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The Ad Populum Fallacy in Paradigm Conmstruction:

A Reconsideration of 'Audience~Centered’ Debate

Both the theory and the practice of acsdemic debate are
molded by the acknowledged or unacknowledged influences of
paradigmatic choices. Judicially constructed paradignsl operate
as & set of propositions which give meaning to argumentative
endeavors: selecting and emphasizing some aspects of the contest,
while de~emphasizing or ignoring others. Donn Parson (1983)
describes the academic debate psradigm, following Burke, a8 &
“terminigstic screen* which serves to “reflect, select and deflect
;eality“ (p. 796). .The paradigm lele;tivcly obgerves the debate
ptocell.while to a large extent molding the process to its own
assumptions. Obviorsly, the most successful debaters will adopt
their own behavior to the paradigms that their particular judges
are known to use (Rowland, 1981). TYounger debaters can also be
expected to mimic the behavior of more experienced and succesgful
debaters with adaptation to paradigms playing a significant role
in determining who wil: or will not be successful. Robert
Rowland (1982a) offered perhaps the definitive characterization
of the practical weight of paradigms:

In sum, debate paradigms are important becsuse they
provide rules to which debaters adopt in their quest
for ballots. As long as debaters prefer winming to
losing, those rules will play & major role inm shaping

debate priorities. (p. 134)

1
- this paper I will be using the term “paradigm" to refer
generally to judging perspectives, models, - or exemplars.
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and the limitlti;nn of argument designed to reveal an underlying
¢d populum structure. After & relatively brief demonstration of
the prima facie relationship between argumentum ad populum and
the general trend of audience-centered paradigme, this paper will
turn to more precise discussions regarding standards for ad
populum evaluation and for parsdigm evaluation. Finally, these
standards will be employed in a more systematic and specific

criticism of the narrative and the issues—agenda paradigms.
Audience-Centared Debate and the Ad Populum Fallacy

A modern interest in critical thinking has led to a remewed
emphasis on the rolc¢ of informal fallacies in argument evialuation
(Damer, 1987), The fallacy ie normally considered to be a
particular form of faulty reasoning. Some have argued that a
distinguishing characreristic between the fallacy and the
argument that is simply incorrect is that the fallacy deceptively
appears valid while ectually lacking validity in some covert way
(Church & Wilbanka, 1986).

The ad populum fallacy appears to have validity due to its
implied consensus, but lacks validity due to its lack of logical
grounding. This fallacy jg usually defined as an appeal to “rass
enthusiasms or popular sentiment® (Walton, 1987, p. 33-34), ;r
more specifically as the acceptaice of an argument based on
popular acceptance or conversely as the rejection of an argument
based on popular rejection (Damer, 1987). It would be a mistake,
howvever, to think of the fallacy as simply a bias for the

majority's opinion. This appeal to popular sentiment does not
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Such priorities have been the subject of'considerable
controversy in the past decade. Amy frequent reader of JAFA or
the AFA conference proceedings has vitnessed numeroud diaputes
over various debate paradigms. Proponeuts of parasdigas have
consistently been forced to defend the educarional value and
utility of their preferred paradigm in responge to criticism
(see Rowlend, 1987a, 1984a, 1984b; Ulrich, 1987; Zarefsky &
Benderson, 1983). Other argumeats have occurred vegarding the
pature of paradigmatic evaluation itself (see Rowland, 1982s,
1982b; Ulrich, 19823 Zerefsky, 1982). The context that emcrges
in both the attack and the defeuse characterizes paradigms as
meta-arguments which bear some burdenm of rational defense and
which are also open to some forma of criticiam. As functional
conponents of the activity, paradigams operate as ciaime which
define debate as a conteat within the larger context of
argumentation and which normatively promote certain behaviors
while discouraging others. As will be further discussed below,
thege claims can themselves be evalugted and criticized.

This paper will review the newly emergent trend of audience-
centered debate paradigms, such as the narrative and the issues-
agenda paradigms, in light of an informal logic perspective om
the argumentum ad populum fallacy. This criticism will seek to

promote an evaluative discussion of a new wave of judging

. perspectives which have. up to this point, flourished in an

atmosphere surprisingly free of criticism. Additionally. it is

hoped that this discussion will illustrate both the possibilities
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need to congsist of an sppeal to a numericsl majority. but can

also consist of an appeal to "the gallery" or to a particular

sudience (Dsmer, 1987, p. 115;. To condi;ion arguments on the

sentiments of a specific powerful sudience can then be considered

ad populum. While acknowledging that it is often acceptable to

reason from premises nof known to be true, Douglas Walton (1287)

notes that selecting premises conditioned on a particular

audience's prior beliefs is non~the-less characterigtic of ad

populum argumentation:
It is sometimes pointed out that the ad populum arguer
adopts a strategy of selecting premises specifically
so that they vill be accepted enthusiastically by the
saudience that is being addressed. The fallacy here
vould be scheming to convince an audience by appealing
to assunptions that appear tolerable to that audience
rather than arguing from premisea that are knowa to be
true, or at least that came from premises that can be
showa to be true independently of their sppeasl to a
particular audience. (1387, p. 45)

It does not require a great deal of argument to demonstzrate
that the emergent trend of sudience-centered paradigmatic
thinking is prrmised on the value of arguing from premises that
can be expected to be enthusiastically accepted by a particular
powerful audience: in this case the judge. Audience-oriented
paradigms institutionalize the practice of playing to a judge's
known predispositions om the issues debated. While such 8

o practice of argument selection may seem basic to persuasive
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discourse, this explicit turning awsy from the debate activity's
conventional stress on objectivity ig #ctually a fairly recent
development (Roderick, 1987)., Complete objectivity is, of
course, impossible and judgea will necessarily interpret
arguments in light of their pre-existing understanding of issues,
but the emergent trend in audience-centered judging differs
aharply from Previous practice by neglecting even the goal of
relative objectivity (grounding interpretation in the discoursge
of the debate) and by sctively utilizing Pre-exiating judicial
attitudea as a ayatem of Srgument evaluation. Thus, the main
difference characterizing audience-centered judging lies in the
re~definition of judicial aubjectivity: from a liability to be
acknowledged and, as much 88 possible, avoided, to a tool which
is actively uged in the evaluation of argumnenta,

A pre-cursor to this trend cap be aseen in the argument for
natural presumption, Sproule (1976) argued that this form of
Presumption, existing in the mind of the sudience as distinect
from assigned or formsl presumption, couid be utilized ag a tool
for audience analysig, At the initiation of the debate, then,
natural presumption would rest vith the attitudes that g judge
has when she or he valks into the room,

While natural presumption embraces judicial bias as a
default status, the issues~agende model advocated by Michael
Bartanen and David Frank (1983, 1987) goes further by using
Popular attitudes to determine issue-imp;rtance, or salience, in

the debate round. Bartanen and Frank adopt Cobb and Elder's

(1972) analysis of political participation to academic debate,

y 7
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arguing that the issues selected by ldvocates'“must he molded to
the beliefs and values of audiences“ (1987, p..bll). The model
is plainly ad populum in its preacription that advocates “insure
that the correct ‘number' of people pefceive the igsue [I;]
important enmough to join the hattle“ (M. Bartanenm, 1987, p. 44).
Thus, if most Americans do not reco;nize the existence of a
crigis in resource depletion then, given the issues-agenda nodel,
that fact may be used to prevent the introduction of that issue
jnto the round. In addition to appealing to the gemeral popular
sentizent, this model urges that advocates use the “predilections
of particular sudiences“ (M. Bartsnen, 1987, p. Ah).in deriving
in-round criteria for d;tctnining the importance of arguments.
If the judge is a Republican, for example, advocates might argue
that fiscal responsibility and a strong defense are the most
inportant values in the round, but if the judge is a known member
of the Sierra Club then it may be more productive to argue for
the value of environmental preservation. The Issues-agenda
model's turn away from the tradition of objectivity is clear in
its characterization of'the judge as a participant in the round:
The critic would need to hecome a more active
participant in the debate hy giving the debaters
insight into her preferences ahout the issues as well
as preferences ahout dehate style. (M. Bartanen, 1987,
p. 50)
Robert Weiss (1985) in his articulation of "the audience
standsrd" echoes the concern of the issues~agend; model by

sdvocating that dehaters should discuss iesues that an average
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audienc2 wpuld naturally think of when presented with the debate
proposition., Additionally, Weiss anticipates an additional step
ijn the trend toward sudience-centered debate when he asuggests
that 8 new standard of rationality, a ‘public' standard, should
be used in evaluaring debatee (p. 44).

This public standard of rationslity can be found in the
narrative paradigm, a paradigm developed by Walter Fisher (1984),
not as a standard for academic debate, but es s broader standard
for communication and the evaluation of public moral argument.
Fisher sees people as essantially story-telling animals operating
on the basis of “good reasons (p. 7). 1In this capacity, people
possess the lbility. through ;univcrnul faculty and experience"”
(p. 15), to use the two ltlnd;tdl of narrative rationality in .
evaluating claims. The first standard, narrative probability
concerns that which “constitutes a coherent story* (p. 8) and is
similar to the test ;f internal consistency. Thc.lacond
standard, narrative fidelity, risks the ad populunm as indivicduals
agk “wrether the stories they experience ring true with the
ltories they know to be true in their lives" (p. 8)s As 8
descriptive sccount of how people operate i; the world, the
narrative paradigm is well supported (see Bennett & Edelman,
1985; McGee & MNelson, 1985; White, 1980), but as a normative
prescription of how people should evaluate argumentative claims,
the paradigm runs the risk of appealiug to ad populum

argumentation.
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This risk becomes evident upon consideration of the
application of the narrative paradigm to academic debate as
developed by Thomas Hollihen, Patricia Riley, and Kevin Baaake
(1985). Hollihan et al. want to promote & “citizen advocacy"
exemplar in academic debate (p. 80@-812). éoward this end, ;hey
embrace Pisher's (1984) standards of narrative probability and
fidelity. Under the narrative perspective, debate critics will
determine “whether arguments hang together as stories® and will
evaluate arguments “in terms of their own cultural beiiefn.
values, and cxperie;cel“ (p, 818). This perspective goes beyond
natural presumption, vhich uses audience attitudes as an initial
starting point or default position, and beyond issues—agends,
which uses audience attitudes to evaluate criterion or selience
claimg. With the narrative paradigm's test of narrative
fzdelity. the judge is encouraged to use his or her pre-existing
biases to test the validity of all arguments in the round. It is
not hard to see how such a perspective fosters ad populunm
argumentation: sJuccess can be messured by the extent to which
debaters have presented “stories which confirmed people's values
and social understanding; (p. £18). Thus, the paradigm s%tempts
to foster “real world" n;gunents (p. 816), or arguments which
appeal to ;lready helé dispositions rather than arguments which
might challenge the way that & given audience thinks about an
issue.

The narrative perspective has also been applied specifically
to value debate by Kristine Bartanen (1987). Here the two
s undards of narrative probability and fidelity are also embraced

10
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a8 “stock issues™ {(p. 419). Ad populum sppeals sre similarly
enc;uraged: befére advocating any values debaters are instructed
to ask, “are those values ones which coincide with those held by
the ludi;nce?“ (p. 423).

A clear ;rend emerges: judges were first asked to assign
presumpticn based upon their personsl biases, then tc use those
same attitudes tc evaluate criteria, and finaslly to use pre-
digposition as an all~embracing sta.dard for determining the
rationaslity of every argument in the debate., These perspectivzs
form the structure of audience-centered debate: the opinion that
debate should both originate and find final evalustion in the
natural state opinions of the particular audience, ~hich is in
this case the judge. It is clear that this trend advocates “a
strategy of relecting premises specifically so that they vili ba
accepted enthusiastically by the audience that is being
addressed“ (p. 45) which is Walton's (1987) cheracterization of
the ad poéulun fallacy.

The advocates of these perspectives would probably not deny
that they encourage the embracing of audience values, but they
probably would deny that such an embrace is necessarily
fallacious. In that they would be correct. A complete ad
populum critique requires a closer examination of the conditions

under which the argumentum ad populum is acceprable and when it
\

should be avoided.
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The designation of an arguuent as fallacious need not be
fatal to that argument's validity. While sn argument's status as
fallacy can certainly be construed as a limitation, it can rarely
be considered an absolute indictment. As Walter Ulrich (1985)
has noted, a fallacy can be characterized as “an argument,
supporting & degree of probability for a conciusion. that suffers
from a generic veakness® (p. 111). This generic weakness makes
the fallacious lrgunent'vorthy of systemetic study (Waltom, 1987)
and can act as a topoi for critical evaluation of the argument
(Ulrieh, 1985). 1In numerous situations a fallacious claim can
add a small degree of probability to a comclusion, but in other
situstions an argument's status as fallacious can lead to the !
discovery of flaws which may invalidate the potential
conclusion. In either case, the key seems to be looking at the
effect that an argument's status as fallacy has on its conclusion
(Ulrich, 1985). Thus, no family of ergument is intrinsically
fallacious. A proper evaluation depends upon an examination of
the context of the particulasr practice (Toulmin, 1976).

This uncertain effect of fallacious designation applies to
the argumentum ad populum as well. In some cases, simple
popularity might allow us to legitimately add some increment of
support to a8 proposition. As Ulrich (1985) explains. the opinion
of several people that a certain diner servrs good food, might

add a modicum of support to the proposition that the diner does

indeed serve good food. But the strength of the claim deserves

to be questioned because the ad populum srgument can be seen as ];2
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having a generic weskness. Howard Kahane (1980) explains that
the generic weakness of the ad populum is that thz argument
usually contains a questionable premise. He presents the
following example:

More people in America drink Budweiser than any other

beer (Premise).

The most popular beer is the best beer (Premise).

You should drink the best beer (Premise).

So you should drink Budweiger (Conclusion). (p. 36)

The second premise¢ is obviously the questionable oune. There
will be many situations where the most popular will not be the
best. The possibility slso exists that the standard of
popularity will substitute for other, more appropriate standards
of quality, This is consistent with Walton's (1987)
characterization of the ad populum as a diversionary arguaent: a
popular appeal often combined with an avoidance of other forms of
justiiication.

Viewed in this light, a complete ad populuw evaluation
requires more than the simple demonstration that an argument
rests on popular appesl. A more reasonable indictment requires a
showing that a given popular appeal is inappropriate, relative to
other potential sppesls, in its specific context. In the present
case, an evaluation of ludience-sentered paradigms as

inappropriately ad populum requires a demonstration that srgument

selection and evaluation based on popular appeal is improper in
the context of academic debate. Ad populum characteristics must

be shown to not only exist, but to also be unvarranted in the

13
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context of the activity. A contextual evaluation of audience-
centered paradigms implies the functional evaluation of paradigms
vis-a-vis the goals of the debate activity itself. But such an
assessment requires the prior consideration of the possibility of
functional paradigm evaluation itself. If these issues seem to
be a diversion from the main intent of ad populum criticism, then
it mugt be remembered that the evaluation of an argument as
inappropriately ad populum cannot be mdde independent of context
and function. The point here is to use the goals of the activity
itself to permit a functional evaluation of the appropriateness

of ad populum argument in sudience-ceantered paradigms.
Functional Paradigm Bvaluation

The literature on scademic debate has often featured
srticles attacking or defending particular paradigms, and st
times such disputes have f&cuaed on the nature of paradigmatic
evaluation itself. Most notable is the clash on hypothesis
testing between David Zarefsky (1982) and Robert Rowland
(1982a). This clash can be summarized as a dispute between ad
hominem criticism and functiona) criticism. Zarefsky argued that
criticisms of paradigms wrust bz essentially ad hominem, in the
sense that they should be comp.ebensible within the conatraints
and presuppositions of the perspcctives which they evaiuate. In
other words, criticism must be internal. Rowland, on the other
hand, argued that the functions of the debate activity act as the
best tool for evaluating paradigms. He noted, "Competing debate

paradigms could be evaluated based upon their ability to meet the

14 .
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goals of the debate activity itself“ (p. 136). William Balthrop
(1987) concurred noting that the najor paradigms seem to share
the assumption that “the egsentisl attributes of debate, or the
overriding purpose o; the activity" provide the best basis for
evaluation (166). .

While it may seem that these two perspectives on paradigm
evaluation sre competitive, & closer examination of the unique
character of paradigms in academic debate should reveal that they
are consistent. While paradigms in other fields, such as hard
science, may have a purely descriptive or analytical functionm,
paradigns in academic debate share the normative function of the
debate activity itself. If a paradigm is a way of interpreting
and, more practically, judging the event, then the rationmale for
the paradigm cannot be logically considered independent of the
rationale for thse cv;nt itgelf: the paradigm identifiesg and
implements the activity's goals. The present analysis views
function, not as a meta-paradigmatic level, but as an essential
componant of every paradigm., From this perspective, then,
functicnal criticism of a paradigm is ad hominenm criticism.

While very specific functional standards for paradigm
evaluation have been suggested (Rowland, 1982a, 1987a) and
attacked (Zarefasky, 1962) these specific standards are simply
operationalizations of the more @eneral tenet that evaluation
should center on the educational goals of the activity. 1In
support of this temet, Ulrich (1983) has argued that paradigms

are generally developed in an attempt to promote the educational
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functions of debate. This suggests that paradigms should be
agssessed with regard to their utility ac teaching devices. As
Rowland (19878) notes,
If the purpose of the judge is ¢toc teach argument
skillg, thig in turn means that the judge should
choose that paradigm which best serves the teaching
fanction. (p. 191)

Unfortunately, a definition of the teaching function of
debate is not self-evident or universally recognized. Views on
the most important educational goals of debate are generally
recognized as diverse (see Zarefsky, 1982; Hollihan et al.,
1985). But this ilack of agreemant should not frevent the
advancement of argunents regarding the primacy of particular
purposes of the debate acrivity. Zarefsky's (1982) asgamption
that £ .ctional criticism cannot be engaged in absent some
consensus on functiou commits the ad populum fallacy itself. A
lack of consensus does not refute 8 particular functional
argument auymore than the presence of consensus would affirm it.
In the forensic tradition, the enphasis should be on reagon-
giving. As Ulriceh (1982) argues, even the purpose of debate
should be debatable.

Since function must be examined prior to paradigm
evaluation, the next step in functional criticism must regard the
functions of academic debate itself. Three qualities seem tO be
especially salient in the present context: first, debate should

be seen as primarily normative rather than descriptive; second,
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debate should be seen as primarily dialectical rather than
rhetorical; and third, debate should center on eritical thinking
by students rather than jntervention by judges.

Debate is obviously a laboratory sinulation that has the
purpose of teaching students an understsnding and appreciation of
argument (Balthrop, 1987). Those familiar with this laboratory
activity know that the simulation can often be highly specialized
and opaque to the lay observer (Sayer, 1985). This is due to
the fact that debate ideally seeks not a mere reflection of
ordinary discourse but a normative evalustion and sxploration of
argument., This uniquely critical function of the activity should
- mot be ignored or over-shadowed by description.

It is not enmough for a teacher of forensics to tell
students how argument occurs in everyday discourse or
in some specialized arena. The teacher has a critical
function as well. 1In addition to the wig“ question,
the educator must also be concerned vi;h ;he #ghould"®
question. (Kay, 1983, p. 932) . .

If debate's critical function leads to the adoption of
styles and practices different from those found in everyday
speech, that in itself can only be considered an indictment if
debate is seen as functioning primarily as a mirror up to
aociety. Given the primacy of the critical function, the results
of an educational technique are a fer better measure of its
success than the appearance of that technique to the ley observer

(Ulrich, 1983).

17
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Consistent with the normative emphasis of academic debate is
its tendency toward the dialectical (Rowland, 1982b, 1984a;
Sayer, 1985; Shiffren, 1972; Ulrich, 1984). While zome have
argued or assumed that debate is by nature primarily rhetorical
(see Fisher, 1981) this position fails to uniquely justify the
activity. As long as rhetoric is defined as “the general
rationale for persuasion® (Natansos, 1955) a étinary emphasis on
rhetoric, as persuasive érecentltion. fails to capture those
elements which make academic debate s unique and important
laboratory exercise in normative discourse. Certainly, de;ate
involves more than skill in the available means of persuvasive
presentation:

Although debsters improve very much in delivery, skill
in presentstion is always a means and not an end.
Several types of speech activity may result in better
speaking; the distinctive value of debate lies
elsevhere. (Thompson, 1944)

As noted by L;e and Lee (1987) using 'improved communication
skills' as a central justification for debete is analogous to
using 'improved reading skills' as a central justification for
the study of American literature. Even the format of the
activity suggests that it centers on more than skill inm
persuasive communicstion: the demonstration of persuasive skill
hardly requires eight slternating speeches and four periods of
cross examination. As Thompson (1944) suggested, the form of the

activity is ideally suited to the “careful testing of a

18
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proposition and the suspension of judgement* (p. 2%4)t qualities
which are not normally considered conponent; of rbetoric.l
A more appropriate grounding for debate can be found in the
investigative counterpart of rhetoric: dialectic. Steven
Shiffren (1972) defines dialectic as “the process of arriving at
conclusions* (p. 189) and arguea that'it seems to be a primary
practicel i;terelt in scademic debate:
Most directors of forenaica seem primarily interested
in training atudents in dialectic rether than in
rhetoric. They are primarily intereated in developing
atudenta skilled in reaearch, analysis, and
organization; studenta capable of testing evidence
akeptically and reasoning precisely. (p. 189-190)

The sequenced apeschea characterigtic of the debate format
clearly promote a continuing, alternating burden of rejoinder.
This burden correcponda well to the principle of dislectical
interchange which has the function of promoting quality argument
and the questioning of underlying assumptions. Debate ahould
then be thought of ss a dialectical process with the object, not
of 'truth,' but of & process-oriented critical understending.
Thig implies that the debate activity should prefer reasons to
non-rational devices. Reason-giving as an emphasis is consiatent
with the developing flrgunentatiya perspective* (Balthrop, 1987)

\
L as well as with the above characterization of debate as &

1
If more expansive definitions of rhetoric sre utilized which
include the critical focus which I am advocating, then my
- distinction between rhetoric and dialectic would be better framed
e as. & diltinctiou ‘betveen tvo subsets of rhetoric. i 9
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laboratory exercise that seeks nosmative evaiuation. not aimply
E the refleccion of everyday styles of argument. As Sayer (1385)
conments, “In a world given to form and image, we can be thankful
that our f&tenlic activity is committed to substance* (p. 5).

This argument should not be taken to mean that éeblte does
not fulfill a rhetorical function. Clearly debate contains both
crhetorical and dialectical dimensions {McBath, 1975). But
debate's dialectical function is more unique to the event as well
as necessary if debate is to play an investigative function
within a larger socisl rhetoric (Shiffren, 1972).

Perhaps the best support of debate as dialectic lies in the
fact that debate does not aim for persuasion so such as it aims
for the creation of a dynamic form of knowledge: critical
thinking. The foremsic educator seeks to promote in students 8
capacity to evaluate evidence and arguments criticallye. This
enphagis on rational decision-making (Sayer, 1985) characterizes
the practice of debate as¢ & uniqualy critical way of knowing?

Debate is & special type of symbolic interaction, 8

way of knowing with epecial emphasis on the creation,
practice, and evaluation of message units - the
pmaterials, form, &nd argumentstive inference patterns -

as they affect decision making. (Douglas, 1972, p.

T

. 180)

gA This development of critical thinking patterns among

%; o debaters has been called Tone of the most extensively documented
%%Eﬁ{l(r benefits of the debate activity” (Colbert, 1987, p. 194). But

% 2'%9;\ o " . N
R N N SR TG 1Y tion of these critical thinking benefits depends on 2()
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the placement of the burdem of rejoinder on the debaters rather
than on the judge. Judicial intervenmtion is inconsistent vwith
the development of criticel thinking abilities in debaters. If
the judge can introduce argumentation om & ballot, or ignore
argumentation in the round, then the central burden on the
debater to introduce and refute arguments is proportionately
reduced. When substantive intervention is sllowed or encouraged,
the debater is able to rely om the judée's decision, rather than
upon reason-giving. Debaters should not be encouraged to take
things on faith, or to believe & proposition simply becauge &
judge or traditional practice supports it. As Walter Ulrich
(1987) notes:s
Argusent should be & digscussion smong equals with open
minds. To ignore arguments just because they do not
seen ressonable without cllowing their sdvocate &
chence to defend them against ‘an sttack seems to
undermine the whole purpose of testing ideas in &n
open forum. (p. 189)

While even Ulrich (1983) admits that s certain amount of
subjectivity is inevitable, that conclusion should not lead to an
embracing of ;ubjectivity. Bven if & certain smount of
discretion and interpretation must exist, it still makes sense to
speak of illegitimate discretion and over-interpretation. Given
an interest in the promotion of critical thinking, the judge
would continue to séek a minimization of the influence of his or

her bias on the round. The sct of ‘eveluation need not introduce

i}legitinate intervention. The forensic comsunity establishes,
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intersubjectively, a eget of standards on quality of argument and
evidence (Balthrop, 1987). This fact is supported by Cross and
Matlon's (1978) finding of a high degree of consistency in
judging pbilosophies. Thus while subjectivity in standards of
argument certainly exists, this subjectivity is predictable snd
“poored” within the field's standards of appropriateness
iBalthr;p. 1987). But a productive distinction can be drawn
between a judge's default use of intersubjectively held standards
of argument and a judge's use of very individual bilae; and
attitudes about the substantive issues being debated. While the
first is simply the, hopefully flexible, application of technical
knowledge that a field expert would predictably possess, the
latter involves the judge advancing topical claims which would be
best bandled by the debaters in dialectical fashion.

The introduction of the substantive attitudes of the judgz
cauges a de-emphasis oﬁ reason-giving eéince the reasons behind
the judge's attitude cannot be evaluated within the confines of
the debate round. Absent support and the possibility of
evaluation, the attitude of the judge must be comsidared a non-
srgumentative appeal. For this reason, debate as an
argumentation 1ab should prefer critical thought exercised by
debaters over intervention exercised by judges.

To summsrize the paper up to this point, an ad populum
indictment requires an in-context criticism of the audience
centered paradigms; paradigmatic criticism in turn requires an
analysis of the functions of the activity; three very salient

5 ) :
b D N characteristics of the activity include its normative status, its
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grounding in dislectic and its preference for critical thinking
over intervention. At this point the standards are complete.
The audience-centered paradigms can now be evaluated as paradigms

and ss ad populum arguments.

Applications

Audience-Centered Paradigms ss Inappropriately Ad Populum

Consistent with the standards developed above, 8 criticism

of audience-centered debate paradigms as inappropriastely ad

populum nov requires a showing that the paradigms' appeal to
popularity (described in the first section) is incongistent with
the moat important functions of the activity. This section will
present the argument that two of the more well-known audience-
centered perspectives, the issue¢s-agenda model and the narrative
paradigm, institutionalize functionally inappropriate popular
appeals to the extent that tbey are descriptive rather thean
normative, primarily rhetorical rather than dialectical, and

interventionist rather than critical.

“be Issues-Agenda Model

The issues-agenda model advocated by Michael Bartanen and
David Prank (1983, 1987) uses the attitudes of both general and
particular audiences to deternins igsue-importance, or salience,
; in the debate round. To develop this focus, Bartanen and Frank
looked to natural state situations as a heuristic. The suthors
argued that in the search for rules for academic debate. Yve

should look to the literature which attemp.s to describe and
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analyze how values are debated in legislativé and in public
realms* (1987, p. 410). Missing in this emphasis on the
descri;tion and analysis of communication is any consideration of
evaluation. It is certainly difficult to conceive of debate as a
critical laboratory activity if it merely seeks to observe and
copy natural state argumentative atyles.

Bartanen and Frank (1987) find their natural state model in
Cobb and Elder's (1972) exprélnion of the issues-agenda model
which consists of an ordering of issues based on populsr
perceptions of importlnc;. But the agenda is limited to
descriptions it only expresses what a given audience or publiec
thinks at a given time. The issues-agenda is not a normative
standard, and as a result it is justified predictebly in terms of
its “real world“/descriptive value (M. Bartanen, 1987, p. 45).

.The lblenc; of a normative emphasis becomes most clear when
Bartanen and Frank (1987) admit the often irrational and
capricious nature of publie attitudes.regardirg issue
importance: “For example, airline safety igs rarely perceived as
a part of the.systematic agenda until people sre killed in an air
disaster* (p. 414). Issues, according to Michael Bartanen
(1987), ;arely achieve agenda status on their own merit. Yet
rather than making any statement on the desirability of this
style of public decision making, tbe authors simply
institutionalize a blind reliance on the standard of salience.1
Such a focus serves merely to reflect, rather than evaluate, the
structure and priorities of ordimary discourse. The issues-
agenda model., thus, departs significantly from Kay's (1983)

emphasis on "the 'should’ question" (p. 932).
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This descriptive analysis of audience preference
additionally makes the model more suited to rhetoric than to
dislectic. The model's claim to descriptive validity rests on
the fact that it il grounded in the predilections of audience
members? According to the agenda model, these predilections grow
out of an exigence or a perceived imperstive (M. Bartanen, 1987,
p. 43). This reliance on that which is presently perceived leads
the model away from a logical grounding in reason giving, as
Bartanen explains,

Audiences do not always make “logical® decisions about
vhat issues are important. H;re ofte;. it is the
pover of persuasion that causes an audience to
perceive an issue as salient. Sometimes the public
ignores highly significant issues (e.g., safety in the
vorkplace) while devoting attention (and consequently
agenda recognition) to mucl more *vinible® if less-
significant issues (e.g., violenc; in pro;easional
sports). (p. 47)

These assumptions, which may srise in purely accidentsl
vays, form the basis of arguments when they become “criteria by
which subsequent arguments about the relative imporéanca of

issues may be weighed* (Bartanmen & Frank, 1987, p. 414). The

RPEREEEpEpepEpEpappspapy - 3 PR L 4 L adadad adad et adadendend

1

The model, as recently extended to sStock issues, admits that
arguers may present counter-values a8 arguably more important
than the "“germane values" on the current agenda. But this move
results in the loss of the model's identity. The introduction of
standards other than salience would subvert what seemg to be the
central thesis of the paradigm (that matters of issue importance
are derived from audience predilections). One thesis of this "
essay is that such & subversion ig good.

-
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existence and the quality of the reasons beh{nd these assunption;
are not questioned. Clearly this undermines debate's dialectical
role. The role of the debater is now expressed as being similar
to that of the adyertiser. vgttempt [ing] to determime what
criteria consumers use to décide vhich soap to buy* (M. Bartanen,
1987, p. 45). It is difficult to see bow this vi;w of debater
as soap-salesperson is consistent with the reasom-giving inherent
in the “argumentstive perspective® (Balthrop, 1987).

A ;inal functional deficicnc; in the issues-agenda model can
be seen in its emphasis on judicial intervention at the expense
of student-ceantered critical thinking. While the perspective
rests on popular opinion it also elevates the judge to the level
of “opinion leader or gatekeeper®” (M. Bartanen & Frank, 1987, p.
4125. The judge is allowed to a;t Ag & representative of a
larger audience in determining whether an issue will achieve
agends status. This would, Michael Bartanen claims, make the
judge an “active participant“ rather than a neutral observer
(1987, p. 50). He goes on to note that the judge's
participation would relate to igsues 88 well as style. Surely,
this perspective encourages judges to utilize, and debaters to

play to, known predispositioms. The burden of proof is

proportionatuly displaced. The model emcourages the introduction
of arguments into the round which have mo digcoverable reasons
behind them - they exist because they judge believes them. As

Ralph Dowling (1981) notes, this utilization of bias “introduces

RN
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a_priori truth into a reslm which denies thet such truth exists”
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5 The Narrstive Paradigm
; Thomas Hollihan et al. (1985, 1987) and Kristine
) Bartanen (1987) separately apply Welter Figher's (1984) concept
% of the narrative paradigs to academic debate.1 The most
? important implication of this adoption ir the use of narrative
g fide)ity as a standard ior narrative retionality. Both Hollihan

et al. and Kristine Bartanen embrace this standard which
evaluates the strength of claims by comparing them to “the truths
we know to be true from our own lives* (Fisher, 1984, ;- 17). It
is this consciously self-referential ;ethod of argument
evaluation vhich makes the narrative paecadigm’'s ad populum appeal
functionally inappropriate im the field of academic debate.

t The first level of inappropriateness can be found in the

fact that the narrative paradigs is fundamentally descriptive

rather than normative. As Pisher (1984) himself claims:
it [narretive rationslity] is not normative in’ the
sense that one must reason according to prescribed
rules of calculation or inference making... Narrative
rationality is, on the other hand, descriptive, as it

offers an account, an understanding, of any instance

of human choice. (p. 9)

T T P

This important distinction does not seem to have been

\
accounted for by those who sought to apply narrative rationality

> to the normative laboratory of academic debate. The rationale of

gla, 1
! Q Hollihan et al. (1987) do not favor the use of the term

‘ “paradigm® but their concept of the narrative 8as cxemplar is
consistent with my uge of the term “paradigm" to refer to any
conceptual framework for debate. .




Au

26

dience~Centered Paradigms

Hollihan et al. (1985) for the application of Fisher's (1984)
work seemed to be based simply om Goodnight's (1981i) injunctionm
that debate theory &nd asrgumentation theory should form a closer
relationship. But Hollihan et al. do not sccount for the fact
that theories of communication often geek only description and
analysis while theories of debate seek the promotion of good
argumentation. '

Deapite this, Kristine Bartanen (1987) and Hollihan et al.

(1985) consistently emphasize the paradigm's descriptive

validity. Bartanen explains nsrrative rationality as an
articulation of “how choices betveen stories are made® (p. 418,
enphasis ldded)..vhilc Hollihan et al. d.fend their c;nltruct as
promoting “real world* (p. 816) u.gumentation. Both Hollihan et
al. and Krintine Blrt;nen nake central use of the gsame argument:
due to a lack of descriptive validity, current debates lack
meaning to those outside of the small and highly cohesive
forensic community. The present state of academic debate is
described as “elitist" and “isolated from the passsions of the
broader publi;? (Hollihan e; al., 1985, p. 811). The fear is
that “real audiencea“ (K. Bartanen, 1987, p. 425) will react
negatively to the di;course of acadumic debate which is far
removed from the discourse of ordinary language. Hollihan et al.
insist that debaters need to realize that the general public
engages in “reality testing® (1985, p. 817) when exposed to new
arguments. .I believe that éebaters presently understand this
very basic notion. The germane question is whether debate, as a

normative laboratory, should mirror that notion.
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The failure of academic debate to mirror ordimary discourse
is not a condemning criticism. The results of an educational
technique are a far better xeasure of its effectiveness than how
that technique in operation might look to the uninitiated
observer. It should be the resultant critical thinking skills
which have meaning to the outside comaunity, and not the methods
of the activity itself. By analogy, speech therapists dc not
expect that their phonetic drills will be meaningful to outside
observers. Ratber they hope that the resultant improvement in
articulation will be meaningful. Debate educators should drill
the mind just as speech therapists drill the tongue.

Like the issues-agenda model, the narrative paradigm seeks
justification based upon its descriptive relationship to naturesl
state communication. Such a rationale ignores the normative
function of the activity. Also like the issues-agenda model, the
narrative paradigm assumes that rhetorical persuasjon is the
primary goal of the activity. Narrative rationality itsgelf is
centered on persuasive effectiveness, depending as it does on
widentification rather than deliberation* (Fisber, 1984, p. 9).
éonsiltent with thi~ emphasis is Kristin; Bartanen's (1987)
stress on srguing values which “coincide with® (p. 423) those
held by the sudience, as well I; Hollihan et ;1.'5 (1985) stress
on presenting stories which fcoefirmed peoples values and social
understandings* (p. 818). Tge paradigm is clearly justified inm
rhetorical ter;s by Hollihan (1983) who sees debate as 8
"1nboratory in advocacy" (p. 190) and Kristine Bartanen who

refers to the debate Judge as the “audience/judge“ {p. 427).

Mot .
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Obviously, effectiveness within this described “rhetorical
conpunity* (Hollihan et al., 1985, p. 812) is aerved‘by playing
to the critic'n known biases. But this inetitutionalization of
bias fsile to distinguish between attitude change and
argumentation, as Dowling (1981) explains,

An argument could be made, however, that the
omnipresence of ideological bias in the world cempels
us to teach debaters how to play upon or overcome such
bias. Besides prohibiting fairnmess, this argument
fails to distinguish between the product known as
attitude change and the process we call quality
argumentation. (p. 236, emphasis added)

The argumentative perspective i3 further threatened by the
use of rhetorical standards which do not center on clash: the
narrative judge chooses between scenarios based upon her own
interpretations of their consistency and fidelity. The role of
the debate judge becomes very similar to the role of the
individual events judge, making isolated preferences for one
persussive speech over another.

Hollihan et al. (1987) see this emphasis on the rhetoric of
citizen advocscy as necegsary to train debaters “for life in a
democracy* (p. 185). It is, however, easy to ar;ue that the
promotion.of a critical and investigative (dialectical) stence is
more essential to democratic politics in today's information
society. Students must be able to sift through a myraid of
diverse claims, selecting those which can be justified and

exposing taose which can be seen as fallacious. In light of
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this, the function of debate should be to “gtrengchen democracy
through making each individual an investig;tor end decigsion-nmaker
rather than a pawn of rival persuasive forces* (Thompson, 1944,
p. 296). This perspective is obviously not a; artifact of
contemporary society. Writing near the end of World War 1I,
Thompson (1944) advocates a form of academic debate which finds
jts democratic strength in the fact that it is not a form of
persuasion, but is instead a form of critical inguiry which
“nakes difficult the practice of demagoguery and
;uthoritarilnis-f (p. 294). Promoting the utilization of
unquestioned Ill;nptionl hardly promotes this critical function.
In their amphasis cn the need for persuasive effectiveness,
advocates of the narrative paradigm ignore the important issue of
veracity: that which is popularly believed is not always
accurate. As Rowland (1987b) notes, a story can hang together
and ring true yet still be.flllﬁ. Certainly the story offered to
co-opt and mobilize Hitler's Germany may have evinced a high
level of consistency and fidelity. The historical persistence of
both highly questionable and harmful beliefs is an open reccrd:
History is riddled with the carcasses of theories and
beliefs which, though dear to the majority of the
population, were proven unequivocally false. [The
Earth is flat, the Parth is the center of the
universe, there are only five planets, black people
are subhuman, women are inferior to men, atoms axe the

gnallest particles, use both hands when shooting a
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basketball, you can't get pregnanf the “first time",
the horse will never be replaced, if nn; wase meant'to
fly he'd have vings, man will never exceed the speed
of sound, masturbation causes insanity.] (Bile,
Keehner, & McGee, 1987, p. 2)

On the other hand, many very wvorthy ideas have not always
passed this test of public scceptability. As Bender (1986)
notes,

An important lesson of history is the eventual
acceptance of many unpopular and even despised
opinions. The ideas of Socrates, Jesus, and Galileo
are good examples of this, (p. 9)

Certainly no one is privileged to hold an unimpaired view of
what is true and vhat is false. The harm comes when these
determinations are removed from the critical process of the
debate round and placed in the hands of the judge. The final
factor which renders the narrative paradigm inappropriate i3 its
emphasis on judicial intervention. The neo-interventionist bent
of the narrative paradigm is plain in its defense. Hollihan et
al. (1987) blame debate's elitism partially on judges' reluctance
to intervene. Kristine Bartanen (1987) is more blunmt in her
description of the tsbula rasa judge as “non-sensical“ (p. 425)
within the structure of the n&rrative pa;adigm. of c;urse both
embrace the standard of narrative fidelity, which tests arguments
in reference to the judge's predispositions. This precludes even

the goal of avoiding substantive intervention,
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The ruthors do not, however, ignore the issue of
intervention. Hollihan et al. (1987) for example argue that,
Judges would [under the narrative perspsctivel

continue to answer the question “which team did the

better job of debating?,* and not the question “which
tean's arguments most cl;-ely correspond to my ;wn
personal opinion?* (p. 190)

But this seems to be un'cxercise in semantic camouflage:
under the narrative paradigs, “s better job...“ is determined
with the aid of the test of na;rutive fidelity'vhich. the authors
adait, is maximized when claims correspond closely to or
“confirm® (1985, p. 818) s judge's or audience's personal
;pinion.. The second question above seems to be simply & more
specific statement of the narrative paradigs. Krigtine Bartanmen
(1987) engages in much the same maneuver. She claims: “An
affirmstive vote means that [a] judge chooses the reaolu;ional
ltory“ (p. 424). Then, footnoting, she continues, “This decigion
rule doea not require the judge to support pernonallj either the
affirmative or negative value* (p. 427). But agsin, with the
test of fidelity the preferen;es of the judge become very
relevant and possibly decisive. Both Kristine Bartanen and
Hollihan et al. seem to implicitly recognize the dangers of
explicitly promoting substantive judicial intervention, yet it is

hard to see how the application of narrative fidelity, the test

they advocete, allows for anything else.
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Intervention is most d_sturbingly encoufaged in the realn of
the controversial or counter-intuitive #rgument. Hollihan et al.
(1987) note that under the narrative paradigm, socially count<r-
intuitive arguments “generally face stronger explicatory and
persuasive bvtdens..:f (p. 189). While this argument is based
8imply on the value o; mirroring society, it may also be a great
understatement. For example, it may well be impossible to
persuade s particular sudience, such as the Veterans of Foreign
Wars, that the Uanited States must cede sovereignty to a wvorld
government. But that fact, in itself, should not render world
government an unacceptable argument. The authors are careful to
note that they believe that such counter~intuitive positions,
though they face extra burdens, should still be debated. But
when the critic is not even being encouraged to set aside
predispositions and approach the issue with an open mind (the
eritic is in fact encouraged to use predisposition as a test of
good argument), it is hard to imagine the debater looking for a
win to decide to advocate anarchy anyway. A more likely
consequence would be that debaters would decide to stick to
“safe* arguments, forsaking the critical function of the
;ctivity. Finding sanctuary within the warmth of commonly held
truths is not in the spirit of the activity.

The narrative paradigm's emphasic on justificatiom through
descriptive velidity, effectiveness though rhetorical persuasion,
and operation through judicial intervention renders the paradigm
inappropriate to academic debate. Surprisingly, Walter Fisher

{1981) himself seems to asgree with this conclusion, if not the
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reasons behind it. When one judge incorporated Figher's “logic

of good reasons," a pre-cursor to the narrative paradigm. into a

philosophy of ju&ging. Fisher responded,
I am pleased that someone read the article, but the

. logic of good reasons is not degigned for contest

debate evaluation. Like Perelman, Toulmin, Wellace
and Booth, my concern.is the use and assessment of
values by individuals engaged in rhetorical
transactions, where decision determines right conduct
in practical sffairs. (p. 1022)

Apparently, Fisher (1981) sees academic debate as a
specialized laboratory which should not mirror social vslues.
The description of the narrative paradigm as advocated by
Hollihan et al. (1985) and Kristine Bartanen (1987) would, in
fact, seem to be consistent with what Fisher calls debate
structured along an “epideictic path® (p. .1015). Such debate,
~vhich, in Fisher's v;ev. “seeks a ceiebrution of a community's

values rather than a war of words” would turn academic value

debate into a “game for sophists* (p. 1015).

Summary and Conclusion

This paper demonstrstes the couplexity involved in the
evaluation of ad populum argumegt’ as well as the care which must
be taken in evaluating paradigms. Even consideriag these
barriers, the paper should also reveal the inherent deficiency of
audience-centered d;bste paredigms. This paper began by arguing

that audience-centered paradigms, such as issues-agenda and
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narrative, are ad populum in their most basic sppesls to judicial
and societsl attitudes. PFollowing this, the paper developed
standards for the demonstrstion of arguments es inappropriately
ad populum involving en emphasis on context and functioa.
Following & necesssry considerstion of the special constraints on
paradigmatic evaluation, this paper then concluded by spplying
contextusl and functional astandards to the ad populum sppeals in
the 1|;uel-ng¢nda and the narrstive psrsdigms. The concluaion
reached is that the ad populum appesls within this trend of
audience-centered debate gre insppropriate to the activity: they
sre descriptive rather tasn normative, rhetoricsl rsther than
dislectical, snd interventionist rather than criticsl.

Since forensice forcafully shapes public conceptions of
argunent (Lee & Lee, 1987) forensics educstors should pay careful
attention to the conceptions thst the debste forum promotes. If
ve sre critical of s society of images that rests on empty
sppeals, then we should insure that our educational laboratory
offers s difference. Debaters ahould not use logical fallacies
in the construction of their argum2nts. Neither should foremsic
professionals institutionalize logicel fallacies in the paradigms

they develop and impose.
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