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The recent use of value-oriented topics by CEDA has stimulated a great
deal of Iinterest in value argumenf.1 While policy debate often Involves a
questioning of values and frequently addresses the issue of how values should
be weighed, value topics have focused the attention of many Individuals on the
nature of value inquiry, which has been neglected by many contemporary debate
theorists.2 While much has been wrltten on value topics In the past few years,
many theorlsts have simply attempted to transpose rules from policy debate to
value debate wlthout recognizing that value debate differs In some very
fundamental ways from policy debate.® Value debate seems to be searching for a
new paradigm to assist In gulding debaters and judges In the evaluation of
value debate and to heip organize argument on value ‘ropics.4 This paper wil|
examine four dominant themes In the CEDA |iterature that attempt to establlsh
paradigms for value debate, analyzing the weaknesses of each approach. It will
then argue that we need to promote a wider range of paradigms to evaluate value
argument based on various philosophical systems.

Current Paradigms for Yalue Debates

There are four domlnant philosophies of value debate that have emerged in
recent years.? The flrst view suggests that any evaluation of values should be
based on current social values. The second view, drawing from Zarefsky's work
on hypothesis testing, suggests that presumption Is always agalnst the value
Implied by the resolution. The third view suggests that the values of the
individual judge should be presumed to be valld until a reason is given to
discard those views. The final approach, drawn from Utll[tarianism, assumes
that the value that promotes the greatest good for the greatest number of
people should be promoted. While each of these views has some value, they
reflect a limited view of the nature of value disputes.

The first view suggests that we should judge action and values according
to contemporary values.® Debaters are expected to locate the current values
that Amerlcans share, and they are then asked to related those values to the
toplc under discussion.” The assumption Is made that current values reflect
what should be our values. )

This view reflects an inapproprlate view of the way that values should be
evaluated.8 Inltially, It Is often dlfficult to evaluate precisely what are
the dominant American values, especlally since Amerlica contains many dlverse
cultures.? Addltionally, just because Americans may share a value does not
mean that we should hold that vaiue. Long ago Hume observed that what is Is
not always what should be. Contemporary values are not necessarily the correct
values. Argumentation theorists have long recognized the fallaclies of the
appeal to tradition and the fallacy of the appeal to popular oplnlon,10 which
Is the basis for this view of value. This view could also lead to absurd

conclusions. For example, 1f we were debating In Germany during World Wer 11,
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then genocide could be Justiflied since the German culture at the time
sanctioned those actions.

If we were debating In the South in the early 1800's, the Institution of
slavery would be seen as having a value. Even today, many individuals are
attacking current values. Liberals attack our values as being too conserva-
tive, Others attack our values as belng too self-centered. The Moral Major ity
attacks contemporary values as being too Immoral. It is simplistic to view
exlsting values as being inherentiy the best values; rather we need to seek
ways to evaluate claims about what our values should be.

The second épproach to the examinatlion of values Is the hypothesis testing
approach. This view was developed by David Zarefsky” and has been extended to
value debate by several individuals.'2  The assumption behind hypothesls
testing Is that the value specifled in the resolution acts as a hypothesis to
be tested, and that we should accept that value only If we are sure that the
value is correct. Thus, presumption Is against the resolution, and the
negative team can suggest multiple counter-values that could be superlor to the
value In the resolution. This Insures a rigorous test of the resolutlion.

This view of debate Is Inadequate for a number of reasons. First, It Is
Internaliy Inconsistent. The statement that value debate should be evaluated
as a hypothesis Is, In Itself, a hypothesis (or else there Is no way hypothesis
testing can be applled outside the debate setting). This requires that all
supporters of hypothesis testing demonstrate the Inberent superiority of
hypothesis testing over all other judging philosophies, which would be
difficult to do, especlally since Zarefsky himself argues that a diversity of
paradigms should be used by debaters,!3 »

Second, hypothesis testing Is an Inappropriate mode! for value debate.
One assumption behind hypothesis testing Is that debate Is a search for the
fruth, The fruth, In an absolute sense, Is Impossible to establlsh.
Philosophers have argued for centurles about thé nature of values and ethical
Inquiry and still have not reached a conclusion on these topics. It Is
unreasonable fo expect debaters to discover and prove this truth In one hour.
Instead, we must seek a truth that Is less than absolute.!4 The level of truth
that Is acceptable cannot be established by a universal, arbitrary standard;
rather It must be establlshed by comparing the systems of value evaluation that
are suggested by the advocates In the debate. This Is the method of science.
Zarefsky bases hls theory of hypothesis testing on his vislon of the nature of
argument in science, and the only sclentist he cites Is Kuhn. Kuhn, however,

does not share Zarefksy's vlew of argument. Kuhn argues, for example:

Once a first paradlgm through which to view nature has been found,

there Is no such thing as research In the absence of any paradigm.

To reject one paradigm without simultaneously substituting another

is to reject sclence Itself.15

Presumption, according to Kuhn, Is not against any paradigm; Indeed, once
a paradigm has been proposed, presumption Is with that paradigm until another
paradigm Is proposed. Kuhn argues "once [t has achieved the status of

paradigm, a sclentific theory Is declared Invalld only if an alternative
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candidate s avallable to take its place."16 Nor does Kuhn argue that a
paradigm Is evaluated agalnst all alternative theorles; Kuhn argues that:
sclence has advanced by the "competitlon between two rlval paradigms for the
allegiance of the sclentific communlfy."‘7 This Is even more applicable tor
sclentific disputes. As Individuals, we are faced wl+th cholces every minute of
every day. To fall to make those cholces Is to fall to face the responsibil-
itles of being human. Just as one cannot not communicate, we cannot fall to
have a moral and an ethical sysfem, even If the system Is not a consclous
product of thought. To reject one system of values Is to tacitly accept
another system which may be Inferlor to the system that was articulated. To
suspend judgement Is not an option; It Is to tacltly accepf current values that
may not be articulated or defended by any advocate. In our efforts to avold
accepting a false conclusion, we may set our standards so high that we fall to
embrace a true value.!'® For all of these reasons, hypotheslis testing does not
appear to be an adequate theory to apply to value argument.

A third approach to the Judging of value arguments holds that Jjudges
should evaluate debates from the ethical perspective that the Judge personally
suppor'rs.19 Thus, the judge is allowed to permit his or her personal bias on
the resolution guide him or her in establishing presumption and In setecting
the winner. This position suffers from several weaknesses. It Is often
impossible to know exactly what is the bias of the Judge. In addition, this
view of debate Is contrary to the notion of a neutral Judge. In fact, It
encourages dogmatic jJudges. For example, If | believe there is no justifi-
cation for vlolating Indlvidual |lberty, ! would never vote for a feam that Is
forced by the resolution to argue that Individual llberty Is not absolute.
This Is unfalr to the teams involved, since my declsion would be based on a
factor outside the control of the debaters.

A final approach to the Judging of value debate Is the Utiltitartlan
approach to debate.Z0 This approach argues that a value Is jJustified I1f, on
balance, the advantages of that value outwelgh the disadvantages of that value.
While there may be some basis for this view of Jjudging debates, it should be
recognized that the Utllltarlan viewpoint is only one of many phliosophies that
have been advocated by phllosophers. As wlth the first approach to judging
value debates, this position has been attacked by many Individuals.2! Some
argue that It is Impossible to welgh values, or that this view tends to
emphasize benefits to the majorlty over the rights of the minority. Others
argue that there are some rights or moral obligations that do not fit Into the
Utllitarian matrix. My argument Is not that there is no use for a Utlilitarian
framework; it Is slmply to note that the theory Is just one of many theories on
how values should be established.

I recently saw a debate that Illustrated this !Imitation. The second
negative speaker presented a dlsadvantage that was developed with extensive
references to Ayn Rand. The disadvantage argued that the sole purpose of
government was to protect property rlights and that the plan would curtall these
rights. The affirmative team, argulng from a Utllitarian perspective, pressed
the negative team to quantify the Impact of the dlsadvantage. | think that
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they missed the thrust of the argument. The position was (or should have been)
not that you should place Rand's value In a Utillitarian matrix, but rather it
was that the judge should judge the round as if the judge were Ayn Rand. From
that perspective, the Issue Is not how to weigh the disadvantage; rather one
would view the proposed action as being outside the power of a legitimate
government and one would rule out the plan regardiess of 1ts consequences.
This would be true for other philosophical systems. A devout Christian, for
example, would not base the decision on whether or not to sin on the cost/
benefit analysis of the action; another rule would govern the action.
Alterpative Paradigms for Yalue Debate

The weaknesses of current paradigms of value dispute is that they have
attempted to develop thelr assumptions from policy debate. A much more logical
approach to value debate Is to draw more from philosophy. This would indicate
that a large number of potentlal paradigms are avallable to the advocate. All
philtosophical systems attempt to develop standards for determining what is good
and what Is not, and thus each system Is a potential paradigm for a value
debate. Debaters should read Mill, Rawls and Dworkin to develop a framework
for analyzing values, and they should realize the Implications of these
theorists In debate rounds. For example, If a topic requlires that arguers
evaluate an ethical problem, there are a large number of perspectives that
could be used to support a conclusion on the topic. If a debater operates
under Utllltarian assumptions, then the action would be justified based upon
the ends of the action; the ends would justify the means. If the arguer were
to operate under the Judeo-Christian ethical system, the problem would be
solved based upon an Interpretation of the Bible. If the judge was an egolst,
the decision would be based upon what was In the Interests of the individual
Judge. Depending upon the wording of the topic, the theories of Mill, Hume,
Locke, Spinoza, o Rawls might be used to create an ethical system that Is then
applied to the dispute In question. A team might defend a !iberal view of the
world to justify a value in one round, and defend anarchy or Marxism In another
round. The resolution of the round would depend In part on the worldview that
the judges accept; current debate theories would be only a small part of the
wide range of paradigms that would be open to a debater.

This view of value debate would call for some major changes to be made In
the way debaters argue value topics. The debate would consist of three sets of
arguments. First, each advocate would outline the ethical (or pollitical or
social) system that they wish to defend, outlining its central features.
Second, each team would explaln why thelr paradigm should be used In that
debate. It is possible that both teams may agree on the philosophical system
to be used In the round. If this were the case, that paradigm would locate
presumption and provide guldelines for resolving argumen+5.22 If a Utilitarian
paradigm were used, for example, the judge would simply welgh the advantages
and‘dlsadvanfages of the value that are argued in the round. I[f an anarchist
perspective Is used, then presumpfion would be agalnst government involvement,
A natural law perspective would argue that the ends of a law may be irrelevant
If the means are contrary to natural law. The paradigm chosen wouid provlide

guidel ines to help set standards to evaluate the values.



If the two teams disagree on the philosophical system to be utlllzed, then
a portion of the debate should be devoted to comparling the two paradigms to
allow the judge the decide which of the two paradigms Is superior to the other.
Unless there 1o somu agroomont wn tho phliosophlical system to bo used In the
debate, the debate is unlikely fo be productive, since evidence and arguments
that may be persuasive to one philosophical viewpoint may be of no relevance to
a person from another phllosophical perspecﬂve.z3 If 1 am an extremely
religious Individual, for example, utilitarlan claims will be Irrelevant to my
value system, while an appeal to the Bible would carry no force for a Utiflitar-
fan. Debaters thus must demonstrate that their view of the world Is superior
to the alternate philosophlcal system advocated by thelr opposition. They can
do thiv by roducing tholr opponontts positlton to an absur dity, o by noting
that thelr wystom 1o wupor o wdncee Moo moro complete,  compr ohonslva,
consident, wles, o thoy can une any othor moans ol dogloat porsaaston fo
establish their paradigm as being superlor, The judge would then be forcod to
decide which position, as argued In the round, Is the superlor philosophlcal
system and, once that has been declided, the judge would then adopt that system
as a paradigm for the evaluation of the value argument. The judge would thus
apply the philosophical system to the arguments In the round to decide if the
statement of value Implied in the resolution would be true or false for an
tndividual accepting the philosophical positlon advocated who heard the
arguments in the round.

This approach to debating values may call for a.shift In the responsibil-
ities of speakers in CEDA debate. The flrst negative speaker, for example, may
wish to devote part of that speech to developing an alternative philosophical
system from the system Implied by the affirmative case. The speaker would then
indlicate why the negative paradigm Is superior fo the affirmative paradigm. In
addition, he would Indlcate why, glven the negative paradigm, the value implied
tn the resolution is false. The second negative speaker could then devote that
entire speech to Indicating why, even If the judge were to accept the
affirmative team's value system, the resolution should be rejected. The
affirmative team may want to respond to this strategy by devoting more of Its
time to articutating and Justifylng the philosophical position that forms the

basis for their case.

This view of value argumentation will enable debaters to more fully
recognize the assumptions that they make in arguing values, and it wiil also
place those assumptions under critical examinatlion. It will also help debaters
(and coaches) to learn more about values. It Is absurd to think that our

debaters could debate values for four years without even knowing what Natural
Law or Utilitarianism refer fto (or what the strengths or weaknesses of these
views are), If we are Interested In training students about philosophy, we
need to draw more from philosophers and we need to help our students understand
the major ethical! and pollitical theories so that they can compare these systems
and apply these systems to contemporary dlsputes over values. CEDA debate is
the ldeal way to conduct this exploration, and If CEDA moves In this direction,
the onty result can be a greater understanding of philosophical systems and

values by both debaters and coaches.
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