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Where are the values in value debate? How are those values compared?
And what 1is a superior value? In perhaps no other area of non-policy
debate 1is there a greater need for clarification than in the role of value
standards, decision rules, or criteria. Too much of the actual value
argumentation employed by debaters relies on vague criteria or c¢ircular,
self-fulfilling decision rules. Much of this confusing and unsound
argumentation 1is due to an incomplete understanding of the role of
criteria. Though much of the existing value debate theory pertains to
criteria, the gap between debate theory and debate practice is wide. By
drawing from existing theory on value criteria and values in general, this
article will set forth a number of requirements or burdens that will apply
to most, if not all, non-policy propositions.

Clarifying Criteria

Before discussing the burdens that apply to criteria, the concept must
be clarified. Keefe, Harte and Norton define criteria as "factors that
serve as standards or tests for evaluating the worth of a belief or a
course of action. Criteria are the main issues in propositions of value."
£1]

The importance of criteria cannct be underestimated. Numerous
theorists support the notion that criteria arguments are a necessary or
even a prima facie burden in non-policy argumentation. [2] Church and
Wilbanks argue that

the affirmative team has the burden of defending the proposition

and therefore must provide and must defend a criterion or set of

eriteria. Without criteria or equivalent arguments defining the

key evaluative terms, non-policy propositions would be neither
understood nor debated. [3]
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Facts,in and of themselves, are value-neutral or meaningless to the outcome
of a debate. Once the facts are measured in accordance with the standards
set up in the criteria, a value Jjudgment can be assessed. In this sense, a
criteria does not simply name a value that one team wishes to defend, but

rather, sets up standards to weigh competing values proposed by both teams.

The Function of Criteria

Church and Wilbanks suggest that the function of eriteria for
propositions of value is unique. They write that

The criteria dealing with values must specify a method by which
the strengths and weaknesses of the values can be mutually and
simultanecusly evaluated. Weighing contrasting elements, as we
have already learned, might be an optlon in debating propositions
of inference, but such a balancing measure is essential in debat-
ing value propositions . . . . The selection of such a measure, or
eriteria, provides the basis for balancing the relative advant-
ages or disadvantages of the competing values. [4]

Our discussion of the function of criteria will establish a number of
requirements or burdens that must be met by a well reasoned criterion.
The intent of estabiishing burdens for critaria‘arguments is not to glve
the negative team a list of presses, but rather to make value based
argumentation clearer through strong, explicit affirmative criteria and
also to assist in clarifying voting 1ssues inherent to non-policy
propositions.

Matlon has popularized the notlon of two stock issues for propositions

of value. He explains

They are most often called the "definitive issue™ and the
"designative issue."™ The first issue poses this question:
npre certain specific definitions or eriteria available to
Justify the Judgment claimed in the propositions?™ Here,
value standard(s) are made explicit . . . . The second
issue poses this question: "Do the beliefs, values, or

_facts in the proposition conform to the definitions or
eriteria?" Here, the characteristics of the person,
object, event, etc., must fulfill the conditions for the
assignment of the value standard(s). (5]

Though the definitive and designative issues are necessary atock issues in
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value propositions, we believe that there are subsidiary burdens that must
be met in order to allow the criteria to function in the manner described
by Church and Wilbanks. For example, Matlon has called for the explication
of the value standard(s). But the need for explicitness implies more
specific burdens. The standard must be stated in the first affirmative
speech. This prevents the affirmative from shifting arguments and allows
both teamé to address criteria issues early in the débate. In thig sense,
criteria should be treated as jurisdictional issues. Yéung and Gaske write
that "the negative ' team may present arguments that the affirmative has
failed ¢to meeé its prima facie burdens -- it has failed to present and
Justify a valid 'decision rule' or value system . . . ." [6] Becéuse of
the prima facie and jurisdictional nature of criteria, the negative team
must address the affirmative's criteria in the first negative speech.
Failure to do so grants the affirmative criteria as the only Jurisdiction
for the round. It should be ncted that this estaplishment of Jjurisidiction
must not be self-fulfilling for either team, but that it should allow for
competing values to be compared. For example, an established standard for
measurement is necegsary to compare which is more important, democracy or
capitalism.

Another requirement in making standards explicit is the avoidance of
vagueness. A criterion is vague when in the context of ther resolution, no
clear meaning can be attached to the evaluative term or phrase. A classic
example of a vague criterion is national security. Just what exactly 1s
national security? This concept requires further explanation before it can
be debated clearly. Jack Ray feels that Mtoo much of our value
argumentation 1involves 'fuzzy edges, 1like fleecy clouds . . . .When we

reason or argue ideas that 'involve loose or vague concepts, we should
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locate and apecify a territory within the locse concept.” (7] Arguing 2
vague criterion without specifying a territory 1s fallacious argumentation
and leads to unclear analysis.

Closely assoclated with specification of the territory is the idea of
establishing 2 threshold. Church and Wilbanks explain that n4 threshold is
the point at which the condition Justifies the evaluation.” (81 The
discussion pelow captures the probability connected with establishing the
threshold:

Though truth is sometimes 2 matter of black or white, much more

often it ranges through a whole spectrum of colors. Cne catches 2

train or fails to catch it. An electric 1ight is on or it is off.

On the other hand, a govenment will never be simply ngood" or "pad,"

for here the range of possible variations is infinite. Where 2 sit-

uation requires a relative judgment, it is a fallacy to wrap up a

Judgment into one hasty pundle labeled A1l or Nothing. Good or Bad

Blameworthy or Blameless. (9]

Non=-policy argumentation often centefs on these borderline questicns rather
than on absslute questions of good and bad. Criteria chould provide the way
to establisn a thresnold.

With the topic Besolved, That censorship 1is justified to defend ¢the
national security of the United States, it was necessary to establish
threshold arguments. Since not all type or conditions of censorship cculd
reasonably be argued as justified, the establishment of 2 threshold was
warranted. After the term mational gsecurity" was made explicit by
specifying the territory most relevant for discussion, a threshold was
needed to determine when censorship was justified. g£stablishing 2
threshold provided a demarcation point specifying what was required of the
affirmative team in order to justify the resolutlon.

When a vaéue evaluative term oOr phrase 1s debated as having impacts

rooted in a risk or threat assessment of future hara, then not only should

the value term be made explicit and 2 threshold set, put also the
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" probability or propensity of that risk/threat be given. For example, it
would be reasonable for a negative team, when confronted with an
affirmative claim that any risk of future harm justifies the resolution, to
demand explicitness, a threshold, and g high probability that this harm
would actually occur, If the affirmative team cannot answer all three of
these burdens then the negative should win the debate.

Justification of Criteria

Probably the most overlooked aspect of criteria argumentation is not
the criteria theméelves but the jJustification of the criteria. Barry
argues that "if we are interested in 8iving reasons for a wmoral [value]
Judgment, we must at some point appeal to and defend the moral [value]
standard on which it ig based.” [10]

The critic of a non-policy debate needs to have Jjustifications for
standards troduced by both teams in order to determine which standards
are better, Cne method of criteria Justifiéation eéncouraged by some
theorists (notably Matlon and Ulrich) is that of employing a Philosephiecal
belier systen., If this' 1is the Justification method, debzters have a
variety of rerspectives from which o draw. However,a burden emerging from
this Justification method i1s the ethical system's universality, Matlen
explains that

According to Toulmin it is possible to draft general, field

dependent rules of ethical inference., . . . Now, in order for

rule to really be a rule, it must be universalizable. Ethical

Statements that cannot be universalized within the field of

ethics or, at the very least within the universe of the topic,

generally cannot be accepted as moral rules. [11]

This i3 to séy*that the ethical standard upon which the criteria is based

must be universally applicable to value questions contained within the

resolution.,



Counter-Criteria

Because criteria are prima facie 1n nature, the negative can refute the
affirmative eriteria and thus justify a negative ballot. Additionally,
Bartanen believes that the ‘negatiQe may opt to provide alte;native
eriteria, but these must be justified and demonstrated superior to those of
the affirmative. Whereas, Bartanen suggests the gsecond negative as the
speech for presenting counter-oriteria, the affirmative jurisdictional
eriteria should be initially refuted by the firat negatlve speaker. By
providing alternative criteria the negative established a method by which
the affirmati?e case can be shown to fail to measure up to the resolution.
Counter-criterla also provide 2a means, other than the affirmative’s
criteria, by which the negative off case argumentation may be weighed. The
burdens of explicitness, threshold, probability, and justification apply
equally to counter-criteria as they apply to affirmative criteria.

Summary

The intent of this article has been to provide some direction to
clarify the role cf eritéria in non-policy argumentation. The definitive
and designative stock issues have received conaiderable support, wut 2
number . of subsidiary burdens exist upon the definitive issue:
explicitness, threshold, probabillity, and justification. Usa of these four
purdens will help focus non-policy debates as well as to specify realistic

voting lssues that can be used to resolve non-policy controversy.
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