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It Is better to debate a question without settling
It than to settle a question without debate.
- Joubert

While the annals of speech pedagogy are |lttered with examples of value
propositions used for both academic and popular debate, competitive Inter-
collegiate forensics has too often reduced the proposition of value to a lesser
status; both theory and practice In recent years has centered upon propositions
of policy. Recently there have been efforts to deviate from this pollcy
expectation. The CEDA debate assocltation ( redundant phrase) has offered Its
entrants propositions of value for practice. Meanwhile, varlous individuals
and the CEDA organlzation i1tself have trled to remedy the theory vacuum. Yet
desplte these efforts, value proposition debate has seemed unable to dlvorce
itself from the practices and tradltlons of "NDT" debate. Is the popularity of
CEDA also Its nemesis? Must all debate devolve Into "fast-talking, evidence-
readlng sesslons with welrd analysls and even welrder cases?" (| nearly-quote
a colleague here). My own response [s that value proposition debate In the
CEDA manner is Indeed possible, and possible without artiflcial checks on cases
or evldence. I suggest that a cross-cultural perspective can provide an
excellent basls for the exploration of value propositions.

Consider an example. - The 1979-80 CEDA topic focused on the desirabllity
of requlring a perlod of national service for all United States citlzens. In
the main, affirmative teams focused on the need for particular types of
national service: military service, public service, even education and tax-
paylng! While mandatory cardio-pulmonary resuscitation courses or honesty In
IRS deductlions may seem an odd way to Interpret "national service," all such
arguments In this llne seem an odd way to debate values. You may declde
whether something Is of value, but not whether something should be held as a
value. By placing the emphasls on pollcy criteria many times removed from
values, the values were bypassed, or simply assumed. Territorial Integrity for
a nation state may be a value, and a value based upon other values, but to
conslider that value only as translated Into arguments on whether the Soviets
may or may not be deterred or defeated by our current armed forces does not
address the value Itself, only the pollicies surrounding that value. Thus, the
emphasis Is shlfted from consideration of national service, per se, to the
present need for a particular type of national service to satisfy a need; the
emphasis Is shifted from value to pollicy.

A focus on values, however, may still not be wholly satlsfactory. To
continue wlth the same topic used above, the more phllosophlcal and "value
or lented" debates | heard were also.curlously shallow. In general, these
debates Involved an overview of the need for a cltizen to serve her couniry, by
the affirmative; the negative team would then respond, quoting such sages of
Locke and Mill, that such a duty could only be Justifled in exireme
clrcumstances. The debate would then shift to a consideration of whether such
clrcumstances were suffliciently extreme, The idea of values Is ldentlfied with

phllosophy or abstraction, a view not necessarlly accurate, and the whole once
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agaln focuses on policy. As | will discuss below, the problem Is not merely
the policy focus, but the shallow, culturally llmited value discussion.

Somewhat belatedly, | must admit that there Is no harm in treating value
proposltions as policy propositions. |If those In CEDA wish to labe! thelr
propositions one thing and ireat them as another, no |ittie bralns wiil become
particularly warped. In am distressed at the use of those same argumentative
constructs as are used to test policles, to test values., There seems to be an
opportunity cost involved when people unnecessarily lImlt the scope of their
argument.

Although | would never clalm that a value should be, or even can be,
divorced from Its pollicy Impllications, such implications need not be the focal
polnt of discussion. A value may be good In and of Itself. Courage, for
example, Is generally held to be a faudable tralt, but few would say that It
should be an absoiute factor for determining behavior. Indeed, such cliches as
Y"Discretion Is the better part of valor" suggest that courage should be
tempered by wisdom. Yet to argue that we should not value courage because
courage alone can lead to foollsh action ignores the cultural context of
courage and makes the argument shallow and silly.

It is at this point that the vacuum in both theory and practice becomes
apparent; the rejection of pollcy paradigms for value argument glves no clue as
to how values should be argued. Debate theory Itself may not hold any answer.
The narrow, culture-specific ménner In which the entire topic Is approached may
well be the root of the problem. By operating from our current cultural
assumptions the only '"real [ife" question In many debates Is "does the
circumstance fit the criteria?”, a path which leads to policy o fact Investi~
gation. The criterla themselves are excluded from Investigation, as our
culture considers them as "glven.™ A qulck review of recent toplcs, such as
education, national service, environment or church and state relations should
provide examples of how the value was bypassed In favor of criterla=fit.

An alternative strategy is the removal of the debate from Its cultural
context., For example, while "national service"™ or Mnatlonal securlty” Is a
value, there are other, competing values. Might global government not be
preferable to nation states? MIght anarchy not be superlor? Does a citizen
owe any lInvoluntary duty? Does the Indlvidual exist only to serve the state?
Or take a more recent toplc: should there be a difference between church and
state? Does Information provide a good or unneeded confllct? Should rulers be
declded by majority or sallent minority? Such questions evolve around very
profound differences In values; differences so profound as to be fundamental.
If there Is no agreement on the deslrability of a natlon, there Is not likely
any agreement on the conditions of natlional service. If the church and state
dlichotomy Is discarded, Involvement by religlous groups In the electoral
process will be viewed as positive. Thus, although policy questlons are still
Invoived, discussion of speciflc policies Is suspended until the underlyling
values are resolved.

Immediately, three questions spring up: FlIrst, pollicy considerations are
stil!l present; second, because some values are so deeply rooted In the Amerlcan
culture, the speaker wishing to counter those values must use a different
cultural context to find support for such values; third, such cfoss-culfural
concepts are outside the experience of most Amerlcan undergraduates, and are

also outslide the experlience of most debate critics.
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To provide a clrcuitous response to these issues, consider my own
"operational definition" of values, that is: the bellefs or attitudes which
underly pollcy or behavior. Scant as [t may be, such a definition seems to be
compatible with more formal definltions. Dale Hample suggests values "are
thought to typlfy both people and cultures by defining proper (or good or
acceptable) action and behavior™ (1977, p. 106). Ron Matlon insists that “a
proposition of value is a quallitative Judgement . . ."(1978, p. 195). Bruce
Gronbeck suggests value propositions are "{ntermedlates between the world of
fact and the world of advice"™ (1968, p. 31). Writing from an Intercul tural
perspectlve, L. E. Sarbaugh explains in part that values are "that set of
bel tefs that pertaln to what is important or unimportant, good-bad or right-
wrong" (1979, p. 144). Edward Stewart malntains that In defining values "the
one feature that is common to all usages is the idea of oughfness" (1972,

p. i7). All these definltlons support the previous discussion: value is a
pre-policy consideration. Thus, by implIcation, the most appropriate focus for
value proposition debate Is the pre-policy area.

To return to my three issues, the responses should be falrly apparent. |If
pollcy Is still present in the debate, fine; the policy consideration Is stifl
present, but is not, and should not be, the prime focus. In addition, by
shifting away from argument on present policies to universal questions of
value, the argument can expand beyond time-speciflic considerations of Iimmedlate
need Into argument which relles upon logic, philosophy or history rather than
current events alone.

On my second question, ! welcome the expansion into a cross-cul tural
pespective. The Image of the crude, obllvious, ethnocentric "Ugly American"
can apply Jjust as easlly to educators and students as fo politiclans or camera-
wielding tourists. [f a question demands an answer not found In a student's
own cultural milieu, why not go outside that specific culture for the answer?
in the case of value propositions, the use of a variety of cultural standpoints
allows exploration of the best position, not merely discussion of a position
which currently enjoys favor In the Unlted States. A student also need not go
past the borders of this country to discover a great varlety of cultures which
are no less valid because they hold minor ity views.

The third Issue, lack of preparedness, Is not a reason to reject cross-
cultural efforts, but to expand pedagogy In the area of debate to include both
cross-cultural materlals, and tools by which a student may explore cultural
diversity, rather than merely her own cultural concepts. The second part of
thls Issue, that of judge acceptance, a problem non-unique in this one area. !
remaln optimlstic that any critic is willlng to accept a qual Ity argument,
whether or not it Is unusual; even better, If both teams agree tfo discard
cultural restrictions on argument, the critic will have no option but
compl lance.

In short, these particular arguments agalnst argulng value propositions
from a cross-cultural perspective are In large part arguments in favor of such
a perspective. If Intercolleglate debate adheres to Its goals of encouraglng
Intellectual deve!opment, expanding knowledge, atding analysis and research
abilltles, expansion into an Intercultural approach seems appropriate. CEDA
debate, In particular, would seem an appropriate home for argument which
demands more thought than evidence.
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What does this mean In practical terms? For a start, the hypothesis-
testing paradigm Is well suited for both value proposition debate and Inter-
cultural argument (See also Vasillus, 1980). While other currently popular
paradigms force comparison between only two values; or analyze values In the
context of current pollicy through either a stock issues or systems analysls
framework; a paradigm which encourages debate simply agalnst the resclution is
both simple and adaptable. As each team Is free to select a strategy without
belng constricted by policy expectations, the debaters can also free themselves
from debating or defending "status quo™ American values. In practice, no one
need even risk the problems Inherent in cultural relativism; rather than argue
one value as best, the only question Is whether the value expressed In the
resolution Is good. Thus, the debater may draw on material to support her
claims without having to rely on the advantages of a‘slngle pollcy, value
system or culture.

At least as pragmatic as paradigm selectlon is value identiflication.
Inasmuch as certain values are embedded In our own culture, that same culture
can prevent examination of these values, and other values, by obscuring the
possibilities beyond the accepted bellef structure. Take a deceptively simple
concept, "Women should be equal to men."™ Focusing wholly on the values In this
statement, the analysis seems simple: women should be equal. The problem
comes In defining the underlying policles which would indicate equality. This
Is because the malnstream Amer ican value questions on this Issue tend to focus
on a pro- o anti~ERA position, In which the policy deflnes the value. Yet
this analysis Ignores other, no less valid, options. Posltlons on this Issue
range from the view that women cannot and should not be equal to men (because
they have no souls, they are impure, they are not Intelligent, they are evil);
through the egallterlan view of separate but equal; the liberal view Tha; women
should be equal to men; the androgynous view that women and men should be equal
to each other; to the separatist view that equality Is a ridlculous concept due
to exireme gender differences; or even the view that women should be super lor
to men. Some of these views may seem poor at flrst glance, but such an
ethnocentric viewpoint Ignores the sophisticated reasoning underlying each
view, from the most "reactionary" fo the most "radlcal."

There are many sources which can promote a cross-cultural exploration of
values., | will suggest three Intercultural texts.

American Cultural Patterns, by Edward Stewart, provides an excellent
consideration of general Amerlcan values. Stewart does that which is difficult
for an American; he examines Amerlcan values from an outsider's perspective.
Example: Stewart suggests that the "middle class American thinks of . ., .
doing as his preferred activity" (p. 17). In that one phrase Stewart glves a
rationale not only for general value constructs in the United States, but a
cause of the terrible problem argument theorlsts have with the concept of
Inherency?! Stewart provides a catalog of both specific and general examples;
the use of materlal oriented toward Identification of American values can be an
Inttlal step In debating values from a cross-cuitural perspective.

A plausible second step Is dellneation of values found outside the
dominant Amerlcan culture. Harris and Moran suggest many dlfferent ways to
analyze cultural differences In thelr business text, Managlng Cultural
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Differences. One technique divides values Into U.S. values, alternative
values, and outlines the policy Implications. A debater couid use this as a
model, and construct a simitar table delineating mainstream U.S. values,
alfernative values and thelr effect on argumenfs; Sarbaugh provides a
compl Icated taxonomy for classifying cultural differences in Intercultural
Commuplcation. Such a taxonomy could ald in classifying values and assessing
the degree of dlfference between confllcting values. On the environment/
energy toplc, for example, a chart showing the values on each side could be
prepared. Each value would then be palred with alternative values, and the
degree and nature of Incompatibllity assessed. The debate could then focus on
the areas of dlsagreement, with each side using value arguments that are In
conflict, and not merely tangential,

Finally, evidentiary and analytlcal support for the cross-cultural value
positions would have to be assembled. In this process, the traditional Western
forms of |lnear logic, or the traditional sources of debate evidence may not be
the best. Why discard, for example, a source "blased" in favor of Marxism?
Are not most U.S. sources normally considered “biased" in favor of capltallsm?

This essay, rather obviously, Is far too brlef for the subject. | would
hope to see an extension in practice rather than on paper. Given appropriately
worded resolutions, sufficlentiy Interested students and encouraglng coaches,
an intercultural approach to debating value propositions could well construct
not only a productive argumentatlive basis for propositions of value, but an

understanding of cultural diversity as well.
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