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Introduction to Theory

	Teacher’s Name:


	Unit Name:
Policy Debate

	Lesson Title
Ext. Lesson:  Counterplan Theory

	Indicate which:
          Beginner         Intermediate      Advanced

	Focus Skill:
Counterplan Theory

	Time Frame:
1.5 Class Periods (Could be extended to include the activity)




PART 1—ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS

	Essential Question

	What are the common counterplan theory arguments? 

	Objective 1

	Students will learn the basic affirmative approach to counterplan theory

	Objective 2

	Students will learn the basic negative answers to counterplan theory

	Objective 3

	Students will engage in basic mini debates over counterplan theory



Overview of Lesson (General summary of what will be covered):
	
This lesson is about the utility of counterplan theory on the affirmative and the negative.  The lesson will start with types of counterplans and the affirmative theory arguments made against them.  Next this lesson will look at the negative response to these affirmative theory arguments.  Finally, this lesson will look at more advanced counterplan theory arguments and negative responses. 

This lesson is best as a complement to the counterplan lesson as the students will use these skills when answering a counterplan as well as extending a counterplan.

Accompanying power point should be used as a visual aid for the material taught here.  The Power Point should begin with the Warm Up section and will follow in order of the lesson below. 








PART 2—THE LESSON

Detailed Step-by-Step Lesson (be sure to include time allocation information):
	Session #
	Time
	Details of the Lesson

	Day 1
	
Before class begins
	Review Chapter 4 in the NSDA Cross-Examination textbook before the students come to class, paying special attention to the passages about counterplans

	1.0
	
10 Mins 
	Warm up- See the “warm up” slide on the included power point.  Describe a situation where the negative read a counterplan and the affirmative answered with many arguments.  The negative promptly kicked that counterplan in the block.  Ask the students to assume they were the affirmative.  How did they feel about this situation? Handout #1 Vocab Counterplan Theory Link.

	1.2
	
20 Mins
	Introduction to counterplan Theory- using teacher notes, review counterplans and introduce theory surrounding the “status” of the counterplan.  Hand out the theory chart for students to use while taking notes.  Handout #2 Link
Teacher Notes: Introduction to Counterplan Theory (1/2)
Introduction
One of the most interesting parts of debate is that it is acceptable for debaters to debate about many of the “rules” of the game. While things like speech times and the order of speeches are set in stone, the limits of what constitutes an acceptable argument are up for debate. Debates about debate “rules” fall under the banner of Debate Theory. When students engage in these kinds of debates, they are said to be “debating theory”. Counterplans present many possibilities for developing theory arguments.

Theory debates center around questions of fairness and education. Students debate about the effects that given tactics have on the fairness and educational value of the game. In this way, theory debates are similar to other debates because they require students to articulate links and impacts and to weigh those impacts against the impacts identified by the other team. The difference, of course, is that the links and impacts are about debate instead of government policy. But the basic concept is the same.

Scope of Fiat
The most basic theoretical issue involving counterplans is the scope of the negative’s fiat power. Fiat (Latin for “let it be done”) is the power to imagine that a proposed change is actually enacted, thus sidestepping the question of whether or not the proposed change would be done so that a debate can occur over whether it should be done. Fiat is used by the affirmative to imagine that the plan is enacted and by the negative to imagine that the counterplan is enacted. 
While it is generally accepted that the negative does have fiat power (although this, too, is debatable), there is room for debate about the appropriate scope of negative fiat. The affirmative can argue that a counterplan exceeds that scope because it uses an unrealistic process, an unfair agent, etc. For example, the affirmative can argue that fiating all 50 states exceeds the appropriate scope of negative fiat power. When making this argument, the affirmative needs to explain why the negative should not be able to fiat the states. When answering this argument, the negative needs to explain why it is appropriate to fiat action by the states. 

Status/Disposition
The negative does not need to commit to extending a counterplan in the 2NR when it is introduced in the 1NC. In many cases, the negative will want to maintain the option either to extend the counterplan or to extend their attacks against the case. This gives the negative a multi-faceted strategy for defeating the affirmative as the debate evolves.
In order to preserve the option of defending the status quo instead of the counterplan, the negative needs to defend their right to “kick” the counterplan. Whether and under what conditions it is acceptable to kick a counterplan is a debatable issue. In general, the negative will want to retain the right to revert to the status quo instead of the counterplan while the 

Teacher Notes: Introduction to Counterplan Theory (2/2)

affirmative will want the negative to have to choose which option they will defend at the beginning of the debate. 

The question of whether the negative can kick a counterplan is the question of the counterplan’s status (or disposition). The affirmative should ask in the cross-examination of the 1NC for the status of the counterplan (“What is the status of the counterplan? Under what conditions can the negative revert to defending the status quo?”). The negative can choose one of three possible responses: 

1. The counterplan is “Conditional” — this means the negative can revert to defending the status quo at any time. This is the most flexible status for the negative because it gives them the option of going for either the counterplan or the status quo. 

2. The counterplan is “Unconditional” — this means the negative cannot revert to defending the status quo and must go for the counterplan. This is the least flexible status for the negative because it locks them in to choosing between the counterplan and the status quo in the 1NC.

3. The counterplan is “Dispositional” — this means the negative can revert to defending the status quo at any time unless the affirmative “straight turns” the counterplan. While this is a complicated concept, it basically means that the negative only has to give up the status quo if the affirmative concedes the “link” to the counterplan. 


	1.3
	
20 Mins
	Status of Counterplan theory- using the teacher notes, walk the students through the affirmative and negative arguments for and against the specific status’ outlined in the first part of this lesson.  Have the students use their chart to take notes. 
Teacher Notes: Status of Counterplans (1/2)

As explained in part one of this lesson, there are different ways a counterplan can be run (known as the status of the counterplan).  Below we will discuss the pros and cons of each status.  Students should use the chart below this lesson to take notes.  It would be best best to take this lesson and build a chart on the board – students can use that to fill out their own personal notes chart


*Remember this is not an exhaustive list of every theory argument that could be made against the status of a counterplan, this will only get you started.

Conditionality- as a review, conditional counterplans can be kicked by the negative at any time and under any condition.  It can be kicked in any speech.  Affirmative teams could claim that being able to kick it whenever the negative wants encourages the affirmative not to make their best arguments because the negative can kick it and ‘waste’ all of the affirmative time.  The affirmative could argue that being able to kick the counterplan whenever the negative wants allows them to ‘skew’ the time and strategy of the affirmative.  It forces the affirmative to waste time answering arguments the negative never has to go for.  It also skews the affirmative’s strategy by forcing them to put less answers on the counterplan, strategically it’s a better option for them to not over cover something the negative will just kick in the block.    If the negative then chooses to go for the counterplan they affirmative has to make up for the lack of coverage in the 1AR, starting the debate late.  The affirmative may also argue that since the negative is not tied to the counterplan, they can read multiple different counterplans that may contradict forcing the affirmative to make contradicting arguments as well.  Finally, the affirmative could argue that getting to kick the counterplan whenever they want allows the negative to never be responsible for the arguments that they have made.
Conversely, the negative could argue that conditionality is good because it gives them flexibility to pick and choose the best strategy against an affirmative case.  They could also argue that it increases critical thinking skills for the affirmative because they have to manage their time and strategy in the 2AC.  Finally negative teams can argue that its most real world to be able to jettison positions that are not strategically best for them as policy makers (and everyone else) do this time after time in the decision making process.  
Conditionality is the most common way for the negative to read a counterplan.   

*Tie conditionality to the warm up activity in the power point.  This will get the students brainstorming why conditionality is bad.

Dispositionality- As a review, dispositional counterplans are counterplans that can only be kicked if the affirmative reads defense (a perm, solvency deficit, theory argument that’s not dispositionality bad).  If the affirmative chooses not to read defense, they have ‘straight turned’ the counterplan and the negative must go for it.  
Teacher Notes: Status of Counterplans (2/2)

Affirmative teams can argue that this form of a counterplan is bad because its just conditionality in disguise.  Typically, the affirmative team will make a permutation and doing so means the negative can kick the counterplan.  Straight turning the counterplan is the strategic 
choice of the affirmative, but doing so would rob the affirmative of their best strategic answer, the permutation. 
The negative could argue that dispositionality is good because it gives the affirmative a strategic advantage by sticking the negative with the counterplan (by straight turning it). This gives the affirmative more control over the debate.  

Uncondtionality- Unconditional counterplans are counterplans that can never be kicked in the debate.  This is the least debated type of counterplan as nearly no negative teams want to commit to going for their counterplan at the onset of the debate.  The affirmative could argue that unconditional counterplans are bad because it locks the affirmative and negative into a debate that may not advance or will become stale.  The negative could argue that this counterplan style allows for indepth debate and better education.  Again, negative teams typically do not read their counterplan in this way and affirmatives do not object when they do. 

	1.4
	
20 Mins
	Types of counterplan theory- using the teacher notes, walk the students through the affirmative and negative arguments for and against the specific type of counterplans outlined in the first part of this lesson.  Have the students use their chart to take notes. Handout #2 Link

Teacher Notes: Types of Counterplans (1/2)
In this section we’ll be broadening our scope to talk about different types of counterplans and the affirmative objections against them.  We’ll also be covering negative responses to those objections.  The best way to teach this section would be to create example scenarios and have the students reach these conclusions on their own.  (Ie. Ask why is this bad?  Why is this good? What’s the answer to this argument? Etc)

Many of the arguments the affirmative and negative would make to object to or answer theory are repetitive from type to type.  This is normal.  The basic argument the affirmative will make is that its unfair or unpredictable for the negative team to read the counterplan.  The basic negative response will be that its important for negative flexibility and ground for them to get to read any argument they so choose. 

The below list is not exhaustive of affirmative or negative responses; it is merely to get the ball rolling on discussions of theory in your classroom.  

Process counterplans- As you have learned in the counterplan lecture, process counterplans change the process by which the affirmative’s plan is implemented.  A good example of this is a counterplan that consults another country before doing the affirmative’s plan.  The affirmative may object to this on the grounds that process counterplans do the whole affirmative with the exception of the implementation.  Affirmatives should also argue that this steals affirmative ground and makes it impossible for them to answer because they’d have to make arguments against their own affirmative.  There are also an infinite amount of processes that the negative could pick and its impossible for the affirmative to prepare responses against all of them.  
The negative should respond to these arguments by claiming the affirmative picked their process and should defend it.  They can also make arguments that debating about the implementation of the plan is good for education as it is what real policy makers do all the time.  

Agent Counterplans- agent counterplans are similar to process counterplans.  These change the actor of the plan to a different agent within the federal government.  A good example of this is reading an executive order counterplan against an affirmative that uses the congress.  Affirmatives may object to these counterplans on the grounds that there are a large amount of agents that the negative could choose from or that the agent chosen is unpredictable for the affirmative to research.  The negative could respond to these arguments by saying that its important to test which actor is best to do the plan.  They could make similar arguments from the process counterplan section and say that the implementation of the plan is important to learn about and its real life policy making to determine the best actor for the job.  

States Counterplans- (Or 50 State Fiat)- the states counterplan has the 50 state governments do the plan instead of the federal government.  This will be an especially common counterplan on the education topic.  Affirmative teams may object to this counterplan because the negative team will be fiating the action of 50 state governments compared to them only getting to fiat 
Teacher Notes: Types of Counterplans (2/2)

the federal government.  The affirmative may also claim that having to do research against all fifty states is an impossible and unpredictable burden on the affirmative.  Finally, affirmative teams could also make the argument that it’s not ‘real world’ for all 50 states to act together and so its extra unpredictable for the counterplan to mandate that.  The negative should respond to these arguments by claiming that they are testing the world federal government in the resolution so using the states would be predictable.  The negative can augment this argument by reading evidence (especially on the education topic) that the state governments are involved in the decision making of the plan (so therefore it is predictable).  The negative can also make an argument that reading the states counterplan limits out affirmatives on the topic (because they would lose) that do not have a federal government key warrant.  This the negative would claim, makes debate better.  Finally, the negative could again say that implementation is important to education and the state governments are a part of policy making that we should learn about. 

Plan Inclusive Counterplans (or PICs)- PICs are a type of counterplan that does the whole affirmative minus one small part.  See the counterplan lecture of a specific example of this counterplan.  Affirmative teams might object to these counterplans because they steal the affirmative’s ground because it does nearly the whole aff.  They also make the affirmative defend every small portion of the plan which they may claim is an impossible burden.  The affirmative may also claim it causes them to next time write a vaguer plan text so the negative cannot pic out of certain parts of the aff.  Vague plan writing is bad (according to the affirmative) because we will never debate about the specifics of the policy.  Negative teams will respond by saying that PICs are good because they force the affirmative to defend each part of their plan.  Affirmative teams will really have to consider what they put in the plan text and be able to defend each part of it.  They also can claim that its critical for negative ground, and vital for education as it allows us to learn about the intricacies of the policy presented.  Finally, they can claim it is real world as policy makers amend proposals and elimination sections to find the best policy option. 





	1.5
	
10 Mins
	Debating theory- This section should first start with a discussion and tips for debating theory using the notes provided.  Second, set up the activity included Handout #3.  Theory mini debates can be done for homework or extended to the second day.  


Teacher Notes: Debating Theory

Advancing theory in a debate is similar to debating any other argument in that you must respond to the argument your opponent made.  Below is a list of tips to facilitate better theory debates.

1.  Get Specific!- Ensure that the arguments you are making respond to your opponents instead of just reading blocks.  The 2AC will introduce theory and instead of the block just reading their prepared block back at them, they should craft their responses to respond directly what the affirmative said.

2.  Get an interpretation-Both sides should have an interpretation for the debate (similar to topicality) as to what would be ideal.  An example of this could be : negative teams get to read 1 conditional counterplan but not two or the negative gets 1 conditional counterplan and one conditional k but not more.  Both teams would then make arguments as to why their interpretation is better and why the opposing team does not meet their interpretation (again similar to a topicality debate). 

3.  Go line by line- In the same vein as getting specific- teams should go line by line and answer every argument their opponent has made.  

4.  Have offense- both sides should have offensive reasons why their interpretation for debate is better than their opponents.  Which interpretation creates better education, or more ground, or better critical thinking skills?  The debate should become who’s interpretation is best based on which offense they are winning vs which offense their opponent is winning. 


	
	

	

	
	

	

	
	

	

	
	

	



PART 3—ASSESSMENT EVIDENCE

	Performance Task, Product, or Other Key Evidence of Learning (How will students demonstrate a level of proficiency for this skill?)

Students will be able to identify status of the counterplan

Students will be able to provide pros and cons of each status of the counterplan

Students will be able to provide pros and cons of each type of counterplan included here

Students will complete a theory mini debate showing proficiency in extending and debating theory 








	Key criteria to measure Performance Task(s) or Key Evidence:
Examples:  Rubric, Checklist, etc.

Debating theory chart
Theory mini debates







	Assessment Strategies (Identify Informal/Formal Strategies):



Formal- Theory Mini Debates









Plans for after this lesson/competency is complete (How will you extend, enrich?):
	
After this lesson is complete students will have to employ this skill time and time again in debates.  Arguments can be scaffolded up for difficulty but the basic skill set will be demonstrated each and every round. 








Key Resources Used:  Websites, books, film clips, etc.
	Names of Resource(s):
	Access to Resource(s) if available:

	Debate 101. Everything you need to know about policy debate: You learned here (NSDA Policy Text Book)
	Link

	Introduction to Counterplan Theory (power point)
	Link

	Vocabulary Counterplan Handout #1
	Link

	Introduction to Counterplan Theory (notes) Handout #2
	Link

	Mini Debate: Activity Work Sheets Handout #3
	Link

	
	

	
	

	
	



Key Resources for Exploration:  Websites, books, film clips, etc.
	Names of Resource(s):
	Access to Resource(s) if available:

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



Reflections/Review for Future:
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