by either
side, a feather's weight presumption is
granted to the present system over any

14 Their justification

proposed change."
is that, "the adoption of a new policy
generally involves more uncertainty than
maintenance of the existing order, and
that the substantive importance of this
uncertainty is impossible to determine."l5
Lest we be accused of misconstruing, we
hasten to add that Lichtman and Rohrer
definitely are not hypothesis~testers.
In fact, they appear to arque against

hypothesis—testing when they say:

there should be a feather's weight of
presumption against whichever advo-
cate is in a position to expand the
debate by enumerating new alterna-
tives to his opponent's proposals.
Proliferation of proposals and
deterioration of debate were seen as
undesirable . . . an initial affirma-
tive proposal should be granted a
presumption over subsequent counter-
proposals.

We are not sure how much a feather
weighs. We assume it means, that in the
case of an absolute tie, presumpticn would
be employed as a decision rule to break a
tie.

While Zarefsky operates from an hypo-
thesis-tester paradigm and Lichtman and
Rohrer from a comparison of policy
systems--two radically different decision-
making paradigms--we submit that they are
not really antithetical when it ccmas to
the issue of presumption. It is 2 matter
of locus. In Henderson's terms, "The
locus of a judge's dJdecision would be the
acceptance oy rejection of that resclution.
The locus of presumption for Licl.tran and
Rohrer, as previously noted, would be
against "whichever policy system entails
more uncertain censeguences. "

In other words, the hypothesis-tester
makes a judgment about the probable truth
of the resolution based on the arguments
and proofs presented in the debate. The
focus is on whether the resoluticn is
probably true or probably false, and along
value dimensions, whether the value con-
tained in the resolution is probably good
or probably bad. The policy-maker, in
contrast, makes her decision based on the
certainty/uncertainty of effects of the
policy or policies being advocated. Accep-~
tance or rejection of affirmative's policy,
assuming it is an example of the resolution,
is tantamount to accepting or rejecting the
resolution. Lichtman and Rohrer suggest,



“The basis of a decision rule should be
the level of uncertainty surrounding the
policies that are debated. Policies
including little.or no uncertainty should
be favored over those with highly uncer-

R 1
tain consequences.” 8

Presumption- links
to the level of uncertainty of the policy
or policies. TFor the hypothesis-tester
focusing on the resolution, and that is
where the focus is in value debate since
no plan is offered, presumption is linked
that the

claim (resolution) is true or false.

to the certainty (probability)

Presumption is now linked to the
The

First,

affirmative's burden of proof.
affirmative burden is twofold:
the affirmative must present sufficient
proofs to overcome our feather's weight
presumption. The affirmative must demon-
strate to the judge that she is not
beirng asked to vote for a false claim.

We might suggest that this constitutes
Lthe affirmative’s minimal prima facic
burden. Second, as the debate goes for-
ward, cffirmative must sustain not only
enough proofs to overcome the false
claim risk but also a preponderance of
arguments, proofs, evidence, and reason-
ing over and above those advanced by the
negative team. If the affirmative is
successful in accomplishing both re-
quirements they have probably, in the
context of the debate, proven the
probable truth of the resolution.

Our approech is very similar to
that espoused by Smith and Hunsaker, "By
‘presumption' we mean that, in absence
of proof by a preponderance of the
evidence, the case against a proposition
of action or belief will prevail."

Trapp summarizes our position on pre-
sumption when he writes, "These rigors,
inherent in the argumentative perspec-—

tive, {(stipulating presumption against
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. teams.

the resolution) provide a method that rhet-~
oric might avoid accepting a false claim."zo
Now we turn our attention to the inter-
relationships of the issue of significance
for debating propositions of value pre-
ferring that such standards be established
within the context of a particular debate.
Significance arguments, in large measure,
are situationally dependent on the arguments
advanced by the affirmative and negative
Debaters should present not only
reasons why their arguments are more signi-
ficant but alsc should provide criteria by
which significance comparisons can be made.
Minimally, the affirmative must demon-
strate sufficient significance to overcome
the risk of the false claim; in other words,
to overcome presumption against the
proposition. How much si¢gnificance is
necessary toc overcome the "feather's weight"
is subject to dispute within a gilven debate

s we have mentioned preaviously

round.

when discussing burden of proof, the affir-

t5 overcome both presumption and negative
arguments. If a tie were to result when
comparing affirmative and negative signifi-
cance, presumption would be invoked to avoid
the rick of the false claim.

Mueller, Schuessler, and Costner note
that, "Although hypothesis-testing proce-
dures are useful in measuring the risk of
peing wrong, they cannot advise the inves-
tigator about how much rick he should take."
Clever and inventive negatives can devise
"good reasons"22 as to how much risk the
investigator (judge) should or should not
take when deciding whethex to vote for the
proposition. Thus, the risk of presumption
might be contextually determined within the
debate through negative arguments. Assuming
that negative teams are successful in con-
vincing the judge of an increased risk of

presumption, affirmative significance



burdens would increase concurrently.
Conversely, affirmatives might invent
"good reasons” as to why the risk of
presumption is minimal or even not im-
portant at all. In both cases the
standards and criteria are best set with-
in the dekate round.

Lichtman and Rohrer argue that,
"Questions of fact are resolved solely by
an evaluation of the probable truth of
the factual hvpothesis that is being con-~
sidered. Decision rules would be used to
convert a particular level of probability
into a ves-no decision that the hypo-
thesig is either true or false.“23 They
continue with examples from the courts,
", . .civil courts generally will uphold
the plaintiff's claim ii the probable
truth of the claim is ¢reater than 50
percent. Ceiminal ccurts, on the ocher
han:d, rzguire the state to demonstrate
close to a 100 percent prchability of

gullt before they wil

1 render a Judgrent
24
"

againzt the ascused. Someona decicing
a $100 szall claims suit is operating in
a significantly different situation than
someone attempiting to decide the guilt of
an accusad murderes. The risk of accep-
ting a false claim is obviously much
greater in the latter situation. Signi-
ficance burdens in debate rounds may vary
accordingly depending upon the arguments,
criteria, and "good reasons" presented.
The greater the uncertainty of the guilt
of the accused murderer, the greater the

risk of ccnvicting her.

Significance. Due to space limita-
tions we are restricted from exploring at
length methods for comparing signifi-
cance. We can, however, make some gen-
eral suggestions. We view dekate on
propositions of value as very sirilar to
case arguments when debating propositicns
of policy. Policy debaters present jus-

tifications in support of their proposad
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éolicy. Value debaters present justifi-
cations in support of a value or a set
of values.

First, Value debaters can challenge
the links between their opponents' justi-
fications or criteria and their opponents'
If the links between

data-claim~fact or data-claim-value are

facts or values.

minimized the probability of the argu-
ment being true is also minimized. 1In
addition, negatives can argue that we
would call "counter-justifications."”
Their role in value debate is similar to
what Zarefsky suggests under the hypo-
thesis-testing model for policy debate:
"The function of the counterplen is to
argue by eiample that the specific propo-
sition under consideration has not beer
justified."25 No, we are not advocating
countexplans in value debate but rather
"counter-justifications.” Zarefsky
arcurment in » different form."
Couter- justifications can take at

least two ¥orms. First, they can dany
direzily the affirmative's examples in
support of tha proposition. Consider the

resolution: “Rerclved: That Activism in
Politics by Religious Groups Harms the
American Political Process." Some affix-
mativez on this resolution argued justi-
fications such as tax exempt status for
religious groups, free media time and soO
on and attempted to demonstrate how this
special status for religious groups
harmed the political process. Some nega-
tives issued counter-justifications that
religious activism in politics led to
improved civil rights conditions and that
religious group activism contributed to
the U.S. withdrawal from Vietnam.
Restriction of freedom of speecn was
argued by some affirmatives while some
negatives argued that religicus activism

enhanced debate on controversial topics



and contributed to the free marketplace
of ideas.

Whether the resolution is probably
true or probably false ties directly to
the issue of significance.
is best able to prove the greater proba-
bility of their justifications/couhterF
justifications being true would have
greater significance. In addition, advo-
cates might attach a degree of value to
each of the justifications. The team
that displayed not only the most probable
but also the most valuable justifications
or counter-justifications would also
enjoy the greatest significance. In more
traditional terms, the probability of a
justification/counter-justification might
be likened to quantitative or empirical
significance. The value of a justifica-
tion is similar to qualitative signifi-
cance.

Second, a counter-justification can
Each
probebly arguc that the value they sup-

support a counter-value. team will
port is more important (liigher in the
On the

compulsory national service topic some

hierarchy) than their opponents'.

affirmatives argued a "social contract”--
that individuals owed an obligationrn to
their society. Some negatives counter-
justified with the argument that individ-
ual freedom should reign supreme.
Arguments about these values in conflict
were philosophical and gqualitative in
natura. But there ware also guantitative
arguments as affirmatives argued a need
As with

many recent CEDA resolutions, wvalues and

for a stronger Armed Forces.

counter~values cculd be argued along both
intrinsic and extrinsic dimens:’.curlsv.Z.7 In
our view, how probable or how valuable
something is or might be is also a ques-
To the extent that

one team has presented more probable and/

tion of signigifance.

or more valuable "good reasons" {or or

The team that
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against the resolution, they have also pre-
sented a more significant case for or
against the resolution.

Finally, to discover other methods of
arguing and minimizing significance, we
suggest that debaters examine the fallacy of
hasty generalizations, tests of induction,

and Paulsen and Rhodes' work on counter-

warrants.28
We agree with Zarefsky when he wrote:

I think our theories of argument would
be given greater validity and wider
utility by grappling with issues such
as the nature of presumption and burden
of proof, the responsibilities of the
advocates, the role of the judge, and
the nature of 'good reasons' in the
context of non-policy propositions. E
This paper represents an initial attempt to
grapple with some of these issues. Nothing
would please us more than vehement disagree-
ment and widely published counter-perspec-
our students would have more

tives. For then,

options from which to choose "good reasons.”
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