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Brownlee cbserves that the function of 'value cbjections' or 'counter—
justifications' is to argque by example that the specific propesition has not
been justified.l For example, he notes that under the resoluticn “Resolved:
that activism in politics by religious groups harms the American political
process” neqatives presented examples of the positive contributions of relig-
icus groups; e.g., their pramction of civil rights. However, negative teams
oftenshiitthetﬁ.mefrmofcunparisontcemineﬂ;ﬁueexamplesof value
induced béhavio:. Necatives speculate that support (or ballots) for resolu-
ticns will actually generate future behaviors of the sort identified in the

value cbjecticns. For example, under the resolution described above, negatives

suggested that if a judge votes for the resolution religicus groups would cease
their positive contributions to civil rights and race riots would result.

Reqardless of what speculative arguments are called (e.g., value
cbjections, countar values, value manifestations, etc.), their shifting the
focus to cutcomes speculated to occur after (and often because of) a given
debate rouna transform these arquments into pseudo-policy disadvantages. Sweet
desc:ibestheimpactcftheinc:easingusecfwbatthisessaywillcall
*speculative value cbjecticns';

These so called values, value cbjecticns, and counter values are

really nothing more than renamed advantages and disadvantages which

may be either qualitative or quantitative in nature, cr with a lit-

tle more structure, counter plans and counterwarrants. A clear

linebetwee:thevalueo:ientedargtmmsandpolic{argumentsof

this nature is almost impossible to draw.2

While theorists have recognized this phenanencn, few have developed clear
theoretical raticnales for interpreting the nature and impact of the illegiti-
macy of speculative value cbjections. Given the growing desire within the CEDA
comurity for more definitive theorstical foundations for value debate
practicesd, this essay will identify two potential thecretical abuses of
speculative value cbjections,

First, future oriented or 'speculative' value cbjections introduce a
magical fiat into value debate. What the regative is doing in such arguments
is seizing a power to assume, for the purpose of argument, that Consequences
would occur in the future because of positicns taken during a debate round.
When the negative (or any team) assumes that the resolutional valt'.le would be
expanded beyond its current dimensions, they are assuming 'fiat-like' powers.
Not cnly does fiat have no role in value debate, because value debate lacks the
normal theoretical conventions to control fiat, legitimizing this power (via
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speculative value cbjections) threatens to legitimize magic in CEDA. Develop-
ment of this arqument demands we initially examine the conditions under which
academic debate normally allows analysis of events or behavior that will occur
in the future a3 2 result of positions taken during the debate round.

Theorists recognize that at times cogent analysis of the merits of a
proposal or position requires that we deal with what the adoption of the
resolution implies for the future. Yet it is generally acknowledged that
academic debaters are exempt fram proving the scenarios they defend actually
would happen in the real world. For example, in policy debate, the affirmmative
team must only prove that the plan SECULD, not WCULD, be adopted. Patterson
and Zarefsky indicated that:

...0Ne way to explain this convention is to say that it is assumed

for the purposes of testing the resolution, all participants in the

debate stipulate that the plan is in effect. This stipulation (is)

often referred to as fiat...4
However, since fiat power is easily abused via its application as a 'magic
wand' to enhance a team's positionS, theorists attempt to impoSe strict rules
on its use. The key to effective comtrol of fiat is to insist that cnly the
-agents of action defined by the resolutiocn, and not debate teéms, possess
fiat.6 Thus the agent of action beccmes the only legitimate means to project
'how! speculated (or fiated) behavior could occur.

Fiat is thus limited to mimicking the real world powers of an agent of
action.” The failure to confine fiat to such real world models opens academic
debate to magic.® In value debate control of speculator powers is limited by
the absence of resoluticnally defined agents of action. The point made here is
not that because value propositions lack agents of action (and thus legitimate
fiat), that analysis of the future is precluded. Rather, the lack of agents of
action means that allowing debate teams to jnsist that future consequences will
occur, is to allow teams (versus agents) fiat. This is dangerous and this
essay suggests it is not worth the ramifications., Not only is there no appar-
ent theoretical support for .such a convention, but it opens up a Pandora's box
- of potential magical abuses - because you have moved beyond the known means for
limiting fiat, Given the ‘almost universal support for reciprocity of fiat'
powersd, smart affirmatives may see the negative use of speculative value
cbjecticns as an opportunity to ask the judge for the right to similar magic.
They might, for example, suggest that anly evidence or exaniples from certain
years be introduced into the debate; years in which only results which support
their value position were cbserved.
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. Advocates of value cbjecticns may argue that this paper has confused fiat
with simple causal reasoning. In value cbjecticns where the negative confines
itself to historical examples this is no doubt true. However, when negatives
insist the value defended by the affirmative will be extended (in any manner)

' beyond its existing dimensions their speculaticn (reascning) beccmes analogous
to fiat and should be limited by the same theoretical conventicns.

Thus value debate faces a dilemma: either we conclude that value co-
jections as future speculatmns have no acceptable theoretical justification,
or we conclude that projection of future consequences as generated by positions
taken during a debate can be allowed without limitations as defined by real
world agents of acticns; i.e. MAGIC. )

In addition to the potential for abuse which magic injects into debate,
the need for fairmess in debate as a competition suggests that the first
condition of the dilemma is preferable. Without a plan, the affimative\ is
open to attack against every form of behavior associated with their value
position the negative may choose to project. For example, if a team were to
defend the right of a nation to kill to defend nat;i'«::rzal security, it does not
necessarily foliow that t:hef wish to defend preemptive nuclear strikes to
defend naticnal security. Same suggest operaticnal definitions circumvent this
problenl0, but the analysis above suggests such projections are as illegitimate
as speculative value abjecticns.,

The second theoretical abuse involved in speculative value cbjections is
the prediction of behavicral, rather than attitudinal consequences. This error
results fram the combination of tl_atee conceptual mistakes., First, it is
probably erronecus to assume any consequences at all to the adoption of the
resoluticn. Why should there be any reaction given that there is no triggering
mechanism, such as an affimmative plan? How does the negative even assume
anyone will be aware that the resolutional values have been declared superior?

Second, even if there are consequences, it is erronecus to assume a con-
sistent link between the values people hold and their behavior.ll Empirical
research suggests there is a complex and tenuous relationship between values
and behavior. Bostrom explains:

The traditicnal definition of a debate over policy centers aon
some future actions, such as 'Resolved: abolish capital punishment
in our state’,

This seems to mean that we are.going to contend that no cne

should henceforth use the electric chair, the rope, or that firing
squad in our state and we are apparently talking about the future
because we cannot amend past actions.

Qearly, a question of value is implied by the statement, which
is that capital punishment is immoral. This assertion ought to be
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enough to create a behavioral intention = to need more is to say

that we often hold values that do not influence actions. However,

you will remember that very often that is exactly the case.l2
While it is apparent affirmative teams often make the same mistake in value
debates, this in no way alters the conclusion that the negative is also
mistaken in its assumpticns.

To. demonstrate the unique implications that this tenuous attitude
behavior relationship has for speculative value cbjections, cne need only view
the influence of a typical intervening variable upon this relationship. For
illustrative purposes, we will briefly sketch how 'cognitive camplexity' might
influence the interpretation of a speculative value cbjection's impact.
C'Keefe arques that:

--.persons with relatively more developed systems of personal con-

struc:swithinagivendanainwillbelesslikelyto:elyupona

principle of evaluative consistency within that Gomain than will
persons with relatively less developed cognitive systems in that

domain., Moreover,...persaons with -relatively developed systems will

be less likely to manifest a uniform evaluative orientation toward

the cbject as reflected in their behavior.l3 :

In oversimplified terms, generally 'only cognitively simpie pecple have great
consistency between their beliefs and behavicrs. '

How does such a variable relate to speculative va.lue cbjection use? When
negatives present such value cbjectians, they describe people who represent a
certain attitude-behavior linkage. Then the negative implies this linkage will
somehow be extended to more/new groups of people if the resolution is adopted.
However, an equally valid scenario might suggest that the only people who will
ever demonstrate the specific behavior-attitude linkage described in the value
cbjection are those who are cognitively simple (for example) and they already
act in this manner. Value debating is even more susceptible than policy debate
to the ptcbléns such interpretations of behavior suggest; since without a plan
for people to react to, the only causal factor available to explain behavior
consequences is the predictive power of the attitude-behavior relationship.

The final misconcepticn involves the assumptiocn that'; any behavioral
consequences would be perceived as relevant given the value consequences that
would accompany any reaction to the resolution's adoptian. If we must
speculate on such consequences, it is more realistic to assume that if the
affirmative’s values do become predominant, no one will care if the negative's
specuiations occur since the affirmative value will be viewed as the anly
significant consideration. Alternatively, the value cbjecticn's consequences
would not be perceived as negative since they are inherent aspects (according
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to the negative view) of the resolution's value. Thus, those with the
supposedly changed cogniticns would probably view them as positive cutcomes.

Indeed, if a ballot cast for the affirmative's value does result in value
change, it can be argued that EVERYONE will have the affirmative's values and
no discrepant behaviors will ever be cbservea again. FPor the negative to argque
matmlympeoplewmmaffected,mansanyresponsetochecognitive
camplexity issue raised above becomes problematic at best.

There are, of course, problems in the translaticn of existing policy
debate theory to a relatively new format such as CEDA. The application of
‘fiat’' to speculative value cojections is ocbvicusly awkward at times. BHowever,
the intent here is not to produce definitive theoretical paradigms for such
practices. Rather an attempt has been made to cevelop potential theoretical
bases for the analysis of value debate practices. Even if the above analyses |
are rough in their translation to CEDA strategies, the responses of value cb-
jecticon advocates should advance the theoretical evolution of the CEDA format.
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