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policy decision-making—descrip-
tion of the system, generation and
description of alternative systems,
and evaluation of the policy alter-
natives”(p.56). Specifically applied,
“components and relationships will
be the general elements in describ-
ing the system, and effects and
goals will be the central elements
in evaluating the system” (p.56).

Consistent with this view is the
idea presented by Brock, et. al., of
debate as a process. The negative
team does not defend the status
quo, but rather makes “counter-
assertions” to the affirmative’s
“assertion” of which system more
effectively achieves the same goal.

Given the assumption that
change is ever-present, the neg-
ative counterassertion must in-
clude a system for dealing with
change as well as ensuring that
the negative set of changes pre-
clude the significance and re-
sponsiveness of the affirmative
system for change (the debate

resolution) (p.88).

The ultimate decision in the de-
bate rests with the system which
better achieves the goal and deals
with change.

Brock, et. al., present their af-
firmative case outline in a com-
parative advantages format, prob-
ably the best suited for determin-
ing outcomes:

1. The affirmative should accept
the stated goals and assump-
tions of the present system.
Acceptance of the overall
structure of the present sys-
tem is often assumed rather

than stated by the affirma-
tive.

2. The affirmative should pre-
sent its plan and clearly iden-
tify the relationships created
and eliminated in the system.

3. The affirmative should prove
that advantages will probably
result from the adoption of
the plan.

4. The affirmative should be
prepared to demonstrate that
its plan is superior to any al-
ternative action. This issue is
usually initiated by the neg-
tive. (p.104-105).

The same authors (Klumpp,
Brock, Chesebro, and Cragan,
(1974) wrote on the implications
of a systems model in debate, list-
ing the basic assumptions of the
model and a brief explanation of
how it functions. According to
them, the purpose of the theorist
is to focus on the behavior of the
systems, the patterns formed, and
the interrelationship between the
components. A system is defined
as “a description of interdepend-
ent actions organized as an order-
ed sequence of events operating
to a definite end” (p.2).

Viewing policy making in this
perspective assumes three charac-
teristics. The first is multiple caus-
ation, which means that a number
of factors interrelate to create cer-
tain conditions within the system.
The second characteristic is equi-
finality, or the assumption that the
same inputs can lead to differing
outputs, or that differing outputs
can be gained from the same in-
puts. The final characteristic is



multiple effects, or as is commonly
stated in systems literature, “a
change in a part changes the
whole.”

In applying this model to debate,
the affirmative analyzes the pre-
sent system and the probabilities
of the output/change of the policy:

Debating the adoption of a pro-

posed policy becomes a confron-

tation between opposing sets of
descriptions, predictions, goals,
and values of the systems offer-
ed by the proponents and op-

ponents of the policy (p.3).

Five decision rules are offered
from this perspective:

1. The alternate courses of ac-
tion open or available within
one’s influence.

2. The likely effects of pursuing
each of the alternatives.

3. The probability of the various
effects.

4. Value of the effect.

5. Attitude toward
- probability(p.3).

The complexity of this model
has its greatest impact on the tra-
ditional roles of inherency and
causality. The implications of this
model on casual argument are the
predominance of multiple causa-
ation, the allowance of multiple
policy alternatives, the possibility
of multiple effects, and the increas-
ed importance of probability argu-
mentation.

Ziegelmueller and Dause (1975)
take a view similar to Tucker.
Their model involves five steps:

1. System selection.

2. Component selection.

3. Relationship assessment.

risk and
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4. Goal determination.

5. Effect assessment and input
experimentation (p.39).

System selection involves select-
ing the system to be analyzed. “It
is important to realize, however,
that every entity which can be de-
signed as a system is also a com-
ponent part of the total system”
(p.39). Component selection iden-
tifies the major components to be
researched. Relationship assess-
ments determine behavioral rela-
tionships of the components.

The last two steps, goal deter-
mination and effect assessment/in-
put experimentation, are perhaps
most important. The basic assump-
tion is that systems are purpose-
oriented and work toward certain
goals:

The purpose of determining sys-
tem goals has two aspects:

1. The discovery of the stated
or implied goals of the exist-
ing system and

2. The determination of opti-
mum system goals (p.41).

Effect assessments and input
experimentation refer to the op-
timization of the system goals.

Rieke and Sillars (1975) suggest
system analysis as one type of
case. The focus of the systems case
is not problems or solutions, but
relationships of components and
impacts of new components on the
system. Their model also resembles
Tucker’s:

1. The present system has these

constitutents (model).

2. The goals of the present sys-
tem are these.

3. To modify the system to max-
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imize these goals, these alter-
natives are available.
4. This alternative should be
chosen (p.180).
The basis of this case is also
the view of debate as a process.
Sayer (1980) listed six major
characteristics of the systems
model:
1. Input stage: factors supplying
information to the system.
2. Differentation: factors initi-
ally separated.

3. Throughput stage: blending
of factors.

4. Integration: factors acting in-
terdependently.

5. Output stage: the resulting ef-
fects.

6. Feedback: new information

fed into the system (p.74-75).

The two relevant implications
within this model are casuality
and impacts. Only “few results are
caused by one factor. Most situa-
tions have multiple causes” (p.80).
Impact refers to the effects of the
policy on the system, including ad-
vantages and disadvantages. “Any
final decision would have to con-
sider both types of potential im-
pact” (p.80-81).

After reviewing present treat-
ments of systems theory in debate,
several conclusions were reached.
First, most treatments, save Brock,
et. al, are lacking in pragmatice
applications of the systems model,
particularly to negative ap-
proaches. Second, with the lack of
use of the systems model, usually
in favor of more “trendy” para-
digms, one wonders if the pre-
vious treatments had any impact

of the practice of debate. Finally,
much of the problem with the
systems model has to do with the
scope of analysis. Some theorists
argue that the activity of debate
should be viewed from a systems
approach, while others utilize it
simply as a model of the policy
making process.

These theoretical approaches a-
long with the two pragmatic ap-
plications provided by the N.D.T.
booklet, can be synthesized to
more clearly visualize the role of
traditional debate elements in a
systems perspective.

Topicality. Strickland (in Math-
eny, ed., 1982,) sees the resolution
as providing boundaries for cases,
in other words, defining the
limits of the system. Although
some theorists accuse the systems
model of widening affirmative
ground because of its goals orien-
tation (see Ricchio, 1976), the res-
olution is best seen as a device to
limit system input. The parameter
should serve as the best definition
of the system and input, although
whether or not it is binding should
be decided in the round.

Other theorists have argued that
a systems model would allow the
“effects” case. Essentially, the ef-
fects case enacts a proposal which
creates the effect of the resolution.
The above applies here also, that
the resolution should limit system
input to a specified component.

Inherency. Inherency is of little
importance in a debate from a sys-
tems perspective, unless the reso-
lution, as defined by the affirma-
tive, has already been adopted in



some form. This implies that the
present system is already working
toward the desired goal. The rea-
son for the diminished importance
of inherency is the focus of the
debate—the significance of the ef-
fects of the resolution. As Strick-
land suggests, “The capability of
the present system to adopt the
resolution is irrelevant; the debate
should center around the desirabil-
ity of the resolution (in Matheny,
ed., np).

Two other severe limitations of
inherency are found in the sys-
tems model. First, traditional in-
herency implies linear casuality.
Illustrated, linear casuality looks
like a “stimulus-response’” model:

A— B

This is irrelevant for two rea-
sons. First, the goal of the model
is not the elimination of a cause,
but the production of desired ef-
fects. Second, multiple causes are
possible, something second nega-
tives have known for years.

The second limitation of the in-
herency construct has to do with
methods of observation. Although
attitudes are casual, they could
never be measured in a policy
making decision. What can be
measured and observed are the ef-
fects, the behaviors of the system.

Decision Rules. The decision is
based on which team provides the
best rationale for its system, or
course of action within the supra-
system. The standard of signific-
ance for the affirmative are the
positive effects of adopting the
resolution: the advantages, add-on
advantages, and turnarounds. For
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the negative there are two possible
courses of action. The first is to
demonstrate the progress of the
present system toward the most
desired goal. Presumption, or as
Brock, et. al., label it, “assump-
tion,” lies against the effort of
change. The second negative strat-
egy, and by far the most effective,
is demonstration of the negative
effects of the affirmative policy.
In both cases, probability stand-
ards should be argued and applied.

Much of the decision comes
down to the sub-issue, underlying
the debate, of goal-justification.
The debate itself centers around
whether or not the resolution a-
chieves a goal of the present sys-
tem. Goal-justification refers to
the accurate description and expla-
nation of the goal. For example, on
the policy topic selected for debate
last year, it could be effectively
argued by the affirmative that the
goal of the system is observance of
human rights standards. The nega-
tive, however, argued that the sys-
tem is obsessed with stopping the
spread of communism.

Counterplans. A final word a-
bout a favorite negative strategy:
Systems theorists are vague about
the role of counterplans. If one
agrees to the idea that debate is
goal-oriented, and that the reso-
lution specifies a certain goal, then
a counterplan would warrant an
affirmative ballot, since it gains
the solvency of the affirmative
goals. A more reasonable interpre-
tation parallels the issue of topi-
cality. A counterplan should be
thought of as a non-resolutional,
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“more logical” input into the sys-
tem for the desired goal.

The role of systems theory and
analysis in debate is one that
should be preserved if debate is to
continue as an activity which in-
vutes new thought. If we start in-
cluding some models for certain
reasons while excluding others,
we become limited in our thinking.
Systems theory is an excellent
demonstration of the problems we
curently face in academic debate.
It is a “real-life” model of the leg-
islative process that has gone vir-
tually ignored. While scholars
battle paradigms on paper, stu-
dents using them have little or no
knowledge of their purpose or ex-
istence.
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TOPICALITY IN VALUE DEBATE: A COMMENT

Michael Bartanen, Ph.D.
Assistant Professor and Director of Forensics, Pacific Lutheran University

The rapid growth of CEDA had
both intended and unintended ef-
fects. The organization has certain-
ly succeeded at its intended effect
of providing an alternative to
policy debate through use of value
propositions. Its unintended effect
has been the creation of a theory
void in value debate that is only
slowly and painfully being resolv-
ed. Theorists must decide about de-
cision-rules in value debate and
search for the means to interface
existing policy decision rules with
the requirements of value proposi-
tion debates. One very important
and frequently controversial deci-
sion-role is topicality. Topicality is
often considered to be a fifth stock
issue in policy debates and has re-
ceived considerable theoretical at-
tention. Its role in value debate is
less well-defined. This paper will
argue that topicality is a decision-
rule without proper application in
value debate and its usage obscures
justification arguments as a means
of exposing the kinds of definition-
al and justificatory issues which
need to be examined in CEDA
rounds.

Decision-rules have both con-
tent and relationship functions in
debate. They serve both to define
the substance of debate, such as
that substance clarified through
analysis of the stock issues, and to
define relationships between ar-
guers. The relationship function is
critical if not always understood.
Like any game, debate needs

ground rules so that the partici-
pants can fairly take part. Debate
has very few extrinsic rules. Most
of the time, decision-rules must be
interpreted and argued about in
the debate round. Topicality, as a
decision-rule, has both content and
relationship aspects.

Topicality, in policy debate
serves as a jurisdictional issue.!
The overriding question in policy
debate is whether action should
be taken. The stock issues function
to determine whether the affirma-
tive has met their responsibility to
justify change. Topicality answers
the question of whether the affir-
mative has identified the appro-
priate agent of change. Not all is-
sues fall under the jurisdiction of
the particular topic being debated
and the coexisting agent of action.
For example, an affirmative case
justifying the United States ceas-
ing military involvement in North-
ern Ireland (on the current na-
tional policy topic) would presum-
ably be dismissed by a rational
policy maker as falling outside
their jurisdiction of making United
States policy in the Western Hem-
isphere. The affirmative’s respon-
sibility becomes meeting the terms
of the resolution with definitions
which specify acceptance of the

actors implied in the resolution as
having the proper jurisdiction for
action. The debate judge’s respon-
sibility in adjudicating the issue
is clear. If the affirmative case falls
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outside the resolution (is non-top-
ical) it is immediately rejected.

Topicality in policy debate is ac-
tion-oriented. Now then should
topicality be dealt with in value
debate which is not necessarily ac-
tion-oriented?? Recent writers at-
tempt to clarify this question.
David Zarefsky and J. W. Patter-
son write, “If the affirmative does
not advocate a specific plan, then
the topicality question is whether
the affirmative arguments in fact
support the statement embodied
in the resolution.”? Beverly Kelley
points out that “[iln a non-policy
debate, a value must be supported
without exception. Thus, a topical-
ity argument in CEDA rests with
the affirmative’s ability to entirely
justify the resolution..””* In the
same edition of the CEDA Year-
book, Don Brownlee urges debaters
to use the historical context of the
resolution as the basis of topical-
ity.> These definitions are all sim-
ilar in their identification of the
necessity of definitions which
“support” the resolution. Defini-
tions, in other words, may be used
to warrant or justify the resolu-
tion. Thus we may identify two
uses of topicality: to specify the
meaning of terms, and to justify
the meaning of the resolution as a
whole. The latter function ought
to be the use of definitions in value
debate while the former is the
usage associated with policy de-
bate. If we adopt this perspective
it would make more sense to aban-
don the “God term” of topicality
as a means of clarifying the am-
biguity present when differentiat-

ing its multiple uses.® There are
several reasons why the concept of
topicality in its present form is
unworkable.

An important problem in using
topicality in value debate is the
impossibility of using it as a juris-
dictional  issue. Contemporary
value debate suffers from the lack
of an identifiable paradigm to pro-
vide context for decision-rules.
While in policy debate the judge
may function as a policy-maker or
a hypothesis-tester (among other
things), no clear model exists to
guide judges listening to value de-
bate rounds.” While a policy-maker
should be expected to dismiss ar-
guments and cases which fall out-
side her jurisdictional boundaries,
why should such a constraint apply
in debating propositions of value?
While there may be educational
value in limiting debate there is
not necessarily a real-world par-
allel. Audiences frequently con-
sider a wide range of issues and
arguments when discussing value
questions and the very nature of
value precludes a neat and tidy
definition of the resolution, no
matter how narrowly the resolu-
tion is worded. The number of def-
initional issues related to the cur-
rent CEDA resolution illustrates
this problem. Defining privacy,
and other constitutional rights,
more important, but not simple.
Further, the debater can easily
find a definition of these concepts
without justifying the resolution
as a whole. Where the process of
defining terms in policy debate
serves simply to define the boun-



daries of the debate, defining
terms in value debate becomes the
very substance of the dispute.

Definitions are the heart and
soul of public policy debate.® Ar-
guers manipulate definitions in
order to control the size of the in-
terested audience. Narrowly defin-
ing an issue lessens the number
of people affected by the issue,
with the opposite also being true.
Arguers may find it in their best
interests to “broaden” an issue so
as to make more people become
involved in its resolution. We often
hear arguers refer to the tactic
of “taking an issue to the people.”
So the question is not simply one
of finding a definition (or even a
“reasonable” definition or the
“best” definition)? but determin-
ing how the definition that is used
will affect the number of people
concerned with the dispute. The
process of definition is also logic-
ally a part of value debate.

Determination of questions of
fact (“What is . . .”) necessarily
precludes a determination of a
quetion of value (“Whether what
is, is valuable. . .”’).1% This coexist-
ing of questions has been well
known since classical times. Legal
theory, for example, has always
recognized that determination of
guilt involves several questions:
whether a person is guilty of an
act and whether the act itself
might be justified. Definition is
important, but relatively meaning-
less without discussion of the value
and its implications. Topicality,
therefore, would not seem to be
useful as a jurisdictional issue. It
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is bound up with other value ques-
tions when these questions are be-
ing debated.

There is also no particular utility
to invoking topicality in value de-
bates. Presumably, a non-topical
affirmative would be one where
the team failed to meet their bur-
den of meeting the terms of the
resolution. Not only does this ig-
nore the more significant value
question of whether such defini-
tions in fact justify acceptance of
the value statement contained in
the resolution, but invests far too
much discretion to the debate
judge to determine topicality. Giv-
en that there is no single “right”
definition of a value term, the
judge would have to invoke her
own interpretation of the issue.
In such situations, most judges
prefer to let the debaters ‘“argue
out” the point, in which case the
arguments probably take on the

character of justification argu-
ments.
A more realistic affirmative

burden in a value debate would
be to require the affirmative not
only to meet all the terms of the
resolution, but to provide a coher-
ent defense for the resolution as
a whole. Definitions are only use-
ful insofar as the “context” of the
language is clearly established.
Until a claim is warranted, no link
between the claim and the au-
dience is established.!! Brownlee’s
discussion of topicality makes this
point effectively when introduc-
ing tests of reasoning an arguer
might use in analyzing topicality
questions.!?
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The role of warrants in argu-
mentation is frequently examined
in debate texts. Their fundamental
relationship to values should not
be missed: warrants serve to link
grounds with claims, where there
is no such link, it is highly unlikely
that an audience will support the
claim being advanced. If I define
abortion as murder, it is a logical
obligation for me to justify that
definition even if technically it is
true. The control this places on un-
reasonable definitions and unfair
analyses of the resolution should
be apparent. It is one thing to
find a definition that places North-
ern Ireland in the Western Hemis-
phere (as some definitions do
exist which do precisely that!) and
something completely different to
justify inclusion of Northern Ire-
land under a resolution discussing
military policy in the Western
Hemisphere.

An important step in moving
forward value debate theory is to
differentiate those concepts that
should and those that should not
be borrowed from policy theory.
Topicality is one such issue that
should not be borrowed. Topicality
simply functions to supply fair-
ness for arguers, to give both sides
an adequate idea about the kinds
of issues that might be debated.
Using topicality to control the
breadth of the controversy is arti-
ficial because value propositions by
their nature must be broadly con-
strued. Far more logical would be
reliance on the other logical obli-
gation of the arguer, the obliga-
tion to justify the resolution. In

this way, the substance of the topic
may be addressed without carrying
the baggage of an unnecessary
concept.
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POLICY PROPOSITIONS: A CALL FOR REVISION

By Robert Greenstreet
Assistant Professor of Communication Graceland College

During the past decade inter-
collegiate debate has been charac-
terized by conflicting phenomena.
While critical discourse about the
activity, particularly in profession-
al journals, has resulted in a pro-
lific outpouring of theory (both
new and rethought), participation
has steadily declined. College
handbooks, rare only fifteen years
ago, have become established as
they have found a ready market.
While one would normally expect
such a market to signal heightened
interest in the activity, I contend
the market exists for the same rea-
sons which discourage participa-
tion. Those reasons in turn result
from the type of resolution which
has been debated since the 1967-68
topic required affirmative univers-
ality. Since that time it has be-
come standard practice for affir-
mative cases to exemplify, rather
than encompass, the resolution. In-
deed, for about a decade now it
has been well nigh impossible for
an affirmative case to address the
topic as a whole. This paper will
examine the ramifications of such
topics and consider four alterna-
tives in calling for a return to more
restrictive resolutions in intercol-
legiate debate.

Before examining the conse-
quences of selecting broadly phras-
ed, relatively open ended resolu-
tions it might be helpful to ex-
amine prevailing images of those
who have discontinued (in some
cases lifelong) association with

policy debate. There is a tendency
to view them as dinosaurs who
want to return to a simpler era,
as intellectual weaklings who can
no longer cut the theoretical mus-
tard, as lazy/shoddy reasoners and
researchers who cannot keep up
with the changes of the past de-
cade. In my experience, colleagues
who have dissociated themselves
from N.D.T. debate have done so
as a result of frequently painful
pedagogical and philosophical dif-
ferences. Among their most often
mentioned areas of concern are
the current tactical advantages of
breadth over depth in both re-
search and argument, and an argu-
mentative focus on paradigms.
These are not objections raised by
the intellectually enfeebled; they
are legitimate concerns of teachers
of argumentation and speech com-
munication who opt for a diver-
gent philosophical prediliction.
This paper contends each of their
concerns may be attributed to or
is exacerbated by broadly worded
resolutions.

That current policy debate prop-
ositions demand a tremendous
breadth of research can hardly be
earth shattering news. Non-bind-
ing parameter statements—which
may themselves become the focus
of debate— are of little help in
easing this burden. While research
skills are among the more desir-
able derivatives of the debate ex-
perience, and while the knowledge
gained by thorough research is in-
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deed valuable, contemporary topics
demand a breadth which many
feel is either unwarranted or coun-
terproductive. Both claims may be
justified pedagogically. Initially,
many reject the breadth of re-
search in pursuit of knowledge
whch enables them to coach, judge,
or debate because it carries far too
high an opportunity cost. For stu-
dents, that cost may be expressed
in terms of classes dropped or not
taken; or reduced employment,
social activity, or campus involve-
ment; or reduced grade point aver-
ages. For faculty the cost may be
extensive absence from home and
family, reduced social activity or
campus involvement, less attention
to preparation for other classes, or
belated evaluation and return of
student work. Some of those who
reject the research continue to
value the activity however. For
them participation is made pos-
sible by the ready availability of
debate handbooks and prepared
evidence, briefs, cases, and exten-
sions. It is difficult to defend the
educational value of prepackaged
knowledge gained by reading a
great many separate statements
devoid of their original context.
while such material may provide a
helpful example of organization or
of potential case areas, its use as
a primary source of information
seriously truncates the argumen-
tative process and reduces debate
to rapid fire oral interpretation.
Nevertheless the experience of

high school debaters indicates in
a substantial number—possibly the
majority—of cases, hand books are

considered indispensible. Debate
teams could not or would not de-
bate contemporary resolutions
without them. The result of broad
topics  then, combines with the
traditional American predisposi-
tion toward extensive evidence use
to create an unrealistic and, in
many cases, educationally indefen-
sible demand for a broad research
base. Because the topics encourage
“creative” affirmative approaches,
and because negatives fare better
if they can evidence their argu-
ments, competitive teams and in-
formed coaches and judges must
engage in broad research.

The second major problem re-
sulting from use of broadly word-
ed policy propositions is a virtual
explosion of debate theory. This
is not undesirable per se. In fact,
to the extent that some of the
theory has found its way into
major journals or texts, anyone
confused by hypothesis testing,
conditional counterplans, counter
warrants, or alternative justifica-
tions has merely to consult readily
identifiable authors in search of
clarification. To the extent that
broadly worded resolutions have
been responsible for this explosion
of theory exploring the underpin-
nings of academic debate and ar-
gumentative decision making dur-
ing the past decade, those propo-
sitions have been valuable indeed.
However, much new theory ap-
pears to have substantive value
only insofar as it justifies tactics

which help win debates over
broadly worded propositions of
policy. Viewed in that light, their



value is measured largely in en-
hanced win-loss records rather
than their contribution to the edu-
cational value of the activity. Two
examples are the alternative justi-
fications affirmative and the con-
ditional counterplan. Such tactics
preclude depth of comparison be-
tween competing policy systems.
There is no way a team can cover
three cases in as much depth as
it can cover one in the same lim-
ited time frame. Similarly, a team
cannot advance apparently contra-
dictory refutation as insightfully
as it can a cohesive position. Since
both these thoeries defend the legi-
timacy of conceding major areas
of analysis as late as the last re-
buttal, they legitimize sand-bagg-
ing, sophistry, and similar strate-
gies. The point is that these are
skills which work to conceal, to
deceive, to avoid direct confronta-
tion on critical issues. The result
is an emphasis on quantity of ar-
gument rather than quality, and a
poor model for decision making
at any level. Part of the problem,
then, is the theories which are pri-
marily applicable to broadly word-
ed policy propositions. One rarely
reads attempts to explain their
value propositions of fact or value
(and in '1982-83 over 150 colleges
and universities debated value
propositions through the Cross Ex-
amination Debate Association.) A-
nother problem resulting from the
theory explosion also relates to ap-
plication and winning. Much de-

bate now focuses on the judging
paradigm to be used in the round.
While argumentation over para-
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digms or tactical legitimacy is in-
deed argumentation, and debaters
are still demonstrating reasoning
and communication skills, time
spent in this area is time taken
away from discussion of the res-
olution. The result is avoidance of
the topic addition—debate theory
—to add to the research burden.
Debate over debate paradigms
should take place at meetings or
forensic associations, at conven-
tions and workshops, perhaps even
at tournament seminars. Profes-
sional journals exist for such ex-
changes of theory. As part of a
competitive debate round, how-
ever, such argument steals time
from discussion of the policy prop-
osition which is the purpose of ar-
gumentation.

Broadly worded policy proposi-
tions have contributed to two ma-
jor problems in intercollegiate de-
bate. They have exacerbated the
burden of research beyond the de-
sire or ability of many who could
be expected to debate if the bur-
den were more reasonable. As a
result of that burden, many who
do debate rely heavily on secon-
dary or teritary sources and never
really develop a thorough under-
standing of either research or the
resolution. A second major prob-
lem arises from the use of debate
theory to support questionable
tactics. Arguing debate theory
during the round reduces the time
debaters can spend on the resolu-
tion.

So what? The major impact I
perceive is a substantial reduction
in support of policy debate at the



24

intercollegiate level. What has
happened in the past decade has
resulted in the development of a
“superconference” of N.D.T. level
(or near) programs which have
managed to either keep pace or
exploit these developments. These
debaters, coaches, and judges have
developed highly specialized skills
and jargon. Debate on this level
bears only limited resemblence to
what it was only a decade before.
This evolution is not necessarily
bad, of course; it is only different.
While I do not presume all change
is good, neither have I attempted
to justify the conclusion that N.-
D.T. level date is bad. What is un-
fortunate is that a great many
schools have not kept pace with
the developments of the past de-
cade. They have been unable or
unwilling to adapt to the behavior-
al requirements for debating
broadly phrased propositions of
policy. The result—again as I per-
ceive it—has been the blossoming
of C.E.D.A. at both two- and four-
year schools (C.E.D.A. debate has
been added to both Phi Kappa
Delta and Phi Rho Pi tournaments
as a national event.) The gap be-
tween N.D.T. and other policy de-
bate programs appears to have
grown during the past decade. It
it no longer unusual to find a local
policy debate tournament cancell-
ed for lack of support. More often
junior and senior divisions will be
combined to fill out a six or eight
round schematic. The college no-

vice who goes on to become a sen-
ior division debater is a rarity—
high school experience is virtually

mandatory. The picture I see is a
healthy N.D.T. circuit with an ever
diminishing base of support in
junior college and junior division
debate. Individual events and
value debate appear to have be-
come the activities of choice for
most college forensics students.
Ultimately, that means fewer stu-
dents benefit from the policy de-
bate experience.

There are at least four actions
to consider as remedies to these
problems. The first is to do noth-
ing, to wait it out. There is, after
all, some belief that the theory ex-
plosion is over and when the dust
settles and people become more
familiar with debate the activity
will blossom anew. Small schools,
it is claimed will realize it is to
their advantage to be able to de-
bate a narrow back-water of the
resolution on the affirmative. This
alternative is unattractive to me
(a small school forensics director)
because it fails to deal with the
objections of those who have dis-
sociated themselves from debate,
or to account for the entry of
novices into the activity. A second
alternative is to mandate that the
affirmative team embrace the res-
olution fully. With current resolu-
tions, such an action would be re-
sponsive to theory objections be-
cause it would increase predicta-
bility and reduce the need for de-
ceit. Because it would reduce un-
certainty such a mandate might
also be expected to reduce both
the drive and the need for re-
search on everything remotely
akin to the resolution. A major



problem arises, however, when
one recognizes the remoteness of
the likelihood that an affirmative
could ever demonstrate signifi-
cance on any level other than phil-
osophical for many broad resolu-
tions (e.g. land use, consumer pro-
duct safety) approached on this
gross level. Such a mandate would
also be likely to throw debate back
a quarter century by necessitating
use of two constructives to fully
divulge the affirmative case on
topics of such magnitude. This sug-
gestion holds promise only if reso-
lutions are more narrowly worded.

Both the third and fourth alter-
natives involve debating topics
which are more narrowly focused.
Thus both respond to the objec-
tions raised earlier. One suggestion
is to maintain the N.D.T. circuit
as it is, debating broad policy prop-
ositions and the theories necessary
to deal with them, while selecting
narrower topics (perhaps offshoots
of the N.D.T. resolution) for use
in junior and novice divisions.
Such a proposal would ostensibly
allow novices to get their feet wet
without total immersion and would
provide a transition period during
which somewhat experienced stu-
dents could determine the extent
of their commitment to policy de-
bate. Problems emerge if the nar-
rowed topic is entirely differnt
from the N.D.T. topic, as research
and analysis requirements are ex-
panded — especially for the pro-
gram director without support

staff. Of course the same is true
for junior division teams wishing
to enter senior division at selected
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tournaments. Finally, using entire-
ly different topics makes it impos-
sible to collapse divisions at a
small tournament. The other choice
(a narrowed version of the N.D.T.
resolution) also entails some diffi-
culty. Using such a topic grants a
tremendous advantage to programs
with N.D.T. level teams. Of course,
that advantage is one they already
hold, and narrowing the topic
would probably reduce it some-
what by focusing on a more pre-
dictable area.

The final alternative is simply
to write and debate narrower res-
olutions. These resolutions should
provide the affirmative with alter-
native strategies for meeting the
same requirement. They should not
dictate an arbitrary number of
allowable case areas. The guaran-
teed annual cash income topic in
1967-68 was such a resolution.
While the standard case focused
on reduction of poverty, others
dealt with business cycles, infla-
tion, unemployment, and a host of
related social and economic issues.
Plans had to provide a guaranteed
annual cash income through the
federal government for all citizens,
but affirmatives discovered a
broad variety of methods of im-
plementation. While the topic pro-
vided more predictable case areas
and issues, their development was
hardly certain. It was, after all,
on this topic that Northwestern
University introduced a hybrid of
two nebulous case structures as a
goals-criteria case. These topics
should provide a more narrowed
focus of study, eliminating much
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