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One of the most pervasive pedagogical problems in CEDA debate is
instructing prospective debaters how to construct prima facie affirmative
cases. To do so properly requires that students understand the place
presumption plays in value debate, so the advocates can determine whether their
burden of proof requires that presumption be overcame, ascertained, or seized.
Similarly, the development of a prima facie case requires that the affirmative
first know what the stock issues are in a value proposition before he or she
can effectively develcp them in the first affirmative.

In resolutions of policy, such determinations are bardly absolute, bui: at
least there are fairly well-defined prescripticns with a substantial theory
base and significant tradition. Presumpticn is widely held to rest initially
with the negative, whether due to risks inherent in change, the deletericus
effects of affirming a false hypothesis (resolution), or the necessity of a
decision rule in case of a *tie.® To overcome the presumption, the affimmative
must demcnstrate the requisite stock issues (significance, inherency, solvency,
topicality). A number of organizational alternatives or forms of prima facie
Cases have evolved (e.g., need-plan, comparative advantages, goals-criteria,
alternative justification); the method of choosing which approach to employ is
ideally a function of appropriateness to the substantive issues being
discussed.

Onfortunately, such clarity does not exist with respect to the conduct of
value debate. To be sure, Matlon added to our knowledge of stock issues with
the differentiaticn of definitive fram designative issues. The definitive
issue, Matlon notes, “establishes decision criteria....before the validity of
an ethical judgment can be established, the nature of the value must be
described and defended.l Recently, Ulrich arqued that philosophical systems
should be articulated and defended to satisfy the demands of the definitive
issue. Specifically, “each advocate would cutline the ethical (or political or
social system that they wish to defend, cutlining its central features.
Second, each team would explain why their paradigm should be used in that
debate, *2

On the other hand, the designative issue “assumes the adopticon of a moral
standard and proceeds to assess that standard in a particular situation.*3
There are two matters of importance here. Explicitly, the affirmative case
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must "meet” the criteria presented. Implicitly, the affirmative is given
considerable latitude in determining what the “particular situation® or context
is in which the evaluation will take place. As will be demonstrated later, the
policy implications of a value or va.lue system is a logical, even necessary,
method of assessing or justifying its utilization as a decision rule or code of
conduct. Certainly the influence of Matlcn's work has been pervasive, More
and more CEDA teams (and aiﬁs) are utilizing or demanding an organizaticn
patterned after his discussion of definitive and designative stock issues.
Failure to demonstrate (or carry) both issues has undoubtedly been cited cn
many ballots as reason for negative decisions on prima facie grounds.

Por all the increased consistency in affimmative case construction
Matlen's writing has produced, the overall impact on the conduct and critical
evaluation of CEDA debate is lessened by the failure to attain agreement of
what the locus of presumption is in value imuiry. Matlon himself notes that
“In value debate, in particular, there seems to be no precise or widely
accepted method for locating presumption.*4 Indeed, we are no closer to
intersubjectivity cn this matter than we were five to ten years ago. The
disproportionate share of journal and convention space devoted to the subject
and the myriad of positions articulated is ample evidence of the lack of shared
agreement.,5

In a very real sense,.thatthissetcfciramtances could arise is a bit
illogical. Brydon's arqument makes a good deal of sense: if the negative team
dogs not have presumption initially, then the practice of having the
affimmative speak first and last is highly suspect - - such an order of
speaking is predicated on particular burdens associated with stfstaa.mng a
orima facie case in light of negative refutation, i.e., ovezcaningbnega'tive
presumption. Brydon cbserves:

If they [affirmative] o not have the burden of proof, it is

unfair to give them both positions. Furthermore, it makes little

sense to impose the burden of proof on the negative, but require

them to wait for the affirmative to set the boundaries of the

debate in the first speech. If CEDA debate abandons the

traditional allocation of presumption, it also ought to abandon

the traditional format designed with the allocation in mind.6

We also recognize that the designative stock issue is considerably
mde:dew_leloped when contrasted with the definitive issue. Matlon cbserves
merely that “The designative stock issue is designed to satisfy the conditions

set up in the definitive issue., Does the topic in question satisfy
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the criteria or value standard?"’ But how does the affirmative go about
Jsatisfying conditicns* of the designative issue?

We believe that a viable affirmative method of fulfilling its
responsibilities is what we term the "Policy Implicaticns® affimative.
Basically, the affimmative offers a Pxima facie case in support of a value or
value system, consistent with that required by the resolution (the definitive
stock issue). The justification for the value system, the designative stock
issue, is grounded in the system's beneficial policy implications. The
appropriateness of the policy approach in “value® or CEDA debate may be argued
in the first affirmative or reserved for refuting negative cbjecticns to the
approach taken (if any).

Theoretically, this position commands increasing support. At the most
fecent Argumentaticn Conference, Robert Rowland lent considerable credence to
our view that policy considerations of value systems ought be the central
concern in CEDA debate. Drawing fram a host of value theorists and linking
their conceptual and evaluative contributicns to the theory . and practice of
CEDA debate, he concludes that “the relative worth of competing values can be
measured cnly by considering the effects which the values would have if they
were to quide human conduct. The values can be evaluatad only by treating them
as implied policies.*8

Presumption initially rests against the resolution, in our view; depending
on negative argqumentation the role of Presumption may be altered gluring the
round. Specifically, the negative may present arguments that the affirmative
has failed to meet itspximﬁmigburdens--itbasfailedtoptesentand
justify a valid "decision rule® or value System and/or it has failed to -
demonstrate the designative issue, i.e., the policy implications either are mot
logical cutgrowths of the value system or fail independently to justify
adﬁerence to the system. Moreover, the value system may in fact produce
harmful policies or acticns which cutweigh the benefits claimed. In this
scenario, presumption would continue with the negative by virtue of the
affirmative failure to justify the resolution.

If, instead, the negative chooses to offer a competing value system to
produce equal or greater benefits with fewer harmful consequences than the
affirmative value system, the decision rule regarding presumption is with the
value system of least risk. In many respects, a debate of this type resembles
a counterplari round in NOT - - both sides are campeting for presumption on the
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least risk criterion. And, if so, by what method is risk properly assessed?
Is such a view of value debate, policy alternatives, supported within the
context of value theory? The next section of the paper will hopefully provide
cogent answers to these questions.

Rokeach has arqued that there are certain ways to evaluate terminal or
social values.? Each value, be claims, carries with it a certain group of
“end-states® or "modes, means, and ends, of action.*l0 Rokeach's “end-states®
can be seen as policy manifestations. Societal values are manifested in
varicus ways, but primarily are discernible in policy changes and
considerations. Values are reflected in the modes of action of a society.
These policies reflect the values an which they are based. As Bartanen notes,
Jthere can be no doubt that policy decisions reflect the acceptance or
rejection of certain values [and] represent attempts to implement values into
policy...."ll Clearly, the "end-states” or manifestations of societal values
arise in the form of policy decisions.

There are two ways, according to Rokeach, to campare values and to
determine their relative desirability. One is to test the value and its
accampanying end-states against the campeting value and its subsequent policies
by fimiing_ their order in a predetermined hierarchy. A second method of
weighing is to measure the value and its end-states against its opposite value
and end-states. Either evaluative method necessitates knowledge of the policy
systems that follow from the adoption of a value position. In either case, the
policies or end-states inherent in values are ,"instrmeqta.L' in determining
which value is more desirable. This link between values and subsequent
Policies has been noticed by others. As Zeuschner and Hill observed, *'value'
Atopimseentnimplyapolicysystanasonemeansofdeteminingthe
desirability of the value.’l2 Indeed, Rowland has argued that the wording of
CEDA topics forces such an approach, noting that, in CEDA, “"the responsibility
of the affirmative is not to defend a single specific proposal, but a broad set
of implied policies.*13 ‘

Rokeach also claims that in order to Getermine which values are most
desirable, end-states of the value must be considered. This suggests not only
that value debaters weigh policy manifestations of the values proposed in their
case or by their opponents, but the necessity to do so in order to assess
accurately the desirability of the basic value. Thus, the strategy referred to

by some as straw man arquments is actually, given the nature of values as
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outlined by Rokeach and others, the most viable means of determining the most
desirable value. Nicholas Rescher concurs, claiming that “To adopt a value is
o espouse principles of policy in the expenditure of resources, and the mode
of value evaluation with which we are now concerned is predicated on the
somewhat hard-headed standpoint of the question of whether, how, and to what
extent such expenditures are worthwhile."l4 A

The recognition of policy systems in non-policy arqument carries cther
important implications as well. These policy systems will carry with them a
certaindegreeof_risk. If they are not a part of the status quo, the
uncertain effects of change per se, coupled with predicted harmful effects,
will enter into the determination of risk. If the policy system is already
embedded in the status quo, the risks of maintenance and retenticn can be
ascertained and weighed.

Lichtman, Rohrer, and Corsi have argued that policy systems can be tested
and weighed against one another to determine risk and desirability.l5 It is
very possible to weigh the :elative> risk of competing values by assessing the
policy systems that are their end-states. Thus, the affirmative could
plausibly suggest desirable systems that would arise from their value positicn,
as could the negative. Both sides could also offer undesirable end-states that
would emerge from their opponent's value System, We are not suggesting that
value debate should function purely as a clash between two policies. The focus
remains the value, with policy systems offered in support for the desirability
of that value,

‘ Flaningam has arqued that “presumption is based on degrees of risk
associated with change,*16 and therefore does not apply to value debate. We,
oo, believe that presumption is based on risk, but for cur purposes,
ptesmnptimisbasedcntbe:iskofacceptingavalueorvaluesystan, not the .
risk of choosing a faulty policy. Rokeach suggested that end-states are very
mich a part of a value decision. Policy systems, as end-states, reflect change
and an inherent risk, the degree of which can be argued in the round. The
value or policy system of least risk gains presumption.

In some respects, our position resembles Value Benefits Analysis. When
explaining the case, however, Zeuschner cbserves that “In this wvein
[comparative advantages case], Value Benefits would offer the value claim ,~ -
usually the resolution or a defined subset thereof, and then offer
decisicn-makers a rationale which wéuld support some sort of expected
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benefit(s) to be derived fram the new value."l7 1Two key distinctions emerge.
Pirst, Zeuschner's focus is on the "new" value; ours is the value System
offered by the affimmative, new or not. Second, and perhaps most telling, we
are advocates of policy alternatives as a necessary focal point of CEDA debate;
Zeuschner acknowledges the approach but does not advocate it. The key point
for us is that the likely behavioral consequences of a value, whether cn a
naticnal, internaticnal, or personal level, ought to be the major evaluative
focus. What are the consequences of accepting a value system? For years, we
have grown up believing (and research is generally supportive) that our value
Systems are somehow linked to bumen acticns. BHow and why that is the case
cught to become better understood by focusing on that relationship, rather than
the values in abstract form.

If the major argument against a policy implications affirmative is that it
deals with policy, then we cught to look sericusly at the theory base which
serves to justify CEDA activity. Virtually no value theorists separate the
study of values fram the study of consequential policies.l8 In fact, to do so
many force value "debate® into the model of epideitic discourse, a move which,
according to Fisher, ™would be to make it a game for sophists.*l9 Rather, it
is the relationship between policy and value that is the focus of study - -~ and
when it comes to choosing between competing systems, the least risk criterion
is the natural decision rule.
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