THE PROBLEM OF VALUES AS END STATES IN L/D DEBATE

Through Shane's personal insight and
competitive experience, he discusses two
val ue paradigms. Looking at val ues as ex-
ternal rewards or advantages and suggests
looking at values as internal ethical im-
pul ses.

"l achieve the vd ue of Slisa
statement madeall too often in high school
Lincoln-Douglas Debate. It assumes that
vaues are end states or advantages to be
ganed orlost by affirming or negéting the
resolution. | contend that this end state
paradigm is not how vaues work in life
mord philosophy, or debate. Rather than
an external motivationin theform of agod,
vauesare internal motivationsintheform
of ethica impul ses.

Let's begin, like any good L/Der, by
defining terms.

What is a Value?

Thisisaquestionfor which | will not
pretend to have a complete or comprehen-
siveanswer. For thepurposeof thisarticle,
however, it hdps to think of avalueas a
principle of worth that motivates action.
This functiond definition has three parts.

First,ava ueisaprinciple Thecom-

puter onwhich | am typing hasvaluebut is
not avaue

Second, this principle has worth.
Tyranny isa principle, but most will agree
that it does not have worth and, therefore,
isnot avdue

Fina ly, this princi pleof worth must

motivateaction. Thislast part goestoward
possession. In order to say that | hold a
certain valueit must motivate my action. |
may daim to vaue knowledge, but if | de-
cideto slegp in rather than attend my 7:30
AM stdistics courseit isdear that | vdue
lesure over knowledge. Having set these
standards, let's discuss vadues as internal
rather than externd motivations.

Values as Motivations

An argument is often made that Lin-
coln-Dougl asisdebaefor thecommon per-
son. If thisisthecase, then vdues ought to
beusedin L/D Debatetheway thet they are
used in "real life." Inlife, we do not
"achieve' avalueby oneaction or anarrow
sa of actions. Arguably, we never attan
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vaues. Rather, we actinsuchaway that is
consi stent with theval uesthat we hold be-
cause wefeel tha it istheright or ethical
way to act. Looking back to my 7:30 AM
statistics course, | do not pretend that by
showingup there ha f asleep for e ghty min-
utes | gain theva ueof knowledge The pro-
fessor does not hand out that value of
knowledge to everyone as they leave the
dass. | do not teke thevalueof knowledge
home, polishit, and put it on my shef. In
contrast, | got to class (most of thetime)
because the vaue of knowledgetha | d-
ready hold compels meto do so. Inred life,
vaues are not treated like the free Beanie
Babies that they give away at baseball
games. So le's stop treaing values like
prizestobewoninL/D aswel.

If Lincoln-Douglas is not debate for
the common person, then it is debae for
mora phil osophers (or perhgps both). Mord
philosophy does not teech us that vaues
are advantages to be gained ether. John
Stuart Mill does not clam that the Harm
Principlegrantsusliberty likeaFary God-
mother. Nor is Rawls a genie distributing
justice along with two other wishes.
Immanud Kant is notthe ToothFairy hand-
ing out dignity viatheCategorical Impera-
tive In fact, Kant concedes tha the Cat-
egorical Imperative is anecessary but in-
sufficient criterion for determining mordity.
Philosophy does not dam tha weought to
follow these rules and systems in order to
atan an externd god . Plato would contend
that these perfect forms cannot be achieved.
On thecontrary, thebulk of moral philoso-
phy will argue that we ought to behave in
certainways because it isthe right or ethi-
cd thingto do. Weought to interndizecer-
tain key vaues, and use them to guide our
actions. For debaers, treating valuesin this
way will dlow a snoother integration of
philosophy into cases.

Eveninavacuum, debateis an activ-
ity immersed in logic. It simply does not
make senseto clam that affirming or negat-
ing any single resolution will acquire any
given vaue. Resolutionsin Lincoln-Dou-
glas Debate arebecoming incressingly spe-
cific. The1998-199list is noexception. Cam-
pa gn financeref orm, immigration, and Na
tive American policy dl havevaluesinher-
ent within them. However, deciding on any
one of these issues in any paticular way
will not "get" avd ue. Campaign financere-
form donewill not achieve democracy. Im-
migration laws will not atan equdity of op-
portunity. Native American policy will not
producejustice It isvitd tha weweigh and
test value clams to determine our ethical
impulses, but va ues should not be trested
like advantages.

What effect will treating vdues as
ethica impulseshaveon L/D debae?None
for themany peoplewhomaready hold this
theoreticd bdief. For those who may be
beginning to consider it, there are impor-
tent theoreticd implicationsand subtl e prag-
matic ones. On thetheoretica levd , wened
tofind valuesimplicit withinissues as op-
posed to thosethat wemay "atain” through
somelengthy stringof causeand effect. The
link between values and the behavior that
they comped must aso be scrutinized. On
the pragmatic levd, in place of "I achieve
theva ueof ," is"thevauethat com-
pes my position is ." When weigh-
ing competing vaues in the round, do not
assume tha ether are gained. Instead, a-
guetha the moreimportant valuecompe's
themost ethicd behavior. Intheincreasing
number of cases where both debaters hold
thesamevaue (for example..oh... maybe...
JUSTICE) examinewhich behavior (affi rma:
tion or negation) the vaue truly compels.

Vaues are conceived of as ether in-
ternd or external motivations. The concep-
tionof vauesasinernd motivationsismore
accurate in context of real life, mord phi-
losophy, and debate logic. Considering
these theoretical issues before diving into
the specifics of a particular topic helps to
stabilize the activity and makes for better
Lincoln-Douglas Debates.

(Shane C. Mecham competes for Truman
Sate University (NE) in debate and indi-
vidual events.)



