That the speed limit on roads
should be abolished
nzlockie (PRO)
Hi everyone and welcome to this WODC round! I thank my opponent for agreeing to debate
this scintillating resolution and wish him well!
Today's resolution argues that the speed limit on roads should be abolished. I, of course,
am entirely FOR this resolution for several reasons - which I will outline once I've established the
exact model I'm proposing we adopt.

T he Model:
All speed limits are abolished on roads except in Urban areas and "special
circumstance" areas such as school zones. This provides obvious benefits to the driver,
as they will be able to get where they are going faster. Limitations will be placed in Urban
areas purely due to safety concerns for the higher number of Pedestrians and Cyclists.
Driver's licenses are SI GNI FI CANT LY harder and more expensive to obtain, requiring
regular practical and theory retesting. Formalised reaction time testing is introduced
with a minimum standard required. Driving oneself is not a RIGHT, it is a privilege. Primarily
this has been done for safety reasons, but it has several fringe benefits,
mostly stemming from the fact that there will be less drivers on the road. At this stage, there's
no advocation for the legal driving age to raised, the licence to drive should be directly
connected to the person's ability to safely pilot a car.
Fuel prices are raised with the extra tax going directly to improving roading. Poor
roading is a major contributor to crashes. Ensuring that we have competent driver's on our
roads is one thing this model addresses, but improving the road surface is just as important.
Fuel prices are also being raised to encourage economic driving practices as the norm, since
cars run most efficiently at between 40 and 50mph.
To manage the impact of raising fuel prices on the economy, careful monitoring will decide
the discount awarded to other road users - Public Transport, Road Shipping etc.
Speed limits can/will be imposed on certain classes of Driver's Licence. For example, a
new driver may have a starting limit of 60 mph placed on their licence. Heavy traffic will
certainly have a limit imposed on their license. Driving above these limits can constitute

certainly have a limit imposed on their license. Driving above these limits can constitute
Dangerous Driving and the offender can be prosecuted.

Aims of the Model:
Reduce the number of Accidents. This is achieved by reducing the number of vehicles on
the road, improving the state of the roads themselves and raising the minimum level of
competence of the Drivers.
Reduce the Environmental I mpact. This is achieved by reducing the number of vehicles on
the road and financially encouraging the use of economic driving. Raising fuel prices should
also encourage the development and use of alternative fuels.

Reasons why we support this model:
This house acknowledges the environmental impact the increase of oil burning cars have,
although it also recognises that the exact extent of this impact is widely disputed. For this reason,
the primary reason we support this model is that we believe it will result in safer roads and less
accidents.

Evidence?
Obtaining evidence of the impact of raising or lowering the speed that drivers travel on a road is
notoriously difficult. The problem is not getting the stats - that's easy. There are stats which
show that faster speeds equal more accidents and stats which show that increasing or even
removing speed limits actually reduces the number of crashes. The problem
is interpretation and correlation. There are so many factors that go into a crash - road conditions,
weather conditions, visibility, driver's ability - it could be argued that ALL of these are more
important factors than the actual speed the driver was travelling. Intoxication, animals on the
road, driver distraction... the list goes on. Add to this that many of these things can only be
guessed at after the fact. For this reason, linking deaths or accidents to speed alone is an
exercise in futility.
Instead we have these two truths:
Several studies, including this one, show that drivers with more ability exhibit safer driving
practices. This model supports this. In this context, speed limitations should be imposed
based on individual ability rather than anything else.
Several studies, including this one, show that driver distraction is a leading cause of accidents

on our roads. This review finds that the sheer number of road signs are making our roads less
safe now as they are a distraction for drivers. This model would allow the driver to simply
concentrate on the business of driving to the conditions rather than constantly checking to see
what speed they "should" be driving

In terms of safety on the road and reducing the number of accidents, it is this side's contention
that the answer is to limit speed by individual driver's ability, coupled with the other points in
this proposed model.

Vote PRO - We will get you there faster.

CJKAllstar (CON)
Rebuttal
Before I present my case, I would like to start by presenting my rebuttal.
I ask the floor to consider nzlockie's defence of the resolution. nzlockie holds
BOP that the speed limit on roads should be abolished, and as withholder of the
BOP and therefore challenger of the status quo, nzlockie has to prove that the
speed limits on roads should be abolished. Now, this seems prima facie, but with
this in mind, I urge the floor to deeply consider exactly what nzlockie's first
round is proposing. nzlockie's argument, although very thorough, is a red
herring to the resolution at hand. His entire argument is of defence of a safety
model he is proposing, not the resolution. His aims are;

"Aims of t he Model:
Reduce t he number of Accident s. This is achieved by reducing the number of
vehicles on the road, improving the state of the roads themselves and raising
the minimum level of competence of the Drivers.
Reduce t he Environment al Impact .This is achieved by reducing the number of

vehicles on the road and financially encouraging the use of economic driving.
Raising fuel prices should also encourage the development and use of
alternative fuels."

And he has fails his BOP to prove how abolishing the speed limit helps to
defence his case. The issue is he has met a BOP he created which is irrelevant
to the debate, he has knifed the motion. The issue with this is that, if we were
for example debating on the abolishment of cigarettes and I was proposing said
motion, I could also add an extra policy of ingenious monetary policy to balance
the economy, foreign aid for Syria, etc. I could develop my argument with
unrelated balderdash which would appeal to the voter and certainly appeal to the
floor, but will not help to defend the motion.

What nzlockie has done here is analogous, but it is clever as it is still under
the guise of travel, but realise it is not related. As it is not related, and as
there is no objective line to be drawn out how far you can stretch the
resolution, I will glance over all of this and I urge the floor to glance over
mentions of additional benefits of his policy and to look at his defence of his
arguments, in relation to the proposal of the resolution, which is, that the
speed limits on roads to be abolished.

With this in mind, we can now evaluate nzlockie's arguments. He has contested
that:

"Several studies, includingthis one, show that drivers with more ability
exhibit safer driving practices. This model supports this. In this context,
speed limitations should be imposed based on individual ability rather than
anything else.
Several studies, including this one, show that driver distraction is a
leading cause of accidents on our roads. This review finds that the sheer

leading cause of accidents on our roads. This review finds that the sheer
number of road signs are making our roads less safe now as they are a
distraction for drivers. This model would allow the driver to simply
concentrate on the business of driving to the conditions rather than
constantly checking to see what speed they "should" be driving."

Firstly, I do not deny that his model helps to support road safety, but until
met, there is a distinct non-sequitur between the abolishment of the speed limit
and road safety directly. The above information in no way is relevant for the
defence of the motion.

Members of the floor that is all. We are not politicians, we are debating in a
debating competition. We select/are given a resolution which we have to defend
successfully over out opponent, not win the crowd over with policy and good
ideas. There is very little evaluation on nzlockie's resolution, and very little
relevance to his given BOP, and I urge the floor to seriously consider this. Now
onto my contentions.

I. Speed Limits Prevent Road Accidents

This is a very obvious point, but I will make sure it is succinct. If we take
the syllogism:

P1: People are law abiding citizens in general.
P2: The adhering to a speed limit is a law.
C1: Therefore, people will adhere to the speed limit.

Premise one and two are truistic in nature, and due to my time constraints as I
completely forgot about this debate, I will accept rebuttal on this but I feel
there is no need to extend. Now, all I need to prove is that a speed limit does
prevent road crashes. This report here supports my case.

http://www.theguardian.com/news/datablog/2013/may/13/speed-limits-reduce-numberroad-deaths

As in the link above, 67% of all road accidents happen on roads without a
permanent speed limit. The link below too helps my case:

http://www.livescience.com/33202-higher-speed-limits-cause-more-accidents.html

This link above has information that from 1995-2005, where there was an increase
in speed limit, there was a 3.2% increase in fatalities.

There is substantial information, and it logically follows that if people are
given autonomy to go as fast as they want, they will surpass the speed at which
it is necessary for survival, control and the safety of us. What this means is
that people are more likely to die. Unless you are a nihilist, you are likely to
believe in a sort of sanctity of life, and in this case there is a
responsibility on the government and on us to prevent deaths on the road. We do
not want people to die and the easiest way is to prevent what causes them to
die. On the roads, speed increases the risk drastically, with clear
correlations, and as it is something that can be easily regulated, as proves
syllogistically above, it is something tat can be done.

Therefore it is in national interests that it should be done. It is easy to
regulate, has been regulate and prevents deaths, only at the cost of time,
something lost if we don't have this. Therefore, if one believes in any sort of
sanctity of life, and accepts that death has pragmatic ramifications, one will
support my case. Thank you.

nzlockie (PRO)
Thanks to my opponent for his round and as this is the last round, I'd also like to thank him for
engaging with me in this first round of the inaugural World Online Debate Cup.

Meeting the Resolution:
In his round my opponent has questioned my side's argument as not directly addressing the
resolution. If his claim is upheld then this should be a clear loss for our side. Although I'm happy
that the judges can make the connection, I'd like to just begin this round by clarifying this for my
opponent's sake.
The resolution which my side is arguing is the the speed limit on roads should be abolished.
As PRO my job is to present a convincing argument for this action to take place. There are three
main parts to my side's argument:

Motivation: WHY challenge the status quo in this regard? What benefits do we get from buying
into this premise?
I addressed this by showing many benefits achieved both directly and indirectly as a result of
adopting the proposed model which includes dropping posted speed limits on our roads.
Drivers can get to where they are going faster. (DIRECT BENEFIT) It could also be argued that

this contributes to less cars being on the road as well.
Speed Signs will be eliminated resulting in less Driver distraction. (DIRECT BENEFIT) Driver

distraction was shown to be a leading cause of road accidents.
Accidents will be reduced. (INDIRECT BENEFIT) It was shown that by reducing driver distraction

and allowing drivers to focus on the task of driving from A to B, accidents will be reduced.
Environmental Impact of cars will be reduced. (INDIRECT BENEFIT) As most cars will burn more

fuel at higher speeds, drivers who wish to drive faster will soon be demanding development
of alternative fuels. This point is amplified by the total model my side is proposing.

Judges will note that indirect benefits in this case are still very much relevant due to the nature of
the resolution.

CAN this even be implemented? The predictable attack to my side of the resolution is that
removing a speed limit will increase the number of road accidents... in fact that's exactly what my
opponent has done! Part of my burden of proof had to include demonstrating the viability of my
proposal to succeed. In short, I needed to show HOW this resolution was both reasonable and
practical.
I feel like the model I have presented - while certainly not the only option, does paint a clear

I feel like the model I have presented - while certainly not the only option, does paint a clear
picture of how attaining the benefits of having no speed limit on the roads can be achieved, while
not only maintaining but actually improving on the existing road safety record.

What potential harms arise f rom this action and how can they be mitigated? Due to the
short nature of this debate, I didn't want to wait for my opponent to bring up the harms. We all
knew what angle his side would be arguing anyway, and I plan to address his specific points in
my rebuttal in just a second. My plan was therefore to directly address the elephant in the room.
I began by explaining that pure stats can be especially misleading in this debate, due to the sheer
number of factors that come to play in a car crash. I listed several of these factors and many
more of them were mentioned and expanded upon in my source materials. To quote from one
of them, a 25 page report on the effectiveness of driver training by an established British
University, the author is speaking about the difficulties associated with drawing conclusions from
accident statistics:

"Firstly, there are well-established problems in the reliability of accident records that lead to
difficulties in using accident rates as a criterion measure (Wahlberg, 2003).Secondly, an accident
may be the result of several events that might be due to factors not considered during thedrivertraining course under study. Thirdly, accident frequency is an unreliable criterion given the fact
thataccidents are comparatively rare events when considering the prevalence of everyday risk
taking."

~ Lisa Dorn and David Barker, The Effects of Driver Training on Simulated

Driving Performance (cited in the first round)

Having established this point, I moved on to two things that cited studies have
absolutely shown to be true. That improved driver ability mitigates crashes, and
that driver distraction is leading cause of road accidents. I then drew the link
to road signage, (such as speed limits) leading to driver distraction.

In all, I feel that given the time constraints placed on this house, packaging my argument as a
model was the cleanest and clearest way to prove this resolution. Judges will now have a very
clear idea of the benefits to be had if speed limits as we know them today are abolished, and
should rest comfortable in the knowledge that any potential harms have been identified and dealt
with.

Rebuttal:
In his round, CON has predictably come out with some tired old contentions. He has them all
listed under one heading so for your convenience, I'm going to list and address them separately.
I'm going to head them in nasty angry red to subliminally leave you with the feeling that he is an
angry nasty man who wants you to be late to your thing. Grrr. Angry face.
(Please don't fall for this trick Judges, I've met CON and he's a lovely guy who definitely wishes you well with your

thing and probably wishes he could argue the easier side of this resolution. Unfortunately this was a randomly
assigned topic and we both just have to play the hand we're dealt. )

1.
2. 1. Pe ople are law abiding pe ople in ge ne ral. T his was premise one of his syllogism. It is quickly
and easily dealt with by the numbers, ironically, using the exact topic we're debating here today! T his
study of British motorists found that over 80% of motorists between 30-39yrs admitted to breaking the
speed limit. T he other age groups surveyed were not much better at 70-72%. I checked and it turns
out that obeying the posted speed limit in Britain IS in fact a law. T his makes CON's premise false right
out the gate. His conclusion t hat pe ople will adhe re t o t he spe e d limit is de monst rably
f alse . In my first round I alluded to the fact that drivers who are speeding due to the fact that they are
late for their thing are more likely to be distracted as they watch for cops. Freeing them from this worry
allows them to focus more on their driving.

2. T he st at s prove t hat : 67% of road accide nt s happe n on roads wit h no pe rmane nt spe e d
limit . Nice stat. When you actually read the article it says,
" A 2008 report by the European Transport Safety Council (ETSC) found that of the 645 road

deaths in Germany in 2006, 67% occurred on on motorway sections without limits and 33% on
stretches with a permanent limit. The fact that 33% of German motorways have a permanent limit
and 67% have either a temporary limit or none means that these figures, at first glance, show that
having a speed limit does not the lower the number of fatalities on motorways. But as ETSC note:
'this similarity of percentages takes no account of traffic volumes on different sections." - CON's
source
So to be clear, they're saying that one third of the deaths occurred on one third of the
motorways. Two thirds occurred on the other two thirds of the motorways. This hardly proves
ANYTHING and even the original stats gatherer concluded that these numbers did not
indicate a correlation between the speed limited sections and the open speed sections.

Here's another stat for you from the same ETSC. More than 5 times the number of deaths
mentioned here took place on rural roads. during this same period. These 645 deaths actually
only accounted for approximately 12% of Germany's totals. Rural roads, (the vast majority of
which have speed limits!) accounted for 60%.
I said I could produce counter stats and here's one for you: Utah experimented with repealing
the maximum speed limit on some of its roads. This comprehensive study compared stats
before and after and concludes, "These results show an adverse effect on crash occurrence for

subsets of crash types and highways, but do not show a major overall effect of NMSL repeal and
increased speed limit on crash occurrence on Utah highways. " - Effect of repeal of the national
maximum speed limit law on occurrence of crashes, injury crashes, and fatal crashes on Utah highways ,
by some guys.

3. T he st at s prove t hat : Incre asing t he spe e d limit re sult e d in a 3.2 incre ase in de at hs. Again,
nice stat. Again - it is just a number. Here's a counter stat for you: T his report by the Federal Highway
board of the USA shows that in fact deviations BELOW the posted speed limit actually result in MORE
accidents than those deviations above the limit. T hey even drew a graph!

In fact the graph shows that for most types of roads, the absolute safest speed to drive is
slightly over the posted limit. Keep reading, it gets better...

4. I f people are given the autonomy to go as f ast as they want, they will surpass the

speed at which it is necessary f or survival, control and the saf ety of us: Really? Germany
has sections of the Autobahn that have no posted speed limit. People are literally allowed to go
as fast as they like. Turns out that they actually travel just as safely as they do in the sections
where the speed limit IS posted. This has already been demonstrated from CON's own stat which
showed that the total number of deaths per distance is actually equal across all of Germany's
highways.

An extra element to this particular point from CON is that he's assuming that there IS an ideal
speed for us to travel. If that's the case, I'd like to know why that speed has remained largely
unchanged despite dramatic improvements in vehicle safety and technological advances such as
ABS and ESP which aid us to drive defensively.
In fact it turns out that, backed up by this source, the initial speed limit in the USA was actually
born from a need to be more efficient with fuel consumption, rather than the safety aspect my
opponent seems to favour. This naturally begs the question why it hasn't been changed as cars
have gotten more fuel efficient and why there is a speed limit for electric cars at all!

Conclusion:
As I welcome CON to bring his final conclusion round as well, I'd like to remind the judges that
statistics in this debate should be closely examined for the strength of correlation more so than
usual. As stated in my initial round, there are a huge number of factors which come into play
during a crash. For this reason my side has resisted the urge to bring this form of evidence to the
table. Instead we have presented clear benefits, confronted and dealt with the potential harms
and then illustrated one example of how the whole system could work.

For years we've been told that it is speed that kills, when the truth is somewhat less black and
white. All studies agree that the driver plays the single most important part in most crashes.
Sticking with the speed limit as a method of achieving safety is futile. It's time we abolished the
whole system and placed the onus where it ought to be placed - on the driver's individual ability.

Vote f or PRO - your thing is important to us and we will make sure you get there quickly and
safely.

Once again, thanks to my opponent for the entertaining debate under less than ideal
circumstances. Don't forget to give a RFD and nominate the best one for Vote of the
Tournament. Thanks!

CJKAllstar (CON)
I concede. Although I would have liked to have continued this round, I don't
have time as I am really busy at the moment, and know I won't be able to write a
substantial argument in time, so I concede, give up victory to nzlockie as I
simply do not have the time. Sorry for the inconvenience, if we ever meet on
debate.org in about a few days time at least, I'll be happy to debate, but now,
I am too pressed for time and will save you the future bother.

