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THE AR&MENTATION AND DEBATE COURSE
IN THE 198bs

BARBARA WARNICK

The obsenationghat "we Ilse in a time of change" is certainly not star-
tling. Like most components of the curriculum, forensics education is cur-
rently undergoing a number of changes. During the 1960s and 1970s,
speech; communication scholars expressed concern about the place of ar-
gumentation, debate, and forensic activities in higher education.' They
wondered aloud about the increasingly specialized world of tournament
debating, its reles, ance to the overall curriculum, and its relationship to

Althe discipline of speech communication. Al oat issue in this controversy
was the role of the argumentation and d e course. What student audi-
ence does it serve, and what learning objectives should it have? The pur-
pose of this essa), is to examine .the p.1-56e of argumentation and debate in
the speech communication curriculum and to suggest somo.objectis es and
acilis, ities which might be helpful to the forensics educator who teaches
the course.

It is difficult to consider the role of the argumentation and debate course
without at the same time examining its relationship to the extracurricular
forensics program. Glen E. Mills has observed that the course originated
in the early twentieth century when intercollegiate debaters sought faculty
help in preparing for contests. Mills continued by stating that, "in tithe the
philosoph> and method of the course underwent changes in some places,
liut the dominant adaptations continued to favor the interests of school
debaters and future lawyers, "2 Mills made this observation in 1961, how-
es er, and since that ime essay s and textbooks on argumentation indicate
that course content vies greatly from one institution to anoiher.3 Course

Barbara Warnick is an Assistant Professor of Speech Communicatton at the Um-
versify of Washington. She was formerly Director of Forensics at Tulane University.

' See Don Geiger, "The Humanistic, Direction of Debate," Speech Teacher, 14
(1965), 101-106, William H. Bennett, "The Role of Debate in Speech Communica-
tion," Speech Teacher, 21 (1972), 281-288, David Thomas, "Forensics Shock:
Making Forensics Relevant to Tomorrow's Higher Education," Speech Teacher,
23 (1974), 235-241 and James H. ' McBath, "Future Directions for Forensics
Education," SpeechNacher, 24 (1975), 366-368.

Glen E. Mills, "Argumentation in General Education," Southern Speech Jour-
nal, 26 (1961), 313.

' A number of descriptions of and proposals for the course have.appeared in
speech journals, some of which exphasize argumentation theory to the exclusion of
debate practice See, for example, D. Ray Heisey, "An Honors Course in Argumen-
tation," Speech Teacher, 17 (1968), 202-204; and Paul. J. Dovre, "The Basic
Cours)n Argumentation. A Prospectus," Central States Speech Journal, 22 (1971),
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design depends on the needs and interests of students enrolled, the spe-
ciality and goals of the instructor, and the presence or absence of an ex-
tracurricular program in forensics.

Further complicating this situatioin is the changing nature of the speech
communication discipline. Speech has grown steadily away from teach-
ing skills to undergraduates and has become a more "qpntent-orient-
ed" discipline. As Illbert Ku Ily observed, "the discipline of speech m-
munication is mov ing away from practices and Jai% itie$.toward theory ai
academics as a means of finding- its identity in the acade institution
and of justifying its contribution to higher education. "4 In line this
trend, undergraduate courses in speech communication are as likery,, if not
more likely, to stress recent developments in communication theory, se-
mann cs,nonverbal behav ior, group process, etc., than they ar performance
skills. The place of a debate course in all this is left open o doubt, and
some departments have discarded it completely.

A second recent development in speech communicatio which raises
questions concerning debate and argumentation is its in erdisciplinary
"drift.' One study of speech communication graduates con uded that de-
bate as an area of specialization within speech dropped rom 20.7% of
graduates in 1968-69 to 14.6% in 1977-78. Areas of grow h were inter-
personal and mass communication and communication t . There was
also a steady increase in advertising and journalism, areas not egarded as
ly ing traditionally within the speech communication field.'

Developments such as these resulted in the Sedalia conference of fo-
rensics educators in 1974. Conference participants agreed that forensics
education should remain firmly attached to the administration and curri-
cula a of speech communication departments and that forensics directors
should be trained in speech communication. In regard to curricular offer-
ings in argumentation and debate, conference participants recommended
that "the forensics educator should contribute to curriculum development
in speech communication and related disciplines. Particular attention
should be given to the application of argumentation to the study of social
issues, to serving students with special intervstsi prelaw), and to in-.
terdisciplinary instruction."6

I

236'7.01. Some textbooks for the course stress debate as an essential means of
acquiring proficiency in argumentation. Examples Ore Austin J. FreeleyArgtimen-
tatibn and Debate. Rational Decision Making, 2nd ed. (Belmont, CA. Wadsworth,
1961), and Douglas Ehninger and Wayne Brockriede, Decision by Debate, 2nd ed
.Nev. York. Harper & Row, 1978). Meanwhile, other authors focus on argumentation
theory applied in all settings of which educational debate is -only one Russel R.
Winfies's and Arthur Hastings's Arg,amentation and Adtocacy (New York. Random
House, 1965) is a good example of this approach.

' Robert D. Kully, "Forensics and.the Speech Communication Discipline. Anal-
ysis of an Estrangement," Journal of the American ForenSic Association, 8 (19'Z2),
196.

David Clavier, Theodore Clevenger, Jr., Susan Eicie Khair, and Marwan M.
Khair, "Twelve-Year Employment Trends for Speech Communication GraduateS,"
Communication Education 28 (1979), 312-313, See also Kathleen M. Jamieson
and Arthur D. Wohin, "Nonteaching Careers in Communication, Implications for
the Speech Communication Curriculum," Communication Education 25 (1976),
283-291.

6 McBath, p. 366.
5
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e- '
Deselopments.ss ithin the speech communication field and the recom-

mendations of forensics educators themsehes therefore indicate that the
argumentation and debate course no longer should be designed merely to

- serx e tournament debaters, speeTh majors, and prelv, students. While
these groups will probably enroll in the colire at must institutions, the
course also should be designed to interest and benefit other groupsmass
communications and public relations majors, future teachers of speech,
and liberal arts majors.

Indeed, argumentation and' debate can be One of the most Naluable .

courses in the undergraduate program., I beliese it should be designed to
stress both argumentation theory and skill, des elopine,sit. A course which
stresses theory application in actual classroom dtbaies can fulfill many
cognitive and behas ioral objec tis es If students who complete the course
successfully fulfill its objectis es, they should be able to produce clear,
well-reasonell discourse, to des elop and recognize sound argument, to.---
locate obscure information throtkgh original researchand to recognize the
complex problems inherent in public policy decision-making. Argumen-
tation and debate courses also deselop basic skills. Students gam expen-
(ice in critical listening, clear oral expression, rapid, accurate note taking,
and organization. Gwen the ciirrent concern about basic skills des, elop-
men t, the course can be invaluable to some undergraduates.

The course which I am about to describe would be conditeted in a r ork-
shop-like atmosphere.. basic Nbate text would pros ide a common core
of readings in argumontation and debate ttleor} Independent study proj-
ects, diverse debate topic areas, and class reports Ould supplemeat coin-
mon readings and actin ities and would meet specht .ed needs of inch., id-
ual students, A heterogeneous group of students can make .the ar-
gumentation and debate course more'interesting and worthwhile to all if,
ludo, idualized instruction and indep !Went study are incorporated into it,
I will now list possible course objec .% es and commoicactwities and then"
suggest N3, a), s in NA hick the course C41n ie designed to fit students' needs
and interests.

Course Objectives for Argumentation and Debate

In sugRestmg_cognms e Itn,1 behas mral objectis us for an argumentation
and ilebafe course, I realize that some institutions will to fOcus on
concept des elopinent w hile others will stress perfcgalance. Both are need-
ed, hoe er, for the student can become adept at the use of forms of
argument only by practicing ad ocacy. On the basis' of class composition
and the place of the course in the larger curriculum, the instructor can
decide upon an "optimal mix" of the following.

A. Cognitive Objective.s. I
During and after completing a course in argumentation and debate, stu-

dtrits should be able to: t
I. perceive and understand any given -question from a wide variety of

perspectives; .. , -

2. understand the issues in propositions of fact, salue,,and policy,
3. comprehend and remember basic dellate theory;

_....1-1. understand the forms of argutnentcasual, inductive, sign, etc.;
5. know the structure of argurhent formssyllogism, enthy meine,.Toul-

min model, etc.
6. know the types of evidenceoriginal, hearsay, biased, reluctant. lay,

expert, etc.

6
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B. Behavioral 01 tives

Upon comple of an argumentation and debate course, students
should have achieved .certain proficitency in skills which enable them to:

.1. research the topic: effectively (to work with government documents,
specialized statistical compilations, microfiched documents, etc.);

". record and organize researched information efficiently;
3. analyze soundly the proposition;
4. present a clearly Organized Case;
5: listen ac,curately;
6. take cl6ar. organized, succinct notes (i.e., to flow the debate); _
7. prove and extend arguments, avoiding assertion;
8. detect and point up weaknesses in opponents' argument;

cross examine and respond to cross examination;
10. persuade an audience;
11. be an effective critic judge of °tilers' debates.

C. Course Assignments: Meeting Lea rning Obje'ctives

Assignments in an argumentation and debate.course should be carefully
designed to fulfill the objectives selected by the instructora The reconte..+1
mendations which follow may not be appropriate in every situation. Their
usefulness antruni5ortance will depend upop overall course design and on
the level of student proficiency.

To guarfritee that students analy ze a topic area from many perspectives,
I recommend that the class members form four-member groups baged on
career or major interests, select a topic area relevant to those interests, and
debate in that topic..area for the entire term. There will probably be time
for two or three debates, depending upon the extent to which performance
skills. are stressed. If this is the case, students should be encouraged to
switch sides, vary case formats, or delte' different types of propositions
within the same topic area. If the topic were "mass media communication,"
for example, a four-person Amp might debate three prepositions during
the course of the semester:

t

Proposition of Fact

Proposition of Value

Proposition of Policy

Resolve.d: That television violence is increas-
ing.
Resolved: That federal government regulation
of television pfograMing is desirable.
Resolved: That the federal government should
restrict violence in Children s television pro-
graiving.

Likewise, when debating policy propositionS, students could be en-
couraged to. vary Ase formats. They could begin with traditional affirma-
tive and negative cases early in the term and move to goals, criteria, and
comparative advantages affirmatives and negative counterplans later. Their =-

increasing knowledge of debate theory would therefore be complemented
by an increasing repertoire of case formats and forms of analysis:Addi-
tionally, they would gain increased understanding of the intricacies of
public policy decision-making.

Other variations include study and practice of various debate for-
mats. On or off campus audieTee debates late in the term provide students
who have mastered debating skills the opportunity to analyze diverse au-
diences and to practice advocacy in "real world" situations. Studentscan
also experiment with two-party Lincoln-Douglas debates, parliamentary

ry
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debates, and heckling. Some form of cross examination should be included
in at least one assignment as well. Students should be encouraged to ob-
serve and evaluate argumentation in televised political debates and public
debates in the community. -

To provide experience in the use and analysis of variolis argument forms
and structures, the instructor could make "mini-assignments" early in the
terin which call for audience response and evaluation. Students could de-
sign and construct arguments with concealed fallacies or faulty evidence.
Class members could then analyze these to detect their weaknesses.

At the time they enroll in the argumentation and debate course, many
colTege undergraduates have not had extensive research experience. Their
library research in many cases appears limited to the card catalog and the
Readers' Guide to Periodical Literature. If the instructor discovers this to
be the case, lectures can be arranged to'acquaint students with specialized
journals and other research facilities. Legal researchers, government doc-
uments librarians, avid other specialists could speak to class members and
familiarize them vv.ith procedures involved in using less accessible re-
sources.

Institutions with an extracurricular forensics program providd additional
resources for the argumentation and debate course. Demonstration debates
by- experienced debaters not enrolled in the course provide inexperienced
students with needed, performance and role models. They also spark class
discussion and analysis of the .argumentation and strategies used during
the debate.

'icleotaping student debates is as useful in the argumentation and de:
bate course as iu other speech communication courses. After videotapes
have been made, the instructor cant meet with debaters to watch the play-
back and review their presentations with them. Students, viewing them-. in a relaxed atmosphere after the debate-is over will often detect
errors in their own presentations NN hick eyen their opponents and the
instructor have missed.

By now it should be, apparent that the sort of course I am describing is
activ ity based and performance oriented. In part this arises from an edu-
cational philosophy wherein the students themselves are, the source of
their learning? Proponents, of experiential .education believe ,that what'
tudents do not know for themselves, they'd() not know. In an argumen-

tation and debate course of the sort I am describing, the instructor is a
classroom manager who initiates, structures, and reacts to students' work
rather than a lecturer and information disseminator. In proposing this sort
oft-rilabus, I realize that it may not be universally appropriate.

The second reason I am proposing a performance course is that com-
petition among students has been shown to be a motivating factor in stu-
dent learning.8 Healthy a, id Productive. rivalry between students engaged

7 For examples of the educational philosophy underlying expen tial education,
see Van Cleve Morris, Existentialism in Education: What It Mea s (New York.
Harper& Row, 1966), and David E. Denton, ed., ExistentialisM add Phenomen-
ology in Education (New York: Teachers College Press, 1974).

effort,which found "(a) competition stimulates increase
Whitte-

more, and Scott ert, (b) com-
petition

Ehninger and Brockriede cite 4 study by Hurlock, Bykowski,riller, Whitte-
tt

petition has a greater influence on performance than do appeals to utility and altru-
ism, and (c) the net gain in performapcuf groups in which rivalry exists over those
in which it does not is.substantial." Thi-s-is reported in the first edition ortheir
Decision by Debate (New York: Dodd, Mead, & Co., 1963), p. 308.

8
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in competitive advocacy can stimulate effort and academic performance to
a much greater extent than can grades or other forms of reinforcement. A
third reason for an acts ity based course is that it allows for individualized

Wl»le the class as a whole can undertake a common core of
readings, assigiunents, and activities, a performance and activity course
can at the same time provide the freedom for each student to conduct
independent projects and adapt the course to his/her own needs..

Auxiliary Activities:
. Adapting the Course to Student Interest

As mentionedabus e, many types of students enroll in argumentation
and aebate. Student leaders, prehel. students, tournament debaters, future
speech educators, public relations and mass communications majors, 01
generaUdieral arts majors all haw different reasons for taking the course.
One imports-tit way of making the course as relevant as possible to these
groups is to allow students to select their topic areas rather than to assign
topics. Prcla students might select propositions concerning the structure
of the court sv stein or freedom of speeA, for example. Mass communica-
tions and public relations majors might choose to debate issues concerning
regulation of the mass media, while future teaches might be interested in
topics related to secondaty and higher educational policies. lithe majority
of students in the class debate in topic areas in which they already have
some background and interest, the research may be of better quality, the
students will be snore inoticjted4 and the learning ill be more
relevant. Debating in topic areas relevant to their major also enables stu-
dents to become more familiar with information and resources particular

their own interest areas.
Independent study projects relevant to the course can pro. ide Aaluable

expeuencesfor diy erse$roups of students. Public relations and mass com-
munications majors generally see the course as an opportunity to acquire
additional experience in persuasive speaking and forms of advocacy. Pub-
lic relations practitioners duties, for example, include "supply ling speech
service to management, ,including research for speech material, prepara-
tion fok, manuscripts, publishing speeches, running speaker training ses-
sions ... and conducting speakers bureaus for use by groups within or
outside the C011111111111q ."9 This group might enjoy arranging and partici-
piing in Public or televised debates, convicting guest leNurers to &peak
to the class, and conthicting field interviews.

Another group of students have an entire!y different set of needs and
expectations regarding the argumentation and debate course. This group,
future speech educators, received particular attention from the- Sedalia
conference which recommended that "all colleges that provide teacher-
training programs in speech communication should offer formal instruction
in the philosophy and methods of directing forensics."'" Future speech
teachers isie interested in basic debate theory, in knowing how to judge
and critique debates, and in the mechanics of forensics direction If an
additional course forensics direction is not available, the instructor
should involve this Troup in setting up and conducting a mock or actual

a

9 Judith S. Treniand Jimmie D. Trent, "Public Relations Education. An Oppor-
tunity far Speech Communication,". Communication`Education, 25 (1976), 294.

McBath, p. 368.

9.
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.

tournament. Ample *time should alSX)1.)64:teNtACCI to having this group cri-
tique.classroom debates an defend their decisions.

Pre law students and geneial liberal arts majors hope to master the forms
of argument and construct persuasive cases. P,relaw students can study
debate as courtroom.advocacy by observing mock and ac1tual courtroom
trials.. The liberal arts major may be interested in the c duct of co,ntro-
versy in a broad range of public forumsthe student go emment, the city--
council, and the state legislature, for example. Lib arts majors could
observe how different audiences and settings affect argumentation and
persuasive appeals used by advocates.

Tournament debatt;rs also may enroll in the argumentation and debate
course because they want tl comprehensive review of debate their and
an opportunity to famdiarile themselves with current theoretical develop-
ments in argumentation and debttte theory. They should be encouraged to
assist fad.% students with research problems and strategy development.
If their role in the class is appropriate, they can serve as role models and
be a motA dung influence on other students. Tournament debaters might
also enjoy reading, reporting On, and demonstrating concepts and tech-
niques which comprtse current debate theoryalternative justification'
cases, turnarounds, studies counterplans, etc. Such activ ities would expose
less experienced students to current theory and maker the clips more ex-
citing.

Conclusion

In an era characterized by a Shrinking undergraduate popula on and a
decrease in support for extracurricular programs, survival of th argumen-
tation and debate course depends upon its appeal' to -a broad range of
students. Upon completion of their undergraduate programs) these stu-
dents frequently seek entrance into graduate or professionA schools or
employment. They are aw are of the glut of college graduates entering the
labor force and of the fierce competitiOn'for opportunities in graduate ed-
ucation. They therefore seek out courses relevant to their needs and in-.
,terests which will give them a competitive edge when They have com-
pleted their undergraduate programs. They want to improve basic skills,
develop confidence in their communicative- abilities, and compete suc-
cessfully with their peers. The argumentation and debate course hascon-
siderable potential for fulfilling the needs' of these students, but only to
the extent that it assumes an inteNdisciplinary focus and departs from the
narrow confines of tournament debating.

The argumentation and debate course outlined here_ makes maximal use
,of available resource's outside the 'classroompolitical and community ac-
tivity, special library collections, subject matter experts, extracurricular
programs, and ardio visual equipment. The course is structured to C'Citn-
cide with the needs and interests of students enrolled in it and would
encourage independent study and research'in students' major areas. If an
extracurricular debate program exists, the argumentation and debate
course can be compatible with that PrOgtano drawing resources from it
while contributing to its advancement. ,An activity based course would not neglect argunrtentation theory...Such
a course is baseti on the remise that students andexstand and apply ar:-
g rent forms anti structu es most effectively when they use them in per-
su ive speaking and vari s forms of advocacy. If the argumentation and
de ate course successfully encourages a broad range-of students to un-
derstand and use principles of argumentation, then it will continue to
fulfill/a vitarfunction in college and university curricula.

'10
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TEACHING PHILOSOPHY AND DEBATE

HENRY L. RUF

"What in the world is a debate progrdn doing in a philosophy depart-
ment?" Halving been asked this question seNeral-dozen times in the past
three y ears during w hich I haN e been traN eling the debate circuit, I think
I now am ready to give a defensible answer, especially since I no have
had three years' experience as a philosopher teaching a debate class. For-'
mal debate is prosing to be a very effective educational instrument for
teaching in the normative areas of philosophylogic, ethics, and theory
of knowledge.

I realize that this special issue of Speaker and Gavel i6 primarily con-
cerned with examining Various possible ways of teaching debate and'ar-
pinentation and that it is read primarily by those who are looking for good
means to attain the academic ehd of teaching debate as well as possible.
Let me suggest, how eN er, that seeing how debate can be used in teaching
philosophy, can .lead to a shift ofperspectiNe on debate which can make
anyone's teachinaf debate more effectiN e. A greater appreciation of the
broad educational significance of debate can increase teacher motivation
and, therefore, effectiNeness, and it can lead teachers to add new dimen-
sions of depth to their cakes which can only be of benefit to the students
in debate classes. In addiTion, philosophical reflection upon tine logical,
ethical, and epistemological issues raised in a typical debate will enable
debaters to handle w ith much more sophistication the theoretical issues
which are becoming a larger and larger part of gogd tournament debating.

halve been using formal debate as a teachiat tool'in my "Current Moral
Problems" classes for the past ten years. I have done so for three sets of
educational reasons `First of all, ever since my y ears of college debating
in the fifties at Macalester College, I have been convinced Athat debate
(whether classroom or intercollegiate)* supplies more motiNation to do re-

. search and argument refinement and sophistication than any other tool in
the teachek arsenal. The stuants' egos get marvelously involved when
they know that they must defend their position publicly against attacks
from other highly motivated students.

Secondly, debating a controversial moral and social issue reNeals to stu-
. dents so clearly the complexity of such issues, the manner in which de-

scriptions of present anjl past situation's, predictions orconttqutnces of
proposed social chang , and normative prescriptions and evaluations are
intertwined together. n gathering supporting eidence and arguments for
each of these sorts of claims they come to see the different sorts °Natio-
miles each requires. In making final policy recommendations they come
to see how difficult it is to find a single scale on which to measure the Anal
significance of claims about rights, about likely consequences of significant
but not earth shattering harms, and about probable risks of major disasters.

Thirdly, by having students debate both sideOf a controversial moral
issue, they have dome to see that sometimes disagreements are only ,a
matter of personal taste mid not of moral principle, that sometimes persons
of equally; good moral intentions can read normative and value priorities
differently, and thus make conflicting recommendations, and that a plu-
ralisrn of moral beliefs and attitudesneed riot be iv,compatible with making

. .
Henry L. Ruf is Chairman of the Department of F'hilosoph*and Director of Fo-

rensics at the Uniyersity of AVet Virginiai
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ubjectne aiipraisals of the correctness of such belieg. A host of theoretical
issues in moral philosophy has forced its way into the consciousness
of the students who elected to participate in these classrourn debates.

Three years ago, when debate was about to be dropped /West Virginia
Ulm ersity, the philosophy department agreed to assume responsibilityfor
is simply because we were con% inced of its general educational value.
*De%elupping research stills, dexeloping skills in argument constriction and
ex aluation, dexeloping the skills to thhik quickly on one's feet, gaining
substantive knowledge about a host of %Rai, controversial social policy
options, aiding y oung intellectuals to emotional 4nd social maturity
through intense competition it other xery bright debaters w hen deci-
sions un wins and losses are ina e in a xery subjcctixe manner by judges
w hose abilities range from exce nt to mediocre these, we felt, were
educational actnities which W eieLlery important to maintain. ow that
I haze taught n regular debate class for three years, in additioi to prizing
deba ir its general educational xalues, I haze dexeloped an preciat'b n
for the way in which philosophical issues can be raised and in% estigi ed
in. such a class. At almost every point in the debate it seems as though
major philosophical issues arise which need to be handled. It is this ap-
preciation I want to share with you. in, this paper. Let me give a number
of examples.

Start w ith the issue of topicality . A host of issues in the field of philos-
ophy 'of langu ge is raised Ily the way debaters attempt to explicate the
meaning of t esolutiun. Students need to learn the difference between
repOortne and tipulatne definitions and,the reasons why only reportixe
definitions ci n be true or false. Once this ilistinction is made, delilters
then can begin to consider how to ex aluate the fairness or reasonableness
of xarious stipulatne definitions affirmatives might ofler for key terms in
the resolution. Also, students then can begin to reflect on the manner of
determining the necessary tnith conditions for paraphrases of the resolu-
tion and for explanations of the permissable uses of key W ords andkphrases
in the resolution, permissable because of the semantical, syntactical, and
pragitatic rules operationally in place in today's English language corn
nftinity. . -I

Two examples, I think, will rexeal the importai e of such philosophical
reflections. Y.,irst of all, negatixes often accuse a 'yes of being non-
topical and of offering unreasonable definitions of th resolution. Often
there is no clash on this issue because it nexer becomes clear whether the
negatne is chging that the affirmative is unreasonably stipulatinga def-
inition or is presenting paraphrases and reporti%e definitions which can
not be 'S'zipported with epistemologically justified,reasons, i.e., relevant
linguistic practices. In aaditio'n, affirmatives often codusie the issue of the

t reasonableness of definitions offered'skid the reasonableness of the reso-
lution. At the 1979 NOT Tournament, I heard an, affirmative argue that it
was unreasonable for a negative to ask thetn to guarantee employment
opportunities to all U.S. citizens who wanted jobs, no plan could"ever o .N.

that. Of course, that is what the resolution did propose. The afkinat
,,,, was either .giving a negativ vencyorgument or Was presenting a rea-

N'sonable Complaint against,the fr users of th iresoltation for placing an un-,
reasonable burden on the affirmative. The ?illative has might, of course,

Vero choose between alternative paraphrase and reportive definitions when
ambiguities exist in common linguistic usage, but the negative surely has
nu obligation to restrict its interpretation of the resolution to plans which
the affirmative believes are defensible, .

, Secondly, affirmatives' habitually say that with their plan they opera-
, 1.---
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tionally define the meaning of the resolution or that they are pros iding
one example or interpretation of the meaningof the resolution. Debate
stilidents need, therefore, to reflect on the nature and appropriateness of
operational definitions. Usually, such definitions are used to select out one
paraphrase which the sagueness or ambiguity of the resolution makes pos-

. sible. Negatives, of course, can countercharge that the linguistic evidence
does not leave room for -such a possibility.

The key additional standard issue which is raised by this affirmative
maneuver is,,that of determining what value a national debate resolution
has at all. Should the 'affinnatise be required to defend the resolution with
all of its, vagueness and ambiguity, or is it enough to defend one specifit
cation or interpretation of its meaning? If each affinnatise is allowed to
rcw rite the resolution w ith new specificity, then is the negative permitted
to accept this new resolution and run as nontopical counterplans any thing
not identical to the affinnatise's plan? Is the negative free to choose to-
debate the original resolution and run disadvantages against otherlingii-
istically permitted interpretations -of the resolution?

What function does the debate community want national resolutions to
perform? If it wants to grant affirmatives the freedom to choose specificity
while requiring the negative to run disadsantagesdnly against the affirm-
atm, t , chosen plan, and permitting the negatise to count as nontoplcal
only those counterplans which lie outside the realm of all linguistically
permitted interpretations of the resolution, then it probably should say s,v
explicitly. That certainly places a heavy burden on the negative. If the
debate community wants to encourage meta -level debating about the rules
of debating, then it probably should say so. If it wants to lease things as
they are, then it probably should say this. Then debaters would know that
they will hale to argue for the merits of letting negatives run counters% ar-
rants or counterplans topical under some interpretations of the resolution
nut included in the affirrnatis es' interpretation. Anyway ,as of now, debaters .
need to see the linguistic and value issues involved here and should be
ready to do metadebating about the values and dissalues of various ways

- ) of treating debate resolutions.
Reflecting on the question of topicality, therefore, provided numerous

opportunities for reflecting on, issues in philosophy- of language, and such
reflection can contribute greatly to the debater's level of argumentation in
this area. A Similar relation exists between the question Of negative pre-
sumption and philosophical issues in epistemology and ethics-social phi-

. losophy. Determining mho has the burden to prose tchat is as important
an issue in these two field, of philosophy, as it is imdebtife.

A variety of reasons haw been offered in the-literature i1n "delmte in
support of the traditional belief that the An-mane has the "responsibility
to priejde good and sufficient reasons for adopting the resolution. ,Soine

.. have tsupported this belief w ith value argumeAts rusting. on the premise.
that oxisting institutions and practices. should" be fas ored over proposed
"Changes became:stability and continuity, in and by themselves, are of such
positive worthihats4tige.s shoOdzbe made only when required in order

,to a's cad sery, probalzte:iiiia s ery .significant harps. Others haNe attempted
to s,stiOport the. traditional belief witt.the elaiirrjhat, "We, know the effects
of existing institutions and practices but we can only griess.at tWoo,nse-
quenees of the proposed changes."

These two supportinereasQns, however, are` open to serious ethiCal and
epistemological challenges...bictatorial stability and 'the continuaticin of
injustice and exploitation, certainly, aro,ofrib and of themselves.
Additionally, acquiescence by the masses does not prove there is no need
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to change the status quo. We should hav6 learned from Hegel, Marx, and,
the exik4ntialists that exploitive power elites can gain control ov era culture
and its institutions of law, religion, education, and retreation, and that they
can produce masses of people vv ho will not demand their moral rights to
personal freedom, autonomy, and social and economic justice. Further-
More, those who prize status quo practices over change are working from
the unexamined assmnption that It would be a bad idea to let each new
elution start fruit' scratch in organizing itself as.a conununity. . Good mc sons
may exist for our, generation to bind a later one, but it is by no means
immediately °by tolls that one group of people ,has the right to bind later
generations, that only one set of founding fathers should be fret. to set up
rules of the game. The epidemic of nationalistic feelings which have cre-
ated so many new natton states in the last thirty y ears suggests that many
strong w died people are demandirtg the,right to set up their own rules for
the game of communal In ing. Reflection in the fields amoral and social
philosOphy lend little support to the idea'that presery ing the status quo is
always, ;mina facie, to'be, prized over social change. The advocacy of
keepull; things as they are may need as much defense as advocating
change.

In a similar manner, epistenological reflection suggests often that it is
as difficult to predict th0 consequences of continuing present practices as
it is to predict the effects of making social changes. There are two sets of
reasons for this difficulty. First, it is extremely difficult to know what con-
sequences are being produced by a particular institution or practice, even
when it has been observed for some time, because of the way in which
any given social institution, rule, or practice is embedded in a complex
social "context which includes other rules, practices, human attitudes,
moods, and beliefs. What are the effects of plea bargaining? One would
know this only by knowing what would happen if that practice wiere
stopped Nr% h le every thing else remained the same `The latter, of course,
involves predictingthe effect of a social change.

The second problem with claiming that knowing the effects of present
practices enjoy s epistemological privilege mak_ knowing the effects of
change lies in the fact that such a claim assumes static world in which
past effects will continue as future effects. This assumption is open to
serious challenge. The physical environment is changing because of pol-
lution, oil consumption, atmospheric temperature rise, etc. The social en-
vironment certainl is undergoing extremely rapid change. There seems

, to be as much reason to suppose that future effects will differ from past
effects as to suppose that they will be the same. Negative presumnption
cannot be justified this way but thinking about it raises some very impor-
tant philosophical issues.

Philosophical considerations in epistemology and ethics eixst vv hich can
be used to defend negative presumption, but they also open up some new
options for affiTmatives. One could argue that the affirmative has the bur-
den of proof because it is advocating chabge,and should give justifying
reasons in support of the claim. Since, epistemologically, it is better to be
skeptical about any claim, the bur len of proof should rest with the believer
and advocate. Ethically, thitilit4ran of proof must lie with One who would
restrict our freedom, with the one who say s we are bound and obligated
to do.something because of the presupposition that each person has a,
moral right to do whatever one wants to do until someone can give a good
reasbn for believing there is something wrong with that -behavior. The
affirmative says we should do something ankthereforehas the burden 12
of proof to justify that action.

14
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The epistemological preference for doubting over believing has a strong
historical pedigree in Western philosophy. Socratic questioning and Carte
man doubting h4ye kept epistemological concerns at the foundation of
most Western philosophy. Recehtly, however, this preference has come
under serious challenge. Wittgensteinians have argued that doubting
needs_ as much jiitification as believing. Existentialists have claimed a
right to In e by leap(of faith when one hes no reason to believe one is
choosing the false or impossible. Both have argued that doubting itself
presupposes know mg how to do things w ith words and concepts and this,
in turn, presupposes extensive knowledge about ourselves and our phys-
ical, social, and interpersonal env ironment, knowledge which creates our
whole form of life and which need not be doubted.

Some of the most interesting issues in epistemology today turn on de-
ciding %%hlell beliefs are and which are not prima facie acceptable. Re-
flectifig in a debate class on negative presumption provides a marvelous
opportunity"' for raising these issues..Lucl,:ily for negative debaters, few
philosophers claim that social policy recommendations have presumption"
resting on their side. Among other reasons:this is because such recom-
mendations say we ought to do soifiething and should riot be left free in
this area to do as we please. The ethical principle which lies at the base
of democratic liberalism holds thar.all such restrictions on freedom must
be justified to each of us because sovereignty flutist rest with the autono-
mous individual. The affirmative, therefore, has the burden of proof.

If this is the justification for assigning presumption to the negative, then
it is important to realize that an affirmative canyse this ethical principle
which ennunciates the priority of freedom by Challenging any restriction
existing in the status quo. The affirmative can challenge the negative to
probe that good and sufficient reasons exist for haying such a restriction
a restriction on what high school newspapers can publish, or young adults
'an smoke, or dying patients can do to end suffering. Very quickly the
affinnatibe can shift the burden of proof over onto the negative. The neg-
ative must either justify current restrictions or attack the principle which
assigns moral priority to free, so' ereign, autonomous, indiy idual persons.

It is also important to note that the priority of freedom principle can be
used to show that all affimmtne advantages and negative disadvantages _
really have to deal with harms to be presented, and not merely with nice
things to be gaitied. If restricting freedom is always a prima facie, harm,
then restrictions un freedom can like justified only if necessary to prevent
even worse harms. Compulsion may be used only to prevent evils and not
merely to prodlic_e benefits. Comparative advantage cases, therefore, are
really comparative disadvantage cases. Finding and defending criteria for
measuring degrees of hann and evil become primary tasks facing any de-
bater. This is just another example which shows that a tremendous amount
of education in moral philosophy can occur in a debate class.

There are two other issues in debate theory which these philosophical
reflections force us to'- consider. First of all, has the affirmative met its
burden of proof even if its 'proves that its plan is sufficient to gain an
advantage which the status quo is inherently presented from gaining (giv-
en that there are no overriding disadvantages) ?In other words, a good
reason has been giyen,for adopting the plan. Why, then, must the affirni-

atrve ove that its plan is either necessary to gain the advantage or is
superior all other possible pldns, as some debate theorists claim? Why
doesn't the affirmative have the epistemological and ethical right, to gibe
its good reason and then wait for negative teams to prove that the reason
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. .
isn't good enough because there are better ways to gain the same result?
Is a good reason a sufficient reason in the absence 'of a negative counter-
plan? The philosophical considerations I have introduced would seem to
suggest that a plan can be justified without being proven to be the best
among all possible alternatives.

These same considerations seem also to throw a a deal of light on
e issue of inherency Something other than a lack of knowledge about

e ting harms must keep the Status quo from solving the problem iden-
tified\by the affirmative. Otherwise, we don't need the affirrriptive's plan,
we on y` need the affirmative to make the need known. Analysis of this
inherencssue provides a marvelous opportunity for consideitg the na-
ture of laws and rules existing in a society, a typical issue in social phi-
losophy and iri\the philoiophy of law. Unfortunately, many debaters and
some judges cons1; as laws or rules only requirements and prohibitions,
mandates to do or t to do something. This overlooks the very important
role which authorizing rules play in a democracy. In the law, as in morality ,
sov ereignty lies with they individual and priority goes to freedom. Govern-
ments need explicit authorization in order to be able to do something. The
absence of such authorization, therefore, constitutes as significant a struc-
tttral barrier to the status quo being able to solve the problem as does a
legislative or judicial prohibition or an entrenched, attitudinal refusal to
take the needed action. .

Let me move on to some (Act debate issues which have important
philosophical implications. Teaching rebuttal techniques provides a mar-
velous opportunity for teaching a greUt deal of logic: deductive and in-
ductive. An excellent way to teach sttidentg the difference between The*
validity and strength of arguments dhe truth of premises and conclu-
sions is to haVe the students become aware of the two ways in whjch a
first negative cari refute an affirmative case. Since the affirmative has the
burden of proof, the negative can win simply by pointing out that the-
affirmative has not proven its point. This can be done either by showing
that affirmiltive claims about significance, inherency, and solvency do not
follow from the rationale provided (in other words, the affirmative's line
of reasoning is flawed and its arguments are neither valid deductive ar-
guments nor strdhg inductive arguments) or by showing that the rationale
is based on questionable and undefended premises. lternatively, the neg-
ativ e can introducearguments of its own which purpjbrt to prove the falsity
of the affirmative's claims.

A tremendous educational advance has been matdevhen any student
sees that proving that-someone has not proven a point is very different
from proving the negation of that point."A tremendous advance in under-
standing is gained when one comes to see how very difficult it is to prove
any thing when it comes to questions of social policy. I think that debaters
who work primarily with conclusionary- quotations-from so called experts
will not only lose to good debaters but thoy will fail to learn, and appre-
ciate, how difficult it is to prove what the consequences of a social policy
are or what the net significance of those consequences comes to. Debaters
who recognize this and the reasons for it certainly will learn a great deal
about how to make inductive inferences From statistical premises and how
to proceed in evaluating various sorts of studies. At this point debate train-
ing and logic instruction feed upon each other.

Examining affirmative signifcance,and solvency claims and negative
plan attacks also provides opportunities. for reflecting philosophically on
the nature of causality and the role of causal claims in inductive arguments
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and scienufic theory*. The need Tor such reflection becomes painfully
appareni hen-one listens to debaters talk about what has or has not been
proven to be the cause or effect of something or when one reads judges'
ballots and sees the impossible demands some are peaking on affirmatives
to prose solv ency and on negp% es to _prose disadvantages. Given that
many current scientific theories do not even talk in terms of causation, and
given that mail /demonstrably strong inductive arguments to not contain
any causal claims, debaters 7ind coaches need to do a great deal of philo-
sophical reflecting on this Tatter.

One marvelous issue to use in getting students to understand the nature
of logical contradictions and how to avoid them is the typical affinnatke
claim that first negative inherency or solvency chums contradict second
negative plan attacks ot that second negative workability attacks contradict
disadvantage claims. Nc hives find themselves in difficulty here only
when they agrese sly ith the affirmative that the affirmativ e plan will produce
a certainlind of re'sul and wheja. the negative xvants to claim that this result
causes still further consequences which are disasterous. If the negate
does construct such a disadvantage, then they w ill contradict themselves
if they also present workability arguments or if they argue under inherency
that the status quo will and should produce 'Ole exact same conse-

`quences as the affirmative. There are numerous, wayg to avoid contradic-
timis here, however. The negative can argue that the disadvantages are,
not caused by the consequencd sv hich the affirmative clawns from its plan
but by the affirmatit e's may of producing those consequences. In this
latter case, one could still present w orkability, attacks (try iug won't produce
advantages, I-nit will produce disadvantages) and in the fanner case inher-
ency attp.ks ar6 stilt possible (the Annan% e way produces disack antages
whereas the way used by the status quo does not).

This same issue also provides an excellent opportunity to reflect on the
nature and significance of dilemmas. Negatives often try to avoid contra-
dicting themsel es by arguing hypothetically and forciug the Affinnativ e
into a dilemma, ither the plan won't work or it will cause unjustifiable
disadvantages. Ths can be a petfeCfly good'argument. There is no need
to prose which hal f the dilemma is true. Either is sufficient to warrant

oec.rejecting the affirmative proposal. A very different situation exists, how-
er, w hen the negative Jahns that they 'are arguing hy pothetically for

both sides of a contradiction and that they want the judge to decide which
of the two conclusions to believe. Now we have no material dilemma. Now
the: negative is introducing arguments without committing themselves
(e% eu,..In the context of the debate) to any of the arguments' conclusions.
A judge might very well want to conclude in such a situation thitt the
negative is defending no position (but only introducing positions) and thus
that there is no negative position sly ith which to agree, no choice exists but to
agree w ith the affirmative. Regardless of a judge's,,, debate philosophy , de-

ters and judges need to keep dilemma arguments, categorically defend-
eparate from arguments introduced hy putheticallkfur judge consid-

eration and choice.
There is one final set of debate issues on which I like to concentrate in

my course. that clear reasoning requires the disentangling of arguments
and that one keep in clear focus the primary thrust of one's overall line of
reasoning. These issues center on the affirmative plan and its traOitionally
acknowledged right to fiat this plan into effect and help students under-
stand the nature of social policy normative claims and what constitutes
good reasons for justifying them.
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Debate restitutions usually claim that the United States federal go%ern-
went should adopt a certain social policy, e.g., giSayauffejohitpportunities
to all U.S. citizens or strengthen 'the regulation of mass luedia communi'-
cation in the United States. As a moral and social philosopher I find these
worthy resolutions to debate. It is important for citizens, congresspersons,
judges, and gulatory board members and presidents to consider the merits
an . its of such proposals. BefOre returning to the debate circuit three
y ears ago, I thought it w as understood by all in the debate community that
the con% ention of granting affinuatne fiat pow er was a de ice used to get
going the thought expenmentthe debate about and the consideration of
the merits of the policy. Imagine that this policy were in force, that this.,
plan w ere in operation. Would this be a good thing? What advantageous
CUI1SetillellLeS \\ (Mid result? What disachantageous effects can be expect-
ed? On balance, would it be a good thing to ha% e existing in our social
world? Permitting the affirmati% e to fiat the plan into existence 1]a..ow ed all
the debaters to focus their attention on the nonnatne nature of the reso-
lution and to not get sidetracked on irrele%ant arguments about whether

_the resolution and plan would be adopted, put in place, or kept in place.
One can imagine my surpnse, therefore, when I found a great portion

of the debate in% ohed with issues which seemed to ha% e nothing to do
with the norniatne Tesolution of what the-federal gmernment should do.
Affirmatia es were including In their plans complex pros isions to create
powerful, protected boards with protected fthals and caw-0;1116A mech-
anisms to guarantee that the federal go% eminent would not cancel out the
Annan% e's policy and plan. Negati% es in turn were running disadan-
tages against creating such protected boards, funds, and enforcement
met:halibuts and against affinuaties haying the power to.by pass demo-
cratic procedures and to fiat plans into existence. Negati% es were also,
running w orkabdity arguments against unprotected boards and funds,
claiming that congress or the president would cut authorization and/or
funding.

It seemed as though a monster had been created which w as distracting
debaters' attention a) tray from the original nonnati% e resolution. It seemed
to me, as an outsader coming in, that a set of practices bad developed
which was changing y early. a %ery important proposed resolution (Re soh ed
that the federal go%ernment should ...) into a new Very insignificant res-
°intim' CResolked that the affirmanw should implement by direct fiat a
plan to ...). As an educator pd as a social philosopher, it seems to me that
a great deal has been lost with the rise of this current tradition. Lines of
reasuiiing get muddled. Focus on the intrinsic ments.and denierits of social
,,policy options get fragmented and, at worst, get abandoned entirely.

That congr s, the president, or the courts will or might nullify the
affinnati% e plan does not show that they should do so anymore than the
fact that they won't implement the plan shows that its false to claim that
they should du so: If it is true that the federal government should be doing
something, then it is true that it should put the plan into operation and
keep it in operation. What the ,goernme6would, will, or might do pro-
vidno reason for saying what the goven ent should do.
.--.9i% en that resolutions usually say nothing about 'how long the federal
gtnern anent should continue doing the action. specified or how it should
go about administering the policy when in place, these are specifications
which the Sffinnatie may ha% e to deal with. Workability and disadvantage
arguments against such plan specifications clo seem appropriate for they \
can reeal demerits of the policy itself and do not turn ofi the issue of
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whether the federal-got eminent would implement or nullify the plan it-
self. The issues of authorization and de-authorization of the policy and
plan are the issues which seem to be irreletant vt hen considering whether
a social policy should be adopted. How things work out when authorized
and operational is always rt-le viiit. In an effort to ascertain this, affinna-
tites i.rejk en fiat power-tie, that the thought experiment can be carried
Out.

In this paper \ hate attempted to point out how teaching debate as a
philosophy class can lead to consideration of extremely important issiits
in philosophy of language, logic, ethics, social philosophy, andtphilosophy
of law . I hat e also attempted to show how philosophical reflection in each
of these areas can be of great assistance to debaters and coaches. Let me
conclude this paper by pointing out one other way debate can be used as
a general educational tool.

At West Virginia Unit ersity we offer an interdisciplinary course on the
nature of evidence. This.course stresses the unity of human knowledge.
and examines the manner in which et idence is used to support conclusions
in the physical, biological, and social sciences and in the humanities, es-
pecially conclusions about how practical problems are to be solted. Next
year we are going to experiment using typical debate resolutions and ar-
guments in teaching this'course because we beliete that they reveal, so
clearly the unity of human knowledge and the way evidence is used in
each area. Arguments about energy systems, weapons systems, pollution,
and health care will introduce Mudents to the natural sciences. Arguments
about unemployment, inflation, and the criminal justice system will do the
same for [Fe social sciences. Free, press and pritacy arguments will intro-
duce students to the normatite aspect of the humanities. Debate instruc-
tors who hat e rqearched recent debate resolutions seem, ideally suited to
teach such a multidisciplinary course. Putting on debates in such a course
should serve as an excellent pedagogical det ice for learning in such a

e course.
At West VirginiaTnitersity we believe that debate belongs in a multi-

disciplinary context, and we are happy to have it in our philosophy de-
partment, contributing significantly to our instruction in logic, epistemol-
ogy, and moral and social philosophy, even as we try to supply some
understanding of the philoso ical issues which contemporary debate rais-
es. We urge all debate progri s to mote out from any narrow confines in,
which they may' Wid themsletes and become an integral part of the entire
educationarcovriAtity. I do beliete that you will hate a better Rrogram.
It might et en by 6rie which deans will feel better about supporting finan-
cially.
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