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INHERENCY AS A STOCK ISSUE IN NON-POLICY PROPOSITIONS

Craig A. Dudczak
Syracuse University

he development of alternative perspectives to debate theory and practice has left

a void in the status of several traditional debate concepts. Often in their interest to
distance non-policy propositions from policy counterparts, writers on debate theory
have used new metaphors or models of argument to illustrate value propositions.

One traditional debate concept which has been largely ignored is the issue of
inherency (Dudczak, 1987). Whether this is an intentional exclusion or coincidental
omission, the failure to address the issue of inherency leaves an analytical void in the
consideration of a proposition. Inherency asks the question whether an element has a
necessary, intrinsic, or essential relationship within a larger system. It is proposed that
“Inherency is inherent to debate” regardless of propositional form or format. In
developing this thesis I will examine the nature of inherency as an analytic conceptand
apply it to the emerging non-policy propositional formats.

The Nature of Inherency

Random House (1966) defines “inherent” as “existing in something as a permanent
and inseparable element, quality, or attribute” (p. 732). Thomas and Hart (1987) use the
description “the state of being an intrinsic, inseparable, necessary part of the present
system” in the glossary of Advanced Debate (p.552), while Wood and Midgley (1986) refer
to inherency as “any intrinsic characteristics” (p. 186). Central to the definitions is the
characteristic of an enduring attribute. Something is inherent because it bears some
constantrelationship to another thing. A consistent relationship—an inherency—exists
as a function of an analytic construct. The propositional form expressing an inherent
relationship is incidental. “Grass is green” (fact), “Green is good” (value), or “Green
should be our national color” (policy) each assumes one or more inherencies. While the
specific type of inherency issues may vary based upon the propositional type, the
possibility of discovering aninherency issue is not limited to a single type of proposition.

Our thinking about inherency has been shaded by its association with policy
Propositions. The most limiting effect of this policy association has been to link
inherency with an implied requirement for a plan to solve an existing problem.
Inherency was most often seen as the imputed relationship between the effect of a
proposed action upon a problem. Smith and Hunsaker (1972} state inherency asked
whether a problem required a new remedy (p. 41). Goodnight, Balthrop, and Parson
(1974) structured inherency as either the “barrier” blocking action or the “gap” created
by the failure to authorize action (pp. 232-234). The shift to a “Policy Paradigm” located
problems in a future advantage, but retained a focus on whether a plan achieved a
predicted effect. So when Brock (1974) observed that inherency showed whether aspects
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of a plan were basic to a resolution (p. 2), or Schunk (1978) opined that the “real nature
of inherency” was whether we could solve the problem without adopting the resolution
(p. 147), they reinforced the impression that the issue of inherency was tied to the
solvency of a plan. This is a narrow view of inherency.

Inherency certainly may include a “causal analysis” of whether a particular plan
will result in a predicted effect. One needs to identify underlying reasons why a given
policy doesn’t work in order to assess the feasibility of alternatives (Cherwitz & Hikins,
1977). But inherency is not limited to the evaluation of plan consequences, either good
or bad. Rather, inherencies operate at all levels of issues analysis with the inherency of
a plan being but one level.

In its broader sense, an inherency is any in which two or more elements are said to
bein constant relationship to each other. This relationship may be causal, sign, or lexical.
Each of these relationships is an analytic construct which is applicable to any proposi-
tional form. As analytic constructs, inherencies are inferential. Aninherency is “proven”
much as a causal inference is proven—by a form of hypothesis-testing using standards
of consistency, parsimony, and fidelity. ‘

In policy propositions, the focus had evolved to ask whether the proposed policy
(plan) would produce the claimed effects—hence, the focus on inherency as a function
of plan outcomes. But in order to make statements about the effect of a plan, one needed
to describe the system and its ongoing relationships. Fail to adequately describe the
existing state of being, and you won’t understand it. Fail to understand it, and you can’t
make reliable predictions about the new consequences created by the plan (Brock,
Chesebro, Cragan, & Klumpp,1973, pp. 98-99). To the extent that plan predictions are
dependent upon the inherent features of the underlying system, inherency issues
remain prior to and separate from consideration of the plan. An example may help to
illustrate inherency issues within each propositional type.

The propositionof fact, “The Sandinistas are Marxist,” allows at least three possible
inherency issues. Two involve the respective definitional meanings of “Sandinista” and
“Marxist.” Until the terms have have been stipulated by both sides, there cannot be
meaningful discourse by either. As Brockriede (1975) noted, a defining characteristic of
argument is “a frame of reference shared optimally” (p. 180). The third issue involved
is the location of the category “Sandinista” within the designation “Marxist.”

The value proposition, “Nicaragua threatens regional stability,” may both desig-
nateinherency issues within itself, as well as subsume the inherency issues associated with
underlying factual propositions. Potential inherency issues involved with this proposi-
tion include definitional issues for each respective term as well as causal analysis of
whether political, military, or economic actions taken by the Nicaraguan regime consti-
tute threats to one or more Central American countries. The factual proposition—
Sandinistas are Marxists—may inform the resolution of the value term. In this sense, the
factual proposition exists prior to and separate from the consideration of the value
proposition. One may establish the inherency of the factual terms without the value
proposition. Once the value proposition is introduced, however, the range of potential
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inherency issues expands to include both those stated directly by the value proposition,

* as well as those assumed by the fact proposition.

Similarly, a policy proposition, “U.S. should terminate covert involvement in
Central America,” both creates new inherency issues while subsuming the inherencies
associated with its underlying fact and value propositions. This is to say that the
desirability of policy action is always dependent upon whether certain conditions
exist—i.e., The Sandinistas are Marxists—as well as how those conditions are evalu-
ated—i.e., Nicaragua (Sandinistas) threaten regional stability. Policy propositions ex-
tend inherency issues to include a consideration alternate solutions upon an existing
situation. The inherencies attendant to the existing situation remain, however, regard-
less of whether we ever introduce a plan. ’

The point of this extended set of examples is to articulate the claim that inherency
issuesare not uniquely tied to policy propositions. Each propositional type has potential
inherency issues associated with it. Viewed as a hierarchy, a policy proposition sub-
sumes the inherencies of its subordinate value and factual parts in addition to new
inherency issues it introduces. A value proposition may subsume the inherencies of its
subordinate factual assumptions in addition to the new inherencies created by the
values.

Types of Inherency Issues

Having claimed that inherency is relevant to all propositional types, the following
attempts to delineate substantive issues which can be developed. One earlier piece
applied Cherwitz and Hikins’ (1977) Multidimensional Causal Model to Zarefsky’s
(1977) categorization of non-policy propositions (Dudczak, 1987, pp. 374-376). The
present analysis of inherency moves from the “rhetorical” causation featured by
Cherwitz and Hikins to language-based categories. The three categories—causal, sign,
and lexical—are analytic.

The first category is causal inherency. “Causal” inherencies are always inferred
(Zarefsky, 1977) insofar as they can never be directly observed. It is commonly under-
stood that a causal link possesses the characteristics of 1) invariability, 2) chronology,
and 3) proximity. Simply put, these three characteristics meant that to infer “cause,”
there had to be a consistent relationship of cause-effect, the causal element had to
precede the effect in time, and there were no intervening variables which might have
altered the cause.

The second sense in which causal analysis in inherency is proposition-invariant is
based ona “systems” understanding of analysis. Brock, etal. (1973) explained thatitmay
not be possible to determine a single element which “caused” the system’s operation (p.
109). Rather, the “cause” might be the functional result of multiple interactions. This is
to say that the cause is nota single element, but rather consists of the interaction of several
elements. Accepting this as true only means that propositions of fact or value may, like
their policy counterparts, be understood as having multiple causal elements which may
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rately or in conjunction with each other to affect an outcome.
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Finally, lexical arguments operate as inherency when they establish a constant
association about the relationship between two or more terms. An advocate, having
defined terms in an acceptable manner, bears some obligation to use them consistent
with the definition. This requirement for consistent usage as an inherency should not be
confused with topicality arguments. Topicality is anissue of jurisdiction imposed by the
resolution (Pfau, Thomas & Ulrich, 1987, p. 153). Thelexical inherency issueis independ-
entof jurisdiction. Itis not asking whether the affirmative (or negative) definition is best
or reasonable. Rather, it argues that once a term has been defined, either directly or
operationally, its subsequent use should be consistent with the definition.

Examples of lexical inherency arise through ambiguity,amphiboly, figures, accent,
equivocation, quibbling or the division of an issue into “black and white” (Fischer; 1970,
pp- 265-281). The inconsistent use of language violates the context of definition when
applied in another sense or meaning. For instance, the expression “Truth is relative, but
none of my relatives is truthful,” ambiguates the two senses in which the term “relative”
is used. Either sense of the word may be appropriate, but not when used together. In
debate the issue of lexical consistency usually occurs when an advocate establishes one
standard of meaning for the term, and then uses evidence which fails to use the termin
the same context.

Propositions of fact or value require consistency in meaning when using evidence
and reasoning to support the proposition. For instance, were an affirmative to argue
“Poverty is harmful” using a definition of poverty onaminimum income criterion—i.e.,
less than $10,000 fora family of four—it would violate its own definition by introducing
evidence which referred to poverty asa “quality of life” regardless of income. The point
is that the operational system assumed for the purposes of the claim violates inherency
when it changes meaning to read evidence assuming a different meaning. This would
normally be categorized as the fallacy of equivocation (Copi, 1978, pp- 110-112).

The causal, sign, and lexical applications of inherency make them relevant to the
analysis of non-policy propositions. The following suggests the manner in which
inherency arguments may be applied to propositions of fact and value, although they
would be equally appropriate to policy propositions.

Applications to Non-Policy Debate

The focus of inherency is placed upon the question of whethera consistent, intrinsic
relationship exists between two or more elements within a system. Unlike traditional
policy applications of inherency which feature the relationship between the planand the
problem area, non-policy propositions center on questions of fact or value descriptions.
While these fact and value descriptions may imply the possibility of subsequent value
choices, the difference becomes a matter of emphasis (Pfau, et al,, 1987). Labeling the
issue “inherency” suggests the following analytic possibilities.

First is the question of whether an advocate’s reasoning chain is consistent.
Assuming that the chain of reasoning is a necessary path to arrive at a specified
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conclusion, the advocate violates inherency when s/he cannot sustain each part of fhe
sequence. While it may be possible to arrive at the same conclusmn.through alte'r.r\ahye
constructions of reasoning—a concept the general systems theorists call equifinality

(Bertalanffy, 1968, p. 46)—an advocate bears the responsibility of sustaining correspon--

dence between the path chosen and the evidence alleged to support the Flaim. Sources
who commonly claim “world peace” may have the same end state in mind but cannot
be used interchangably when one presupposes an arms buildup while another assumes
disarmament as the means of achieving the goal. ' .

A second inherency application is to force the opposing advocate to give an
accounting for the cause or reason underlying a claim. Itis po.ss.lble to ob.s.erve an effect
(observable event) without knowledge of the necessary or sufficient conditions feqmred
to cause the event (Copi, 1978, p. 401). In the case of tidal patterns, the effect of tides was
observed long before it was understood that the gravitational'force f’f the sun, moon, and
other planetary bodies was operating. Except in very limited arcgms.tances, not to
require an accounting of cause is to concede that reason-governed choice is not relevant
to argumentative discourse. We insist upon an accounting because we presume that as
autonomous decision makers we can independently evaluate evidence and reasons as
sufficient to justify a claim. Failure to require this standard is to defer actual decision-
making to unspecified others. ] '

A third implication for inherency argument isbased on the argumentative continu-
ity among propositions of fact, value, and policy. Numerous at.xt.hors on debate theoTy
have maintained a close connection among these three propositional types. Cronk.hxte
(1966) noted that “a proposition of policy is merely a proposition of value ex.tended.mto
the future” (p. 14). Matlon (1978) and Vasilius (1983) wrote that‘ valhues are intertwined
with policies and cannot be divorced from their policy implications. More recently
Dudczak (1983), Rowland (1983), and Herbeck and Wong (1986) have arguec? thgt
separation of propositional types as distinct creates an artificial separation resulting in
the exclusion of otherwise relevant issues from the debate.

The connection among propositional types which these theoyists have acknowl-
edged legitimizes inherency to the extent that CEDA del.)z?ters have introduced plans. A
plan requires the consideration of inherency in the tradmona.l plan-solx'lexj’cy constglla’:
tion. To allow affirmative advocates the option of introducing plans in “non-policy
debates should afford the negative team the perogative of determining whether the plan
is sufficient to overcome the obstacles preventing the solution of the alleged Problem. If
value debate mimicks policy debate through the introduction of “quasi-policy” plans,
then the full arsenal of “quasi-policy” stock issues should be afforded t‘he counter-
advocate. To the extent that inherency has traditionally been a part of this arsenal, it
should be allowed consideration. .

The fourth application of inherency refers to the general requirement that an
advocate maintain consistency in the claimed relationship among elgments. Wl?et}}er
these relationshipsare posited as causal or sign, the assumption'of consistent description
is a prerequisite to alleging correspondence between the evidence grounds and the
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assumed warrant for claim. Warrants assume a context which is necessary to infer
movement from ground to claim (Toulmin, Rieke, & Janik, 1984). Without correspon-
dence between the context assumed by the warrant with the context assumed in the
grounds, there is no justifiable movement from ground to claim.

Finally, the lexical standard for inherency insists on the consistent, unambiguous
useof terms across contexts and across sources of information. Ttis important to preserve
the semantic intent of meaning assumed by definitions. An advocate violates this
standard of inherency when s/ he applies one standard of meaning at one instance, and
violates it at another.

Inherency arguments are applicable to non-policy propositions in at least each of
the preceding senses—to verify the chain of reasoning, to require a causal accounting,
to allow quasi-policy stock issues when affirmatives insist on quasi-policy plans, to
maintain correspondence in the movement from ground to claim, and to maintain the
lexical integrity of meaning. While the development of potential issues will continue to
fill the vacuum created by alternative debate formats, an inherency issue should be part
of the analysis of any proposition, regardless of its type. Inshort, inherency is an intrinsic
element to the analysis of a proposition—Inherency is inherent to debate.
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INTRINSIC JUSTIFICATION: MEANING AND METHOD

Kenneth Bahm
Southern Illinois University

T he theoretical issue of intrinsicness has been emerging in an increasing number of
debate rounds. Basically, the argument from intrinsicness states that the benefits or
harms claimed by one side must flow intrinsically (necessarily or essentially) from that
side’s resolutional ground. On the Fall 1987 CEDA topic for example, negatives argued
that the affirmative indictment must be based on some necessary aspect of U.S. covert
involvement in Central America (like secrecy or deception) rather than upon some
accidental or contingent property (like sponsoring torture or funding operations through
illicit arms sales). In short, non-policy debaters did not want to be stuck defending a
specific and coincidental (albeit, at times, current) policy arrangement and they began
to make use of the intrinsicness argument as a shield.

Ulrich (1984a) has defended the debate round as an excellent forum for the
development of theory, but this should not cause us to neglect the literature. One
function of a literature on debate should be to evaluate and improve upon theory that
has emerged from rounds. Ideally, there should be a dialogue about theory as published
and theory as argued in rounds. This article will attempt to promote this dialogue by
considering the round-developed issue of intrinsicness in non-policy debate. Recon-
structing intrinsicness in phenomenological terms will provide the argument with a
language, a goal, and a means of testing. After an initial look at some applicable concepts
of phenomenology, attention will turn to the harms of contingent justification and the
solutions offered by a phenomenology-based approach to intrinsicness.

Phenomenology: Separating the Essential from the Accidental

Polkinghorne (1983) defines phenomenology as “the science of the essential
structures of consciousness” (p.41). Merleau-Ponty (1962) elaborates on the scope of this
perspective: “Phenomenology is the study of essences, and according to it, all problems
amount to finding definitions of essences: the essence of perception, or the essence of
consciousness” (p. vii).

Phenomenology holds that sense-data are constituted in meaningful configura-
tions within our consciousness. In other words, meaning is an organized system.
Language is considered to be a prime organizing principle, and this leads Wittgenstein
(1975 to refer to phenomenology as primarily a grammatical exercise. Phenomenology
then aims at a discovery of the essential structures of language or grammar. In this way
phenomenology’s emphasis on deriving invariant structures of meaning closely paral-
lels the objective of intrinsicness, which is to discover essential definition or interpreta-
tion. This commonality of purpose should allow phenomenology to serve as a useful
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