Answering the K without framework

First, I would like to thank you all for being here.  Framework has become such a monotonous, worthless endeavor in many sectors of debate that it’s time kids learned to do something different with their 2ACs.  Framework is the idea that there are theoretically justifications for rejecting the critique, or certain impact arguments the critique makes. 

It follows that this lecture will focus on non-theoretical answers to Ks that will allow the aff to leverage offense, and get the W.

Ways to generate offense:
1- leveraging the case

2- link turn

3- impact answers

4- the permutation (rarely in isolation, typically in conjunction with some elements of the other 3)

None of these 4 will do much in isolation.  Components of all of them need to be mixed and matched, so in the end remember this:  you have to compel the judge that the K is not strong enough to warrant a neg ballot.  Sound simple:  IT IS, AS LONG AS YOU DON’T LOSE SITE OF THE FOREST FOR THE TREES

Before we get into any of these, framing is important. Yes that sounds strange because we are talking about answering the argument without framework, but remember the K lecture from last week: critiques have framing issues they use to make aff impacts irrelevant and make neg impacts automatically outweigh.

Answering framing questions

1- focus on x bad

2- focus on aff good

example of 1: ontology focus bad

example of 2: focus on policy outweighs focus on ontology

Why is this key?

1- it’s the most efficient way to outweigh.  If you win the judge must consider the impacts of the aff relevant, oftentimes you will outweigh the K

2- it allows you to solve the aff (a key step in outweighing something). 
3- If the perm debate is close, getting the aff back is cluuutch

Leveraging the case

1- I can’t reiterate this enough-framing is key.  You won’t get to the aff without answering the neg’s framing issue.

2- Be weary of neg link args-sometimes impact claims you make could link to it (focus on timeframe or magnitude).  Humanize impact claims as much as possible in these situations, and read impact cards that give weight to your claims (IE avoiding nuclear suffering/extinction/disease is important morally/ethically)

3- You can turn the alt-oftentimes alts are merely ideological statements about the world.  If you get the aff back, the implication is often that those ideological endorsements become fruitless.  Alt doesn’t solve, judge!  More important, the aff will almost always outweigh the solvency of the alt.

Link turns

1- humanizing the aff is important on this one too, since you are going to say that you alleviate the problems the neg believes you cause.  It’s hard to link turn the security K when you’re trying to link turn it and outweigh with nuclear war impacts.

2- Minimize the aff-minimize the gravity and controversial nature of the affirmative.  Good example:  military aff- “we’re just trying to give mental health care to help people.”  Focus on the intentions of the plan, as the negative will try to make the aff encompass much more than it really does, in order to get to the K impacts

3- Challenge the internal link to the impact of the K-the less risk of an impact there is in the first place, the lower the standard is on winning the link turn.  A minor risk of the link turn will be enough.
4- You already have uniqueness in your favor.  “it’s happening now” isn’t a compelling argument on its own (hey judge, don’t reject us bc we’re racist, there’s racism now!....who would vote on that?  No one you should be preferring), but if you have a link turn it’s better (hey, there is racism all over the place, but there’s a strong chance we fight this one instance)

Impact answers

1- challenge the probability of the K impact.  It’s quite a few steps between giving someone health care and causing a genocide.  Letting the negative make this jump is not a good strategic choice.

2- Read direct impact defense-proving the impact is inevitable is more useful than you think.  In isolation it’s not super effective, but in conjunction with the other components of strategy, it’s useful.

3- Impact comparisons-reasons why even if the negative wins their impact, it’s not more important than the aff.

Impact Turns

1- never to be combined with link turns.  You’d think that goes without saying….but I judge a lot of debates

2- Make sure your impact args meet the framing of the neg.  This is often a matter of spin for you.  Cross X is handy.  Many times the alt is vague etc.  If you can get them to admit that the justification for the judge voting for the K is “X is bad,” you are gold.
3- Don’t let the neg get away with tricks.  If a link to the capitalism K is “war reps bad,” and you say capitalism is good because it solves war, the neg will likely get up and say “that’s another link.”  The beauty of the impact turn, however, is that you want to link!

4- Minimize the diversity of impact args.  Even though yes you want to link to the cap K, you want to minimize the ability of the negative to generate new, external impact and K args based on your impact turns.  To do this, try to keep your impact turns as interrelated to the original K link and impact args as possible.  Cap is a good example, focus on ethics, individual freedom, and only expand out as far as the neg does

Permutation

The perm will be vital in combination with all args except the impact turn.  The permutation won’t ever resolve all of the links, but that doesn’t mean it should not be a focal point of the aff strategy.

Leveraging the aff- the advantages are net benefits to the permutation

Link turn- means you solve the impact even better than the K.  Makes both the aff and the impact to the K net beneficial in the world of the permutation

Alt answers-decreases the necessity of a net benefit to the permutation.  Inability of the alt to solve the problem means even a lower risk of a net benefit likely justifies an aff ballot.
