Gonzaga Debate Institute 2010

2
Izak

Lecture: Security and Framework

I: The Co-production of Critique and Framework

I. What is a critique?

a. Impact-level distinctions between critique and disads

b. Alt-level distinctions between critique and CP’s

c. Link-level distinctions between critique and framework arguments

II. What is a framework?

a. An argument about what we have to do to win (“The aff wins if…”)
b. An argument about what links and impacts are legitimate for the critic to weigh (“…the status quo or a competitive policy option”)
c. Two conclusions

i. First, that according to a traditional framework interpretation, the only impacts which are allowed in the debate are the ones which stem from a hypothetical implementation of the plan.

ii. Second, that if it doesn’t violate this notion of framework, it isn’t a critique.

III. Everything bears the burden of framework.

a. While straight-up debates often take the traditional policy framework as a given, in order to decide between genuinely competitive policy arguments, a framing issue must usually be given.

i. Heg good and heg bad as expressions of two interpretations of realism.

ii. Uniqueness claims are meta-framing arguments which form the “transcendental conditions of a link.”

iii. Conclusion: the purpose of debate is to clarify the borders of incommensurability.

b. So, framework might be considered a principle which makes an argument coherent.  In this sense, every argument assumes a principle—there is no presuppositionless argument.

II: Introduction to Heideggerian Ontology

I. Who was Heidegger?

II. Basic philosophical terms
a. Metaphysics

b. Epistemology

c. Ethics

d. Notice that the branches of philosophy might line up with ways to classify ordinary language statements: descriptions, interpretations, imperatives.

e. Ontology as the study of being differs from “traditional metaphysics” in two ways

i. The study of big-B Being (Platonic Being: a rose by any other name)
ii. The study of possibility (as opposed to actuality)

III. Heidegger’s critique of metaphysics
a. The problem of metaphysics: Nietzsche and nihilism

b. The forgetting of the question concerning being

IV. Heidegger’s ontological account of Dasein

a. Thrownness

i. Being-in-the-world

ii. Becoming

iii. Alreadiness

iv. Presencing

b. Dasein’s ownmost possibility: death

i. Finitude

ii. Temporality

c. Angst (or, the mood)

i. As opposed to fear

ii. As parallel to boredom

iii. As concomitant with wonder

III: From Heidegger to Dillon

I. Security as metaphysics (link)
a. Metaphysics and actuality versus ontology and possibility
b. Certainty – a relation to being

c. Calculability – an operation upon being

II. Security and human being (impact)

a. Technology and the possibility of extinction

b. Certainty and the mystery of Being

c. “Zero point of the holocaust”: calculation as the opposite of valuation

III. Questioning security (alternative)

a. The dialectic of security and insecurity: “secure security by endangering danger.”

b. “Obligatory human freedom”

IV: Security and Framework

I. Ontological comparisons: Heidegger and Policymaking

a. Policymaking

i. State actors

ii. Agency

iii. Probability

b. Existentialism

i. Individual actors

ii. Freedom

iii. Creativity

c. Fairness?

i. As determinism

ii. As indeterminism

d. Education?

i. Knowledge as technology

ii. Knowledge as Heideggerian “truth”
