GDI 09







Framework: Opposing Viewpoints


The Clash of Civilizations Debate

The K is either a massive attempt to cheat and destroy debate or an attempt to broaden our horizons and challenge hegemonic discourse, depending on who you asks and how the framework debate works out.  This lecture will highlight how framework debates start from fundamentally different perspectives and generally work themselves out through a dialectical process of the race to the middle.  We’ll present the opposing viewpoints, and explain their merits and problems.

What is the framework debate?  Framework is just an attempt to determine for the critic what issues should be discussed in the debate, and how to compare their relative importance.  It is usually designed to remove a certain genre of argument from consideration by the critic, or to prevent the removal of arguments from the debate.

There are two types of framework arguments, theoretical and substantive.  The theoretical variety says that the kritik is bad for debate, and should be rejected for procedural reasons.  The substantive arguments say that the status quo’s method of thinking is defensible, or that the kritik’s mode of thought is destructive, or vice versa.

Theoretical framework arguments – 


Plan Focus


Aff Choice


Moots 1AC


Unpredictability / Infinite K Frameworks


Reciprocity / Burden of Rejoinder


Topic specific education


Roleplaying

Substantive framework arguments – 


Political Engagement


Realism / IR or Poli Sci theory


Consequentialism


Pragmatism


Incrementalism

Is framework genocide?  Usually the team reading the K will highlight how the framework debate serves to exclude important issues from debate, and analogize the framework debate to the exclusive logic that leads to war and genocide.  Ironically, they read “must reject” cards that make them more exclusive than the permutation.  The policy side of the framework debate needs to be wary of these arguments, because they function as impact turns to all of the theoretical framework arguments that exclude the K.

The race to the middle.  Many framework debates wind up as a seemingly reasonable compromise.  The aff gets to weigh the consequences of the hypothetical enactment of the plan against the alternative.  Why don’t we just start there?  Because there’s no reason to make a reasonable concession before an unreasonable demand has been made.  Framework is the art of negotiation.

Know your critic.  Framework is very susceptible to a greater or lesser extent of judge intervention.  Without MPJ, you don’t get a choice about the ideological leanings of your critic.  Some of them will just not consider certain framework arguments from one side or the other.  Consider yourselves warned.

Remember, the framework debate is still a debate, and just a debate.  You should probably avoid getting so ideologically committed to one side or the other that you lose flexibility.  The best possible debate team could go for any type of argument.

