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United States

United States is union of states in U.S.

Ballentine’s Law Dictionary, 1969

United States: The Union of several states, each equal in power, dignity, and authority, brought into being by the Constitution, emanating from and adopted by the people in whom the sovereignty resides. M°Cull0cl't v Maryland (US) 4 Wheat 3l6, 4 L Ed 579. A body politic and corporate, capable of attaining the objects for which it was created, by the means which are necessary for their attainment. Van Brocklin v Tennessee, |l7 US 151, 29 L Ed 845, 6 S Ct 670. A person for the purpose of a pretrial deposition under Federal Rule Zlgla) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 23 Am J 2d Dep $242. Inclusive in _reference to transactions with foreign nations of all territories subject to the jurisdiction of the Federal Government, wherever located. Downes v Bidwell, 182 US 244, 45   Ed 1088. 21 S Ct 770. A Federal government was created in |777 by the union of thirteen colonies of Great Britain in "certain articles of confederation and perpetual union," the list one of which declared that "the stile of this confederacy shall be the United States of America." Each member of the confederacy was denominated a “state." The confederacy, owing to well-known historical reasons, having proven a failure, a new Constitution was formed in 1787, by "The people of the United States” "for the United States of America," as its reamble declares. Downes v Bidwell,_,:)82 US 24£ 249, 45 L Bd l088, 1092, 21 S7 . See expressions following which begin with “United _States," also terms and expressions beginning “federal” or “national.”

United States-(United States of America) is the territory that comprises the 50 states.
The Guide to American Law (83, The Guide to American Law, 6/26)
A comprehensive term for the territory that comprises fifty separate states and is bound by the Federal Constitution into a union, which, in the community of nations, is a single sovereign nation in international affairs.
United States is both a proper noun and a plurality

A Dictionary of Modern Legal Usage, Bryan A Garner, scholar of the English Language, March 2001 

United States: A century ago, in AmE, this proper noun had “ceased to have any suggestion of plurality about it” Harry T. Peck, What is Good English? 16 (1899) That represented a change, though, from just 50 years before, when particularism for states rights was rampant. Thus, much earlier even than 1850, it was usual to say the United States have, as Alexander Hamilton did in The Federalist No. 15, at 108 (Clinton Rossiter ed., 1961. Today, however, it is quite unidiomatic to suggest plurality in referring ot the U.S. But some BrE writers use the phrase this way-e.g.: “It has been shown that under the law of some  of the United States there is a legal advantage...” Glanville Williams, The Sanctity of Life and the Criminal Law 183-84 (1957; repr. 1972)

Federal Government

Federal Government is the Central Government of the U.S.

Blacks Law Dictionary 8th edition (Legal dictionary, 2004, edited by Bryan A. Garner)

Federal government. 1. A national government that exercises some degree of control over smaller political units that have surrendered some degree of power in exchange for the right to participate in national political matters. --- Also termed (in federal states) central government. 2. The U.S. government. --- Also termed national government.

Federal Government is the government of the United States
Ballentine’s Law Dictionary, 1969

The government of the United States; the government of a community of independent and sovereign states, united by compact. Piqua Bank v Knoup, 6 Phio St 342, 394. See United States

Federal government is the government of the USA
Ballentine’s Legal Dictionary and Thesaurus , Jonathan S. Lynton, Ph.D, J.D, Published 1995
Federal Government: q. The government of the United States of America. 2. The government of a compact of independent states and sovereign states united by a compact.

Federal government is a union of sovereign states
Bouvier’s Law Dictionary, John Bouvier, American jurist and legal lexicographer, No Date, 
A union or confederation of sovereign states, created either by treaty, or by the mutual adoption of a federal constitution, for the prupose of presenting to the world the appearance of a single state, while retaining the rights and power of internal regulation and administration, or at least of local self-government.

United States Federal Government

United States federal government refers to the three branches of the federal government.

US Legal, No Date (“United States Federal Government Law and Legal Definition,” http://definitions.uslegal.com/u/united-states-federal-government/)

The United States Federal Government is established by the US Constitution. The Federal Government shares sovereignty over the United Sates with the individual governments of the States of US. The Federal government has three branches: i) the legislature, which is the US Congress, ii) Executive, comprised of the President and Vice president of the US and iii) Judiciary. The US Constitution prescribes a system of separation of powers and ‘checks and balances’ for the smooth functioning of all the three branches of the Federal Government. The US Constitution limits the powers of the Federal Government to the powers assigned to it; all powers not expressly assigned to the Federal Government are reserved to the States or to the people.

Substantially (1)

There is no sound definition of “substantially”- it refers to anything from .5%-10%.

Curtis W. Brown, partner and principal at Ross Brown Partners, “Separating Air and Water”, 10/25/2007, http://www.wipo.int/pctdb/en/wo.jsp?WO=2007120535&IA=US2007008196&DISPLAY=DESC
The term "approximately" and its variations are defined as being close to as understood by one of ordinary skill in the art, and in one non-limiting embodiment the terms are defined to be within 10%, preferably within 5%, more preferably within 1%, and most preferably within 0.5%. The term "substantially" and its variations are defined as being largely but not necessarily wholly what is specified as understood by one of ordinary skill in the art, and in one non-limiting embodiment the substantially refers to ranges within 10%, preferably within 5%, more preferably within 1%, and most preferably within 0.5% of what is specified.

Substantially means greater than 50%.

Statement of Considerations, “ADVANCE WAIVER OF THE GOVERNMENT'S U.S. AND FOREIGN PATENT RIGHTS AND ADVANCE APPROVAL TO ASSERT COPYRIGHT RIGHTS UNDER SUBCONTACT B554331 ISSUED BY LAWRENCE LIVERMORE NATIONAL LABORATORY TO INTERNATIONAL BUSINESS MACHINES CORPORATION FOR THE BLUEGENE/P DESIGN ARCHITECTURE, PHASE III - PROTOTYPE HARDWARE BUILDOUT AND BLUEGENE/Q - ADVANCED ARCHITECTURAL INVESTIGATIONS; DOE WAIVER NO. W(A) 05-048”, 2005, http://www.gc.energy.gov/documents/WA_05_048_INTERNATIONAL_BUSINESS_MACHINES_Waiver_of_the_Gove.pdf
The Subcontractor agrees to conduct research and development activities under this Subcontract principally in U.S.-based facilities. "Principally" is defined as greater than a ninety (90%) percent level of effort. Subcontractor also agrees that for a period of one (1) year following Subcontract completion, subsequent research and development by the Subcontractor for the purpose of commercializing technologies arising from the intellectual property developed under this Subcontract shall be performed substantially in U.S.-based facilities. "Substantially" is defined as greater than fifty (50%) percent level of effort. The Subcontractor further agrees that any processes and services, or improvements thereof, which shall arise from the intellectual property developed under this Subcontract when implemented outside the U.S., shall not result in a reduction of the Subcontractor's research workforce in the United States. Finally, it is understood between the DOE and the Subcontractor that any subsequent follow-on subcontracts and/or future phases of work under the Government's ASCI Program will be subject to a separate U.S. Competitiveness determination. 

Legal definition of substantially.

Tax Law Manual, section 201.022, no date given, http://www.twc.state.tx.us/ui/tax/manuals/law/law_ch3_03.html
There have been no court cases in Texas or other states construing the words "substantially all" as used in this subsection of the Texas law or in a similar section of other state laws. The words have been used in other statutes, however, and have been defined by court decisions; these decisions, taken together, indicate that "substantially all" may be any percentage between 80 and 90. It seems that 90% or more of the assets may be safely construed as "substantially all." A percentage of assets ranging between 80% and 90% may logically be questioned as not being "substantially all." It can be presumed by field personnel that liability will be established under this subsection if there is an unquestionable finding that as much as 90% of the assets of the predecessor were acquired and that the other conditions of this subsection have been met. If the facts clearly show the acquisition of assets by a percentage figure between 80 and 90, it can be presumed that liability as an employer under this subsection will not be established by the Commission without additional facts supporting a showing that the organization, trade or business has also been acquired. In any situation investigated, the conclusion reached should not be totally based on the percentage of assets acquired if there is a possibility that further facts about the organization, trade or business will make a stronger case for liability.
Substantially (2)
Substantially means large in size or importance
Cambridge Dictionary of American English 2000
“substantial/adj large in size, value or importance. He took a substantial amount of money. They do a substantial portion of their business by phone

Substantially is to a great extent 

WordNet http://wordnetweb.princeton.edu/perl/webwn?s=substantially&sub=Search+WordNet&o2=&o0=1&o7=&o5=&o1=1&o6=&o4=&o3=&h=00
Substantially is to a great extent or degree

Substantially means to a large degree 

Words and Phrases 02

“Substantially” Def. 1. Words and Phrases Dictionary. Volume 40B. 2002

‘Substantially” as used in the ADA provision defining “disability” as an impairment that substantially limits one or more major life activities, suggests “considerable” or “to a large degree.” Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990.

Substantially means 85%

Cudahy, Justice for US Court of Appeals, 95

Justice Cudahy, 5-30-95, United States Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit, 55 F.3d 1318; 1995 U.S. App. LEXIS 13268

An exemption from partial withdrawal liability exists, however, for those employers for whom "substantially all the employees with respect to whom the employer has an obligation to contribute under the plan perform work in the building and construction industry." 29 U.S.C. § 1383(b)(1)(A). The statute does not define "substantially all," but this court has defined it as 85 percent or more. Continental Can Co. v. Chicago Truck Drivers, 916 F.2d 1154, 1160 (7th Cir. 1990). The statute also does not define the time period during which the "substantially all" restriction applies. We are therefore given no guidance as to whether this restriction applies during only the last year of the three year testing period, during all three years, or during the entire eight years involved in the calculation of the partial withdrawal. Nor, to our knowledge, has any other court of appeals addressed this issue.

Substantially means extensively, heavily, and largely

Thesaurus.com http://thesaurus.com/browse/substantially
Substantially- considerably, essentially, extensively, heavily, inessence, in fact, in reality, in substance, in themain, largely, mainly, materially,  much, really
Substantially means major and of great significance and not small

In The Court of Common Pleas 05 [ Cuyahoga County, Ohio “ANDREA L. BARNES, EXECUTRIX OF THE ESTATE OF NATALIE BARNES, DECEASED vs.  UNIVERSITY HOSPITALS OF CLEVELAND, et al.”]
SUBSTANTIAL. “Substantial” means major, of real importance, of great significance, and not trifling or small. 

Substantially (3)
In the main

Ballentine’s Law Dictionary, 1969
In the main. Essentially. 

Of real worth or value
Substantially- (Substantial)

The Guide to American Law (83, The Guide to American Law, 6/26)
Of real worth, value, and significance.

Of considerable value

Encyclopedia of American Law, 1998

Substantial- of real worth and importance; of considerable value 

As a rule
Burton’s Legal Thesaurus, 1992 

Substantially – As a rule 

Their definition of substantial is arbitrary – there’s no consistency in US Code.

Jeffrey M. Colon, Associate Professor of Law, Fordham University School of Law, Winter 1997, San Diego Law Review, 34 San Diego L. Rev. 1, Lexis Academic

n138. I.R.C. 877(e). Neither the statute nor the legislative history indicates how much of a reduction in taxes is necessary in order to constitute a "substantial" reduction. The meaning of "substantial" varies from one Code section to the other. Compare, e.g., I.R.C. 368(a)(1)(C) (West 1988 & Supp. 1996) (acquisition of "substantially all" of acquired company's assets for ruling purposes is 70% of gross assets and 90% of net assets (Rev. Proc. 77-37, 1977-2 C.B. 568)) with I.R.C. 1092 (West 1988 & Supp. 1996) ("substantial diminution" of risk of loss).
Substantially is of considerable importance or size
Oxford Dictionary of English (2nd edition) 2003, “Substantial”, <http://www.oxfordreference.com/views/ENTRY.html?entry=t140.e76634&filter_out=long&srn=1&ssid=141952131#FIRSTHIT>

adjective  
1. of considerable importance, size, or worth: a substantial amount of cash.

• strongly built or made: a row of substantial Victorian villas. • (of a meal) large and filling. • important in material or social terms; wealthy: a substantial Devon family. 
2. concerning the essentials of something: there was substantial agreement on changing policies. 
3. real and tangible rather than imaginary: spirits are shadowy, human beings substantial.
- DERIVATIVES substantiality noun . 
- ORIGIN Middle English: from Old French substantiel or Christian Latin substantialis, from substantia ‘being, essence’ (see substance).

1NC Shell – Reduce is not a future or phased reduction

A. The aff must mandate an immediate decrease in military presence in ________. 

To reduce is to immediately diminish in size.
Guy, 91 - Circuit Judge (TIM BOETTGER, BECKY BOETTGER, individually and as Next Friend for their Minor Daughter, AMANDA BOETTGER, Plaintiffs-Appellees, v. OTIS R. BOWEN, Secretary of Health and Human Services (89-1832); and C. PATRICK BABCOCK, Director, Michigan Department of Social Services (89-1831), Defendants-Appellants Nos. 89-1831, 89-1832 UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE SIXTH CIRCUIT 923 F.2d 1183; 1991 U.S. App. LEXIS 671)

The district court concluded that the plain meaning of the statutory language does not apply to the termination of employment one obtains on his own. A termination, the court held, is not a refusal to accept employment. 

In this case, the plain meaning of the various words suggests that "refuse to accept" is not the equivalent of "terminate" and "reduce." As a matter of logic [**18]  and common understanding, one cannot terminate or reduce something that one has not accepted. Acceptance is [*1189]  a pre-condition to termination or reduction. Thus, a refusal to accept is a precursor to, not the equivalent of, a termination or a reduction. n3 n.3 This distinction is also reflected in the dictionary definitions of the words. "Accept" is defined in anticipatory terms that suggest a precondition ("to undertake the responsibility of"), whereas "terminate" and "reduce" are defined in conclusory terms ("to bring to end, . . . to discontinue"; "to diminish in size, amount, extent, or number."). See Webster's New Collegiate Dictionary (9th ed. 1985).
B. The affirmative reduces eventually in _______

C. Vote Neg:

1. The affirmative explodes the topic because they decrease presence at an unpredictable time. The negative can never garner any links because disads are time sensitive. This is an internal link into education because we won’t be able to learn about anything that be conflicting now. 

2. The affirmative jacks negative ground because a reduction in the future. This should be core negative ground and is an internal link into fairness.

3. The affirmative underlimit the topic because there are thousands of withdrawal dates, and the negative will never be able to predict, nor will be able to get evidence on the future. 
Reduce

Reduce does not mean to eliminate
Marcus Perrin Knowlton, Late Chief Justice Of The Supreme Judicial Court Of Massachusetts, Opinion in Dora Green v. Abraham Sklar, June 20, 1905, Lexis Academic

The first question is whether, in applying the statute, the judge may consider the costs of the different cases together as one aggregate, and reduce them to an amount "not less than the  [*364]  ordinary witness fees and other costs recoverable in one of the cases"; or, whether he is to consider the costs of each case by itself, and make the reduction in each case separately. If he is limited to the latter mode, he cannot extinguish or disallow the costs altogether in any case, for the word "reduce," in its ordinary signification, does not mean to cancel, destroy or bring to naught, but to diminish, lower or bring to an inferior state. We think HN2Go to this Headnote in the case.the words above quoted indicate that, in reducing the costs, the amount in all the cases together is to be considered and reduced. This makes it possible for the judge, in his discretion, to reduce them in such a way as to leave nothing in some of the cases, providing he leaves in the aggregate an amount not [***3]  less than the largest sum recoverable in any of the cases.
Reduce must be quantifiable

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 8 http://www.dnr.state.wi.us/org/caer/ce/eek/earth/recycle/rgloss.htm
reduce: to lessen in amount, number or other quantity.
Ballentine’s Law Dictionary, 1969

to lessen. To break a thing down into its various elements. To analyze a problem so that it can be solved. To impoverish. To bring to want. 

Burton’s Legal Thesaurus, 1992 

Reduce – abate, abbreviate, abridge, attenuate, bring low, compact compress, condense, contract, curtail, cut down, decimate, decrease, demean, diminish, disgrace, downgrade, humble, lessen, lower, make less, make smaller, minimize, narrow, shorten, shrink, thin

A Dictionary of Modern Legal Usage, Bryan A Garner, scholar of the English Language, March 2001 

Reduce: Reduce should not be used as a reflexive verb when the subject is inanimate-e.g.: “The question reduces itself [read is reducible or may be reduced] to one of statutory interpretation.”/”The government's case reduces itself [read is reducible] to this: the defendant was in a public restaurant at a time when someone said that a drug deal might be going on.”

Reduction is not Removal/Elimination

A substantial reduction is distinct from complete removal

General board of church and society of the United Methodist church 2004
(“Okinawa: Removal or Reduction of U.S. Military Bases (#6113, 2008 BOR)” http://www.umc-gbcs.org/site/apps/nlnet/content3.aspx?c=frLJK2PKLqF&b=2954235&ct=4206941&notoc=1)

Be it resolved, that the 2004 General Conference support the strong, unceasing efforts of the Okinawan government and its people to achieve the complete removal or substantial reduction of U.S. military bases and U.S. military personnel on the island of Okinawa and other islands in Okinawa Prefecture of Japan, and the return of those lands for peaceful, constructive purposes; and that a copy of this petition be sent to the President of the United States, the U.S. secretary of state, and the U.S. secretary of defense for consideration and action, and that a copy be sent to the governor of Okinawa and the prime minister of Japan for their information.

And, reduce excludes eliminate.

Words and Phrases 2002 (vol 36B, p. 80)

Mass. 1905.  Rev.Laws, c.203, § 9, provides that, if two or more cases are tried together in the superior court, the presiding judge may “reduce” the witness fees and other costs, but “not less than the ordinary witness fees, and other costs recoverable in one of the cases” which are so tried together shall be allowed.  Held that, in reducing the costs, the amount in all the cases together is to be considered and reduced, providing that there must be left in the aggregate an amount not less than the largest sum recoverable in any of the cases.  The word “reduce,” in its ordinary signification, does not mean to cancel, destroy, or bring to naught, but to diminish, lower, or bring to an inferior state.—Green v. Sklar, 74 N.E. 595, 188 Mass. 363.

Reduce in Military Contexts
‘Reduce’ is a term of art referring to a specific tactical mission task

John Pike, leading defense expert and government consultant, Globalsecurity.org 4/27 ‘5, “Appendix B: Tactical Mission Tasks” http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/policy/army/fm/3-90/appb.htm
B-34.   Reduce is a tactical mission task that involves the destruction of an encircled or bypassed enemy force. There is no tactical mission graphic for this task. This task can occur at any location on the battlefield. (Appendix D  discusses the reduction of an encircled enemy.) Reduce is also a mobility task that involves creating sufficient lanes through an obstacle to negate its intended effect.

Redeployment is reduction – of 33% (1/3rd)

Céline Pajon, junior research fellow in the Centre Asie Ifri, “Céline Pajon is junior research fellow in the Centre Asie Ifri. June 2010"Understanding the Issue of U.S. Military Bases in Okinawa", p. 12

The Global Posture Review of 2004 therefore announced that the troops levels would not be cut in Japan, while South Korea would benefit from a substantial reduction of forces (a redeployment of 12,500 out of 37,500)

1NC Shell - Substantial Reduction is 25%

A. Interpretation – a substantial reduction is 25% - military regulations prove.

Major Steven N. Tomanelli et al, has served as a Judge Advocate in the United States Air Force, Chief of Acquisition and Fiscal Law for the Air Force s Air Mobility Command, and Senior DoD Counsel for the National Reconnaissance Office (NRO), Army Lawyer, February 1994, Lexis Academic

1. Regulatory Changes--Notification Requirements for Termination or Reduction of Defense Programs.--The DOD has issued an interim rule requiring military departments and defense agencies to notify contractors of a potential termination of, or substantial reduction in, a defense program. n581 Under the new rule, each military department and defense agency must establish procedures for determining which defense programs are likely to be terminated or substantially reduced as a result of the submission of the President's budget or enactment of an appropriations act. Within thirty days of such submission or enactment, agencies and military departments must notify affected contractors of the proposed termination or reduction. Affected contractors are those with a contract of $ 500,000 or more under a program identified as likely to be terminated or reduced by at least twenty-five percent. Within two weeks after receiving notice from the government, contractors must notify, among others, their affected employees and subcontractors of the proposed termination or reduction.

Two, Presence is the totality of military activities in each country.

Barry M. Blechman et al, President of DFI International, Spring, 1997, Strategic Review, p.14

Given its multifaceted nature, neither practitioners nor scholars have yet settled on a single definition of presence.  Technically, the term refers to both a military posture and a military objective.  This study uses the term “presence” to refer to a continuum of military activities, from a variety of interactions during peacetime to crisis response involving both forces on the scene and those based in the United States.  Our definition follows that articulated by the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff: “Presence is the totality of U.S. instruments of power deployed overseas (both permanently and temporarily) along with the requisite infrastructure and sustainment capabilities."

Three, 25% is the definition used in military legislation.

National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1994, PUBLIC LAW 103-160 [H.R. 2401], NOVEMBER 30, 1993, Lexis Congressional

"(g) Definitions.--For purposes of this section:

   "(1) The term 'major defense program' means a program that is carried out to produce or acquire a major system (as defined in section 2302(5) of title 10, United States Code).

   "(2) The terms 'substantial reduction' and 'substantially reduced', with respect to a major defense program, mean a reduction of 25 percent or more in the total dollar value of contracts under the program.".
B. Violation – The Aff reduces less than 25% of current U.S. military presence

C. Standards

1. Ground – Allowing the Aff to remove a miniscule amount of U.S. forces means they can spike out of our DA’s, Kritiks, and CP’s.

2. Limits – Lots of small Aff’s on the topic means the Negative has not prior notice what it should have to research and debate.

D. Voter – Topicality is a voting issue because it tells the Negative what they should and shouldn’t be prepared to debate.
 Substantially is 25%

US code defines a “substantial reduction” as 25% in the context of military policy.

US Code 5/17/2010 TITLE 10. ARMED FORCES SUBTITLE A. GENERAL MILITARY LAW PART IV. SERVICE, SUPPLY, AND PROCUREMENT CHAPTER 148. NATIONAL DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY AND INDUSTRIAL BASE, DEFENSE REINVESTMENT, AND DEFENSE CONVERSION SUBCHAPTER II. POLICIES AND PLANNING, lexis

   "(f) Definitions. For purposes of this section:
      "(1) The term "major defense program" means a program that is carried out to produce or acquire a major system (as defined in section 2302(5) of title 10, United States Code).
      "(2) The terms 'substantial reduction' and 'substantially reduced', with respect to a defense contract under a major defense program, mean a reduction of 25 percent or more in the total dollar value of the funds obligated by the contract.".

The DOD defines a “substantial reduction” as 25% of funding.
DOD 5/12/2003, Department of Defense, Department of Defense Instruction SUBJECT: Operation of the Defense Acquisition System, N UMBER 5000.2 cp

E9.4.3.                                    Additional Funding Considerations.  The DoD Components shall not terminate or substantially reduce participation in international cooperative ACAT ID programs under signed international agreements without USD(AT&L) approval; or in international cooperative ACAT IAM programs without ASD(C3I) approval.  A DoD Component may not terminate or substantially reduce U.S. participation in an international cooperative program until after providing notification to the USD(AT&L) or the ASD(C3I).  As a result of that notification, the USD(AT&L) or the ASD(C3I) may require the DoD Component to continue to provide some or all of the funding for that program in order to minimize the impact on the international cooperative program.  Substantial reduction is defined as a funding or quantity decrease of 25 percent or more in the total funding or quantities in the latest President's Budget for that portion of the international cooperative program funded by the DoD Component seeking the termination or reduced participation.

For international cooperative programs, substantial reductions must be a reduction of 25% or more or funding or quantity allocated in previous year’s budget

Defense Acquisition University, 2008, “Resource Allocation Process”, https://learn.dau.mil/CourseWare/804197_5/course/.../print_version.pdf

Termination or Reduction in Participation in International Cooperative Programs “DoD Components shall notify and obtain the approval of the USD(AT&L), for ACAT ID, or for ACAT IAM programs, before terminating or substantially reducing participation in international cooperative programs under signed international agreements. The USD(AT&L) may require the DoD Component to continue to provide some or all of the funding for that program in order to minimize the impact on the international cooperative program. Substantial reduction is defined as a funding or quantity decrease of 25 percent or more in the total funding or quantities in the latest President's Budget for that portion of the international cooperative program funded by the DoD Component seeking the termination or reduced participation.” (DoDI 5000.02) 

International cooperative programs are military programs cooperating with foreign countries

Defense Acquisition University, no date given, https://acc.dau.mil/CommunityBrowser.aspx?id=24676

An international cooperative program is any acquisition system, subsystem, component, or technology program with an acquisition strategy that includes participation by one or more foreign nations, through an international agreement, during any phase of a system's life cycle. The key objectives of international cooperative programs are to reduce weapons system acquisition costs through cooperative development, production, and support; and to enhance interoperability with coalition partners.

Substantially is 50% (1)
Substantial Reduction is more than 50%
THOMAS.gov 92 – Summary of H.R.4421, the Comprehensive Base Closure Reform and Recovery Act of 1992,  http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/bdquery/z?d102:HR04421:@@@L&summ2=m&

Comprehensive Base Closure Reform and Recovery Act of 1992 - Title I: Environmental Restoration At Military Installations To Be Closed - Requires, with respect to each military installation which is on the National Priorities List (for substantial environmental cleanup) under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 and which is to be closed under Federal base closure Acts or otherwise by the Department of Defense (DOD): (1) that at least 75 percent of the environmental remedial action required under Federal law be completed before the installation is closed or substantial reductions in its operations have occurred; and (2) that all of the required remedial action be occurred no later than two years after such installation is closed or substantially reduced. Defines a "substantial reduction" as the reassignment of more than 50 percent of its personnel.

Our definition is true across multiple areas of legislation.

Pallone, US Congressional Representative, 2003 Text of H.R. 3189, introduced by Pallone, to amend Title XVII of the Social Security Act,” 9/25, http://www.theorator.com/bills108/hr3189.html

`(7) SUBSTANTIAL REDUCTION- The term `substantial reduction'-- 

`(A) means, as determined under regulations of the Secretary and with respect to a qualified beneficiary, a reduction in the average actuarial value of benefits under the plan (through reduction or elimination of benefits, an increase in premiums, deductibles, copayments, and coinsurance, or any combination thereof), since the date of commencement of coverage of the beneficiary by reason of the retirement of the covered employee (or, if later, January 6, 2004), in an amount equal to at least 50 percent of the total average actuarial value of the benefits under the plan as of such date (taking into account an appropriate adjustment to permit comparison of values over time); and 

`(B) includes an increase in premiums required to an amount that exceeds the premium level described in the fourth sentence of section 602(3).' 

Substantially is 50% (2)

Substantial reductions must be at least 50% of the baseline value
A. Hoekema, Department of Oral and Maxillofacial Surgery, 12/2007, “Predictors of Obstructive Sleep Apnea-Hypopnea Treatment Outcome”, Journal of Dental Research, http://jdr.sagepub.com/content/86/12/1181

After patients had used an oral appliance or CPAP for approximately a two- to threemonth period, the treatment effect was assessed with polysomnography. At the final follow-up review, treatment was considered effective when the apnea-hypopnea index either was <5 or showed "substantial reduction", defined as reduction in the index of at least 50% from the baseline value to a value of < 20 in a patient who had no symptoms while using therapy (Hoekema et al., 2004). Patients not meeting these criteria at their final review were considered "non-responsive" to treatment. Patients who discontinued treatment for any reason were considered "nonadherent" to treatment. 

In the context of joint acquisition programs, substantial reductions must be a funding or quantity decrease of at least 50% of total funding or quantity from the previous year’s budget

Defense Acquisition University, 2008, “Resource Allocation Process”, https://learn.dau.mil/CourseWare/804197_5/course/.../print_version.pdf

Termination or Reduction in Participation in Joint Acquisition Programs “The DoD Components shall not terminate or substantially reduce participation in joint ACAT ID or ACAT IAM programs without Requirements Authority review and USD(AT&L) approval; or in joint ACAT IA programs without Requirements Authority review approval. The USD(AT&L) may require a DoD Component to continue some or all funding, as necessary, to sustain the joint program in an efficient manner, despite approving their request to terminate or reduce participation. Substantial reduction is defined as a funding or quantity decrease of 50 percent or more in the total funding or quantities in the latest President's Budget for that portion of the joint program funded by the DoD Component seeking the termination or reduced participation.” (DoDI 5000.02) The top right blue button is labeled International Cooperative Programs and when the user selects this button, it brings up this text below: 

Joint acquisition programs are programs funded by more than one component of DoD funding

Defense Acquisition University, no date given, https://acc.dau.mil/CommunityBrowser.aspx?id=24676

Acquisitions that contribute to joint capabilities may be managed as joint acquisition programs. A "joint acquisition" is any acquisition system, subsystem, component, or technology program with a strategy that includes funding by more than one DoD Component during any phase of a system's life cycle. DoD Instruction 5000.02 addresses DoD Component fiscal responsibilities associated with participation in programs under joint acquisition management.

Substantial Reduction in Military Contexts (1)
A substantial number of troops in Afghanistan is 13,000.

Ari Aranda, JD candidate, Brooklyn Law School, “The Supreme Court's Post-9/11 War-on-Terror Jurisprudence: SPECIAL CONSIDERATIONS, THRESHOLD DETERMINATIONS, AND ANTICIPATORY REVIEW”, Brooklyn Law Review, 2008, Lexis 

Regardless of the probability that Hamdi's detention would last decades or beyond, the fact is that over 13,000 U.S. troops remained in Afghanistan at the time of the Court's review. n200 This substantial, active military presence easily satisfies the definition of hostilities under the traditional law of war. n201 It follows that Hamdi's detention, within the proper scope of the AUMF, could be directly linked to the ongoing state of conflict. n202 In sum, even a detention characterized as perpetual could be resolved by reference to present circumstances and in accordance with longstanding law-of-war principles.

The DOD sees a substantial reduction as at least a reduction by a third.
Bradley Graham, Washington Post Staff Writer, November 06, 1998, Friday, Final Edition, A SECTION; Pg. A19; THE FEDERAL PAGE, 

The effort, dubbed the Defense Reform Initiative, seemed a hodgepodge of changes when announced a year ago. It included plans to slash by one-third the 3,000 jobs in the Office of the Secretary of Defense; make other substantial reductions in military headquarters staffs and 13 Defense agencies; switch from reams of paper to electronic networks for issuing regulations, ordering items and paying bills; privatize the utility systems at all military bases; and establish a chancellor for education and professional development to oversee the department's 30 civilian schools.

Substantial reduction is over 700,000 troops

NATO Official Texts, 3/29 ‘6, “CFE Treaty’s Contribution to Euro-Atlantic Security” http://www.nato.int/cps/en/SID-2B621244-BDADAB61/natolive/official_texts_54709.htm
The Treaty is complemented by "The Concluding Act of the Negotiation on Personnel Strength of Conventional Armed Forces in Europe" (CFE 1a) of July 1992. This agreement resulted in the substantial reduction of armed forces and since 2001, over 700,000 troops have been withdrawn. Presently there are less than three million troops in the area of application with an authorized ceiling of over 5.7 million.

Substantial Reductions in Military Contexts (2)
Reductions below 25,000 is not substantial in the context of South Korea

Jeff Schogol, staff writer @ Military.com, Military.com headlines 7/28 ‘6, “25,000 U.S. Troops in S. Korea in 2008” http://www.military.com/features/0,15240,109180,00.html
Media outlets had reported that U.S. troop strength on the Korean peninsula could dip as low as 20,000, but the official told reporters Monday that the United States does not plan for a “significant reduction” in its forces beyond the 25,000 mark.
“It’s possible that we will have an additional reduction. It will not be a substantial reduction. And it will not be in categories of combat capability,” the official said.

A substantial reduction must reduce global commitments

Bill Hartung, senior fellow at the New America Foundation, DemocracyArsenal 5/27 ’10, “Increasing Our Security By Cutting Military Spending” http://www.democracyarsenal.org/2010/05/increasing-our-security-by-cutting-military-spending.html
There are plenty of savings to be had from eliminating unneeded weapons systems and cutting waste, fraud and abuse, but it is important to note that any substantial reduction in Pentagon spending will have to involve reducing U.S. global commitments. We can’t and shouldn’t continue to structure our forces as if they should be able to go anywhere and do anything. This is directly relevant to the new National Security Strategy.

A substantial reduction means a reduction of 25% or more
DFARS 2006 [Defense Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement (DFARS) and Procedures, Guidance, and Information (PGI) “NOTIFICATION OF ANTICIPATED CONTRACT TERMINATION OR REDUCTION” DEC 2006, http://www.acq.osd.mil/dpap/dars/dfars/html/current/252249.htm]

Definitions  “Major defense program” means a program that is carried out to produce or acquire a major system (as defined in 10 U.S.C. 2302(5)) (see also DoD 5000.2-R, Mandatory Procedures for Major Defense Acquisition Programs (MDAPs) and Major Automated Information System (MAIS) Acquisition Programs. “Substantial reduction” means a reduction of 25 percent or more in the total dollar value of funds obligated by the contract.

In the context of the military, a “substantial reduction” is defined as at least 50%.

Comprehensive Base Closure Reform and Recovery Act 92 1992 H.R. 4421 ; 102 H.R. 4421, text of the Comprehensive Base Closure Reform and Recovery Act of 1992, introduced by Olympia Snowe, lexis

TITLE I-ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AT MILITARY INSTALLATIONS TO BE CLOSED
SEC. 101. CLEANUP SCHEDULE FOR CERTAIN BASES ON SUPERFUND NATIONAL
PRIORITIES LIST.
  (a) CLEANUP SCHEDULE FOR CERTAIN BASES ON NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST.-(1)
With respect to each military installation described in subsection (b)-
      (A) before the installation is closed or substantial reductions in its operations have occurred, at least 75 percent of the remedial action required on the installation pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601 et seq.) shall be completed; and
      (B) not later than two years after the installation is closed or substantial reductions in its operations have occurred, all of the remedial action required on the installation pursuant to such Act shall be completed.
  (2) For purposes of paragraph (1), substantial reductions in the operations of a military installation shall be considered to have occurred if more than 50 percent of the personnel assigned to the installation, including employees and members of the Armed Forces, have been reassigned and moved to another installation.
Substantial Reductions in Military Contexts (3)
Reductions smaller than one-fifth are not substantial in the context of South Korea – dispelled rumors prove

Jeff Schogol, staff writer @ Military.com, Military.com headlines 7/28 ‘6, “25,000 U.S. Troops in S. Korea in 2008” http://www.military.com/features/0,15240,109180,00.html
Media outlets had reported that U.S. troop strength on the Korean peninsula could dip as low as 20,000, but the official told reporters Monday that the United States does not plan for a “significant reduction” in its forces beyond the 25,000 mark.

“It’s possible that we will have an additional reduction. It will not be a substantial reduction. And it will not be in categories of combat capability,” the official said.

Less than 100,000 is substantial in the context of Afghanistan

Daily News 12/1 ‘9, Kenneth R. Bazinet AND Richard Sisk “Obama Plans 30,000 troops surge, possible partial pullout in 2012” http://www.nydailynews.com/news/politics/2009/12/01/2009-12-01_president_plans_to_send_30000_more_troops_to_afghanistan_over_six_months_report.html
"We want to as quickly as possible transfer responsibility to a capable Afghan partner," one official said. But substantial U.S. troop strength would remain in Afghanistan indefinitely after the 30,000 surge troops are withdrawn.

The officials would not estimate how many U.S. troops would remain or for how long to train the Afghans, but said that the force would "not be at anything like 100,000 U.S. troops in their country."

DOD defines “substantially reduce” as 50%.

DOD 96 Department of Defense Regulation, Number 5000.2R, Change 3 cp

DoD Components may not terminate or substantially reduce participation in joint ACAT ID programs without the approval of the USD(A&T). Before any such termination or substantial reduction is approved, the proposed termination or substantial reduction shall be reviewed by the JROC. The USD(A&T) may require a Component to continue to provide some or all of the funding necessary to allow the joint program to continue in an efficient manner after approval of a Component request to terminate or substantially reduce that Component’s participation (10 USC §2311(c)41). Substantial reduction is defined as a funding or quantity decrease of 50% or more in the total funding or quantities in the latest President’s Budget for that portion of the joint program funded by the Component seeking to reduce its participation.

In the context of the military, a “substantial reduction” is defined as at least 50%.

Comprehensive Base Closure Reform and Recovery Act 92 1992 H.R. 4421 ; 102 H.R. 4421, text of the Comprehensive Base Closure Reform and Recovery Act of 1992, introduced by Olympia Snowe, lexis

TITLE I-ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AT MILITARY INSTALLATIONS TO BE CLOSED
SEC. 101. CLEANUP SCHEDULE FOR CERTAIN BASES ON SUPERFUND NATIONAL
PRIORITIES LIST.
  (a) CLEANUP SCHEDULE FOR CERTAIN BASES ON NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST.-(1)
With respect to each military installation described in subsection (b)-
      (A) before the installation is closed or substantial reductions in its operations have occurred, at least 75 percent of the remedial action required on the installation pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601 et seq.) shall be completed; and
      (B) not later than two years after the installation is closed or substantial reductions in its operations have occurred, all of the remedial action required on the installation pursuant to such Act shall be completed.
  (2) For purposes of paragraph (1), substantial reductions in the operations of a military installation shall be considered to have occurred if more than 50 percent of the personnel assigned to the installation, including employees and members of the Armed Forces, have been reassigned and moved to another installation.

Substantial Reductions in Military Contexts (4)
US code defines a “substantial reduction” as 25% in the context of military policy.

US Code 5/17/2010 TITLE 10. ARMED FORCES SUBTITLE A. GENERAL MILITARY LAW PART IV. SERVICE, SUPPLY, AND PROCUREMENT CHAPTER 148. NATIONAL DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY AND INDUSTRIAL BASE, DEFENSE REINVESTMENT, AND DEFENSE CONVERSION SUBCHAPTER II. POLICIES AND PLANNING, lexis

   "(f) Definitions. For purposes of this section:
      "(1) The term "major defense program" means a program that is carried out to produce or acquire a major system (as defined in section 2302(5) of title 10, United States Code).
      "(2) The terms 'substantial reduction' and 'substantially reduced', with respect to a defense contract under a major defense program, mean a reduction of 25 percent or more in the total dollar value of the funds obligated by the contract.".

The DOD defines a “substantial reduction” as 25% of funding.
DOD 5/12/2003, Department of Defense, Department of Defense Instruction SUBJECT: Operation of the Defense Acquisition System, N UMBER 5000.2 cp

E9.4.3.                                    Additional Funding Considerations.  The DoD Components shall not terminate or substantially reduce participation in international cooperative ACAT ID programs under signed international agreements without USD(AT&L) approval; or in international cooperative ACAT IAM programs without ASD(C3I) approval.  A DoD Component may not terminate or substantially reduce U.S. participation in an international cooperative program until after providing notification to the USD(AT&L) or the ASD(C3I).  As a result of that notification, the USD(AT&L) or the ASD(C3I) may require the DoD Component to continue to provide some or all of the funding for that program in order to minimize the impact on the international cooperative program.  Substantial reduction is defined as a funding or quantity decrease of 25 percent or more in the total funding or quantities in the latest President's Budget for that portion of the international cooperative program funded by the DoD Component seeking the termination or reduced participation.

A substantial reduction must be at least 60,000 troops

Walter Posch, specialist in Middle East security at the Institute for Security Studies in Vienna, MIDDLE EAST POLICY, VOL. XIII, NO. 3, FALL ‘6, “STAYING THE COURSE: PERMANENT U.S. BASES IN IRAQ?” http://www.mepc.org/journal_vol13/0609_Posch.pdf

Discussion of the proper exit strategy is far from over.14 Currently, U.S. law makers are discussing a wide range of options, from troop increases to immediate withdrawal. The approximately 50-member Out of Iraq Congressional Caucus headed by Representative John Murtha (D-PA.) supports the latter option. Others, like Senator Russell Feingold (D-WI), favor a clear withdrawal timetable, citing the end of 2006 as a possible starting date. Consensus, however, has been reached that "the year 2006 should be a period of significant transition to full Iraqi sovereignty." And the president announced a small drawdown to about 135,000 troops at the beginning of 2006. There are also plans for a substantial drawdown down to 40,000-50,000 troops, according to military officials.15 This would be in line with Senator Kerry's plea for a drawdown of "at least" 100,000 troops. Given the numbers of December 2005, this would be about 60,000 troops less.
 Its/It
It

Merriam Webster 94 (Merriam-Websters Brothers, publisher Merriam Webster; publish date: November 1, 1994; from the dictionary titled Merriam Webster’s Dictionary of English Usage)

Its- pronoun belonging to or connected with the thing or animal mentioned.

It

Merriam Webster 94 (Merriam-Websters Brothers, publisher Merriam Webster; publish date: November 1, 1994; from the dictionary titled Merriam Webster’s Dictionary of English Usage)
It - pronoun the thing or animal being spoken about that has already been mentioned. It is sometimes used to introduce a statement that does not involve a particular event or person

Its

Collins English Dictionary 98; 4th Edition; 1998; HarperCollins Publishers

Its – determiner; a. of, belonging to, or associate in some way with it: its left rear wheel

  b. as a pronoun: each town claims its is the best
Its is an adjective used to relate to it or itself 

Merriam Webster Dictionary. “its”. 2010. http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/its

its- of or relating to it or itself especially as possessor, agent, or object of an action <going to its kennel> <a child proud of its first drawings> <its final enactment into law>

Its is possessive

Webster's Revised Unabridged Dictionary. “its”. 1913. http://dictionary.die.net/its

Its \Its\ Possessive form of the pronoun it.

Its means belonging to

Oxford Dictionary. “its”.  2010. <http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/its?view=uk>
its Syllabification:OnOff Entry from World dictionary  Pronunciation:/ɪts/ possessive determiner belonging to or associated with a thing previously mentioned or easily identified: turn the camera on its side he chose the area for its atmosphere belonging to or associated with a child or animal of unspecified sex: a baby in its mother's womb  

PMC’s Debate – Definition of PMC’s

PMCs defined

Beyani and Lilly, Lecturer at London school of Economics and Programme manager of security and peacebuilding programme, 2001 (Chaloki and Damian, Regulating Private Military Companies), 

Private military companies are registered corporate bodies with legal personalities that often provide military and security services of a different nature and for a different purpose to the activities of mercenaries . Private military companies often employ mercenaries , but they d i f fer in that they are often hired by gove r n m e n t s , o s t e n s i b ly to provide public security w h e re as, non-state armed gro u p s , aiming to undermine the constitutional order of states, g e n e r a l ly hire merc e n a r i e s . 

PMC’s Debate Neg – AT: PMC’s are military presence (1)

PMC presence is perceived as distinct from US military forces

Paul Bellamy, M.Sc. in Global Security from the Royal Military College of Science, 2006 knowyourlaw.com, “The use of Private Military Firms in the military occupation of Iraq -A new shared monopoly of the use of force”, http://www.knowyourlaw.com/Uploads/docs/Private Military Firms in Occupation.pdf p.22-23

Private firms have operated in situations of conflict, crisis and/or emergency, and were involved in dealing with matters of national security and public safety throughout the world. However they were not all firms with clear corporate structures. Often the humanitarian rhetoric view is that these firms operate with disregard to human rights.55 Furthermore it is argued that this is done in contradiction with the provisions that describe the state holding the exclusive responsibilities of maintaining internal order and security; in which case the national forces and the ability to use force remains the expression of the authority of the state.56 Former Special Rapporteur Enrique Bernales Ballesteros (Peru) maintained that the use of the private sector in military affairs, especially in offensive and weaponry-enabled force, indicated a risk to the populace with regard to human rights abuse and violation.57 He was not stating this in the context of Iraq of 2003 and subsequent occupation, of course; though his study of the issue and in particular his reports to the Commission indicate that this is the viewpoint and conclusive opinion of his work.
PMCs are distinct from military presence

Karen DeYoung, staff writer, Washington Post 3/17 ‘9, “U.S. Moves to Replace Contractors in Iraq” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/03/16/AR2009031602720.html
The Blackwater incident helped fuel a wider debate on the overall cost and conduct of contractors. President Obama last week ordered a government-wide review of federal contracting procedures, saying that his administration "will stop outsourcing services that should be performed by the government."

Nowhere has that outsourcing been larger or more contentious than in Iraq, where contractors have long outnumbered the U.S. military presence, even at its peak of 160,000 troops.

Contractors are distinct from military personnel

Richard Lardner, staff writer for the Associated Press, The Seattle Times 9/20 ‘7, “In Iraq, private contractors outnumber US troops” http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/iraq/2003893181_iraqoutsource20.html
More than 180,000 Americans, Iraqis and nationals from other countries work under federal contracts to provide security, gather intelligence, build roads, improve infrastructure, forge a financial system and transport needed supplies in a country the size of California. 

That figure contrasts with the 163,100 U.S. military personnel, according to U.S. Central Command, responsible for military operations in the Middle East. The Pentagon puts the military figure at 169,000. An additional 12,400 coalition forces are stationed in Iraq.
Private companies are distinct from U.S. military presence

Center for Research on Globalization June 22, ‘9, “Military Contractors Eye Africa Again” http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=14055
International opprobrium and a slew of legislation by countries such as South Africa, once a haven for the mercenaries, severely curbed their activities. But these privateers, particularly U.S. companies such as Blackwater, DynCorp and Vinnell Corp., found themselves with a goldmine in Iraq and Afghanistan, where their combined strength often matched the U.S. military presence. Trigger-happy personnel and questionable financial dealings gave this new generation of mercenaries a black name as well.

PMC’s Debate Neg – AT: PMC’s are military presence (2)

Only DOD PMCs in certain functions support the military, and that’s a small fraction

Ebrahim 10 J.D. Candidate 2010, Boston University School of Law. B.A., History, International Studies, Johns Hopkins University, 2007. “GOING TO WAR WITH THE ARMY YOU CAN AFFORD: THE UNITED STATES, INTERNATIONAL LAW, AND THE PRIVATE MILITARY INDUSTRY” 28 B.U. Int'l L.J. 181
Second, the Military Extraterritorial Jurisdiction Act ("MEJA") creates a status-based source of jurisdiction for PMC activity, although, unlike the SMTJ Statue, it does not extend jurisdiction beyond traditional territorial limits. n78 Rather, the MEJA creates criminal jurisdiction over certain offenses committed by members of the Armed Forces and by civilians (i.e. PMCs) employed by or accompanying the armed forces. n79 To fall under the statute, an offense must ordinarily be punishable by imprisonment of more than one year. n80 Increased PMC use in Iraq has challenged both the relevance and applicability of the MEJA in two ways. The Abu Ghraib incident first revealed a gap in the statute, as it only applied to civilian contractors accompanying or employed by the Department of Defense and not other departments that contract PMCs such as the State Department. n81 Next, the 2007 Nisour Square incident - in  [*194]  which Blackwater n82 personnel unloaded munitions on an unarmed Iraqi vehicle, leaving 17 dead and 24 wounded - revealed an additional drafting inadequacy, as the MEJA applied only to civilian activity "supporting the mission of the [Department of Defense]."
PMC’s Debate Neg – PMC’s are not Armed Forces (1)

PMC’s are considered allies, not part of the armed forces

Paul Bellamy, M.Sc. in Global Security from the Royal Military College of Science, 2006 knowyourlaw.com, “The use of Private Military Firms in the military occupation of Iraq -A new shared monopoly of the use of force”, http://www.knowyourlaw.com/Uploads/docs/Private Military Firms in Occupation.pdf p.16

Another interesting point is that of intervention. With the systemic changes in security environment post-Cold War, intervention is increasingly dealt with by coalition of the willing and able. As US Secretary for Defense Donald Rumsfeld once described as the „mission now determines the coalition, rather than the coalition determining the mission‟40. Taking into account the varying views of the present shifting security architecture, it is understandable that certain traditional allies such as NATO members, or UN colleagues are not relied upon for certain campaigns or theatres of war. Subsequent to this thought, it can be derived that the PMF industry complements and, in fact, acts indirectly as an ally.

PMF’s are not subject to the military’s chain of command

Paul Bellamy, M.Sc. in Global Security from the Royal Military College of Science, 2006 knowyourlaw.com, “The use of Private Military Firms in the military occupation of Iraq -A new shared monopoly of the use of force”, http://www.knowyourlaw.com/Uploads/docs/Private Military Firms in Occupation.pdf p.38-39

The PMF element has become essential to the Iraq occupation effort. In some parts of the country, including the Sunni triangle (figure 17), PMFs have been „deployed‟ in areas otherwise under the responsibility of the occupant. PMFs have encountered insurgents, have engaged in combat, and have been targeted at in numerous instances. The relationship between the occupation and the use of PMFs remains unclear. What is known is that, often, PMFs have protected convoys, official buildings, senior officials, factories and plants. The British Department for International Development (DFID) employs a firm in protecting its most senior official and staff. The organisation‟s aid staff however feels that the use of security firms undermines the trust of Iraqi civilians.125 Such high-profile protection in a security situation as that of Iraq undoubtedly requires military skills. High-risk operations in areas known to be volatile are taken upon by PMFs and their personnel who seem to have the military training and armament to deal with these. PMF personnel have come to the aid of US soldiers under fire. They have been asked to assist in specific operations where the skills were not necessarily available within the army unit.126 The occupying coalition seems reluctant to perform some of the duties and tasks of securing convoy routes and key areas; and as such, some firms have not only the ability but also the will to tackle such duties. PMFs as aforementioned are neither subject to the US or the UK armed forces‟ nor to the Coalition‟s chain-of-command. 127

PMC’s distinct from US troops—lack of political recognition, statistics, and compensation prove

Paul Bellamy, M.Sc. in Global Security from the Royal Military College of Science, 2006 knowyourlaw.com, “The use of Private Military Firms in the military occupation of Iraq -A new shared monopoly of the use of force”, http://www.knowyourlaw.com/Uploads/docs/Private Military Firms in Occupation.pdf p.41-42

It seems that for the major contributors to the Coalition, the obvious benefit of privatizing military services is the lessened scrutiny of the State‟s foreign activities. Along with this is implicit that there is a level of disassociation from certain activities deemed unpleasant or too risky. With the US populace especially sensitive to military casualties (in particular their own), the notion of outsourcing peacekeeping tasks to combat-PMFs unsurprisingly seems of singular appeal for the military establishment. Summing up this point, Daniel Burton-Rose and Wayne Madsen write that the US State Department and the US DoD both „gain because the capture or murder of contractors carries almost no political fall-out‟.141It is also worth pointing out that the use of PMFs can effectively be seen as practical just as ideological (or political) in nature. Military personnel killed in a theatre of war, are certified in official census, becoming part of official statistics, and eventually will become public knowledge soon thereafter. PMF personnel killed in the same circumstances are not reported under the same standards and certainly will not become public knowledge, only reported to families. Often, it seems that contractors are viewed as adventurers who claim high benefits over high risk work. When contractors die on duty, it is often viewed as work- related or accidental deaths, hence making the perception of loss less political in nature than the deaths of career officers, soldiers and/or national guardsmen. Relating to this, in cases of PMF personnel deaths, private insurances cover compensation to families; and in the case of national soldiers, it is the state budget which covers the military deaths.
PMC’s Debate Neg – PMC’s are not Armed Forces (2)

The Pentagon doesn’t legally recognize PMC’s

Paul Bellamy, M.Sc. in Global Security from the Royal Military College of Science, 2006 knowyourlaw.com, “The use of Private Military Firms in the military occupation of Iraq -A new shared monopoly of the use of force”, http://www.knowyourlaw.com/Uploads/docs/Private Military Firms in Occupation.pdf p.47

PMFs hold an ambiguous status in legal terms towards existing international treaties connected to war. Diplomacy and International recognition remains the State‟s privilege in international law and relations.170 The relationship between the State and the PMF remains indistinct. Governments and their military and strategic institutions (such as the US and its Pentagon), much to their own interests, seldom if ever publicly acknowledge this relationship with PMFs. Isenberg manifests that the „lack of a proper legal framework in Iraq gives PMCs more or less carte blanche to conduct their activities as they see fit‟.171 
Military contractors are not part of the USFG – legislation and court rulings.

Aaron E. Garfield, assigned to the 205th Military Intelligence Brigade from January to December, 2003, as a military intelligence analyst, Summer 2006, Georgetown Journal of International Law, 37 Geo. J. Int'l L. 725, Lexis Academic

With the Federal Tort Claims Act (FTCA), Congress exempted the federal government from tort liability under specified conditions, such as where a claim arises in a foreign country or from combatant activities. n22 However, the FTCA explicitly excludes private contractors from its definition of who may be considered to be acting as an agent or instrumentality of the U.S. government.  n23 The courts have not specifically dealt with the issue of independent contractors employed in traditionally governmental functions in the military operational context.  [*730]  They have, however, explicitly excluded contractors from immunity in cases involving outsourced correctional officers in penal and immigration facilities. n24 As with outsourced employees at domestic facilities, the flow of government authority in Iraq stops at the contracting official, and does not continue down to the contracted firm or its employees.

Contractors are not agents of the government – Supreme Court rulings prove.

Professor Barbara Bezdek, Associate Professor at the University of Maryland School of Law, June 2001, Fordham Urban Law Journal, 28 Fordham Urb. L.J. 1559, Lexis Academic

Administrative procedure acts n46 and public information laws n47 often do not apply to private contractors. The Supreme Court has  [*1570]  held that receiving money under a grant does not turn the recipient into a government agent, nor create a joint venture between government and grantee. n48 Data generated by privately controlled organizations, whether or not received and used by the government agency, do not constitute "agency records." n49 Consultants employed to improve the quality of the agency's work are not "agency" actors, unless they have legal authority to make decisions as the agency's own. n50

Contractors are not part of the military – fall outside the military chain of command.

Jennifer K. Elsea et al, Legislative Attorney in the American Law Division at the Congressional Research Service, August 25, 2008, “Private Security Contractors in Iraq: Background, Legal Status, and Other Issues,” http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/RL32419.pdf

Can Contractors Be “Combatants”? A critical question appears to be whether the duties of contractors amount to “taking an active part in hostilities.” In an international armed conflict or occupation,58 only members of regular armed forces and paramilitary groups that come under military command and meet certain criteria (carry their weapons openly, distinguish themselves from civilians, and generally obey the laws of war) qualify as combatants.59 Because contract employees fall outside the military chain of command,60 even those who appear to meet the criteria as combatants could be at risk of losing their right to be treated as POWs if captured by the enemy.

PMC’s Debate Neg – PMC’s are not Armed Forces (3)

Contextual evidence proves.

Jeremy Scahill, Puffin Foundation Writing Fellow at The Nation Institute, August 13, 2007, “Flush with Profits from the Iraq War, Military Contractors See a World of Business Opportunities,” http://www.alternet.org/world/59571/

During the 1991 Gulf War, the ratio of troops to private contractors was about 60 to 1. Today, it is the contractors who outnumber U.S. forces in Iraq. As of July 2007, there were more than 630 war contracting companies working in Iraq for the United States. Composed of some 180,000 individual personnel drawn from more than 100 countries, the army of contractors surpasses the official U.S. military presence of 160,000 troops
PMCs are outside the military chain of command

Jones 09 - Member and Lord Mansfield Scholar, Lincoln's Inn, United Kingdom; Solicitor, Supreme Court of New South Wales, Australia. B.A. Hons, University of Sydney; LL.B. Hons., University of Sydney; BCL, Oxford University.
“Implausible Deniability: State Responsibility for the Actions of Private Military Firms”
24 Conn. Jones. Int'l L. 239 2009
PMFs are active in a plethora of conflict and transition zones throughout the world, as well as in stable and established states. n6 From Bosnia to Sierra Leone, from the United States to Papua New Guinea, they perform activities that many had seen as quintessentially  [*241]  governmental functions, n7 central to the Weberian monopoly on violence that was thought to define the modern state. n8

However, these functions are now being increasingly removed from the military chain of command and the direct oversight of the state, creating an increased risk that those taking human life are operating with impunity. n9

PMCs  are not part of forces or support personnel

J.D. Madernach, Yale Law School, 2008 (expected); M.A., George Washington University, 1999; B.S., United States Naval Academy, 1997. “WARRIORS WITHOUT LAW: EMBRACING A SPECTRUM OF STATUS FOR MILITARY ACTORS”“7 Appalachian J. L. 137
PMCs are an ill-fit within existing international law of war. Facially, PMCs do not meet the POW Convention's Article 4 criteria for lawful combatant status: they do not wear uniforms or carry a "fixed distinctive sign[;]" they are not commanded by a person responsible for his subordinates; and there is no force to ensure compliance with the laws and customs of war. n95 Though some PMCs may satisfy Article 4's requirement for a de facto relationship to a Party in a state of war, (those, for example, contracting directly with a government), many others, including subcontractors or those servicing a private actor, fail such a relationship test. n96 Even under Protocol I's more liberal Article 43 requirements, most PMCs fail to qualify for lawful combatant status, given their lack of organization  [*155]  designed to ensure compliance with the laws of war. n97 Lacking lawful combatant status, therefore, PMCs receive neither POW protections nor combatant immunity
PMC’s Debate Neg – PMC’s are not Armed Forces (4)

Private contractors are distinct entities from the federal government

Barbier, 7 – US District Judge

 (Carl, TIEN VAN COA, ET AL VERSUS GREGORY WILSON, ET AL CIVIL ACTION NO: 07-7464 SECTION: J(1) UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF LOUISIANA 2007 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 87653, lexis)

As to federal question jurisdiction, Defendants state that P&J was the prime contractor for USACE and Gregory Wilson was its employee, with both parties acting under the control and direction of USACE, thus invoking derivative immunity from state tort claims. As such, Plaintiffs' claims should have been brought under the FTCA and are governed exclusively thereunder.

However, in their motion to remand, Plaintiffs argue that as an independent contractor, P&J is not an employee of the federal government, and consequently does not enjoy derivative immunity and cannot invoke the FTCA. Plaintiffs cite United States v. New Mexico in support of the notion that private contractors, whether prime or subcontractors, are not government employees nor are they agents of the federal government. 455 U.S. 720, 102 S. Ct. 1373, 71 L. Ed. 2d 580 (1982). According to the Court, "[t]he congruence of professional interests between the contractors and the Federal Government is not complete" because "the contractors remained distinct entities pursuing private ends, and their actions remained  [*4] commercial activities carried on for profit." Id. at 740; see also Powell v. U.S. Cartridge Co., 339 U.S. 497, 70 S. Ct. 755, 94 L. Ed. 1017 (1950).

PMCs do not qualify as US personnel.

Ridlon, the Chief of Military Justice, 30th Space Wing, Vandenberg Air Force Base, California, 8

(Captain Daniel P. Ridlon (B.A., Seattle University (2003); J.D., Harvard Law School (2006)) is the Chief of Military Justice, 30th Space Wing, Vandenberg Air Force Base, California. He is a member of the Washington Bar.

CONTRACTORS OR ILLEGAL COMBATANTS? THE STATUS OF ARMED CONTRACTORS IN IRAQ

62 A.F. L. Rev. 199)

If they are not volunteers or members of a militia under Article 4(A)(2), PMF personnel may be considered civilians accompanying the armed forces under Article 4(A)(4). This designation would not give them immunity from prosecution for directly participating in hostilities, but it would allow them to be classified as prisoners of war if captured. In the current conflict, roughly 6000 contractors working under Department of Defense contracts would qualify under this provision. n222 However, the remaining twenty to thirty thousand contractors currently operating in Iraq would likely not qualify. n223

.
PMC’s Debate Aff – PMC’s are military presence (1)
Part of military presence—necessary for military functionality

Richard Lardner, staff writer for the Associated Press, The Seattle Times 9/20 ‘7, “In Iraq, private contractors outnumber US troops” http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/iraq/2003893181_iraqoutsource20.html
WASHINGTON — The United States has assembled an imposing industrial army in Iraq that's larger than its uniformed fighting force and is responsible for such a broad swath of responsibilities that the military might not be able to operate without its private-sector partners.
Private contractors are 15% of US military presence

John Pike, renowned security commentator and policy advisor, GlobalSecurity 4/27 ‘5, “Mercenary / Private Military Company (PMC)” http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/world/para/mercenary.htm
Estimates of the number of private international security personnel range from 15,000 to 20,000. That is as much as 15 percent of the total US presence of about 130,000 soldiers. These private contractors -- who most often work for corporations, diplomats, or journalists -- have no accountability to the US military. These private security contractors can earn up to $1,000 a day. NATO forces have used private soldiers for security in the Balkans. But the proportion of private security personnel to regular military soldiers was no greater than 10 percent.
Contractors are military presence – deployed by the government and facilitate operations 

John Lindsay-Poland, coordinator of the Fellowship of Reconciliation Task Force on Latin America & the Caribbean, Foreign Policy In Focus August ‘4, “US Military Bases in Latin America and the Caribbean” http://www.globalpolicy.org/component/content/article/153/26157.html
The soldiers and contract employees that the U.S. military deploys to bases in Latin America and the Caribbean far outnumber the staffs of U.S. civilian agencies in the region. The presence of more than 10,000 U.S. personnel on military missions abroad sends a message that the United States prefers force over diplomacy to settle the region's problems, including problems that involve conflict with the United States. In addition to their role in facilitating military operations, U.S. bases are a symbol of Washington's history of armed intervention and of its use of local armies to control the region's people and resources. Several U.S. bases in the Caribbean were explicitly acquired, not by mutual agreement but through conquests in the 1898 Spanish-American-Cuban War.

PMCs substantially contribute to U.S. military presence

Jim Swanson, graduate of Stanford Law and former Peace Corps irrigation engineer, The Bush League of Nations ‘8, “Chapter 7: Private Military Contractors” http://www.bushleagueofnations.com/chapters/The%20Bush%20League%20of%20Nations-Ch7.pdf
If mercenaries were included in the total U.S. military presence in Iraq, then the total force would be at least two-thirds greater (e.g., the total of 150,000 troops in 2007 would swell to more than 250,000 if the mercenaries were counted.) 

PMC’s Debate Aff – PMC’s are military presence (2)
PMCs are U.S. military presence – governmental choice to outsource military functions**

David Isenberg, researcher and leader of the Norwegian Initiative on Small Arms Transfers (NISAT) at the International Peace Research Institute in Oslo (PRIO), ‘9, “Private Military Contractors and U.S. Grand Strategy” http://www.cato.org/pubs/articles/isenberg-private%20military-contractors-2009.pdf
The truth is that the United States is by far the world’s largest consumer of such services.  While contractors have worked with the government since the country’s founding their  role has grown as Washington has reduced the size of the U.S. military in the post-Cold  War era, and as those forces have become strained by the demands of U.S. grand strategy.  This did not happen by accident. Decades ago the government made a deliberate deci-  sion to both privatize and outsource military functions and activities that had traditionally  been done in the public sector.  

Private contractors contribute to military presence

David Isenberg, researcher and leader of the Norwegian Initiative on Small Arms Transfers (NISAT) at the International Peace Research Institute in Oslo (PRIO), ‘9, “Private Military Contractors and U.S. Grand Strategy” http://www.cato.org/pubs/articles/isenberg-private%20military-contractors-2009.pdf
The low visibility and presumed low cost of private contractors appeals to those who fa-  vor a global U.S. military presence, but fear that such a strategy cannot command public  support. And by using contractors the United States also shift responsibility and blame for  its actions.   

Contractors are military presence**

David Isenberg, researcher and leader of the Norwegian Initiative on Small Arms Transfers (NISAT) at the International Peace Research Institute in Oslo (PRIO), ‘9, “Private Military Contractors and U.S. Grand Strategy” http://www.cato.org/pubs/articles/isenberg-private%20military-contractors-2009.pdf
Contracting is both part of war and part of maintaining a global military hegemonic presence. Nevertheless, some things can be done to improve the situation, even short of a major revision to U.S. foreign policy. Since the Obama administration took office it has begun efforts to change the culture of government contracting. It introduced a set of re- forms designed to reduce state spending on private-sector providers of military security, intelligence and other critical services and return certain outsourced work back to govern- ment. It has also pledged to improve the quality of the acquisition workforce, a badly needed and long overdue action.  
Military contractors are inextricably linked to the government

Words and Phrases ‘3, “Military” v26C

C.A.U(Ga.) 1997. "Military contractor defense," pursuant to which government contractors are shielded from state tort liability under certain circumstances for equipment manufactured for our nation's military, derives from principle that where contractor acts under authority and direction of United States, it shares sovereign immunity that government enjoys.—Gray v. Lockheed Aeronautical Systems Co., 125 F.3d 1371, certiorari granted, vacated 118 S.Ct. 2317, 524 U.S. 924, 141 L.Ed.2d 692, on remand 355 F.3d 1343.—Prod Liab 26.

PMC’s Debate Aff - PMC’s count as police presence

Private policing organizations are the police

Merriam Webster’s Diction 2010

(“Police” http://www.merriam-webster.com/netdict/police)

Police:

1 a : the internal organization or regulation of a political unit through exercise of governmental powers especially with respect to general comfort, health, morals, safety, or prosperity b : control and regulation of affairs affecting the general order and welfare of any unit or area c : the system of laws for effecting such control

2 a : the department of government concerned primarily with maintenance of public order, safety, and health and enforcement of laws and possessing executive, judicial, and legislative powers b : the department of government charged with prevention, detection, and prosecution of public nuisances and crimes

3 a : police force b plural : police officers

4 a : a private organization resembling a police force <campus police> b plural : the members of a private police organization
5 a : the action or process of cleaning and putting in order b : military personnel detailed to perform this function

6 : one attempting to regulate or censor a specified field or activity <the fashion police>

 PMC’s Debate Aff – AT: PMC’s not Boots on Ground

1. We meet- PMCs are physically on the ground in Afghanistan
2. Counter interpretation- The military defines presence as visible

Jorgenson 2 JASON T. JORGENSEN, LCDR, USN B.S., US Naval Academy, Annapolis, Maryland, 1991 THE UNITED STATES NAVY’S ABILITY TO COUNTER THE DIESEL AND NUCLEAR SUBMARINE THREAT WITH LONG-RANGE ANTISUBMARINE WARFARE AIRCRAFT A thesis presented to the Faculty of the U.S. Army Command and General Staff College in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree MASTER OF MILITARY ART AND SCIENCE General Studies http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA406874.
The 1997 National Military Strategy addressed four strategic concepts. One of these concepts was  overseas presence. The National Military Strategy describes overseas presence as “the  visible posture of US forces and infrastructure strategically positioned forward, in and  near key regions” (Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 1997, 6). This concept illustrates the  US’ requirement to have military forces forward deployed throughout the world to  protect its interests, which include geographic transit points (see Table 1). The  deployment of sailors and soldiers throughout the world demonstrates the US’s resolve to  protect her interests and allows the US the capability to defend those interests. Given  “the global nature of our interests and obligations, the US must maintain its overseas  presence forces and the ability to rapidly project power world-wide to achieve full  spectrum dominance” (Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 2000b, 6) 

3. We meet counter-interpretation.  PMCs are a visible presence.

4. Prefer our counterdefinition.  Their definition excludes things such as nuclear weapons, which are used to influence other nations, while our definition allows the core of the topic cases- the presence that is used to influence other countries.

PMC’s Debate Aff – AT: PMC’s don’t fly the flag

1. We meet- US officially classifies PMCs as support component of forces under the 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review

Thurnher 8 Judge Advocate, U.S. Army. Presently assigned as Brigade Judge Advocate, 4th Brigade Combat Team, 4th Infantry Division, Fort Carson, Colo. LL.M., 2007, The Judge Advocate General's Legal Ctr. & Sch., U.S. Army, Charlottesville, Va.; J.D., 2004, The College of William and Mary; B.S., 1996, University of Virginia. “Drowning in Blackwater: How Weak Accountability over Private Security Contractors Significantly Undermines Counterinsurgency Efforts” 2008 Army Law. 64
First, the United States has relied more upon contractors in Iraq than in previous operations. n22 The United States is estimated to have had over 180,000 contractors supporting its operations in Iraq in 2007. n23 Thus, contractors are one of the largest contributors of manpower in the deployed area. n24 These contractors have been considered part of the Department of Defense (DOD) "Total Force" since the 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review. n25
2. Counter interpretation- Military presence means boots on the ground: contextually distinct from relationship or military aid

Hartung 9/21/07, http://tpmcafe.talkingpointsmemo.com/2007/09/21/what_about_africa/ William D. Hartung is Director of the Arms and Security Initiative at the New America Foundation. The project serves as a resource for journalists, policymakers, and citizen's organizations on the issues of weapons proliferation, the economics of military spending, and alternative approaches to national security strategy. 
But military it is -- a recent study by the the Center for Defense Information has documented that Djibouti -- which hosts a miiltary base housing 1,800 U.S. troops -- has received 40 times as much U.S. military aid since September 11th as it did in the five years prior. Kenya received eight times as much over the same period, and Algeria received ten times its pre-9/11 totals. This is part of the Pentagon's strategy to establish close military-to-military relationships with a key network of African states that it can then use as "lily pads" to jump from one part of the continent to another as it sees fit. Not all African nations are taking kindly to the Pentagon's growing presence in their neighborhood. The South African Defense Minister recently refused to meet with the incoming U.S. head of AFRICOM, arguing that "Africa has to avoid the presence of foreign forces on its soil." A number of other states, most notably Liberia, have been urging Washington to base the new command it their countries -- this may be fine for the governments involved, but it is unlikely to win favor with the citizens of these nations, most of whom see the U.S. as a global bully in the wake of the Iraq war. So what is to be done? There is clearly a need for some miitary interaction between the United States and key African nations, primarily in a supporting role in the development and deploymentn of regional and international peacekeeping forces that can deal with deadly conflicts in the Sudan, the Democratic Republic of the Congo, and elsewhere. But these kinds of efforts don't require a U.S. military presence on the continent of Africa.

3. We meet the counter-interpretation- PMCs are a physical presence on the ground in Afghanistan.

4. Prefer our definition- troops are the accepted and most commonly used form of military presence.

5. They should have been ready.  PMCs is a huge aff on this topic.

 Military 

Military refers to the army 

Dictionary of Government and Politics (2nd Edition) 1998, ed. P. H. Collinm, p. 179

military 1 adjective referring to the army; military attaché = army officer who is based in an embassy and reports on

military affairs to his home government; a period of military rule = government by the army; the country was ruled by a military government for nine years; the military dictatorship has agreed to return to civilian rule next year 2 noun the Military = the Army 

Military refers to the organization of the armed forces. 

Jay M. Shafritz : The Harper Collins Dictionary of American Government and Politics 1992 ; page 364 

    Military 1.Pertaining to war, or the affairs of war, whether on land, sea, or in the air 2.The whole organization of defensive and offensive armed force in a society; the armed forces and the civil service and political direction of them. 3. Land as opposed to naval or air forces.

Military is only the Army. 

Jay M. Shafritz : The Harper Collins Dictionary of American Government and Politics 1992 ; page 364 

    Military 1.Pertaining to war, or the affairs of war, whether on land, sea, or in the air 2.The whole organization of defensive and offensive armed force in a society; the armed forces and the civil service and political direction of them. 3. Land as opposed to naval or air forces.

And/Or

And/Or means both or either
Ballentine’s Legal Dictionary and Thesaurus , Jonathan S. Lynton, Ph.D, J.D, Published 1995
And/Or- Both or either. This synthetic term is sloppy because it is imprecise. It is best to avoid it in legal writing if possible

And/or is either “and” or “or”

Merriam Webster 94 (Merriam-Websters Brothers, publisher Merriam Webster; publish date: November 1, 1994; from the dictionary titled Merriam Webster’s Dictionary of English Usage)

1.And/or - conjunction - (used to refer to both things or either one of the two mentioned) either "and" or "or."

And/Or does not mean both – it means you can do both or either.

Pocket Fowler's Modern English Usage, 2008, Ed. Robert Allen, Oxford Reference Online 

and/or   is a formula indicating that the items connected by it can be taken either together or as alternatives. Its principal uses are in legal and other formal documents (These ratios indicated that the changes in the order of crystallinity were similar to those with the water content and/or dehydration and temperature for gelatinization among and/

or within cultivars—Annals of Botany, BrE 2001)

, and in logic (The best philosophy…embodies a picture of the world and/

or a set of values—E. Craig, 2002).

In general use the effect can be ungainly:

Stalin, characteristically insensitive to Western public opinion and/or relying on the political ambiguity of these phrases in the existing context, signed it—Cambridge Review, 1959.

A more comfortable way of expressing the same idea is to use ‘X or Y or both’, and in some cases ‘or’ by itself will do.

Police

Police is defined as a civil force for maintaining order.

Words and Phrases 05

(“Police” 32B W&P— 405)

Ga.App. 1948. A "policeman" is a member of the "police", which is organized civil force for maintaining order, preventing and detecting crime, and enforcing laws, the body of men by which municipal laws and regulations of city, town, or district arc enforced.—Burke v. State, 47 S.E.2d 116, 76 Ga.App. 612.—Mun Corp 180(1).
Police refers to civilian police forces – proves that police presence should be distinct from the military.

Mathieu Deflem and Suzanne Sutphin, Professor of Sociology at the University of South Carolina and Research Assistant Professor in the Research, Evaluation, and Emerging Community Issues Division, November 2006, “Policing Post-War Iraq: Insurgency, Civilian Police, and the Reconstruction of Society,” Sociological Focus, http://www.cas.sc.edu/socy/faculty/deflem/zpoliraq.html

Our analysis of the police situation in Iraq focuses on developments since an end to major combat operations was announced in the Spring of 2003. Unless explicitly noted otherwise, the term police in this paper refers to the institution and function of civilian public police forces that are formally legitimated within the context of national states with the tasks of crime control and order maintenance. Importantly, we make no assertion that the police in Iraq has acquired a degree of popular legitimacy comparable to that of law enforcement agencies in other nations, especially those with a long history of democratization. Relatedly, when we use such terms as insurgency and terrorism in this paper, we imply no essentialist positions but instead rely on a constructionist viewpoint and therefore precisely rely on the terms that are being used, especially on the part of the agents of control, to refer to acts of violence that are responded to accordingly by police agencies and other institutions of social control. Considering the rapidly evolving and changing nature of the Iraqi situation, also, it is important to note that this article was completed in August 2006, at a time when discussions on the insurgency in Iraq were for several months already implying a shift towards civil war.

Police means regulators

Merriam Webster’s Diction 2010

(“Police” http://www.merriam-webster.com/netdict/police)

Police: 1 a : the internal organization or regulation of a political unit through exercise of governmental powers especially with respect to general comfort, health, morals, safety, or prosperity b : control and regulation of affairs affecting the general order and welfare of any unit or area c : the system of laws for effecting such control

2 a : the department of government concerned primarily with maintenance of public order, safety, and health and enforcement of laws and possessing executive, judicial, and legislative powers b : the department of government charged with prevention, detection, and prosecution of public nuisances and crimes

3 a : police force b plural : police officers

4 a : a private organization resembling a police force <campus police> b plural : the members of a private police organization

5 a : the action or process of cleaning and putting in order b : military personnel detailed to perform this function

6 : one attempting to regulate or censor a specified field or activity <the fashion police>

Police Presence Definition Lists
Policing includes monitoring, training, reforming institutions, and provisions of executive authority in other countries

Nina M. Serafino -Specialist in International Security Affairs Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division March 30, 2004 (Policing in Peacekeeping and Related Stability Operations: Problems and Proposed Solutions http://www.fas.org/man/crs/RL32321.pdf)

International civilian police forces have been used for a variety of purposes and in many situations since at least the late 19th century. [See Appendices A and B.] Since then, police forces with recruits from one to many nations have been used to monitor and supervise local forces, conduct joint patrols with them, train and advise them, and assist with their restructuring and reformation, including identifying and expelling undesirable members. (The acronym SMART has been used to summarize these functions, i.e.: Support for human rights, Monitoring, Advising, Reporting, and Training.)10 Sometimes — particularly recently — the international forces have been armed and granted arrest powers (referred to jointly as “executive authority”); usually, they are not.11 During the past decade, policing in peacekeeping and related operations has evolved through what might be described as five approximate phases of increasing scope and complexity, aimed at establishing security. These phases have been roughly, but not entirely, sequential and have tended to build on previous experiences. (As analysts have noted, however, operations need not necessarily be modeled after the latest operations.) The first two phases of this evolution involved the expansion of U.N. activities and/or mandates from (1) monitoring mandates, which have been a constant of virtually all operations, through (2) the addition of training components, beginning in a small, ad hoc manner in Cambodia, intensified in El Salvador as part of the police reform effort, and made an important part of U.S.- led and subsequent U.N. peacekeeping efforts in Somalia and Haiti, and (3) the development of mandates that include substantial reform and restructuring of existing police institutions or the creation of new institutions, as in Somalia and Haiti and later operations. Two subsequent phases were (4) the addition of specially constituted constabulary units, designed specifically to operate as such in hostile situations, beginning with Bosnia, and (5) in the operations in East Timor and Kosovo, the expansion of mandates to provide international police with “executive authority” to bear arms and make arrests.12 (See Appendix A for a list of UNCIVPOL and other police operations since 1989, and information on their responsibilities and the number of police authorized and/or deployed on these missions, and Appendix B for a narrative account of the evolution of CivPol mandates and activities.)

Police presence is distinct from civil administration and civil defense

Hans-Georg Ehrhart- Senior Visiting Fellow at the Institute for Security Studies of the EU in Paris 2002
(“The Balkan Test Case  for EU Foreign Policy” German Council on foreign relations http://www.ip-global.org/archiv/volumes/2002/fall2002/the-balkan-test-case-for-eu-foreign-policythe-balkans--in-fact--are-the-real-test-case-for-europe---s-vaunted-common-foreign-and-security-policy--so-far--so-good--the-europeans-stepped-in-and-got-cooler-heads-to-prevail-in-macedonia-earlier-this-year--the.html)

While the military aspects of ESDP received much public attention, the civilian side was for the most part ignored. As the European Union understands it, crisis management has both military and non-military requirements. Experience, particularly in the Balkans, has demonstrated that the deployment of soldiers alone is insufficient for a durable peace   The EU has therefore set capability targets for four civilian areas: police, the rule of law, civil administration, and civil defense. For the time being, the major priority is the provision of up to 5000 police officers by 2003. An action plan to achieve this goal has been agreed on; and a separate department to deal with police missions has been established in the European Council Secretariat in Brussels. Following a pledging conference in November 2001, the relevant ministers declared that they would proceed full-steam ahead; member state promises of personnel assignments so exceeded expectations that the goal of 5000 police officers was reached before scheduled deadlines.
Police Presence includes peacekeepers

Police presence refers to peacekeepers.

Mary Hope Schwoebel, program officer in USIP’s Education and Training Center/International, July, 2009, “United States Institute of Peace Teaches International Security Personnel to Resolve Conflicts without Resorting to the Use of Force,” USIPeace Briefing, http://www.usip.org/files/resources/usip_teaches.pdf

The G-8 Action Plan pledged to train 75,000 international peacekeepers by 2010, 7,500 of whom were to be gendarme-type peacekeepers specializing in managing the transition from armed violent conflict to a post-conflict stabilization and reconstruction context. Gendarme-type forces are prepared for rapid deployment, have self-sustained logistics, have interoperability with military components, and have the capability to establish a strong police presence in hostile neighborhoods. Stability Police Units (SPUs) are flexible and adaptable, operating in contexts in which both military and civilian tasks may be required in different combinations and at different times during the course of stabilization and reconstruction. Due to their hybrid nature, SPUs may be put under both military and civilian chains of command.
Police Presence is crime control or law enforcement
Police conduct crime control and order maintenance

Mathieu Deflem- Associate Professor,.University of South Carolina Department of Sociology, and Suzanne Sutphin- bachelor degrees in International Studies and Sociology from The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, a master’s degree in Sociology from The University of North Carolina at Charlotte, and a PhD in Sociology from the University of South Carolina. 2006
(“Policing Post-War Iraq: Insurgency, Civilian Police, and the Reconstruction of Society” http://www.cas.sc.edu/socy/faculty/deflem/zpoliraq.html)

Our analysis of the police situation in Iraq focuses on developments since an end to major combat operations was announced in the Spring of 2003. Unless explicitly noted otherwise, the term police in this paper refers to the institution and function of civilian public police forces that are formally legitimated within the context of national states with the tasks of crime control and order maintenance. Importantly, we make no assertion that the police in Iraq has acquired a degree of popular legitimacy comparable to that of law enforcement agencies in other nations, especially those with a long history of democratization. Relatedly, when we use such terms as insurgency and terrorism in this paper, we imply no essentialist positions but instead rely on a constructionist viewpoint and therefore precisely rely on the terms that are being used, especially on the part of the agents of control, to refer to acts of violence that are responded to accordingly by police agencies and other institutions of social control. Considering the rapidly evolving and changing nature of the Iraqi situation, also, it is important to note that this article was completed in August 2006, at a time when discussions on the insurgency in Iraq were for several months already implying a shift towards civil war.

Police Force is a body of trained peace officers

Merriam Webster’s Diction 2010

(“Police force” http://www.merriam-webster.com/netdict/police)

police force : a body of trained officers entrusted by a government with maintenance of public peace and order, enforcement of laws, and prevention and detection of crime 

Police Presence does not include political objectives
Police only regulate criminal objective not political objectives

Mathieu Deflem- Associate Professor,.University of South Carolina Department of Sociology, and Suzanne Sutphin- bachelor degrees in International Studies and Sociology from The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, a master’s degree in Sociology from The University of North Carolina at Charlotte, and a PhD in Sociology from the University of South Carolina. 2006
(“Policing Post-War Iraq: Insurgency, Civilian Police, and the Reconstruction of Society” http://www.cas.sc.edu/socy/faculty/deflem/zpoliraq.html)

The fact that the police in national states is to be conceptualized as the institution that is formally charged to lawfully execute the state’s monopoly over the means of internal coercion (Manning 1977) should not lead to conceive of the relations between the police and the other organs of the state as necessarily intimate. On the contrary, a comparative-historical viewpoint reveals an important degree of variability in how the police is institutionally placed and functions within the concrete socio-historical circumstances of specific societies, thereby also revealing varying degrees of legitimacy granted to police institutions and varying degrees of an effective monopolization of force (Deflem 2002). At least two dimensions are therefore relevant to adequately situate the function and role of the police. First, the police institution is related in variable ways to the military, i.e. the state’s apparatus to exercise the monopoly over the means of external coercion. Traditionally, the inwardly oriented coercion of the police often functioned in close accompaniment to an outwardly oriented military power. Second, the origins of modern police systems were historically likewise very closely linked up with the power of governments to maintain order and security within a given territory. Policing powers were therefore traditionally very broadly conceived to include both political (or high) policing duties as well as criminal (or low) police objectives (Brodeur 1983). Over the course of history, however, police systems have become more independent in institutional and functional respects to become involved with policing society and crime rather than the state and political dissent (Deflem 2002; Manning 1977). Thus, the police transformed into a civilian force separate from the military, and became functionally oriented at law enforcement and crime control objectives rather than political and government-controlled goals. 

Police don’t have to be just the official policing apparatus but rather are comprised of other organizations that are used for policing functions

Oxford English Dictionary 2010

(“police”)

police, n.:  {dag}I. Policy.      1. = POLICY n.1 in various senses. Obs.   In later use esp. in public police.      II. Organization, or a controlling body, within a community.      {dag}2. Social or communal organization; civilization. Obs.      3. {dag}a. orig. Sc. The regulation and control of a community; the maintenance of law and order, provision of public amenities, etc. Obs.   In Great Britain the word first came into official use in Scotland where on 13 Dec. 1714 Queen Anne appointed Commissioners of Police, consisting of six noblemen and four gentlemen, for the general internal administration of the country. The word was still viewed with disfavour after 1760. A writer in the British Mag., Apr. 1763, p. 542, offers the opinion that ‘from an aversion to the French..and something under the name of police being already established in Scotland, English prejudice will not soon be reconciled to it’. In the 19th cent. the name Commissioners of Police or Police Commission was given to the local bodies having control of the police force in burghs and police burghs in Scotland.      b. Mil. (chiefly U.S.). The cleaning or keeping clean of a camp or garrison; the cleanliness and orderliness of a camp or garrison. Now rare.      c. orig. Sc. Public regulation or control of trade in a particular product. Now hist. and rare.      {dag}4. orig. Sc. A department of a government or state concerned with maintaining public order and safety, and enforcing the law. Obs.   In later use passing into sense 5a.      5. a. The civil force of a state responsible for maintaining public order and enforcing the law, including preventing and detecting crime; (with pl. concord) members of a police force, police officers; the local constabulary.   The earliest use in this sense occurs in Marine Police (see MARINE n. 6), the name given to the force instituted c1798 (originally by private enterprise) to protect merchant shipping on the River Thames in the Port of London. The police force established for London in 1829 was for some time known as the New Police (see New Police n. at NEW adj. and n. Special uses 2a).      b. Any similar force officially instituted or employed to keep order, enforce regulations, etc. Freq. as the second element in compounds. Also fig.      c. In extended (freq. humorous) use as the second element in compounds: a group of people seen as regulating or enforcing rules in a specified aspect of life.

Police Presence does not include UN forces
Iraq and Afghanistan don’t utilize the UN for training

Nina M. Serafino -Specialist in International Security Affairs Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division March 30, 2004 (Policing in Peacekeeping and Related Stability Operations: Problems and Proposed Solutions http://www.fas.org/man/crs/RL32321.pdf)

One of the most crucial and difficult tasks in peacekeeping and related stability operations is creating a secure and stable environment, both for the foreign peacekeepers and for the indigenous population. During the past decade, the United States and the international community have tried various approaches to providing that security. Most of these approaches have included the use of United Nations International Civilian Police (UNCIVPOL), whose forces are contributed on a case by case basis by U.N. Member states. (While other countries usually contribute police personnel from their own national forces, the United States contracts those it contributes through a private corporation.) In a few cases, such as Afghanistan and Iraq at this time, coalition and U.S. military forces, and not the United Nations, train and work with indigenous police forces to provide security.

Police Presence does not include “Irregular forces”
Irregular forces are distinct from the military or police

DOD 2010

(“irregular forces” http://www.dtic.mil/doctrine/dod_dictionary/data/i/4964.html)


irregular forces; Armed individuals or groups who are not members of the regular armed forces, police, or other internal security forces

 Presence (1)
Presence is physical presence
Words and Phrases ‘6, “Presence” v33A

CA.4 (S.C.) 2001. "Presence," within meaning of rule requiring defendant's presence at sentencing means physical presence, and therefore, resentencing of defendant by video teleconference violated rule requiring defendant's presence at sentencing, Fed.RuIes Cr.Proc.Rule 43, 18 U.S.CA.—U.S. v. Lawrence, 248 F.3d 300, appeal after new sentencing hearing 349 F.3d 724, certiorari denied 124 S.Ct. 1530, 540 U.S. 1229, 158 L.Ed.2d 171.—Sent &. Pun 346.

Presence is physical presence
Words and Phrases ‘6, “Presence” v33A

CA.5 (Tex.) 1999. Sentencing by video conference between judge and defendant violated rule requiring defendant's presence at sentencing; "presence" means physical presence. Fed.Rules Cr, Proc.Form 43, 18 U.S.CA.—U.S. v. Navarro, 169 F.3d 228, certiorari denied Edmondson v. U.S., 120 S.Ct. 117, 528 U.S. 845, 145 L.Ed.2d 99, certiorari denied 120 S.Ct. 312, 528 U.S. 845, 145 L.Ed.2d 99.—Sent & Pun 346.

Presence is within reach of the senses
Words and Phrases ‘6, “Presence” v33A

SN.D.Tex. 1972. The "presence" of the officer, under Texas statute providing that a police officer may arrest an offender without a warrant for any offense committed in his "presence" or within his view, is satisfied if the violation occurs within reach of the officer's senses. Vernon's Ann.Tex.C.C.P. art. 14.01(b).—Taylor v. McDonald, 346 F.Supp. 390.—Arrest 63.3.

Cal.App. 1 Dist. 1968. Term in his "presence" in statute authorizing citizen's arrest must be construed to mean not mere physical proximity but whether offense is apparent to citizen's senses. West's Ann.Pen.Code, §§ 836, 837.—People v. Sjos-ten, 68 Cal.Rptr. 832, 262 Cal.App.2d 539.—Arrest 64.

Presence should be loosely defined – it’s intended to have flexible meaning. Prefer our evidence – it cites an appellate court

Words and Phrases ‘6, “Presence” v33A

CalApp. 2 Dist. 1934. Defendant who, having induced hotel clerk to exhibit room, tied clerk to bed therein and by threats obtained combination to cash drawer in office, and took money therefrom within clerk's hearing, could not contend that robbery was not in clerk's "immediate presence". Pen, Code, § 211. "Presence" is word of flexible meaning, and word "immediate" is also used relatively, having been defined as meaning not far apart or distant.—People v. Lavender, 31 P.2d 439, 137 Cal. App. 582.

Presence does not require sight or physical proximity

Words and Phrases ‘6, “Presence” v33A

Cal.App. 3 Dist. 1967. Word "presence" in section of Penal Code providing that peace officer may arrest person without warrant whenever officer has reasonable cause to believe that person to be arrested has committed a public offense in "presence" of officer is liberally construed, and neither physical proximity nor sight is essential. West's Ann.Pen.Code, § 836.—McDonald v. Justice Court, Yuba City Judicial Dist., 58 Cal.Rptr. 29, 249 Cal. App.2d 960—Arrest 63.3.

Presence (2)
Presence is a matter of control

Words and Phrases ‘6, “Presence” v33A

Colo.App. 1998. In the robbery context, the term "presence" is not so much a matter of being in the same location as the property as it is a matter of control. West's C.R.S.A. § 18-1-301(1).—People v. James, 981 P.2d 637, rehearing denied, and certiorari denied.—Rob 9.

Presence is physical proximity

Words and Phrases ‘6, “Presence” v33A

Ill.App. 2 Dist. 1939. Under robbery policy covering robbery committed in the presence of a custodian of stolen property, "presence" meant physical proximity to and within the uninterrupted range of vision of the custodian.—Grimes v. Maryland Cas. Co., 20 N.E.2d 982, 300 IlLApp. 62.—Insurance 2153(1).
Presence as a Dimension of Communication: Context of Use and the Person

John WATERWORTH- PhD, Professor of Informatics Department of Informatics at Umeå and Eva L. WATERWORTH- docent in informatics at Umea university 2006
(“Presence as a Dimension of Communication: Context of Use and the Person” Chap 4 From Communication to Presence: Cognition, Emotions and Culture towards the Ultimate Communicative Experience. Festschrift in honor of Luigi Anolli)

We claim that presence is elicited most strongly when information is presented as an inhabitable, external world. Technical developments that permit this, such as the creation of interactive, immersive virtual environments herald a profound change in how people relate to sources of information, and how they communicate. This change has psychological, social and cultural effects. It has been claimed that in many ways, our relationship to information becomes that of our ancestral, pre-literate relationship to the physical world. By this view, we are heading for a post-literate future of body-based communication. But this view is too simple, since information must serve a variety of purposes, and how much presence is desirable in a communicative situation depends on many factors, including the communication devices available, the intended use and the context of use. In addition, differences between individuals, such as personality, as well as physical and psychological state, will affect how readily presence is invoked and also its impact on the individual concerned. In this chapter, we expand on the general notion of presence as a dimension of communication, and how this perspective can inform an understanding of designed variations in presence as a function of use, context, and individual psychological factors.
Presence is the self-assurance of others through their existence. 

Random House, 2010
Presence: the ability to project a sense of ease, poise, or self-assurance, esp. the quality or manner of a person's bearing before an audience

Influenced is defined as presence

American Heritage, 2009
Presence: The diplomatic, political, or military influence of a nation in a foreign country, especially as evidenced by the posting of its diplomats or its troops there

And just for funs!  

American Heritage, 2009
Presence: A supernatural influence felt to be nearby.

 Presence (3)
Presence is a spiritual or divine being
Oxford English Dictionary, June 2010, “Presence”, <http://dictionary.oed.com/cgi/entry/50187817?single=1&query_type=word&queryword=presence&first=1&max_to_show=10>

  6. A person or thing that exists or is present in a place but is not seen, esp. a divine, spiritual, or incorporeal being or influence felt or perceived to be present.

Personnel maintained in another country
Oxford English Dictionary, June 2010, “Presence”, <http://dictionary.oed.com/cgi/entry/50187817?single=1&query_type=word&queryword=presence&first=1&max_to_show=10>

 7. a. Polit. Personnel, esp. armed forces, maintained in another country or region for the furtherance of a nation's political interests and influence; (also) the representation of a nation's interests in any diplomatic or geopolitical context.

Presence refers to physical experience, not technology

(Jonathon Steur, PhD Stanford, 1992, transcriptions.english.ucsb.edu/archive/courses/liu/ english25/materials/class26notes.html) 

"The key to defining virtual reality in terms of human experience rather than technological hardware is the concept of presence. Presence can be thought of as the experience of one's physical environment; it refers not to one's surroundings as they exist in the physical world, but to the perception of those surroundings as mediated by both automatic and controlled mental processes (Gibson, 1979): Presence is defined as the sense of being in an environment. Many perceptual factors help to generate this sense, including input from some or all sensory channels, as well as more mindful attentional, perceptual, and other mental processes that assimilate incoming sensory data with current concerns and past experiences (Gibson, 1966). Presence is closely related to the phenomenon of distal attribution or externalization, which refer to the referencing of our perceptions to an external space beyond the limits of the sensory organs themselves (Loomis, 1992)."

Presence is one single actor

Andrea Ribeiro Hoffmann, Expert and Author of Books Relating to military presence in Latin America, June 26, 2004, http://www.jhubc.it/ecpr-bologna/docs/227.pdf

Presence is defined by some authors as an actor who is an initiator, shaper, barrier, filter, facilitator and/or manager of policies regarding third parties (Allen & Smith, 1990, 1998), and by other authors as an actor who holds a clear international identity and produced significant impact upon other international actors (Whitman, 1994, 1997, 1998; Manners 1997; Ginsberg 2001; Smith K., 1999). 

Presence is a sense of “being there”
ROCCO et al, Researchers at Flordia International University, Douglas H. Smith, Thomas G. Reio, Jr, Fall 2008, http://education.fiu.edu/newhorizons/journals/New%20Horizons%20in%20AEHRD%2022(3-4)%20Issue.pdf

One of the most important characteristics of VEs is the notion of presence. Presence is defined as the sense of “being there” in the environment (Bystrom, Barfield, & Hendrix, 1999; Steuer, 1992; Witmer & Singer, 1998). 
Presence (4)
Presence includes all deployed troops.

MacMillan Dictionary 2010 [Macmillan Publishers Limited, "definition of presence," accessed June 2010 | VP]

a. a group of people, especially soldiers or the police, who are in a place for a particular purpose
We intend to maintain a presence in the country until there is peace.

military/police presence:

There is still a large U.S. military presence in the region. 

Presence includes diplomats and deployed troops.

American Heritage Dictionary 2009 [The American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language, "pres - ence," Fourth Edition, updated in 2009 | VP]

pres·ence (prez′əns) 7.  The diplomatic, political, or military influence of a nation in a foreign country, especially as evidenced by the posting of its diplomats or its troops there: "The American diplomatic presence in London began in 1785 when John Adams became our first minister" (Nancy Holmes).

1NC Shell - Military presence must be quantifiable

A. Military presence must be quantifiable. This is distinct from influence – the aff conflates ends and means
Jones, 95 – Major, USAF (Bud, Air & Space Power Journal 1995-1998 (there is no date listed in the archive but this article is listed under that date range), “The Objective is Influence, not Presence  or  Its Influence (not Presence) Stupid!,” http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/cc/influenc.html)

The objective of military presence is not simply to be present as events occur, the objective is to influence those events. Unfortunately, military presence can easily masquerade as the objective and the argument over which particular service or mix of forces can best attain the desired presence can dominate the debate and exclude other considerations. Presence and influence are related, but they are not synonymous. Presence, the mere fact or condition of being present, is much easier to achieve. It can be achieved in some special circumstances by sending a carrier battle group or amphibious force, in a greater number of circumstances by rapidly deploying Army elements, or in the greatest number of instances by the sudden impact of air power from Air Force warplanes quickly launched from distant bases--including those in the continental United States. In all these cases, presence is designed to shrink the time and distance equation so a potential military response will seem more immediate and visible. Still, the debate over who can best provide presence while limiting vulnerability and danger to US lives causes a loss of focus on the more important objective: influence.

Presence is only a component of influence (which is a much more sophisticated and in some ways subtler concept). Influence is also a much more elusive objective than presence. The influence military forces can exert in the international arena is related to their presence (or capability to be present), their core capabilities, the political will to use those forces, and, most importantly, the perception of those who you seek to influence. Moreover, in this complex world, the US military will be required to exert influence in ways not directly related to war fighting; i.e., missions like transporting and distributing humanitarian aid, providing health and physical services in support of relief efforts, and peacekeeping duties. Contrary to the current debate over which types of forces will best provide presence, the real question is: which forces will work successfully across the widest possible spectrum of events to influence future international situations?
The answer to that question is not as simple as the slogan makers seem to make it. Mere presence is no guarantor of influence; after all, the United Nations and American Express are present virtually everywhere but their influence is at best limited. For example, great claims are made about the Navy's ability to operate in the world's coastal or littoral areas and thus, so the argument goes, making it the most visible and flexible service to support forward presence. What these proponents do not acknowledge is that littoral presence may or may not provide an avenue for achieving influence. In effect, a naval presence adds only the possibility for influence.
B. Violation – the aff reduces military influence, rather than quantifiable physical presence. 

C. This is a voting issue:

1. Limits. Anything can be influence because it’s not measurable or quantifiable. Cancel the mission affs would be topical, as would reducing diplomats, firing consulate employees, decreasing international talks, or changing the National Security Strategy report – multiply by six for all the topic countries. 

2. Mixes burdens. We can’t know from the plan text alone whether an aff reduces influence – proves their interp forces us to research the case to know whether it’s topical in the first place – it's unfair to make us beat solvency to prove they're not topical.
3. Subjective. Influence can’t be measured – it’s subjectively perceived, which makes it impossible to predict. Turns aff ground – they can’t predict what we’ll predict as influence, which makes it impossible for the aff to know if they’re topical before the debate. 

4. Extra topical. Even if they reduce presence as part of reducing influence that makes them extra – T. This is an independent voter because the abuse has already occurred – they have no right to the better internals they gained by reducing all influence rather than JUST presence. 

Presence is not missions/activities – it is physical means

Presence just refers to a military posture – their interpretation of a presence mission isn’t specified in the resolution

Dismukes, 94 – representative of the Center for Naval Analyses to the London staff of the Commander in Chief, U.S. Naval Forces Europe. (Bradford, “National Security Strategy and Forward Presence: Implications

for Acquisition and Use of Forces,” March,  http://cna.org/sites/default/files/research/2793019200.pdf)

The core of this analysis is a comparison of the relative merits of a military posture focused on operating forces overseas with its alternative—a posture centered on forces in or near the continental United States (CONUS).5 Because confusion surrounds the term presence, appendix A defines it further, showing its relationship to the other strategic tasks of conventional forces. The basic problem is that the term describes both a military posture, i.e., military means, and a military mission, which cannot be meaningful without defining its ends—influence on behalf of a variety of political goals. The problem American strategy faces concerns military posture: whether forces have to be overseas to achieve the desired political ends. Unless the mission is specified hereafter, the terms "presence," "overseas presence," and "forward presence" refer only to a military posture. Appendix A also provides the background to the discussion of force sizing and structure in the final section of the body of this paper.
Presence solely refers to the deployment of forces overseas – it is distinct from the political goals attached to force deployments
Kugler, 98 – senior consultant at the Center for Technology and National Security Policy (CTNSP) of the National Defense University, he previously was a Distinguished Research Professor there (Richard, “Future Directions for the U.S. Overseas Military Presence”, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR956/MR956.2.pdf)
Overseas presence is a policy instrument: a means to an end, not an end in itself. The United States deploys military forces abroad for specific purposes, and the posture, ideally, should reflect these purposes. One purpose is to perform the important but narrow mission of waging war and otherwise carrying out combat operations on short notice. An equally important purpose, however, is political and strategic. Overseas-presence forces are intended to work with the forces of friendly and allied countries, as well as with U.S. forces based in CONUS, to influence the behavior of many countries and therefore to help shape the international environment. Both purposes must be kept in mind when judging the performance of the current posture and future requirements.

A legitimate question can be raised about whether the term overseas presence is the best name for this endeavor. During the Cold War, the relevant term was forward defense. This term was discarded when the Cold War ended, and it was replaced first by forward presence, then by overseas presence. One effect has been to strip away provocative connotations; an additional effect has been to create a term that seems devoid of purpose or activity. The term overseas presence merely states that U.S. forces are deployed overseas, but it says nothing about their ends and means. Perhaps a better term might be overseas security engagement or overseas security commitments, terms that convey a sense of strategic purpose, rather than presence for its own sake.

For convenience I use overseas presence. However, I provide a comprehensive definition of this term because it includes so many things:

Overseas presence is the set of U.S. military assets and activities abroad that, as a complement to power projection from CONUS, engages in purposeful security commitments and management efforts on behalf of a broad spectrum of national objectives that are “strategic”—that is, political, economic, and military in nature.

1NC Shell - Military Presence is not Arms Sales

A. Basing, routine contact, military excercises, peace and humanitarian promotion, and others actions are forms of a presence

Blechman et al, 97 – President of DFI International, and has held positions in the Department of Defense, the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, and the Office of Management and Budget

 (Barry, Strategic Review, Spring, “Military Presence Abroad in a New Era: The Role of Airpower,” p. 13)
 

Occupying a continuum of operations short of actual combat, presence missions have included the permanent basing of troops overseas, routine military-to-military contacts, military exercises and training with other nations, participation in multinational peace and humanitarian operations, the provision of timely intelligence information and other data to leaders of other nations, military deployments in response to crises, and, when necessary, the deployment of forces in anticipation of combat.

B. Arms sale isn’t a form of presence

C. Standards

1. Limits- our interpretation sets the clearest limits of what is a topical reduction would be.

2. Predictability- our interpretation accesses predictability because it comes from a US military definition of what a presence mission is- better internal to topic specific education

3. Ground- negative ground is mooted because we lose links predicated off permanent troop basing in unstable regions

4. Fairness- a violation of our interpretation justifies infinite number of affs which immediately puts us at a disadvantage

5. Education- our interpretation enables in depth understanding of a few the presence missions listed instead over breezing over infinite topics.

D. Voting issue for fairness, education and jurisdiction
1NC Shell - Military presence must involve deterrence 

1. US military presence is military activities dedicated to deterring conflict. 

Felix Soh, 2/22/1995, The Straits Times (Singapore), "Places, not bases' is US policy in Asia-Pacific”  

Because of the tyranny of distance imposed by the size of the Pacific and Indian oceans, any claim to be a legitimate Asia-Pacific power would ring hollow in the absence of a visible, tangible and capable military presence," he pointed out.  He also expressed the view that the region's "economic miracle" was also a "security miracle", which was underwritten largely by the visible US-military presence and its credible security assurances.  "This is not merely my personal opinion. It's the opinion of virtually every senior military and civilian leader I meet in the Pacific Command area of responsibility," he said.  "They are all concerned that we stay engaged in the Asia-Pacific," he noted.  The linchpin of US-military strategy in the Asia-Pacific region was "co-operative engagement".  In peacetime, this was manifested in the forward stationing and deployment of US-military forces as well as a broad range of military activities.  For instance, there were over 600 port visits in 23 countries and 192 joint and combined exercises in 20 nations.  Adm Macke said that since taking over as commander of Pacific forces in July last year, he had travelled more than 160,000 km to countries in the region to assess the progress of the policy of co-operative engagement and to see ways to enhance it.  His extensive trips showed that the strategy was working.  "Our presence and peacetime-military activities reinforce our relationships with friends and allies, reassuring them with respect to our long-term commitment and the effectiveness of our war-fighting capabilities," he said.  In the event of conflict breaking out, he said that the US was prepared to win unilaterally -if necessary.  "But we prefer to act together with allies and coalition partners who have a common stake in regional security," he stressed.

2. Violation: The affirmative does not reduce any military activities used as deterrence.

3. Vote NEG:
a. Limits: Giving the affirmative the ability to run affs that have nothing to do with deterring conflict under limits the topic. Second, it justifies affs that remove military activities that are truly doing nothing. This decreases our education because we don’t learn about what our troops are doing nor what we there to do initially. 
b. Ground: Allowing the affirmative to run an aff that doesn’t have deterrence explodes aff ground because removing military activities that have no deterrence qualities are core CP ground. Also, if the aff doesn’t reduce deterrence, then they get to spike out on all our DA links. This is bad for fairness because the neg would never win a round if all the aff can do is jump out of a link debate. Bad for education because we never get to the link debate.
c. Resolutional Focus: Our interpretation is best because it’s put in the context of military strategy. This means you err neg because our interpretation provides the best resolutional education. 

1NC Shell – Military Presence is both personnel and infrastructure

A.  Interpretation – 

Military presence is both troops and infrastructure combined.

Barry M. Blechman et al, President of DFI International, Spring, 1997, Strategic Review, p.14

Given its multifaceted nature, neither practitioners nor scholars have yet settled on a single definition of presence.  Technically, the term refers to both a military posture and a military objective.  This study uses the term “presence” to refer to a continuum of military activities, from a variety of interactions during peacetime to crisis response involving both forces on the scene and those based in the United States.  Our definition follows that articulated by the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff: “Presence is the totality of U.S. instruments of power deployed overseas (both permanently and temporarily) along with the requisite infrastructure and sustainment capabilities."

B.  Violation

The Aff only removes troops from _____

The Aff only removes bases from ______

The Aff only removes weapons from_________

C. Standards

1.  When only removing one aspect of military presence the affirmative explodes the topic because they can write any plan that removes only troops or bases or weapons or private military companies.  This makes the limits unpredictable, placing a huge research burden on the neg and creating bad ground. Possible aff cases under the Affirmative Interpretation:  Terminate mission, but not remove troops.  Withdraw troops, but leaving military assets.  Redeploy troops to another base (inside or outside the country).  Removing drones, but leaving bases, etc.

2.  Our definition provides best predictable limits by removing all infrastructures of specific topic countries, this lightens the negatives research burden and increases clash in the debate increasing education.  

3.  Over – limiting is the best because it increases the depth of the education we obtain and allows for better decision making skills when picking an affirmative case.

4.  Our definition is preferable because it is articulated by the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff and contains reference to the military.

5.  The Aff prevents us from running country specific D/As by claiming they are only a specific part of the military.

D. Voter of fairness and education based on competing interpretations. 

1NC Shell - Military presence is only combat forces

1. Military forces means bases with combat forces

Layne, Professor and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security at the George Bush School of Government and Public Service, 10

(Christopher, “Definition of Military presence” May 12th, http://abnormalmeans.com/2010/05/definition-of-military-presence/)

My inter​pre​tation would be that “military presence” means bases with combat forces (or bases that normally are main​tained by skeleton units but are main​tained to receive combat forces crisis/surge type circum​stances). I do not think in the normal meaning of the term that the US has military bases in N. Korea.

2. The affirmative reduces a non combat portion of the military/does not reduce combat forces

3. Prefer our interpretation:

A. Limits: The U.S. military is an enormous entity which can be used for varying activities. Preparing for affs that can deal with any possible military operation skews focus on topical literature and discourages in depth clash. Focusing on combat forces excludes the excessive number of affirmatives that could deal with various missions involving the military.

B. Predictability: The primary purpose of the military is to wage war. Affirmatives interacting with combat aspects of the military are the most predictable

C. Intent to define: Our source clearly defines military presence. 

D.  Qualified Source: our definition is from a professor of intelligence and national security. Expert definitions are best because they are based on relevant topic literature.

4. T is a voting issue for fairness and education

1NC Shell – Presence is not weapons systems
1. Definition - Presence consists of infrastructure, troops and agreements and exercises conducted with the host country but excludes weapons systems

J.E. Peterson, Ph.D. Fellow at the Foreign Policy Research Institute, Middle East Institute, an Adjunct Fellow at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, worked at the International Institute for Strategic Studies in London, and more. 2008. “Foreign Military Presence and its Role in Reinforcing Regional Security:  A Double-Edged Sword.” Emirates Center for Strategic Studies and Research. pp. 183-205. <http://www.jepeterson.net/sitebuildercontent/sitebuilderfiles/Foreign_Military_Presence_in_the_Gulf.pdf>

Table 7.2 Levels of Foreign Military Presence 


o : present in the Gulf 

x : not present in the Gulf 

? : uncertain if present in the Gulf

1.
intervention and occupation" 

2.
proximate expeditionary force in region - power projection 

3.
bases and other permanent installations (ranging from full bases, with the FMP enjoying internal sovereignty, to small support functions, such as naval replenishment or technical facilities) 

4.
non-permanent deployed units 

5.
joint or multilateral exercises 
6.
pre-positioning and access agreements 

7.
offshore naval presence 

8.
"offshore" ready deployment capability (e.g. from neighboring countries or regions) 

9.
mutual or multilateral security treaties or agreements (CENTO, NATO, SEATO) 

10.
arms and equipment transfers 
11.
"technical" facilities (intelligence, space, communications) 

12. aircraft over-flights (generally unseen and uncontroversial but reverses on occasion of aircraft trouble or in time of conflict or crisis)

13.
surrogate forces (support for revolutionary or irredentist movements; Cuba in Africa

2. Violation- The aff only removes a weapon system

3. Standards
a. The aff justifies squirrely weapon of the week affs which are unpredictable and unlimiting because the United States uses thousands of different guns, tanks, planes, and other weapons systems that could possibly be removed

b. We allow for the most educational and predictable aff ground, 

c. They destroy key neg ground, like the redeployment and deterrence disad

d. The aff can claim the weapons they remove are replaced by some different type, functionally makes the topic bidirectional

e. And even if they remove troops, they are extra-T which is uniquely bad in this instance because their internals are all based off of the explicit removal of these 

f. They justify removing weapon systems that aren’t explicitly within the topic countries but could be utilized within these countries like the drones in Pakistan or tomahawk missiles positioned on carriers 

g. They are stealing neg ground, changing the troop’s tactics and weapons are key cps to test the desirability of actually removing presence 

Presence not weapons - AT: Nuclear deterrence W/M

The nuclear umbrella is distinct from military presence

Kugler, 92 – senior consultant at the Center for Technology and National Security Policy (CTNSP) of the National Defense University, he previously was a Distinguished Research Professor there (Richard, “The Future of U.S. Military Presence in Europe,” http://www.rand.org/pubs/reports/2008/R4194.pdf)

 

Conversely, any wholesale U.S. military withdrawal from Europe could leave still-existing American nuclear commitments in Europe that are no longer credible to allies or adversaries.  Meanwhile, there would be no U.S. military presence in Europe to exert influence over security affairs in peace, crisis, and war.  Beyond this, withdrawal could have destabilizing consequences that would reverberate across the entire continent.  The NATO alliance could be weakened and perhaps fractured, thereby producing a military and political power vacuum in Europe at a time of great change, stress, and uncertainty.  Deterrence could be eroded, potential aggressors would face fewer incentives to exercise restraint, and crisis management would be rendered more problematic.  Prospects for democracy, free enterprise, cooperative diplomacy, and smooth trade relationships also could suffer.
Presence refers to physical experience, not technology

(Jonathon Steur, PhD Stanford, 1992, transcriptions.english.ucsb.edu/archive/courses/liu/ english25/materials/class26notes.html) 
"The key to defining virtual reality in terms of human experience rather than technological hardware is the concept of presence. Presence can be thought of as the experience of one's physical environment; it refers not to one's surroundings as they exist in the physical world, but to the perception of those surroundings as mediated by both automatic and controlled mental processes (Gibson, 1979): Presence is defined as the sense of being in an environment. Many perceptual factors help to generate this sense, including input from some or all sensory channels, as well as more mindful attentional, perceptual, and other mental processes that assimilate incoming sensory data with current concerns and past experiences (Gibson, 1966). Presence is closely related to the phenomenon of distal attribution or externalization, which refer to the referencing of our perceptions to an external space beyond the limits of the sensory organs themselves (Loomis, 1992)."

Presence not weapons - List of Marine weapons

The United States uses SOO many weapons, heres a list of just the marines’ weapons

Wikipedia accessed in 2010
(“List of weapons of the United States Marine Corps” http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_weapons_of_the_United_States_Marine_Corps)

Non-lethal

* CS gas     * OC spray     * Rubber, beanbag, & plastic bullet     * Riot shield     * Baton     * M6/M7 series chemical grenade     * M84 stun grenade     * Sting grenade     * Laser dazzler 

 Bladed weapons

    * M7 bayonet - currently being phased out     * OKC-3S bayonet     * Ka-Bar - generally issued to Marines who carry pistols, machine guns, or other non-bayonet compatible firearms     * Marine non-commissioned officers' sword, 1859-present - ceremonial use only     * Marine Officers' Mameluke Sword, 1875-Present - ceremonial use only

 Pistols

    * Beretta M9 9 mm Pistol - standard sidearm, gradually adding M9A1 versions[3][4]    * MEU(SOC) .45 pistol - issued to MEU (SOC) forces

Rifles & Carbines

    * M16A2 & M16A4 Assault Rifles - M16A2 is phasing out     * M4 Carbine     * M4A1 Close Quarter Battle Weapon (CQBW)     * Squad Advanced Marksman Rifle (SAM-R)     * Mark 12 Mod 1 Special Purpose Rifle[5][6][7][8][9][10]     * Designated Marksman Rifle (DMR)     * M39 Enhanced Marksman Rifle     * M40A1 & M40A3 Sniper Rifles     * M82A1A & M82A3 & M107 Sniper Rifles     * Mk 11 Mod 0

Shotguns     * M870 12-gauge pump     * M1014 12-gauge automatic     * Mossberg 500/590
Machine Guns   * M2 .50 Caliber Machine Gun    * M240G 7.62 mm Medium Machine Gun    * M249 5.56 mm Squad Automatic Weapon
Hand Grenades & Grenade Launchers

    * M67 Hand Grenade (Fragmentation)     * AN-M14 Hand Grenade (Incendiary)     * Mk 141 Mod 0 Hand Grenade "flash-bang"     * Smoke Grenade     * M203 40 mm Rifle-Mounted Grenade Launcher     * MK19 40 mm Automatic Grenade Launcher

Mortars * M777 155mm howitzer    * M224 60 mm Mortar     * M252 81 mm Extended Range Mortar
Artillery    * M198 155 mm Medium Howitzer - currently being phased out     * M777 155mm Lightweight Howitzer     * High Mobility Artillery Rocket System (HIMARS)
 Missile Launchers    * M136 AT4 Rocket     * Shoulder-launched Multipurpose Assault Weapon (SMAW)     * FGM-148 Javelin Anti-Tank missile     * BGM-71 Tube Launched, Optically Tracked, Wire Guided (TOW) Missile Weapon System     * FGM-172 Predator Short-Range Assault Weapon (SRAW)     * FIM-92 Stinger anti-aircraft missile
Vehicle-Mounted     * M240G 7.62 mm Medium Machine Gun     * M2 .50 Caliber Machine Gun     * M48 Turret-type .50 Caliber Machine Gun     * MK19 40 mm Grenade Machine Gun     * BGM-71 Tube Launched, Optically Tracked, Wire Guided (TOW) Missile Weapon System     * M242 Bushmaster 25mm Autocannon     * Mk44 Bushmaster II 30mm Autocannon     * M256A1 120 mm smoothbore gun
Airplane mounted Guns    * GAU-12/U 25 mm Gatling gun     * GAU-16/A .50 Caliber Machine gun     * GAU-17/A 7.62 mm automatic gun     * GAU-2B/A 7.62 mm automatic gun     * M61 20 mm automatic cannon     * M197 20 mm automatic cannon
Bombs    * CBU-99 Cluster Bomb     * GBU-10 2000 lb laser guided bomb     * GBU-12 500 lb laser guided bomb     * GBU-16 1000 lb laser guided bomb     * MK82 series 500 lb bomb     * MK83 series 1000 lb bomb     * MK84 series 2000 lb bomb
Missiles    * AGM-65 Maverick     * AGM-84 Harpoon     * AGM-88 HARM     * AGM-114 Hellfire     * AGM-154 Joint Standoff Weapon     * AIM-7 Sparrow     * AIM-9 Sidewinder     * AIM-120 AMRAAM
Rockets    * Hydra 70    * M260 70 mm Rocket Launcher
Other    * M18A1 Claymore anti-personnel mine     * M15 anti-tank mine     * M19 anti-tank mine     * M21 anti-tank mine     * M58 Mine Clearing Line Charge (MICLIC)     * Marine Corps Martial Arts Program (MCMAP)
Accessories    * Advanced Combat Optical Gunsight (ACOG), recently renamed Rifle Combat Optic (RCO)     * ITL MARS reflex sight     * AN/PSQ-18 day/night grenade launcher sight     * AN/PVS-10 night vision sight     * AN/PVS-14 night vision sight     * AN/PVS-17 night vision sight     * AN/PAS-13 thermal sight     * AN/PAQ-4 IR laser sight     * AN/PEQ-2 IR laser sight     * various suppressors (MARSOC and Reconnaissance units only)     * various tactical lights     * M2 tripod for light and medium machineguns     * M122 tripod for light and medium machineguns     * M3 tripod for heavy machineguns
Presence not weapons - list of planes

And we also use a lot of different airplanes

Wikipedia accessed 2010
("List of military aircraft of the United States" http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_military_aircraft_of_the_United_States)

Attack    * A-1 Skyraider - Douglas (formerly designated AD)     * A-2 Savage - North American (formerly designated AJ)     * A-3 Skywarrior - Douglas (formerly designated A3D)     * A-4 Skyhawk - Douglas (formerly designated A4D)     * A-5 Vigilante - North American (formerly designated A3J)     * A-6 Intruder - Grumman (formerly designated A2F)           o EA-6 Prowler (electronic warfare variant)     * A-7 Corsair II - Vought     * A-8 - skipped to avoid confusion with the AV-8 Harrier II     * YA-9 - Northrop     * A-10 Thunderbolt II - Republic     * A-11 -           o applied to the prototype SR-71 Blackbird[10]           o allegedly assigned to the secret A-11 Astra.     * A-12 Avenger II - McDonnell Douglas/General Dynamics     * F/A-18 Hornet - McDonnell Douglas [11]           o F/A-18E/F Super Hornet - Boeing [2]                 + EA-18G Growler - Boeing [2]     * A-26 Invader - Douglas (redesignated from B-26 in 1966)     * A-29 Tucano - Embraer     * A-37 Dragonfly - Cessna (originally designated AT-37)
Bombers  *B-1 
Lancer      *B-2 
Spirit

Cargo       * C-1 Trader - Grumman (formerly designated TF)      * C-2 Greyhound - Grumman      * C-3 - Martin      * C-4 Academe - Gulfstream      * C-5 Galaxy - Lockheed      * C-6 - Beechcraft      * C-7 Caribou - de Havilland Canada      * RC-7 ARL - (redesignated as EO-5 in 2004)      * C-8 Buffalo - de Havilland Canada      * C-9 - McDonnell Douglas      * KC-10 Extender - Douglas      * C-11 Gulfstream II - Gulfstream      * C-12 Huron - Beechcraft      * C-13 - skipped      * YC-14 - Boeing      * YC-15 - McDonnell Douglas      * C-16 - reserved for various projects, but never assigned      * C-17 Globemaster III - Boeing        C-17 with Mt. Rainier in the background      * C-18 - Boeing      * C-19 - Boeing      * C-20 Gulfstream - Gulfstream      * C-21 Learjet - Learjet      * C-22 - Boeing      * C-23 Sherpa - Short      * EC-24 - Douglas      * VC-25 - Boeing      * C-26 Metroliner - Fairchild      * C-27 Spartan - Alenia      * C-28 - Cessna      * C-29 - BAE Systems      * C-30 - designation reserved (in 1988/89), but never assigned      * C-31 Troopship - Fokker      * C-32 - Boeing      * C-33 - Boeing      * C-34 - skipped at U.S. Army request to avoid confusion with T-34; this aircraft became the UC-35A      * C-35 Citation Ultra/Encore - Cessna      * YFC-36 - designation reserved but never assigned for YAL-1      * C-37 Gulfstream V - Gulfstream      * C-38 Courier - Israel Aircraft Industries      * C-39 - designation changed to C-40 for unrevealed reasons      * CT-39 - Transport version of T-39 for US Navy      * C-40 Clipper - Boeing      * C-41 Aviocar - CASA C-212 series 200 [2]      * C-42 - skipped to avoid possible legal issues with trademarked name of Ikarus C-42 light sport plane      * C-43 - skipped to avoid confusion with T-43      * C-44 - skipped to avoid confusion with T-44      * KC-45 - Airbus/Northrop Grumman [2]      * CT-49 - Trainer / Cargo version of Boeing 707-320B for NATO.      * KC-767 - Boeing [2]      * UC-880 - Convair [12]
Drone * Q-1 
Predator*Warrior 
General Atomics *MQ-1C Warrior
*Q-2 
Pioneer *Q-3 
Dark Star *Boeing 
Dark Star USAF.jpg *Q-4 
Global Hawk *Q-5 
Hunter *Q-6 
Outrider *Q-7 
Shadow *Q-8 
Fire Scout *Q-9 
Reaper*Altair 
General Atomics *Q-10 
SnowGoose *Q-11 
Raven *Q-14 
Dragon Eye *Q-15 
Neptune *Q-16 
T-Hawk *Q-17 
SpyHawk *Q-18 
Hummingbird *Non-sequential designations
*Q-170 
Sentinel 
Electronic Warfare  E-1 
Tracer *E-2 
Hawkeye *E-3 
Sentry *E-4 
Nightwatch *E-5 
Eagle *E-6 
Mercury *E-7 
Skipped *E-8 Joint STARS *E-9 
Widget *E-10 
MC2A 
Fighter    * F-1 Fury - North American (previously designated FJ)    * F-2 Banshee - McDonnell (previously designated F2H)    * F-3 Demon - McDonnell (previously designated F3H)    * F-4 Phantom II - McDonnell Douglas (previously designated F4H)    * F-5 Freedom Fighter - Northrop    * F-6 Skyray - Douglas (previously designated F4D)    * YF-7 Sea Dart - Convair (previously designated YF2Y)    * F-8 Crusader - Vought (previously designated F8U)    * F-9 Cougar - Grumman (previously designated F9F)    * F-10 Skyknight - Douglas (previously designated F3D)    * F-11 Tiger - Grumman (previously designated F11F)    * YF-12 - Lockheed    * F-13 - skipped    * F-14 Tomcat - Grumman    * F-15 Eagle - McDonnell Douglas    * F-16 Fighting Falcon - General Dynamics/Lockheed Martin    * YF-17 Cobra - Northrop    * F/A-18 Hornet - McDonnell Douglas          o F/A-18E/F Super Hornet - Boeing [2]    * F-19 - officially skipped; rumored to be still classified    * F-20 Tigershark - Northrop    * F-21 Kfir - Israel Aircraft Industries    * F-22 Raptor - Lockheed Martin [2]          o FB-22 (proposed bomber variant) [2]    * YF-23 Black Widow II - Northrop/McDonnell Douglas    * YF-24 - Classified project[13][14]    * F-35 Lightning II - Lockheed Martin [2]    * YF-110 - Designation used for captured MiG-21s and new-build J-7s[13]    * YF-112 - Su-22 obtained from Egypt or Allegedly used for captured MiGs[13]    * YF-113 - Designation used for captured MiG-17s and MiG-23s[13][15]    * YF-113G - possible USAF "black project"[13]    * YF-114 - Designation used for captured MiG-17s[13]    * YF-116 - Rumored designation of captured MiG-25    * F-117 Nighthawk - Lockheed    * YF-117D Tacit Blue[13]    * YF-118 - Rumored designation of MiG-29    * YF-121 rumoured Black Project[13]    * The Boeing Bird of Prey is believed to have received a "YF-1xx" designation.[13]
Presence not weapons – list of weapons in Iraq alone

BY ALLOWING THE AFFIRMATIVE TO INCLUDE TECH AS PRESENCE IT EXPLODES AN ALREADY HUGE TOPIC. THERE ARE OVER 60 WEAPONS AND TECH IN IRAQ AND OVER 50 IN AFGHAN. 

Iraq War 9(Iraq War info website, Iraq Weapons, http://www.iraq-war.ws/weapons/)

Iraq War Weapons

Coalition Weapons

 Ground Weapons

        * M16A2 semiautomatic rifle

        * M4/M4A1 carbine

        * M4/M4A1 Special Operations modified

        * M203 grenade launcher

        * M249 squad automatic weapon (SAW)

        * M60E3 machine gun

        * M240G medium machine gun

        * M40A1 sniper rifle

        * M24 sniper rifle

        * M82A1M special application scoped rifle

        * M2 .50 caliber machine gun

        * M9 pistol

        * MP-5N 9mm submachine gun

        * AN/PVS-5 night vision goggles

        * AN/PVS-7B night vision goggles

        * M252 81mm medium extended range mortar

        * M224 60 mm lightweight mortar

        * M120 mortar

        * Stinger missile

        * Shoulder-launched multipurpose assault weapon (SMAW)

        * AT4 antitank weapon

        * AN/PVS14 night vision goggles

        * MK-19 grenade launcher

        * M1A1 Abrams battle tank

        * M2A3 Bradley fighting vehicle

        * M6 Bradley linebacker

        * Humvee

        * M109A6 Paladin howitzer

        * M270 multiple launch rocket system

        * Patriot missile system

        * Avenger Humvee

        * Light Armored Vehicle

        * M88A2 Hercules Recovery Vehicle

        * Challenger II battle tank

        * Warrior combat vehicle

        * Saxon armored personnel carrier

        * Scimitar reconnaissance vehicle

        * Striker anti-armor vehicle

        * Sabre reconnaissance vehicle

        * Land Rover light truck

        * SA-80 rifle

        * AS 90 Braveheart howitzer

    Munitions

        * JDAM air-to-surface precision bomb

        * JSOW air-to-surface precision bomb

        * GBU laser-guided bombs

        * GBU-28/37 "bunker-buster" bomb

        * "Daisy cutter" 15,000-pound bomb

        * MK82 500-pound bomb

        * MK84 2,000-pound bomb

        * Thermobaric weapon

        * Tomahawk/AGM-86 cruise missiles

        * Have Nap missile

        * Maverick air-to-surface missile

        * HARM anti-radar missile

        * AIM-120 air-to-air missile

        * Hellfire air-to-surface missile

        * TOW anti-armor missile

        * Stinger anti-aircraft missile

        * Massive Ordnance Air Blast bomb (MOAB)

    Warships

        * USS Abraham Lincoln

        * USS Constellation

        * USS Kitty Hawk

        * USS Harry S. Truman

        * USS Theodore Roosevelt

        * Carrier battle group ships

        * Guided-missile cruiser

        * Guided-missile destroyer

        * Attack submarine

        * Guided missile

        * Amphibious assault ship

        * Oiler

        * Fast combat support ships

        * Amphibious transport/dock ship

        * Landing craft, air cushioned

    Aircraft

        * See Iraq War Aircraft

    Weapons Of Mass Destruction

        * Chemical and biological defense

        * Nuclear, biological, chemical detection

Tactical nuclear warheads

Military Presence is not special operations
Special forces do not constitute military presence
Chad DeWaard, President of Department of Political Science in the Graduate School Southern Illinois University Carbondale 5/2006, http://www.scribd.com/doc/6570993/Official-Development-Assistance-Unmasked-Theoretical-Models-of-International-Relations-and-the-Determinants-of-American-German-And-Swedish-Aid

Military presence is defined by at least one hundred active-duty military personnel who are permanently stationed in host countries. Forces that are temporarily deployed for covert or classified operations or forces deployed for humanitarian relief do not constitute a “presence” in the sense employed here. 

Covert ops aren’t presence—they aren’t percieved
The Nation, 11/23/2009, “The Secret War In Pakistan”, http://www.thenation.com/article/secret-us-war-pakistan

The covert JSOC program with Blackwater in Pakistan dates back to at least 2007, according to the military intelligence source. The current head of JSOC is Vice Adm. William McRaven, who took over the post from Gen. Stanley McChrystal, who headed JSOC from 2003 to 2008 before being named the top US commander in Afghanistan. Blackwater's presence in Pakistan is "not really visible, and that's why nobody has cracked down on it," said the source. Blackwater's operations in Pakistan, he said, are not done through State Department contracts or publicly identified Defense contracts. "It's Blackwater via JSOC, and it's a classified no-bid [contract] approved on a rolling basis." The main JSOC/Blackwater facility in Karachi, according to the source, is nondescript: three trailers with various generators, satellite phones and computer systems are used as a makeshift operations center. "It's a very rudimentary operation," says the source. "I would compare it to [CIA] outposts in Kurdistan or any of the Special Forces outposts. It's very bare bones, and that's the point."
Special Ops intentionally obscure their visibility

Wall Street Journal, 7/20/2010, “US Special Operations Forces Operating in Civilian Garb in Pakistan”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704723604575379132838698738.html
WASHINGTON—U.S. Special Operations Forces have begun venturing out with Pakistani forces on aid projects, deepening the American role in the effort to defeat Islamist militants in Pakistani territory that has been off limits to U.S. ground troops.

The expansion of U.S. cooperation is significant given Pakistan’s deep aversion to allowing foreign military forces on its territory. The Special Operations teams join the aid missions only when commanders determine there is relatively little security risk, a senior U.S. military official said, in an effort to avoid direct engagement that would call attention to U.S. participation.

Pakistani troops earlier this month in South Waziristan, where the country has tried to quell militant groups. (Xinhua/Zuma)

The U.S. troops are allowed to defend themselves and return fire if attacked. But the official emphasized the joint missions aren’t supposed to be combat operations, and the Americans often participate in civilian garb.

Pakistan has told the U.S. that troops need to keep a low profile. “Going out in the open, that has negative optics, that is something we have to work out,” said a Pakistani official. “This whole exercise could be counterproductive if people see U.S. boots on the ground.”
Special ops are used to avoid indication of presence

New York Times, 5/11/2004, “US Training African Forces to Uproot Terrorists”, http://www.chinfo.navy.mil/navpalib/.www/rhumblines/rhumblines360.doc.

Having learned from missteps in Afghanistan and Iraq, the American officers are pursuing this battle with a new approach. Instead of planning on a heavy American military presence, they are dispatching Special Operations forces to countries like Mali and Mauritania in West Africa to train soldiers and outfit them with pickup trucks, radios and global-positioning equipment.

Aff Answers to “Presence is not special operations” (1)

Presence is a visible deterrent, this includes covert operations
Greer, 91 - Lieutenant Colonel, US Army (Charles, “The Future of Forward Presence”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA234227&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)
To establish a conceptual framework for this paper, I developed the following definition of forward presence within the context of national defense: the visible employment of US military personnel and/or military material as a deterrent outside of the continental United States (OCONUS) at any point along the operational continuum short of involving major US conventional forces in combat. My simplistic definition could be subject to endless scholarly debate.  It includes small unit combat operations of limited scope and duration and peacetime contingency operations such as Desert Shield in Saudi Arabia, but it excludes the subsequent combat operation designated Desert Storm.  It includes our military activities in Alaska and Hawaii.  It excludes any diplomatic, economic, social or psychological activities that do not have a military component. The term “employment” in the definition could be criticized as denoting action or movement which could exclude what some may term passive measures such as storage of material or unmanned (i.e., automated) sites or systems.  However, there is always some activity associated with these so-called passive measures (e.g., maintenance, data collection, etc), and the term employment also encompasses emplacement. The more controversial aspect of my definition lies in the terms “deterrent” and “visible.”  Deterrence is “the prevention from action by fear of the consequences.  Deterrence is a state of mind brought about by the existence of a credible threat of unacceptable counteraction.”  Once major conventional forces are engaged in protracted combat operations, it is clear that deterrence, by definition, has failed. Visibility is inextricably linked to deterrence.  Visible to whom?  To those we wish to deter.  This is reminiscent of the old philosophical question, “If a tree falls deep in the forest and there is no one there to hear it, does it make a sound?”  In the case of forward presence, the answer is “no.” Target audience is the key to the concept of visibility.  A target audience may be the world at large, the senior leadership of a specific country or movement, the control cell of a terrorist organization or countless other possibilities.  Therefore, forward presence, by definition, also includes covert activities using military personnel and/or material, as long as the activity is visible to the targeted audience and deters that group or individual from taking an undesired action.  An invisible presence is both contradictory and serves no useful deterrent purpose, which goes to the heart of the issue.  Deterrence is the ultimate purpose of forward presence.

Standards:

-Brightline – our definition makes a clear distinction between what qualifies as presence and what is explicitly limited out, their definition is vague enough that most affs could claims to meet by saying they are _______________

-We limit out troops mired in protracted combat operation and stored weaponry, a key check on the size of case list
-Our interp still allows for education about Iraq and Afghanistan, 

-And don’t let the neg play the same word games that allow covert operations to go unchallenged in the squo

-And don’t buy their framer’s intent args, non-covert was eliminated from the res before being voted on

-Neg ground – We guarantee the neg links to the deterrence disad prevent affs from no linking disads by saying there is no perception link off of the plan because the presence must be visible in some way

Aff Answers to “Presence is not special operations” (2)

The objective of military presence is to influence events in the countries those forces are deployed

Jones 1995 Bud Jones Major USAF 1995

(“The Objective is Influence, not Presence or Its Influence (not Presence) Stupid!” http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/cc/influenc.html)
"Presence" has become something of a watchword [slogan] among those involved in charting America's future security policy and fashioning the military forces designed to support it. Because the forward deployment of American military forces will be constrained by both budget and political limitations, our national strategy now includes forward presence, instead of forward deployment, as one of its four fundamental elements. In the midst of a roles and missions reevaluation and increasingly tight budgets, the armed services have embraced a loosely defined concept of presence with a certain rhetorical flourish. The Navy- Marine Corps made forward presence a centerpiece in its slick "From the Sea" strategy White Paper and recently the Air Force Chief of Staff, General Merrill McPeak, argued that the concept needs to be more broadly viewed to take into account the "global presence" capabilities of space forces. But as the Armed Services and their advocates continue posturing and turning up the rhetoric about presence, the real complexities inherent in the use of American military forces to support identified national security objectives are being missed [ignored].      The objective of military presence is not simply to be present as events occur, the objective is to influence those events. Unfortunately, military presence can easily masquerade as the objective and the argument over which particular service or mix of forces can best attain the desired presence can dominate the debate and exclude other considerations. Presence and influence are related, but they are not synonymous. Presence, the mere fact or condition of being present, is much easier to achieve. It can be achieved in some special circumstances by sending a carrier battle group or amphibious force, in a greater number of circumstances by rapidly deploying Army elements, or in the greatest number of instances by the sudden impact of air power from Air Force warplanes quickly launched from distant bases--including those in the continental United States. In all these cases, presence is designed to shrink the time and distance equation so a potential military response will seem more immediate and visible. Still, the debate over who can best provide presence while limiting vulnerability and danger to US lives causes a loss of focus on the more important objective: influence.

Presence is distinct from war fighting and is used to exert American influence
Airforce ILA E. WIDNALL and RONALD R. FOGLEMAN 1995

(“Global Presence” http://www.dtic.mil/doctrine/jel/jfq_pubs/jfq2007.pdf?q=presence)
At the foundation of this approach is power projection. Power projection is a means to influence actors or affect situations or  events in America’s national interest. It has two components: warfighting and presence.  Warfighting is the direct application of military force to compel an adversary. Presence is the posturing of military capability, including nonbelligerent applications, and/or the  leveraging of information to deter or compel  an actor or affect a situation. A sound national military strategy depends on coherent warfighting and presence strategies.  Changes in the international security environment, advances in technology, and reductions in America’s military force structure require a fresh consideration of America’s presence strategy.

1NC Shell – Presence is not temporary forces
A. ‘Military presence’ is regular activities, not one-time action

James S. Thomason et al, Ph.D., International Relations, Northwestern University (1978), B.A., Government, Harvard College (1969), 2002, http://www.comw.org/qdr/fulltext/0207thomason.pdf

WHAT IS OVERSEAS MILITARY PRESENCE? Our working definition of US over seas military presence is that it consists of all the US military assets in over seas areas that are engaged in relatively routine, regu­lar, non-combat activities or functions.1 By this definition, forces that are located over seas may or may not be engaging in presence activities. If they are engaging in com bat (such as Operation Enduring Freedom), or are involved in a one-time non-combat action (such as an unscheduled carrier battle group deployment from the United States aimed at calming or stabilizing an emerging cri sis situation), then they are not engag­ing in presence activities. Thus, an asset that is located (or present) over seas may or may not be “engaged in presence activities,” may or may not be “doing presence.” We have thus far defined presence activities chiefly in “negative” terms—what they are not. In more positive terms, what exactly are presence activities, i.e., what do presence activities actually entail doing? Over seas military presence activities are generally viewed as a sub set of the over all class of activities that the US government uses in its efforts to pro mote important military/security objectives [Dismukes, 1994]. A variety of recur rent, over seas military activities are normally placed under the “umbrella” concept of military presence. These include but are not limited to US military efforts over seas to train foreign militaries; to improve inter-operability of US and friendly forces; to peace fully and visibly demonstrate US commitment and/or ability to defend US interests; to gain intelligence and familiarity with a locale; to con duct peace keeping activities; and to position rele­vant, capable US military assets such that they are likely to be available sooner rather than later in case an evolving security operation or contingency should call for them.

B. Violation – the plan reduces forces engaged in one-time temporary activities.

C. This is a voting issue:

1. Limits. Any aff that stopped a specific mission would be topical – removing one combat brigade, a single ship performing training exercises, security advisors or stopping targeted operations would all be topical – multiply by six for all the topic countries.

2. Lit base. One-time missions are discussed by different people than discuss routine activities – pros and cons of specific missions are more likely to be in targeted military reports whereas broad strategy is commented on by general think tanks – proves that even if there’s lit it’s a whole separate base we have to research in addition to broad strategy articles.

3. Education. Prefer the big picture – helps us better understand the role of policymakers in military affairs because specific mission questions are handled by generals rather than civilian military planners.  
And, Time in stationing is important for military planners to make decisions about the size of the force.

Flournoy, 1 - senior advisor for international security at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and previously served as a distinguished research professor in the Institute for National Strategic Studies at the National Defense University and as the Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Strategy and Threat Reduction (Michele, QDR 2001: Strategy-Driven Choices for America’s Security, Ed: Michele Flournoy http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA430963&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)  Italics in original

Another key element of any defense strategy is overseas presence, which we define as the military forces permanently stationed or rotationally or intermittently deployed overseas for the purposes of influence, engagement, reassurance, deterrence, and initial crisis response. Because many overseas-presence forces require a substantial rotation base, this element has potentially profound implications for the size of the associated force.
Aff Answers to “Presence is not temporary forces”

1. We Meet- temporary troops are still present in a country.

2. C/I: Presence is something that is visible and of a concrete nature.

Merriam-Webster, no date given, http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/presence
Main Entry: pres·ence Pronunciation: \ˈpre-zən(t)s\ Function: noun Date: 14th century  1 : the fact or condition of being present 2 a : the part of space within one's immediate vicinity b : the neighborhood of one of superior especially royal rank 3 archaic : company 2a 4 : one that is present: as a : the actual person or thing that is present b : something present of a visible or concrete nature 
3. Prefer- dictionary definitions shape contextual definitions. They are the most commonly used definitions and the most predictable.

4. Our interpretation provides more education because we have to do in-depth research on the different military actions that the US is going to take, temporary or not.

5. Evidence checks- as long as we have a solvency advocate that says our aff’s action is backed by the federal government, it’s predictable

6. Potential abuse is not a voter- don’t vote us down for something we didn’t do- it’s unfair.

7. T sets no precedent for future rounds. If we lose this round on T, we’ll go home and write a better block, not change our entire aff.
Presence excludes combat operations (1)
(Thomason is in another part of the file)
Presence only applies to military forces before combat

Greer, 91 - Lieutenant Colonel, US Army (Charles, “The Future of Forward Presence”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA234227&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)

To establish a conceptual framework for this paper, I developed the following definition of forward presence within the context of national defense: the visible employment of US military personnel and/or military material as a deterrent outside of the continental United States (OCONUS) at any point along the operational continuum short of involving major US conventional forces in combat.

My simplistic definition could be subject to endless scholarly debate.  It includes small unit combat operations of limited scope and duration and peacetime contingency operations such as Desert Shield in Saudi Arabia, but it excludes the subsequent combat operation designated Desert Storm.  It includes our military activities in Alaska and Hawaii.  It excludes any diplomatic, economic, social or psychological activities that do not have a military component.

The term “employment” in the definition could be criticized as denoting action or movement which could exclude what some may term passive measures such as storage of material or unmanned (i.e., automated) sites or systems.  However, there is always some activity associated with these so-called passive measures (e.g., maintenance, data collection, etc), and the term employment also encompasses emplacement.

The more controversial aspect of my definition lies in the terms “deterrent” and “visible.”  Deterrence is “the prevention from action by fear of the consequences.  Deterrence is a state of mind brought about by the existence of a credible threat of unacceptable counteraction.”  Once major conventional forces are engaged in protracted combat operations, it is clear that deterrence, by definition, has failed.

Visibility is inextricably linked to deterrence.  Visible to whom?  To those we wish to deter.  This is reminiscent of the old philosophical question, “If a tree falls deep in the forest and there is no one there to hear it, does it make a sound?”  In the case of forward presence, the answer is “no.”

Target audience is the key to the concept of visibility.  A target audience may be the world at large, the senior leadership of a specific country or movement, the control cell of a terrorist organization or countless other possibilities.  Therefore, forward presence, by definition, also includes covert activities using military personnel and/or material, as long as the activity is visible to the targeted audience and deters that group or individual from taking an undesired action.  An invisible presence is both contradictory and serves no useful deterrent purpose, which goes to the heart of the issue.  Deterrence is the ultimate purpose of forward presence.
Presence is distinct from surging

Henry, 6 – served as Principal Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Policy since February 2003 (Ryan, “Reposturing the Force: U.S. Overseas Presence in the Twenty-first Century,” ed: Lords,
http://www.usnwc.edu/Publications/Naval-War-College-Press/Newport-Papers/Documents/26-pdf.aspx)

Finally, operational access comprises the presence, global management, and surging of our forces overseas, all enabled by the political and geographic access we enjoy with hostnation partners. Presence is defined by the permanent and rotational forces that conduct military activities (training, exercises, and operations) worldwide, from security cooperation to crisis response. That presence consists of both small units working together in a wide range of capacities and major formations conducting elaborate exercises to achieve proficiency in multinational operations. Second, our posture supports our new approach to force management, which seeks both to relieve stresses on our military forces and their families and to manage our forces on a global, rather than regional, basis. Combatant commanders no longer “own” forces in their theaters; rather, forces are managed according to global priorities. Third, managing our military forces globally also allows us to surge a greater percentage of the force wherever and whenever necessary. 

Presence excludes combat operations (2)

Presence is only noncombat operations
D. Sean Barnett and James S. Thomason, Winter 1999 “Flexible presence in the 21st Century”, <http://www.dtic.mil/doctrine/jel/jfq_pubs/0520.pdf>

The definition of overseas military presence includes any military assets located or engaged abroad in noncombat operations. It is critical for three reasons. First, it promotes national security objectives. As General Shalikashvili noted in Joint Vision 2010, “power projection, enabled by overseas presence, will likely remain the fundamental strategic concept of our future force.” Or as General Powell put it earlier:
Presence is distinct from war fighting and is used for power projection 

Airforce ILA E. WIDNALL and RONALD R. FOGLEMAN 1995

(“Global Presence” http://www.dtic.mil/doctrine/jel/jfq_pubs/jfq2007.pdf?q=presence)

At the foundation of this approach is power projection. Power projection is a means to influence actors or affect situations or  events in America’s national interest. It has two components: warfighting and presence.  Warfighting is the direct application of military force to compel an adversary. Presence is the posturing of military capability, including nonbelligerent applications, and/or the  leveraging of information to deter or compel  an actor or affect a situation. A sound national military strategy depends on coherent warfighting and presence strategies.  Changes in the international security environment, advances in technology, and reductions in America’s military force structure require a fresh consideration of America’s presence strategy.
Presence missions are anything short of actual combat

Blechman et al, 97 – President of DFI International, and has held positions in the Department of Defense, the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, and the Office of Management and Budget
 (Barry, Strategic Review, Spring, “Military Presence Abroad in a New Era: The Role of Airpower,” p. 13)

Occupying a continuum of operations short of actual combat, presence missions have included the permanent basing of troops overseas, routine military-to-military contacts, military exercises and training with other nations, participation in multinational peace and humanitarian operations, the provision of timely intelligence information and other data to leaders of other nations, military deployments in response to crises, and, when necessary, the deployment of forces in anticipation of combat.

Presence Excludes Combat - Prefer Thomason definition that excludes combat
His study was conducted for the DoD

Thomason et al 2002 [James S. Thomason, (Project Leader) - with Institute for Defense Analyses, "Transforming US Overseas Military Presence: Evidence and Options for DoD," July,  http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA415954 | VP]

This study is intended to provide senior DoD and US government decisionmakers with a compendium of the best available evidence concerning how alternative US presence postures are likely to affect key US security objectives.

It reflects the consensus of US security experts

Thomason et al 2002 [James S. Thomason, (Project Leader) - with Institute for Defense Analyses, "Transforming US Overseas Military Presence: Evidence and Options for DoD," July,  http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA415954 | VP]

Third, we have held not-for-attribution talks with approximately three dozen senior US security experts (current and former officials) as well as with over 50 foreign experts from 23 countries.1 In each interview, we sought: 1) evidence of likely effects of alternative US presence postures on key security objectives such as combat outcomes, deterrence, dissuasion, assurance, etc.; and 2) recommendations regarding promising alternative US presence postures. Of US experts, we also asked for ideas regarding a future presence requirements process for DoD.
Presence Excludes Combat - AT: Combat Distinction Excludes Iraq/Afghanistan
The US has tens of thousands of non-combat troops in Iraq – plenty of aff ground.

Sam Smith, editor of Undernews (online report of the Progressive Review), January 19, 2009, “The Non-Combat Troop Trick,” Undernews, http://www.prorev.com/2009/01/non-combat-troop-trick.html

Barack Obama has repeatedly talked about removing all combat troops from Iraq but neither the media nor his supporters have paid much attention to the critical adjective: combat.  Left in Iraq will be an uncertain number of "non-combat" troops. Among these will be 100,000 mercenaries that Minnesota Public Radio politely calls "the parallel army. . . filling in the gaps." Given that we have about regular 150,000 troops there now - both combat and non-combat - that's quite a few gaps being filled.  The other group being left in Iraq are "non-combat troops" estimated at somewhere around 30,000 to 70,000 - or about the same number of troops we had in Vietnam in early 1965. According to war secretary Robert Gates, the number will be "several tens of thousands."  What's the difference between combat and non-combat troops? The former are assigned to offensive operations while, as Amy Zalman puts it, non-combat troops "may provide training and mentoring, assist Iraqi troops, conduct intelligence and communications functions, among other tasks."

Not all US troops in Afghanistan are combat troops.

The Guardian, October 13, 2009, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2009/oct/13/obama-afghanistan-troop-deployment

President Barack Obama is quietly deploying an extra 13,000 troops to Afghanistan, an unannounced move that is separate from a request by the US commander in the country for even more reinforcements.  The extra 13,000 is part of a gradual shift in priority since Obama became president away from Iraq to Afghanistan.  The White House and the Pentagon both announced earlier this year that the number of US troops in Afghanistan was to be raised by 21,000, bringing the total at present to 62,000, with the aim of 68,000 by the end of the year.  But the Washington Post, based on conversations with Pentagon officials, said that on top of those an extra 13,000 "enablers" are also being deployed. They are mainly engineers, medical staff, intelligence officers and military police. About 3,000 of them are specialists in explosives, being sent to try to combat the growing fatality rate from roadside bombs.  The deployment of such non-combat troops is in line with the professed aim of the new US commander, General Stanley McChrystal, to try to win the hearts and minds of the Afghanistan population.

Presence includes combat operations (1)

Presence includes both combat and non-combat operations – official budget planning for Iraq proves.

Congressional Budget Office (CBO), September 20, 2007, “The Possible Costs to the United States of Maintaining a Long-Term Military Presence in Iraq,” http://www.cbo.gov/ftpdocs/86xx/doc8641/09-20-ConradLTpresenceinIraq.pdf

At the request of Senator Kent Conrad, Chairman of the Senate Committee on the Budget, the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) has estimated the possible costs to the United States of maintaining a long-term military presence in Iraq similar to the U.S. forces in the Republic of Korea and the Northeast Asia region. The nature and pace of operations of such a presence, if any, in Iraq for one or more decades into the future are uncertain. To accommodate a range of possibilities, CBO has projected costs under two scenarios: a “combat” scenario, which would involve rotating military units into and out of Iraq to sustain U.S. operations in a combat environment (as is now being done); and a “noncombat” scenario, which would involve stationing specific military units indefinitely at established bases in the region in a less hostile environment. If U.S. military operations in Iraq were to develop into a long-term presence, such forces could differ substantially from those assumed in either of the scenarios used in this analysis. Moreover, the two scenarios are not mutually exclusive over time: The more intensive pace of combat operations could give way to the slower pace of noncombat operations over some number of years. In any event, the ultimate costs of any long-term U.S. military presence in Iraq would depend heavily on the scale and pace of future operations. Under the combat scenario that CBO considered, the United States would maintain a long-term presence of approximately 55,000 military personnel in Iraq, deploying military units and their associated personnel there for specific periods and then returning them to their permanent bases either in the United States or overseas. The scenario also incorporates the assumption that units deployed to Iraq would operate at the same pace and conduct the same types of missions as the forces currently deployed there. In CBO’s estimation, this scenario could have one-time costs of $4 billion to $8 billion and annual costs of approximately $25 billion. (All costs in this analysis are expressed as 2008 dollars; see Table 1.) Under the noncombat scenario that CBO analyzed, the United States would maintain a long-term presence of approximately 55,000 military personnel in Iraq by indefinitely stationing specific units at established bases there in a manner similar to the current practice of assigning personnel to units based in Korea or Germany. The scenario incorporates the assumption of much less intense military operations than those under the combat scenario. Under this noncombat alternative, units stationed in Iraq would rarely, if ever, be engaged in combat operations. Up-front costs (mainly for construction) under the noncombat scenario would be approximately $8 billion, with annual costs of $10 billion or less, CBO estimates.

Korea proves.

Congressional Budget Office (CBO), September 20, 2007, “The Possible Costs to the United States of Maintaining a Long-Term Military Presence in Iraq,” http://www.cbo.gov/ftpdocs/86xx/doc8641/09-20-ConradLTpresenceinIraq.pdf

Senator Conrad requested that CBO estimate the costs of a long-term U.S. military presence in Iraq, similar to the presence maintained by the United States in and around the Republic of Korea since the 1950s. Those forces, which are spread throughout the Northeast Asia region, include Army ground combat units stationed in Korea itself and Marine Corps ground combat units stationed in Okinawa, Japan. Similarly, the Air Force maintains units in both Korea and Japan, and the Marine Corps has aviation equipment and personnel in Okinawa. In particular, from 1991 to 2004 (until a recent Army reorganization), the United States had maintained the current equivalent of four brigade combat teams, divisional and higher-level Army and Marine headquarters and support units, six land-based tactical fighter squadrons, and an aircraft carrier battle group in the Northeast Asia region—a total force comprising about 80,000 personnel.
Presence includes combat theaters and combat personnel

Ladan Nekoomaram 11/10/09 “US military presence in foreign coutries exceeds the rest of world” American observer, <http://inews6.americanobserver.net/articles/us-military-presence-foreign-countries-exceeds-rest-world>

Military presence is defined by any nation where the U.S. has a miitary base, where the U.S. is providing military aid, active duty military personnel, or where U.S. soldiers are engaged in combat theaters.

Presence includes combat operations (2)

Presence is logistics support, crisis response, in-theater training, and intelligence gathering

Daniel Chiu and Jonathan Dworkin, both analysts in the Center for Naval Analysis strategic policy division, Center for Naval Analysis May 8, ’91, “The Political Effects of U.S. Military Presence in the Asian-Pacific Region” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA241922

Against this backdrop of pressures for withdrawal are the traditional rationaies for U.S. presence. The most common are the usefulness of presence in four areas: (1) logistics support, (2) crisis response, (3) operational experience and in-theater training, and (4) intelligence gathering. One of the least studied, but often cited, justifications for U.S. presence has been its political effects. It has been argued that by deterring conflict and arms races, U.S. presence is a stabilizing influence in the region. The objective of this study is to examine this particular argument by exploring the political effects of U.S. presence in Asia. 

Military forces means bases with combat forces

Layne, Professor and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security at the George Bush School of Government and Public Service, 10

(Christopher, “Definition of Military presence” May 12th, http://abnormalmeans.com/2010/05/definition-of-military-presence/)
My inter​pre​tation would be that “military presence” means bases with combat forces (or bases that normally are main​tained by skeleton units but are main​tained to receive combat forces crisis/surge type circum​stances). I do not think in the normal meaning of the term that the US has military bases in N. Korea.
Presence refers to military forces deployed for the purpose of influence, reassurance, deterrence, and initial crisis response 
Flournoy, 1 - senior advisor for international security at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and previously served as a distinguished research professor in the Institute for National Strategic Studies at the National Defense University and as the Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Strategy and Threat Reduction (Michele, QDR 2001: Strategy-Driven Choices for America’s Security, Ed: Michele Flournoy http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA430963&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)  Italics in original

Terms such as presence and engagement are often used rather loosely. Following a survey and

analysis of existing sources, we developed or adopted specific definitions for the terms used to describe

these strategy issues.We define overseas presence as military forces permanently stationed or rotationally

or intermittently deployed overseas for the purposes of influence, engagement, reassurance, deterrence,

and initial crisis response. We define peacetime military engagement as encompassing all U.S.

military activities designed to enhance constructive security relations and promote broad U.S. security

interests, including activities such as combined training and education, military-to-military interactions,

security assistance, and various other programs. U.S. overseas presence forces are often also involved

in conducting peacetime military engagement activities.
Presence includes combat operations (3)

Presence definitionally precedes combat – the terms’ complexity requires distinguishing them.

Dismukes 1995 [Bradford, member of the staff of the Center for Naval Analyses, “The U.S. Military Presence Abroad”, in Strategic Review, Spring, p. 55]

Logically, forward presence has become the most important strategic task of U.S. conventional forces.  With respect to adversaries, if forces abroad are successful in deterrence, then the requirement to respond to crises (not to mention war) can be avoided.  Presence is the primary mission; crisis response is the necessary, but less desirable, back up.  These conclusions have far-reaching consequences both for the use of existing U.S. forces and for the acquisition of forces for the future.  Because of their scope and complexity, these necessarily must be addressed separately.  More important yet are their implications for the way Americans think about why they should bear the risks and costs of keeping forces abroad.  For America’s partners, particularly other G7 members, there are equally important implications for why and how they share the political and financial costs of U.S. presence.

More evidence – warfighting and presence are distinct aspects of power projection.

Widnall and Fogleman 1995 [Sheila, Institute Prof. (Aerospace) @ MIT, former US Secretary of the Air Force, Presence excludes the direct application of military force, and Ronald, former Chief of Staff of the US Air Force and Joint Chief of Staff, MA Military History and Poli. Sci. @ Duke U, "Global Presence," in Joint Forces Quarterly, Spring, p. 94 – Italics in Original]

At the foundation of this approach is power projection. Power projection is a means to influence actors or affect situations or events in America’s national interest. It has two components: warfighting and presence. Warfighting is the direct application of military force to compel an adversary. Presence is the posturing of military capability, including nonbelligerent applications, and/or the leveraging of information to deter or compel an actor or affect a situation. A sound national military strategy depends on coherent warfighting and presence strategies.

Aff Answers to “Presence is not Combat Forces” (1)
- We meet- Iraq isn’t a war – it’s not an international combat situation.
Ridlon 8 Captain Daniel P. Ridlon (B.A., Seattle University (2003); J.D., Harvard Law School (2006)) is the Chief of Military Justice, 30th Space Wing, Vandenberg Air Force Base, California. He is a member of the Washington Bar. CONTRACTORS OR ILLEGAL COMBATANTS? THE STATUS OF ARMED CONTRACTORS IN IRAQ 62 A.F. L. Rev. 199
 [*206] Applying the definition in Article 2 of the Geneva Convention to the current conflict in Iraq, it is apparent, despite DOD GC's assessment to the contrary, that the conflict is not an international armed conflict. As stated previously, the war in Iraq began as an international armed conflict between two or more "High Contracting Parties." However, it is difficult to construe the conflict as it exists currently in the same light. On 28 June 2004, the United States handed over sovereignty to the Iraqi government. n33 Immediately following the handover of sovereignty, the President made numerous statements that the United States and its allies would leave Iraq if the Iraqi government made the request. n34 By returning sovereignty to Iraq, the United States has indicated that Iraq is no longer an occupied territory, but is instead an independent nation that can request United States withdrawal of forces like any other ally in whose country we have military assets. Within this context, it is difficult to claim that the United States continues to be engaged in an armed conflict with a "high contracting party," such that the Geneva Convention applies. The current situation in Iraq is conflict between the Iraqi government and its allies, including the United States, and dissident elements within Iraq. These dissident elements are non-governmental entities, and they are not parties to the Geneva Convention. While some part of the insurgency may be comprised of elements of the former Iraqi regime, according to the United States' own assertions, these elements no longer represent the government of Iraq. Thus, although there is still armed conflict occurring in Iraq that meets the first element of the test for when the Geneva Conventions apply, the conflict is not "international" because it does not involve fighting between two states that are parties to the convention. Instead the conflict in Iraq is an internal armed conflict which is not governed by the full body of international humanitarian law. Oddly, after claiming that Iraq is currently an international armed conflict, the DOD GC's memorandum goes on to undercut that assertion. The memo explains that international armed conflicts have several phases. The first is the major combat operation phase during which uniformed forces of the nations fight. n35 In Iraq, the memo claims that this phase ended around 1 May 2003, when, "the United States and its Coalition partners defeated the Ba'athist regime of Saddam [*207] Hussein." n36 The next phase is the "occupation" phase, which ended in Iraq when the "governance authority was handed over to the Interim Iraqi Government on June 28, 2004." n37 In addressing the current state of affairs, the memo states that, "[c]urrently, operations both in Iraq and Afghanistan are in the transition, or stability operations phase of an international armed conflict. (In Iraq, operations may also be characterized as pcst-occupation.)" n38 This description appears to contradict the memo's previous statement that the conflict in Iraq is currently an international armed conflict. The term "post-occupation," itself suggests the conflict between the United States and Iraq has ended. Furthermore, how could the conflict continue to be "international" when the occupation has ended and the United States is engaged in stabilizing a government who is a party to the Geneva Conventions rather then fighting it? Indeed, following its characterization of the current conflict in Iraq as "post-occupation," the memorandum states, "[a]pplication of the law of war in the fact situations presented by current operations should not be viewed the same as during a period of major combat operations of an international armed conflict." n39 Thus while the DOD GC's memorandum states that the conflict in Iraq is an international armed conflict, their own analysis undercuts that assertion.

Aff Answers to “Presence is not Combat Forces” (2)
- Counter Interpretation- Military presence means boots on the ground: contextually distinct from relationship or military aid

Hartung 9/21/7 http://tpmcafe.talkingpointsmemo.com/2007/09/21/what_about_africa/
William D. Hartung is Director of the Arms and Security Initiative at the New America Foundation. The project serves as a resource for journalists, policymakers, and citizen's organizations on the issues of weapons proliferation, the economics of military spending, and alternative approaches to national security strategy. 

But military it is -- a recent study by the the Center for Defense Information has documented that Djibouti -- which hosts a miiltary base housing 1,800 U.S. troops -- has received 40 times as much U.S. military aid since September 11th as it did in the five years prior. Kenya received eight times as much over the same period, and Algeria received ten times its pre-9/11 totals. This is part of the Pentagon's strategy to establish close military-to-military relationships with a key network of African states that it can then use as "lily pads" to jump from one part of the continent to another as it sees fit. Not all African nations are taking kindly to the Pentagon's growing presence in their neighborhood. The South African Defense Minister recently refused to meet with the incoming U.S. head of AFRICOM, arguing that "Africa has to avoid the presence of foreign forces on its soil." A number of other states, most notably Liberia, have been urging Washington to base the new command it their countries -- this may be fine for the governments involved, but it is unlikely to win favor with the citizens of these nations, most of whom see the U.S. as a global bully in the wake of the Iraq war. So what is to be done? There is clearly a need for some miitary interaction between the United States and key African nations, primarily in a supporting role in the development and deploymentn of regional and international peacekeeping forces that can deal with deadly conflicts in the Sudan, the Democratic Republic of the Congo, and elsewhere. But these kinds of efforts don't require a U.S. military presence on the continent of Africa.

- We meet the counter-interpretation- PMCs are a physical presence on the ground in Afghanistan.
- Prefer our definition- troops are the accepted and most commonly used form of military presence.

There is no official military definition of presence – common usage proves that troops are the best definition of presence.

Craig W. Mastapeter, Senior Planning Officer, Department of Homeland Security, December 2008, “The Instruments of National Power: Achieving the Strategic Advantage in a Changing World,” 

According to Webster’s Unabridged Dictionary, presence is defined as the state of being present, or of being within sight or call, or at hand; as opposed to absence.438 YourDictionary defines presence as the fact or condition of being present; existence, ccurrence, or attendance at some place or in some thing.439 From the perspective of the purpose of this paper, the FreeDictionary provides the most relevant definition: the diplomatic, political, or military influence of a nation in a foreign country, especially as evidenced by the posting of its diplomats or its troops there.440 Interestingly enough, The Joint Publications 1-02, Department of Defense Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms does not include a definition of presence. However, Joint Publication 1-0, Doctrine for the Armed Forces of the United States, clearly states that an extended U.S. presence will be required, post-termination, to conduct stability operations to enable legitimate civil authority and attain the national strategic end state441 and that, as a nation, the United States wages war employing all instruments of national power to achieve national strategic objectives on terms favorable to the United States.442 It can therefore be inferred from this entry that a U.S. presence is necessary prior to and during operations because presence demonstrates U.S. commitment, facilitates access, enhances deterrence, and supports the transition from peace to war and a return to peace once hostilities have ended on terms favorable to the U.S.
Aff Answers to “Presence is not Combat Forces” (3)
( _ ) We meet – we remove noncombat forces. 

( _ ) Out of context. Thomason was doing a specific study about how noncombat presence affected overall security goals – proves that he had to draw an otherwise arbitrary distinction so he could discuss the interaction between combat and noncombat forces in terms of security objectives. 
James S. Thomason et al, Ph.D., International Relations, Northwestern University (1978), B.A., Government, Harvard College (1969), 2002, http://www.comw.org/qdr/fulltext/0207thomason.pdf

The study has three specific goals. The primary goal is to identify evidence of the  actual effects, on the margin, of different levels, types, and frequencies of US overseas  military presence in promoting key US security objectives.  That is, how has the  deployment and use of US military assets overseas in relatively routine, non-combat  activities supported such key security objectives as those laid out in the 2001 QDR:  assuring friends and allies of our commitment and ability to help defend our mutual  interests, deterring adversaries, dissuading potential adversaries from challenging us, and  providing a strong initial crisis response capability should deterrence fail. The second  goal is to determine the feasibility of developing viable US presence options that use  fewer military personnel continuously forward.   The third objective is to provide insights  regarding the sorts of presence postures that would be most responsive to the emerging  security environment. 

( _ ) Outdated. In 2002 everyone thought the war in Afghanistan would be quick and easy, and we hadn’t even invaded Iraq yet – proves you should be HIGHLY SKEPTICAL of their claims that our forces in Afghanistan and Iraq wouldn’t be counted by Thomason as presence. 

( _ ) Bad for the topic. Full withdrawal from Iraq and Afghanistan are key to education – current wars are major current events issues – learning about them is key for us to be engaged citizens. Also a core of current foreign policy questions – proves it is completely illogical to exclude these affs.

( _ ) Unpredictable. If this seems un-intuitive it proves their interp’s unpredictable - EVEN IF Thomason did a major study that comes up on google. Turns fairness – the aff will always lose on T because they unpredictably limit out ground we thought we had before the debate. 

( _ ) Limits. They overlimit – forces a race to the margins because people will run squirrelly affs that just remove advisory personnel or minor weapons infrastructure. Turns predictability – those affs are much harder to predict than full withdrawal affs. Also turns education – we only learn about random obscure aspects of presence rather than core current events issues. 

( _ ) Only three more affs. The only topic countries that have combat and noncombat forces are Iraq, Afghanistan and Kuwait – the only difference is whether full withdrawal affs from those countries are topical.

( _ ) Extra topical at worst. Even if extra T is sometimes a voter it’s not in this specific instance. Be skeptical of their crazy examples – the extra topical portions of our plan are predictable because of the HUGE literature base in favor of full withdrawals. Not unfair – we couldn’t get our internals with just combat force reduction – proves we have a right to combined ground.

( _ ) Reasonability. Good is good enough – don’t vote us down unless they prove our interpretation destroys debate – even if competing interpretations is sometimes good the unpredictable arbitrary nature of their definition proves you should leniently evaluate our interpetation. 

Aff Answers to “Presence is not Combat Forces” (4)
( _ ) Military presence is non-permanent in the context of personnel
J.E. Peterson, Ph.D. Fellow at the Foreign Policy Research Institute, Middle East Institute, an Adjunct Fellow at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, worked at the International Institute for Strategic Studies in London, and more. 2008. “Foreign Military Presence and its Role in Reinforcing Regional Security:  A Double-Edged Sword.” Emirates Center for Strategic Studies and Research. pp. 183-205. <http://www.jepeterson.net/sitebuildercontent/sitebuilderfiles/Foreign_Military_Presence_in_the_Gulf.pdf>
Table 7.2 Levels of Foreign Military Presence 

o : present in the Gulf 

x : not present in the Gulf 

? : uncertain if present in the Gulf

1.
intervention and occupation" 

2.
proximate expeditionary force in region - power projection 

3.
bases and other permanent installations (ranging from full bases, with the FMP enjoying internal sovereignty, to small support functions, such as naval replenishment or technical facilities) 

4.
non-permanent deployed units 

5.
joint or multilateral exercises 

6.
pre-positioning and access agreements 

7.
offshore naval presence 

8.
"offshore" ready deployment capability (e.g. from neighboring countries or regions) 

9.
mutual or multilateral security treaties or agreements (CENTO, NATO, SEATO) 

10.
arms and equipment transfers 

11.
"technical" facilities (intelligence, space, communications) 

12. aircraft over-flights (generally unseen and uncontroversial but reverses on occasion of aircraft trouble or in time of conflict or crisis)

13.
surrogate forces (support for revolutionary or irredentist movements; Cuba in Africa

(Extra Options for Affs that Only Remove Combat Troops)

( _ ) More limiting. Their interp allows any aff that removes random infrastructure or military advisors – only removing combat troops is more predictable – there’s more lit on combat troops. 

( _ ) Key to aff ground. No advantages from removing noncombat troops – key to open up debates on core issues like heg, terrorism, prolif, and specific missions.

( _ ) Substantially checks – we couldn’t remove one small combat brigade because it wouldn’t be substantial. 
Aff Answers to “Presence is not combat” - Combat and Non-combat are blurred
Presence is a continuum, combat and non-combat troops are all one in the same, no distinction 

Blechman et al, 97 – President of DFI International, and has held positions in the Department of Defense, the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, and the Office of Management and Budget (Barry, Strategic Review, Spring, “Military Presence Abroad in a New Era: The Role of Airpower,” p. 14)
The highly complex nature of military presence operations, with manifestations both psychological and physical, makes their effects difficult to identify and assess.  Nonetheless, presence missions (whether employing forces stationed abroad or afloat, temporarily deployed or permanently based overseas, or based in the United States) are integral parts of U.S. defense strategy.  Through routine presence operations, the United States seeks to reinforce alliances and friendships, make credible security commitments to crucial regions, and nurture cooperative political relations.  More episodically, forces engaged in presence operations can dissuade aggressors from hostile demands, help prevent or contain regional crises, and, when conflict erupts nonetheless, provide an infrastructure for the transition to war. Given its multifaceted nature, neither practitioners nor scholars have yet settled on a single definition of presence.  Technically, the term refers to both a military posture and a military objective.  This study uses the term “presence” to refer to a continuum of military activities, from a variety of interactions during peacetime to crisis response involving both forces on the scene and those based in the United States.  Our definition follows that articulated by the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff: “Presence is the totality of U.S. instruments of power deployed overseas (both permanently and temporarily) along with the requisite infrastructure and sustainment capabilities.”2 
 
All presence in a country fall under the same category, no distinction between the various types
The United States Air force, “The Study of Strategy”, MCDP 1-1, ND
In the purest sense, the means in war is combat—physically attacking the enemy or defending against his attacks upon us. However, war is not limited to purely military means. In fact, military means are only one element used to implement a national strategy. The relative importance placed on the military element of the national strategy varies greatly depending on the nature and the particular circumstances of the struggle. All of the instruments of power—diplomatic, economic, military, and informational—must be brought to bear and exploited to the fullest in war.

No distinction between non combat and combat troops- presence forces do combat and noncombat activities like peace time military engagement activities 
Flournoy, 1 - senior advisor for international security at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and previously served as a distinguished research professor in the Institute for National Strategic Studies at the National Defense University and as the Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Strategy and Threat Reduction (Michele, QDR 2001: Strategy-Driven Choices for America’s Security, Ed: Michele Flournoy http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA430963&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)  Italics in original
Terms such as presence and engagement are often used rather loosely. Following a survey and analysis of existing sources, we developed or adopted specific definitions for the terms used to describe these strategy issues.We define overseas presence as military forces permanently stationed or rotationally or intermittently deployed overseas for the purposes of influence, engagement, reassurance, deterrence, and initial crisis response. We define peacetime military engagement as encompassing all U.S. military activities designed to enhance constructive security relations and promote broad U.S. security interests, including activities such as combined training and education, military-to-military interactions, security assistance, and various other programs. U.S. overseas presence forces are often also involved in conducting peacetime military engagement activities. 

Military Presence – Grab Bag (1)
Presence refers to the totality of US military power linked to an explicit military objective

Blechman et al, 97 – President of DFI International, and has held positions in the Department of Defense, the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, and the Office of Management and Budget (Barry, Strategic Review, Spring, “Military Presence Abroad in a New Era: The Role of Airpower,” p. 14)

The highly complex nature of military presence operations, with manifestations both psychological and physical, makes their effects difficult to identify and assess.  Nonetheless, presence missions (whether employing forces stationed abroad or afloat, temporarily deployed or permanently based overseas, or based in the United States) are integral parts of U.S. defense strategy.  Through routine presence operations, the United States seeks to reinforce alliances and friendships, make credible security commitments to crucial regions, and nurture cooperative political relations.  More episodically, forces engaged in presence operations can dissuade aggressors from hostile demands, help prevent or contain regional crises, and, when conflict erupts nonetheless, provide an infrastructure for the transition to war.

Given its multifaceted nature, neither practitioners nor scholars have yet settled on a single definition of presence.  Technically, the term refers to both a military posture and a military objective.  This study uses the term “presence” to refer to a continuum of military activities, from a variety of interactions during peacetime to crisis response involving both forces on the scene and those based in the United States.  Our definition follows that articulated by the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff: “Presence is the totality of U.S. instruments of power deployed overseas (both permanently and temporarily) along with the requisite infrastructure and sustainment capabilities.”2

Presence activities are distinct from “being present” – it means the ability to exert influence

Thomason, 2 – Project Leader, Institute for Defense Analysis (James, “Transforming US Overseas Military Presence: Evidence and Options for DoD,” July, http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.122.1144&rep=rep1&type=pdf

In everyday parlance, to “be present” means that an entity is in a particular place at a particular time. It is the opposite of absence. Being present in this sense does not necessarily mean that the entity is exerting a significant effect upon the immediate surroundings. By contrast, in everyday language, to “have presence” or “have a presence” means that an individual is able to exert and usually is exerting a significant effect on the immediate surroundings. 

Presence refers to military forces deployed for the purpose of influence, reassurance, deterrence, and initial crisis response 

Flournoy, 1 - senior advisor for international security at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and previously served as a distinguished research professor in the Institute for National Strategic Studies at the National Defense University and as the Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Strategy and Threat Reduction (Michele, QDR 2001: Strategy-Driven Choices for America’s Security, Ed: Michele Flournoy http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA430963&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)  Italics in original

Terms such as presence and engagement are often used rather loosely. Following a survey and

analysis of existing sources, we developed or adopted specific definitions for the terms used to describe

these strategy issues.We define overseas presence as military forces permanently stationed or rotationally

or intermittently deployed overseas for the purposes of influence, engagement, reassurance, deterrence,

and initial crisis response. We define peacetime military engagement as encompassing all U.S.

military activities designed to enhance constructive security relations and promote broad U.S. security

interests, including activities such as combined training and education, military-to-military interactions,

security assistance, and various other programs. U.S. overseas presence forces are often also involved

in conducting peacetime military engagement activities.

Military Presence – Grab Bag (2)
Military presence is a military option distinct from many other military tasks.
DOD Dictionary of Military Terms, 5/25/2010, http://www.dtic.mil/doctrine/dod_dictionary/data/m/640.html
military options (DOD) A range of military force responses that can be projected to accomplish assigned tasks. Options include one or a combination of the following: civic action, humanitarian assistance, civil affairs, and other military activities to develop positive relationships with other countries; confidence building and other measures to reduce military tensions; military presence; activities to convey threats to adversaries as well as truth projections; military deceptions and psychological operations; quarantines, blockades, and harassment operations; raids; intervention operations; armed conflict involving air, land, maritime, and strategic warfare operations; support for law enforcement authorities to counter international criminal activities (terrorism, narcotics trafficking, slavery, and piracy); support for law enforcement authorities to suppress domestic rebellion; and support for insurgency, counterinsurgency, and civil war in foreign countries. See also civil affairs; foreign humanitarian assistance; military civic action.
Military presence is soldierly bearing

Colonel Earnest Beall, USMC(Ret), Marine Corps Gazette (pre-1994) Quantico: Feb 1988. Vol. 72, Iss. 2; pg. 30 “Military Presence and You” proquest

The Marine Corps' Performance Evaluation System requires an evaluation of military presence on the fitness report. Most reporting seniors I have reviewed have automatically rated military presence identical to the mark given for personal appearance. Those marks should not necessarily be the same. Military presence is defined by the Marine Corps order as "the quality of maintaining appropriate dignity and soldierly bearing." Really what we are saying is that presence and bearing* are more closely related to the aspects of personal behavior rather than personal appearance. Think on that for a moment! How can a trim, neat, physically fit, and well-groomed officer whose manners are closely akin to those of an aardvark be considered as one who possesses proper military presence. It simply can't be!
Military presence means prevention and damage limitation
Robert J. Art, Christian A. Herter Professor of International Relations at Brandeis University, 2003, “A Grand Strategy for America” p.216,http://books.google.com/books?id=Rodvv1HnSQoC&printsec=frontcover&dq=a+grand+strategy+for+america&hl=en&ei=O8JFTLfvLIGC8gasw8zjBA&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=1&ved=0CCwQ6AEwAA#v=onepage&q&f=false

Selective engagement says "no." It sees the American military presence at both ends of Eurasia as good  insurance because of two types of coverage it provides: to prevent and to limit damage. In terms of damage prevention, the American military presence is akin to hiring a night watchman to monitor a building continuously to make certain that nothing is done, by accident or by design, to start a fire. In terms of damage limitation, the American military presence is akin to installing a sprinkler system inside a building that can quickly put out a fire once it has started. Prevention is the best value for a given expenditure because measures to prevent a fire are cheaper than those required to rebuild from one. But the American military presence can also limit damage. If a fire happens, it can be contained if steps have been taken so that it can be put out quickly. Buying insurance is a prudent strategy because it safeguards one's valuable investments. On-shore and in-theatre balancing--the night watchman role--buys added insurance at reasonable cost; offshore balancing does not.

Military Presence – Grab Bag (3)
Military presence includes security guarantees that could be implemented using forces in an adjacent country

Robert Anthony Pape, American political scientist known for his work on international security affairs, especially the coercive strategies of air power and the rationale of suicide terrorism, 2005, “Dying to Win: The Strategic Logic of Suicide Terrorism”, http://books.google.com/books?id=SOlnH3f_dXwC&printsec=frontcover&dq=pape&hl=en&ei=-cNFTJ3lMoH-8Abxma38BA&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=2&ved=0CCoQ6AEwAQ#v=onepage&q&f=false

The standard I use is American military presence, defined as heavy combat operations on the homeland of Sunni Muslim majority countries for a sustained period prior to the onset of al-Qaeda's suicide terrorist campaign against the United States in 1995. If American military presence, so defined, has expanded to include still more countries during the course of al-Qaeda's suicide campaign, then I include those new countries as well, since they could also serve as recruiting grounds for al-Qaeda's ongoing suicide campaign. "American military presence" includes cases where American combat forces are based in the country or where the United States provides an explicit or widely understood security guarantee that could be implemented using its forces in an adjacent country. It does not include cases where American military advisers are present or where the country's military and the U.S. military conduct joint training exercises.

Presence is based upon active-duty armed Forces

Bradford Booth Caliber Associates, Armed Forces and Society, 10530 Rosehaven Street, Suite 400, Fairfax, VA 22030  “Contextual Effects of Military Presence on Women's Earnings”, 2003

Abstract This article employs 1990 Public Use Micro sample data from the U.S. Census, stratified by labor market area (LMA), to estimate the effect of military presence-defined as the proportion of local labor force participants employed as members of the active-duty armed forces-on the annual earnings of women workers in the paid labor force. Findings suggest that, other things being equal, women pay an average annual earnings penalty of approximately 5 percent per each increase of 10 percent in the local military presence. Military presence is argued to constitute an influential but often unrecognized structural feature of many local LMAs in the United States. Its impact on women's earnings is also discussed in relation to the well-documented economic disadvantages experienced by military wives. While the earnings penalties experienced by this group of women have hitherto been explained almost solely in terms of the individual human capital penalties they incur as a result of their status as tied migrants, this paper suggests that high levels of military presence potentially affect the earnings of all women in the local labor market. Military presence therefore constitutes an additive penalty for military wives. Potential drivers for the observed relationship between military presence and women's earnings are discussed, including concentration in the market for civilian jobs, or rnonopsony, as well as the potential impact of military presence on the local civilian occupational distribution. 
Presence means military base

James Meernik, prof political science, UNT, 1994, “Presidential Decision making and the political use of military force”, p. 128, jstor, http://www.jstor.org/stable/2600874?seq=7

Nations possess a multitude of means by which they may protect their security and demonstrate their national interests to other states, such as forming alli- ances, spending money on armaments, and going to war. If we are to determine exactly where national interests lie, however, it is to visible demonstrations of commitment and concern for particular states and regions that we must look. The level of American military involvement in the area in which an opportunity takes place is perhaps the most visible demonstration of U.S. commitment. U.S. military involvement as defined includes: (1) an established American military presence, defined as a U.S. military base, (2) the furnishing of military aid to some state or organization, or (3) a prior use of force. Such investment repre- sents American interest and obligation to allies, enemies, and neutral parties alike.

Military Presence – Grab Bag (4)
The objective of military presence is to influence events in the countries those forces are deployed

 Bud Jones Major USAF No date Give
(“The Objective is Influence, not Presence or Its Influence (not Presence) Stupid!” http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/cc/influenc.html)
"Presence" has become something of a watchword [slogan] among those involved in charting America's future security policy and fashioning the military forces designed to support it. Because the forward deployment of American military forces will be constrained by both budget and political limitations, our national strategy now includes forward presence, instead of forward deployment, as one of its four fundamental elements. In the midst of a roles and missions reevaluation and increasingly tight budgets, the armed services have embraced a loosely defined concept of presence with a certain rhetorical flourish. The Navy- Marine Corps made forward presence a centerpiece in its slick "From the Sea" strategy White Paper and recently the Air Force Chief of Staff, General Merrill McPeak, argued that the concept needs to be more broadly viewed to take into account the "global presence" capabilities of space forces. But as the Armed Services and their advocates continue posturing and turning up the rhetoric about presence, the real complexities inherent in the use of American military forces to support identified national security objectives are being missed [ignored].      The objective of military presence is not simply to be present as events occur, the objective is to influence those events. Unfortunately, military presence can easily masquerade as the objective and the argument over which particular service or mix of forces can best attain the desired presence can dominate the debate and exclude other considerations. Presence and influence are related, but they are not synonymous. Presence, the mere fact or condition of being present, is much easier to achieve. It can be achieved in some special circumstances by sending a carrier battle group or amphibious force, in a greater number of circumstances by rapidly deploying Army elements, or in the greatest number of instances by the sudden impact of air power from Air Force warplanes quickly launched from distant bases--including those in the continental United States. In all these cases, presence is designed to shrink the time and distance equation so a potential military response will seem more immediate and visible. Still, the debate over who can best provide presence while limiting vulnerability and danger to US lives causes a loss of focus on the more important objective: influence.

Presence is logistics support, crisis response, in-theater training, and intelligence gathering

Daniel Chiu and Jonathan Dworkin, both analysts in the Center for Naval Analysis strategic policy division, Center for Naval Analysis May 8, ’91, “The Political Effects of U.S. Military Presence in the Asian-Pacific Region” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA241922

Against this backdrop of pressures for withdrawal are the traditional rationaies for U.S. presence. The most common are the usefulness of presence in four areas: (1) logistics support, (2) crisis response, (3) operational experience and in-theater training, and (4) intelligence gathering. One of the least studied, but often cited, justifications for U.S. presence has been its political effects. It has been argued that by deterring conflict and arms races, U.S. presence is a stabilizing influence in the region. The objective of this study is to examine this particular argument by exploring the political effects of U.S. presence in Asia. 

Military Presence – Grab Bag (5)

Presence includes infrastructure, transportation, logistics, and forces abroad.

O’Hanlon, Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy at the Brookings Institute, 08 (Michael, Michael O’Hanlon specializes in national security and defense policy and is senior author of the Iraq, Afghanistan, and Pakistan Index project, “Unfinished Business U.S. Overseas Military Presence in the 21st Century” http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/reports/2008/06_military_ohanlon/06_military_ohanlon.pdf)
 It is worth dwelling on this last point for a moment. Alone among the world’s major powers, the United States today has a substantial overseas military presence, with enough capability in numerous strategically important parts of the world to make a difference in normal day-to-day regional balances of power. This is obviously true at present in Iraq and Afghanistan, but is more generally the case even in peacetime. Not only does the United States have a great deal of firepower stationed abroad, it has the infrastructure, the working relationships, and the transportation and logistics assets needed to reinforce its capacities quickly as needed in crises. This has been continuously true since World War II — so long that we now take it for granted. But stationing hundreds of thousands of troops abroad is not an automatic or inherent characteristic of major powers, especially in the modern post-imperial era. Apart from the United States, no other major power has more than 20,000 to 30,000 forces abroad (with Britain and France leading the way after the United States). Substantial powers such as Russia, China, and India deploy forces totaling only in the thousands normally, as do several countries that participate frequently in peacekeeping missions.

Military Presence is visible. 

Jorgenson, 2002. Jason T. Jorgensen, The United States Navy’s Ability to counter the Deisel and Nuclear Submarine Threat with Long range Anti- Submarine Warfare Aircraft. http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA406874.
The 1997 National Military Strategy addressed four strategic concepts. One of these concepts was  overseas presence. The National Military Strategy describes overseas presence as “the  visible posture of US forces and infrastructure strategically positioned forward, in and  near key regions” (Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 1997, 6). This concept illustrates the  US’ requirement to have military forces forward deployed throughout the world to  protect its interests, which include geographic transit points (see Table 1). The  deployment of sailors and soldiers throughout the world demonstrates the US’s resolve to  protect her interests and allows the US the capability to defend those interests. Given  “the global nature of our interests and obligations, the US must maintain its overseas  presence forces and the ability to rapidly project power world-wide to achieve full  spectrum dominance” (Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 2000b, 6)

Presence means visible

Patterson, 8

(CAPTAIN MARK A. PATTERSON

United States Navy Reserve

“Defend the Approaches!”, submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements of the Master of Strategic Studies Degree

http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA486738)

For this paper, presence is the visible positioning or stationing of ships, aircraft and/or personnel for the purpose of influencing, assuring or engaging other state actors or non-state actors. The scope of this definition includes the full range of traditional and emerging military missions, including port visits, training (personnel and forces), Theater Security Cooperation Programs (TSCP), personnel exchanges, humanitarian assistance and limited or full scale permissive and non-permissive military operations.
Military Presence – Grab Bag (6)
Military presence includes airpower, naval forces, and military equipment 

Department of Defense, 96 (Remarks as delivered by Secretary of Defense William J. Perry to the American Bar Association, Orlando, Fla., Aug. 6, 1996. “The Risks If We Would Be Free” Volume 11, Number 77 http://www.defense.gov/speeches/speech.aspx?speechid=959)
Our military presence includes substantial airpower operating out of Saudi and Kuwaiti airbases. This permits us to enforce the U.N.-sponsored "no-fly" zone over Iraq. Our presence also includes naval forces operating continuously in the Arabian Gulf, also enforcing United Nations sanctions. And it includes two brigade sets worth of pre-positioned military equipment -- one in Kuwait and one afloat offshore -- and we are adding a third brigade set in Qatar. This pre-positioned equipment allows us to insert a substantial deterrent force into the region in a fraction of the time that it took us in 1990. We actually exercised this potential in October of 1994, when Saddam Hussein again sent his forces toward the Kuwaiti border.  That time, however, we were able to respond quickly enough that we were able to deter an attack.  Our forward forces, backed by rapidly deployable U.S.-based reinforcements, are by far the strongest military force in the gulf region. They cannot be successfully engaged by any of the regional military powers. But this very capability, which makes our military forces such a successful deterrent force, also makes them an inviting target for those who oppose our presence and influence in the region.  Our presence, of course, is opposed by Iran and Iraq, but also by home-grown dissidents in some countries of the region. The opposition includes extremist groups who are cold-blooded and fanatical, but also clever. They know that they cannot defeat us militarily, but they may believe that they can defeat us politically -- and they have chosen terror as the weapon to try to achieve this.  They estimate that if they can cause enough casualties or threats of casualties to our force, they can weaken support in the United States for our presence in the region or weaken support in the host nations for a continued U.S. presence. In essence, they seek to drive a wedge between the U.S. and our regional allies. 

Military presence includes political economic and geo-strategic objectives.

Strategic Studies Institute 02

(Dr. Hajjar, “U.S. Military Presence in the Persian Gulf: Challenges and Prospects” http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pubs/summary.cfm?q=185)

The presence of vast energy resources and location at the center of the Middle East account for the Gulf?s geo-strategic importance and its attraction to major powers. U.S. involvement and military presence dates back to the early part of the last century, and includes a host of political, economic, and geo-strategic objectives. Prior to the Gulf War, U.S. military presence was largely over the horizon, accommodating the sensitivities of local culture. After 1991, it remained deliberately low profile, and yet U.S. presence was criticized due to local perceptions of misconstrued U.S. policies that are harmful to Arab and Muslim interests. The September 11 attack on the United States and subsequent events associated with the war on terrorism have exacerbated negative public attitudes about U.S. policies and engagement in the region. Simultaneously, however, the traditional regimes of the Gulf countries continue to welcome U.S. engagement, regarding it as the cornerstone for the region?s security.

Access to oil, security of Israel, and stability and security of the region are identified as perennial U.S. interests. It is argued that U.S. policies for the Gulf are affected by developments elsewhere in the Middle East and often lead to the charge of double standards and bias. The U.S. handling of the peace process and its support for Israel are contrasted with how the United States implements the dual containment policy against Iraq and Iran. U.S. securitystrategy for the Gulf and the defense cooperative agreements it has with Gulf Cooperation Council members that authorize its military presence are detailed. Forward presence and the pre-positioning of equipment are the linchpins of U.S. deterrence strategy and U.S. ability to enforce the United Nations (U.N.) mandated sanctions against Iraq.

Military Presence – Grab Bag (7)
Presence includes air stations and operating costs.

GAO, Government Accountability Office, 98

(“Overseas Presence: Issues Involved in Reducing the Impact of the U.S. Military Presence on Okinawa” http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO/NSIAD-98-66)

Of the 47,000 U.S. troops in Japan, more than half are stationed on the island of Okinawa. A new U.S.-Japanese agreement to reduce the American military presence on Okinawa includes replacing a Marine air station with a new $4 billion sea-based facility built and paid for by Japan. Operating costs for the new facility are estimated at nearly $200 million a year, much higher than costs for the existing air station. Japan has been asked to pay these costs but has yet to agree. GAO raises the issue of responsibility for cleaning up any environmental contamination at the military facilities being returned to Japan. Also, the construction and operation of the sea-based facility could have harmful consequences for the environment.

Military Presence includes bases where intelligence gathering, training, and military-led development aid can be found.

Transnational Institute, 09

(July, “Foreign Military Bases and the Global Campaign to close them” http://www.tni.org/primer/foreign-military-bases-and-global-campaign-close-them)

Over the past decades, there has been a slow decline in the total number of foreign military bases, largely as a result of the end of the Cold War. But at the same time, there has been a rapid growth in the number of countries ‘hosting’ a foreign military presence. In other words, the new strategy seems to be to have smaller detachments in ever increasing number of countries. 

Together with the shift towards smaller bases in more countries, there has also been a shift away from massive troop deployments to smaller spread-out facilities, where intelligence gathering, training, and military-led development aid can be combined. 

The recent spread of bases is a clear indication of what are considered the new international battle grounds: Central Asia, the Middle East, and Africa. 

Military Presence is defined as 100 people 

DeWaard 06 (Chad DeWaard, President of Department of Political Science in the Graduate School Southern Illinois University Carbondale, May 2006,http://www.scribd.com/doc/6570993/Official-Development-Assistance-Unmasked-Theoretical-Models-of-International-Relations-and-the-Determinants-of-American-German-And-Swedish-Aid)

Military presence is defined by at least one hundred active-duty military personnel who are permanently stationed in host countries. Forces that are temporarily deployed for covert or classified operations or forces deployed for humanitarian relief do not constitute a “presence” in the sense employed here. 

Military presence is a small permanent force
Ryan Henry, served as Principal Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Policy, Spring 2006, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA519802&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf

Presence is defined by the permanent and rotational forces that conduct military activities (training, exercises, and operations) worldwide, from security cooperation to crisis response. That presence consists of both small units working together in a wide range of capacities and major formations conducting elaborate exercises to achieve proficiency inmultinational operations.

Military Presence – Grab Bag (8)
Military presence includes bases and facilities.

Transnational Institute, 09

(July, “Foreign Military Bases and the Global Campaign to close them” http://www.tni.org/primer/foreign-military-bases-and-global-campaign-close-them)

Since the Korea war, the US maintains a formidable military presence in Korea in the form of more than 100 bases and facilities. The “Status of Forces Agreement” between the two countries states that US servicemen can not be held accountable for their crimes under Korean law. This has led to stark cases of impunity: In 2002  two teenage girls on their way to a birthday party were run over by a US tank. The US refused to let the driver of the tank be tried in Korea. Instead, they were repatriated where a US military court recorded a 'not guilty' verdict. In 2006 alone, 2,600 car accidents were reported in Korea involving US servicemen. Korean victims were left without the means to claim damages. Korean insurance companies refused to cover the damages, reasoning that the bill ought to be paid by the guilty party, but the guilty party enjoys legal immunity.

Military presence is defined by any nation where the US has a military base. 

Nekoomaran, 2009. Ladan Nekoomaran, November 10, 2009, US Military Presence in Foreign countries Exceeds the rest of the World. http://inews6.americanobserver.net/articles/us-military-presence-foreign-countries-exceeds-rest-world 

The United States has military presence in over 130 countries, according to a Department of Defense report for 2008. No other nation in the world has such widespread global military presence.According to The Center for Research and Globalization, an independent research organization, “The United States Military is currently deployed to more locations than it has been throughout history.”Not only does the U.S. have military in a significant number of countries, but it also has diplomatic relations with almost every country. A June 29, 2009 report from the State Department indicated that there are 192 countries in the world. The U.S. has diplomatic relations with all but four: Bhutan, Cuba, Iran and North Korea. Simply put, foreign policy decisions made by leaders elected in the United States directly impact the rest of the world.While the effects of our military deployment impact those who know someone in uniform, many U.S. citizens rarely see the consequences, unless they make headline news.U.S. troops today are stationed throughout the Middle East, including Iraq, Afghanistan, Turkey and Kuwait. While some countries are home to military bases, others require military disaster relief after a crisis, like a tsunami. Others have become battlefields, resulting in the deaths of U.S. soldiers and foreign civilians. Military presence is defined by any nation where the U.S. has a miitary base, where the U.S. is providing military aid, active duty military personnel, or where U.S. soldiers are engaged in combat theaters.The 2008 Department of Defense Base Structure Report, which details military real estate, indicates that the U.S. military has 761 properties overseas.Arguably, the United States' strongest military presence since the attacks of Sept. 11, 2001, has been in Iraq and Afghanistan. Just last Friday, a US soldier serving with NATO was killed in an attack in eastern Afghanistan, along with five U.N. workers. In response to the bombings, the U.N. is pulling out 600 international staff from the area because they cannot protect them from Taliban attacks. While fighting picks up in Afghanistan, soldiers continue to fight in Iraq and civilians face bloody, unprecedented attacks. To learn more about the U.S.'s military presence in Iraq and its effect on the people, reference the Brookings Institute Iraq Index.In the PBS Frontline special “Obama’s War,” President Obama said, “The situation [in Afghanistan] is increasingly perilous. Many people in the United States have a simple question: 'What is our purpose in Afghanistan? Why do our men and women still fight and die there?' They deserve a straightforward answer.” Later in the documentary, correspondent Martin Smith records the Obama Administration’s answer to the question. Richard Holdbrooke, special representative for Afghanistan and Pakistan under the Obama Administration, said the mission is for the people of Afghanistan.“We have to remember why we’re here. We’re here to help the Afghan people stand up on their own feet," he said. Holdbrooke continued by saying the U.S. isn't nation-building, but rather nation-rebuilding. According to a graph of Pentagon data in the March 26, 2009 edition of USA Today, the U.S. had approximately 1,300 troops in Afghanistan in 2001 after the 9/11 attacks. The U.S. had 90,000 in Iraq just before the war in late 2002 and had up to 150,000 in 2003 at the start of the war.Today, the U.S. has 38,000 troops in Afghanistan and 124,000 in Iraq, but the Administration is debating sending more troops in the coming months to Afghanistan.USA Today reports that by August 31, 2010, Obama intends to end combat missions, leaving about 35,000 to 50,000 troops in Iraq. But Robert Mackey in the New York Times' The Lede Blog quoted Gen. Stanley McChrystal on Sept. 21, 2009 saying the military will need at least 68,000 American troops to “defeat the Taliban.”
Military Presence – Grab Bag (9)

Presence preserves US interests 

Johnston, Douglas M.(1992) 'Anticipating instability in the Asia-pacific region', The Washington Quarterly, 15: 3, 103 — 112

Over the longer term, the United States should strive to develop an integrated security community that is based on broadly shared values, economic cooperation, and equitable burden sharing. Above all, the administration and the Department of Defense will need to articulate in clear and convincing terms to the U.S. public how a strong military presence in the region preserves broader U.S. interests. To the extent that this presence can be shown to facilitate enhanced exports and jobs at home, so much the better. Meanwhile, the temptation for states in the region to take advantage of a reduced U.S. presence will inevitably arise. It can and should be circumscribed by the active encouragement and pursuit of CSBMs. 

Presence is continuous and large - forces that don’t meet these conditions are not presence 

Major Manuel E. F. Supervielle, 05/1994 Chief, International Law Branch, International and Operational Law Division, Army Lawyer, OTJAG, Variations on the Comprehensive Bilateral SOFA, “The Legal Status of Foreign Military Personnel in the United States”

The United States uses comprehensive SOFAs in situations where it maintains a continuous and large military presence in the receiving state. Not all United States military forces, however, establish a large permanent presence in the receiving state.

Presence can be small and permanent to supervise equipment

Major Manuel E. F. Supervielle, 05/1994 Chief, International Law Branch, International and Operational Law Division, Army Lawyer, OTJAG, Variations on the Comprehensive Bilateral SOFA, “The Legal Status of Foreign Military Personnel in the United States”

Sometimes the United States maintains a small permanent military presence in a foreign country to supervise local workers that service American warships and aircraft on a regular basis. In these situations, the United States and the host government may include a mini-SOFA as an appendix to the underlying service agreement. If the frequency of use by the United States military is too low to maintain permanent personnel, the United States may seek an agreement giving it preauthorized access or simplified procedures for access to sea and air ports. In these cases, a mini-SOFA could be included as an appendix to the access agreement. Such access agreements contemplate the regular entry and temporary use of receiving state facilities by United States visiting forces, without permanent presence.

Military presence is an instrument of social and political engineering 

Lavrov 06, The Rise of Asia, and the Eastern Vector of Russia’s Foreign Policy Sergei Lavrov, RUSSIA IN GLOBAL AFFAIRS VOL. 4 • No. 3 • JULY – SEPTEMBER • 2006 

On this point, it would be appropriate to mention the belief that continuous foreign military presence is ostensibly salutary and serves as an instrument of “social and political engineering.” The very fact that coalition members continue to withdraw their troops from Iraq shows that these countries are drawing opposite conclusions from their practical experience and analysis of the situation. I am convinced that such instruments for pursuing one’s national interests in international affairs are counterproductive. Such a foreign presence distorts the development of internal processes and creates the temptation to use force; ultimately, it underestimates the potential of political and diplomatic settlement. 

Military Presence – Grab Bag (10)
Military presence includes assistance groups- key to US foreign policy 

Farmen and Lessel 92, Forward Presence in Turkey: Case Study, WILLIAM N. FARMEN and ERWIN F. LESSEL III, Autmum 1992

With the defense drawdowns now in store, military assistance groups will become a relatively larger part of the US forward military presence. We cannot afford to neglect any resource, however modest. Military assistance personnel must know, in detail, their area of operations and establish those key in-country contacts necessary to support higher headquarters and US foreign policy in contingency operations. Commanders and planners must have know- ledge of available on-scene assets and properly employ them when necessary. 

Military presence includes aid in the form of advisers and technicians

Leiser and Cossaboom 98 “Adana Station 1943-45: prelude to the post-war American military presence in Turkey.” Middle Eastern Studies, 1/1/98, Cossaboom, Robert; Leiser, Gary, encyclopedia.com 

The American military presence in Turkey after the Second World War is generally acknowledged to have originated from President Harry Truman's decision to grant substantial military assistance to that country in early 1947 in reaction to the Soviet Union's demands on Ankara after June 1945. This aid arrived with American advisers and technicians and helped lay the groundwork for the establishment of the first joint air base at Adana Air Field (later known as Incirlik), construction of which began in 1950, and Turkey's eventual accession to NATO in 1952.(1)

Military appearance is defined as a well groomed officer. 

Ernesto B Beall Jr , staffwriter, Marine Corps Association, preeminent professional organization for all Marines, 1988, Marine Corps Gazette (pre-1994). Quantico: Feb 1988. Vol. 72, Iss. 2; pg. 30 (“Military Presence and You”)

Military presence is defined by the Marine Corps order as "the quality of maintaining appropriate dignity and soldierly bearing." Really what we are saying is that presence and bearing* are more closely related to the aspects of personal behavior rather than personal appearance. Think on that for a moment! How can a trim, neat, physically fit, and well-groomed officer whose manners are closely akin to those of an aardvark be considered as one who possesses proper military presence. It simply can't be!

Military presence is by where the military  has bases, military aid, active military personal or combat theaters 

Ladan Nekoomaram, American Observer staff writer, November 10 2009, http://inews6.americanobserver.net/articles/us-military-presence-foreign-countries-exceeds-rest-world, (“US military presence in foreign countries exceeds rest of world”)

U.S. troops today are stationed throughout the Middle East, including Iraq, Afghanistan, Turkey and Kuwait. While some countries are home to military bases, others require military disaster relief after a crisis, like a tsunami. Others have become battlefields, resulting in the deaths of U.S. soldiers and foreign civilians. Military presence is defined by any nation where the U.S. has a military base, where the U.S. is providing military aid, active duty military personnel, or where U.S. soldiers are engaged in combat theaters.

Even “peace observation” troops are defined as military presence.

P.N. Sharma, Politics of Peace U.N. General Assembly, pg. 78, 1977
Prospect of Peacekeeping (Washington, D.C., 1967), p. 4. Lincoln P. Bloomfield refers to peace observation through a military force as a new form of military presence. See Lincoln P. Bloomfield. “The Non (or Most Non-) Fighting UN Force”, in International Military Forces, (Boston, Mass., 1964), p. 1

Military Presence – Grab Bag (11)
“Presence” is only military aid, combat operations, and bases.

American Observer – quoting DOD Reports – “US military presence in foreign countries exceeds rest of world” – November 10, 2009 – http://inews6.americanobserver.net/articles/us-military-presence-foreign-countries-exceeds-rest-world
The United States has military presence in over 130 countries, according to a Department of Defense report for 2008. No other nation in the world has such widespread global military presence. According to The Center for Research and Globalization, an independent research organization, “The United States Military is currently deployed to more locations than it has been throughout history.”   Not only does the U.S. have military in a significant number of countries, but it also has diplomatic relations with almost every country. A June 29, 2009 report from the State Department indicated that there are 192 countries in the world. The U.S. has diplomatic relations with all but four: Bhutan, Cuba, Iran and North Korea.    Simply put, foreign policy decisions made by leaders elected in the United States directly impact the rest of the world.   While the effects of our military deployment impact those who know someone in uniform, many U.S. citizens rarely see the consequences, unless they make headline news.   U.S. troops today are stationed throughout the Middle East, including Iraq, Afghanistan, Turkey and Kuwait. While some countries are home to military bases, others require military disaster relief after a crisis, like a tsunami. Others have become battlefields, resulting in the deaths of U.S. soldiers and foreign civilians.    Military presence is defined by any nation where the U.S. has a military base, where the U.S. is providing military aid, active duty military personnel, or where U.S. soldiers are engaged in combat theaters. 

Presence is limited to troops. 

The Oxford Essential Dictionary of the U.S. Military, 2001, Oxford Reference Online

presence     n.a group of people, especially soldiers or police, stationed in a particular place: maintain a presence in the region.  

Presence is measured based on troops.

Jessie PH Poon, et al, Professor in the Department of Geography, University at Buffalo-SUNY, September 2006, Political Geography, ScienceDirect

The major source of defense trade data comes from the United States International Trade Commission (USITC) where 1989 forms the earliest year that the data are available and 2004 the most recent (http://dataweb.usitc.gov/scripts/user_set.asp). From this database, current and historical records may be searched for U.S. exports to Asia Pacific countries with the end use category ‘‘defense.’’ This ensured that dual use products were excluded from the search. Seven sectors may be identified for defense trade including military aircrafts, aircraft launching gear/parachutes, etc., engines/turbines for military aircraft, military trucks/armored vehicles, etc., military ships/boats, tanks/artillery/ missiles/rockets/guns/ammunition, and parts/special goods, etc. Not all of the sectors will be analyzed because many countries contain only very sparse data. Approximately thirty Asia Pacific countries are identified to be engaged in defense trade with the US although this number varies from sector to sector. The countries include all members of APEC and the ARF but also extend to other countries that have been excluded from these arrangements such as Nepal, Bhutan, Mongolia, Pakistan, Bangladesh and Oceania. Defense exports are supplemented by two other sources of data, that is, US military presence and countries’ military expenditure. US military presence is measured by the number and shares of active military personnel in the region. This information is compiled by the US Department of Defense (http://www.dior.whs.mil/mmid/military/miltop.htm). Statistics on military expenditures may be obtained from the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (www.sipri. org). In addition, contextual information is also collected from research monographs on US military strategies. These reports are compiled by the Congressional Research Service (CRS) in Washington, D.C., and CRS constitutes the public policy research arm of the US Congress. Many of these reports include testimonials to the Congress regarding defense and strategic events in the Asia Pacific, and provide important documentation as well as evidence of US geopolitical interests, policies and developments in the region.

Military Presence – Grab Bag (12)
Five categories of military presence – permanently stationed forces, rotational forces, temporary deployments for training, defense cooperation, and academic centers.

Richard J. Samuels, Ford International Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for International Studies, 2006, "Forward Basing." Encyclopedia of U.S. National Security, p.370

There are five primary categories of U.S. military presence abroad. These include U.S. forces permanently stationed overseas; U.S. forces deployed abroad on a rotational basis; U.S. forces deployed temporarily for exercises, combined training, or military-to-military interactions; programs such as defense cooperation, security assistance, and international arms cooperation; and regional academic centers that provide training in Western concepts of civilian control of the military, conflict resolution, and sound defense-resource management for foreign military and civilian officials.
Military presence includes a broad range of military activities.

US Joint Chiefs of Staff, June 16, 1995, Joint Doctrine for Military Operations other than War, Joint Pub 3-07, http://smallwarsjournal.com/documents/jp3-07.pdf

b. Forward Presence. Forward presence activities demonstrate our commitment, lend credibility to our alliances, enhance regional stability, and provide a crisis response capability while promoting US influence and access. In addition to forces stationed overseas and afloat, forward presence activities include periodic and rotational deployments, access and storage agreements, multinational exercises, port visits, foreign military training, foreign community support and military-to-military contacts. Given their location and knowledge of the region, forward presence forces could be the first which the combatant commander commits to MOOTW.

Presence includes forward basing and broad list of deployments.

Richard J. Samuels, Ford International Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for International Studies, 2006, "Forward Basing." Encyclopedia of U.S. National Security, pp.272-3

During peacetime, U.S. overseas military presence in strategic regions of the world, established to support international security objectives and national interests. Forward basing refers to the equipment, U.S. armed forces, and military facilities that are stationed in a foreign country or deployed at sea during peacetime. The more general term forward presence encompasses noncombat overseas U.S. military activities and includes, but is not limited to, bases, fixed and rotational deployments, access agreements, foreign military assistance, training of foreign armed forces, joint training exercises, intelligence sharing, and military-to-military contacts.

Presence includes physical stationing of forces.

Captain Mark A. Patterson, US Navy Reserve, pursuing Master of Strategic Studies Degree , 9-5-2008, “Defend the Approaches!” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA486738&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf

Throughout history, U.S. maritime strategy has evolved in response to the realities of a changing world. As world geo-political dynamics change, US national priorities may change and with it the threats, risks and potential operating environment for the nations’ armed forces. In response, the Navy (including the Marine Corps) develops new strategies or modifies existing ones to support US national strategy and priorities. One constant since the end of World War II has been the enduring principle of forward presence as a mainstay of US maritime strategy. The term presence encompasses many activities from port visits to stationing ships within sight of shore to full scale operations.1 For this paper, presence is the visible positioning or stationing of ships, aircraft and/or personnel for the purpose of influencing, assuring or engaging other state actors or non-state actors. The scope of this definition includes the full range of traditional and emerging military missions, including port visits, training (personnel and forces), Theater Security Cooperation Programs (TSCP), personnel exchanges, humanitarian assistance and limited or full scale permissive and non-permissive military operations.
Military Presence – AT: Pape
Pape’s definition of mil presence is so broad that it is largely meaningless

Assaf Moghadam- Assistant Professor and Senior Associate, Combating Terrorism Center (CTC), U.S. Military Academy, West Point, N.Y. 2006 (“Suicide Terrorism, Occupation, and the Globalization of Martyrdom: A Critique of Dying to Win” Studies in Conflict & Terrorism, Volume 29, Issue 8 December 2006 , pages 707 - 729  Informa world)

Pape overstretches his argument that occupation is at the root of suicide terrorism by attempting to place these globalized attacks within a framework better suited to traditional conflicts. To that end, he loosens his definition of occupation later in the book when he writes that “American military presence” exists not only in those regions where American forces are physically present, but also “where the United States provides an explicit or widely understood security guarantee that could be implemented using its forces in an adjacent country” (109). By doing so, however, Pape casts such a wide net over his definition of “military presence” that this concept becomes so widely applicable as to render it almost meaningless. Under Pape's loosened definition, U.S. “military presence” would apply not only to countries such as Turkey and Saudi Arabia, but to virtually any country in the Western hemisphere, any NATO member country, and any other country with which the United States has friendly (or pragmatic) relations. Given this wide definition of “American military presence,” it is difficult to imagine a suicide attack in any country that Pape could not conceivably describe as a “response to foreign occupation.”

Military Presence – AT: Greer

Greer admits that his definition is not universal and only applies to his research – prefer our evidence, which cites US law.

Lieutenant Colonel Charles Greer, United States Army, February 19, 1991, “The Future of Forward Presence,” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA234227&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf

The definition may not be scholastically airtight.  It is only offered to provide a conceptual frame of reference for the study.  So for the purpose of this study, let us accept that forward presence is the visible employment of US military personnel and/or military materiel as a deterrent outside of the continental United States (OCONUS) at any point along the operational continuum short of involving major US conventional forces in combat.
Military Presence – Dancs (1)
Presence includes Forward Operating Sites, Cooperative Security Locations, Private Contractors, and Main Operating Bases.

Dancs, an assistant professor of economics at Western New England College and a Foreign Policy In Focus analyst, 09 (Anita, Foreign Policy in Focus, July, “The Cost of the Global U.S. Military Presence” http://www.comw.org/qdr/fulltext/0907dancs.pdf)

The military defines three types of facilities: • Main Operating Bases (MOB) have permanently stationed troops, robust infrastructure, support facilities and are integrated in command and control systems. Examples of MOBs are located in Germany, Japan and Korea. These are typically, though not always, included in the Base Structure Report. • Forward Operating Sites (FOS) are “warm facilities,” with a limited military support presence that is rotational rather than permanently based; they are able to host sustained operations quickly. These facilities might contain pre-positioned equipment and are a location for training events. Prepositioned programs of the Army and other branches result in placements of equipment, such as combat brigade sets or sustainment stocks that can be tapped into in case of military operation. FOS may or may not be listed in the Defense Department’s inventory. For example, the Soto Cano Air Base in Honduras is not listed. • Cooperative Security Locations (CSL) are facilities with little or no permanent U.S. presence, maintained by private contractors or the host nation. These locations include, for example, the Air Force site in Dakar, Senegal. There, U.S. military aircraft can access land, fuel, and other support, and perform training exercises. The inventory does not include these locations. The expansion of these new types of bases reflects changes in the global U.S. military presence. The 2001 Quadrennial Defense Review, a comprehensive examination of the national defense strategy conducted every four years, called for a “reorientation of the posture” to “take account of new challenges, particularly anti-access and area-denial threats.”7 The document declared “projecting and sustaining U.S. forces in distant anti-access or area-denial environments” and defeating these threats as one of six critical operational goals.8 The Bush administration’s 2002 National Security Strategy, a document each administration periodically releases to announce its approach to security, called for bases and stations “within and beyond Europe and Northeast Asia, as well as temporary access arrangements for the long-distance deployment of U.S. forces.”9 The 2004 global posture statement to Congress confirmed that the Department of Defense was seeking cooperation with partners in the Middle East and that the military sought to establish, maintain, and upgrade forward operating sites and cooperative security locations. The intention, though, was to seek a presence that avoided “the heavy footprint that abrades on regional sensitivities.”10 The 2009 fiscal year budget request, submitted to Congress by President Bush in February 2008, included $649 million for “new basing that will continue the shift of defense posture from legacy Cold War relationships and forces overseas to new structures that provide more strategic flexibility.”11

Military Presence – Dancs (2)
Military Presence includes installations overseas, buildings, and infrastructure.

Dancs, an assistant professor of economics at Western New England College and a Foreign Policy In Focus analyst, 09 (Anita, Foreign Policy in Focus, July, “The Cost of the Global U.S. Military Presence” http://www.comw.org/qdr/fulltext/0907dancs.pdf)

Hostility in countries that host U.S. bases has brought about a change in basing arrangements. The Pentagon has increased use of “warm facilities” with limited military presence. These changes, however, make it increasingly difficult to even know how many military bases exist outside the United States. Of the total Department of Defense inventory listed in the Base Structure Report for fiscal year 2008, 16% of its installations are overseas, along with 19% of all its buildings, and 23% of all other structures (e.g. roads, bridges, communication lines, electric power distribution). In total, the inventory includes 865 bases that are not located within the United States. 

Military presence includes civilian personnel and personnel classified as afloat within the U.S. territories. 

Dancs, an assistant professor of economics at Western New England College and a Foreign Policy In Focus analyst, 09 (Anita, Foreign Policy in Focus, July, “The Cost of the Global U.S. Military Presence” http://www.comw.org/qdr/fulltext/0907dancs.pdf)

 By the end of the 2008 fiscal year, 25% of active-duty personnel were stationed overseas and aboard ships in international waters, excluding those fighting in Iraq and Afghanistan. This number, approximately 350,000, may understate the true extent to which personnel are overseas but not involved in current conflicts. For one, the Department of Defense also has civilian personnel, with 7%, or more than 45,000, stationed in territories or in foreign countries. Secondly, the number of activeduty military personnel classified as afloat within the U.S. and its territories in 2008 fiscal year accounted for 6% of troops. But many of these troops are likely afloat in U.S. territorial waters far from the United States, which adds to the overseas military presence.

Military presence includes hundreds of bases, U.S. troops, and military personnel based in international waters.

Dancs, an assistant professor of economics at Western New England College and a Foreign Policy In Focus analyst, 09

(Anita, Foreign Policy in Focus, “The Cost of the Global U.S. Military Presence” http://www.fpif.org/reports/the_cost_of_the_global_us_military_presence)

The U.S. military's global presence is vast and costly. More than one-third of U.S. troops are currently based abroad or afloat in international waters, and hundreds of bases and access agreements exist throughout the world. At the beginning of the 21st century, the government pushed to expand this presence through a variety of mechanisms. Yet the Department of Defense's budget presentations lack enough detail to make it possible to know the precise cost. The budgets don't break down the numbers, for example, on maintaining bases at home and overseas.

Nevertheless, from data on personnel, bases, and the Pentagon's budgets, it's possible to make an estimate. This number comes from the proportion of each branch's budget devoted to military personnel stationed overseas, excluding troops based in and around Iraq and Afghanistan. Since one-fourth of these military personnel are stationed overseas, the overall figure includes one-fourth of the defense-wide budget. Finally, it includes the cost of the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, and the amount of military assistance to other countries. The report does not include subsidies from governments that host bases, three-quarters of which come from Japan alone.

The final bill: The United States spends approximately $250 billion annually to maintain troops, equipment, fleets, and bases overseas.

 Military Presence – Peterson (1)
_____ is military presence

J.E. Peterson, Ph.D. Fellow at the Foreign Policy Research Institute, Middle East Institute, an Adjunct Fellow at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, worked at the International Institute for Strategic Studies in London, and more. 2008. “Foreign Military Presence and its Role in Reinforcing Regional Security:  A Double-Edged Sword.” Emirates Center for Strategic Studies and Research. pp. 183-205. <http://www.jepeterson.net/sitebuildercontent/sitebuilderfiles/Foreign_Military_Presence_in_the_Gulf.pdf>

Table 7.2 Levels of Foreign Military Presence 


o : present in the Gulf 

x : not present in the Gulf 

? : uncertain if present in the Gulf

1.
intervention and occupation" 

2.
proximate expeditionary force in region - power projection 

3.
bases and other permanent installations (ranging from full bases, with the FMP enjoying internal sovereignty, to small support functions, such as naval replenishment or technical facilities) 

4.
non-permanent deployed units 

5.
joint or multilateral exercises 

6.
pre-positioning and access agreements 

7.
offshore naval presence 

8.
"offshore" ready deployment capability (e.g. from neighboring countries or regions) 

9.
mutual or multilateral security treaties or agreements (CENTO, NATO, SEATO) 

10.
arms and equipment transfers 

11.
"technical" facilities (intelligence, space, communications) 

12. aircraft over-flights (generally unseen and uncontroversial but reverses on occasion of aircraft trouble or in time of conflict or crisis)

13.
surrogate forces (support for revolutionary or irredentist movements; Cuba in Africa
Certain facilities are military presence

J.E. Peterson, Ph.D. Fellow at the Foreign Policy Research Institute, Middle East Institute, an Adjunct Fellow at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, worked at the International Institute for Strategic Studies in London, and more. 2008. “Foreign Military Presence and its Role in Reinforcing Regional Security:  A Double-Edged Sword.” Emirates Center for Strategic Studies and Research. pp. 183-205. <http://www.jepeterson.net/sitebuildercontent/sitebuilderfiles/Foreign_Military_Presence_in_the_Gulf.pdf>

Another way of looking at FMP is by administrative status (Table 7.4). The categories here run from enclaves in sovereign territories (such as ex-colonies) to host nation sites at which foreign powers are provided access. It should also be noted that basing access has, historically, been acquired in one of three ways:" by conquest or colonization;  by providing security or protection for the host via formal alliances or less formal arrangements that still imply protection; or  by tangible quid pro quo arrangements: security assistance, arms transfers, subsidies, or what amount to "rents."

Table 7.4 Administrative Status 


I.
Sites located in colonies, possessions, territories, etc., where the foreign nation has sovereignty. 

2.
Sites located in enclaves in which the foreign nation has sovereign rights. 

3.
Sites administered by the foreign nation and located within the host nation according to a treaty or similar agreement. 

4.
Sites at which the foreign nation has its own facilities within the host nation facilities, and joint foreign/host nation use of host nation facilities. 

5.
Sites financed/constructed/operated/used by forces of multilateral alliance. 

6.
Sites with facilities operated by the host nation mainly on behalf of the foreign nation, and generally planned/constructed/financed by the foreign nation. 

7.
Host nation facilities which contribute significantly to the functioning of a foreign nation military system. 

8.
Host nation sites to which the foreign nation has access and of which it makes permanent or repeated use. 

9.
Foreign presence at the invitation of, and administered by the host nation, e.g. for the training of host nation forces.

Military Presence – Peterson (2)
____ facilities are military presence

J.E. Peterson, Ph.D. Fellow at the Foreign Policy Research Institute, Middle East Institute, an Adjunct Fellow at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, worked at the International Institute for Strategic Studies in London, and more. 2008. “Foreign Military Presence and its Role in Reinforcing Regional Security:  A Double-Edged Sword.” Emirates Center for Strategic Studies and Research. pp. 183-205. <http://www.jepeterson.net/sitebuildercontent/sitebuilderfiles/Foreign_Military_Presence_in_the_Gulf.pdf>

Another useful typology deals with categories of presence or activities (Table 7.3). In the Gulf, FMP includes airfields, naval facilities, ground forces, communications and control, intelligence and command, and logistics. Absent categories are missile sites, facilities concerning space operations, research and testing, and probably environmental monitoring. 

Table 7.3 Categories of Presence 

I.
Airfield - or any other site concerned with the operation of aircraft for military purposes; acquired importance only after World War II as the new "coaling stations of contemporary geopolitics." 

2.
Naval - port or any other site concerned with the operation of ships for military purposes, such as repair dockyards, mid-ocean mooring buoys. 

3.
Ground forces - any site concerned with the conduct off-land warfare, such as army bases, exercise areas, fortifications, fixed artillery; in post-colonial era, applies mostly to NATO and Korea for the United States, although colonial powers continue to have shrinking facilities; there are some Third World bases as well. 

4.
Missile - sites concerned primarily with the maintenance and launching of missiles, fixed artillery sites, etc. 

5.
Space - sites concerned with the operation or monitoring of military satellites other than communications satellites. 

6.
Communications and control - sites concerned with military communications or the control of military systems. 

7.
Intelligence and command - sites concerned with intelligence gathering by non-satellite means, and sites exercising command over military systems. 

8.
Environmental monitoring - sites carrying out monitoring of environmental factors of military importance, such as military meteorological stations. 

9.
Research and testing - sites associated with military research and with developmental testing of military systems. 

10.
Logistic - sites not obviously assignable to airfield, naval or ground force, and concerned with production, storage and transport of military materiel, administration of military forces, and the housing, medical treatment, etc., of military personnel.
[Note: “Absent categories” means that it is not present in the Gulf. There were check boxes (not transcribe-able) indicating this]
Military Presence – Peterson (3)
____ strategies are military presence

J.E. Peterson, Ph.D. Fellow at the Foreign Policy Research Institute, Middle East Institute, an Adjunct Fellow at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, worked at the International Institute for Strategic Studies in London, and more. 2008. “Foreign Military Presence and its Role in Reinforcing Regional Security:  A Double-Edged Sword.” Emirates Center for Strategic Studies and Research. pp. 183-205. <http://www.jepeterson.net/sitebuildercontent/sitebuilderfiles/Foreign_Military_Presence_in_the_Gulf.pdf>

A final typology examines the strategic purpose of the type of FMP (Table 7.5). These range from nuclear deterrence and defense to a scale of conventional conflicts or low-intensity wars to showing the flag and peacekeeping. It should be obvious that requirements for a forward military presence have become increasingly variable or revised. Emphasis is shifting to global threats from WMD (including Third World possession of nuclear weapons), terrorism, hegemonic rivalry with China, and competition over scarce resources (notably oil but also others, such as iron ore and manganese). 7 

1.
Nuclear deterrence and defense. 

2.
Conventional conflicts 

a)  Generic: 


Traditional - familiar force-on-force, large-scale engagements, such as the two World Wars, the Korean War, Desert Storm, the Iran-Iraq War, and the 1967 and 1973 Middle Eastern wars. 


Irregular - what used to be termed "low-intensity warfare," wherein the dominant frequency of Marxist insurgencies gave way to "Reagan Doctrine" anti-communist insurgencies and then, in the 1990s, to the prevalence of ethnic warfare. 


Catastrophic - large-scale casualties are caused by weapons of mass destruction (WMDs); can involve interstate warfare or terrorism. 

Disruptive - more difficult to categorize than the others; presumably they could include such things as electromagnetic-pulse attacks that disrupt communications or "cyber-warfare," with or without an identifiable perpetrator; they might also involve major political changes in nations via elections or significant shifts in foreign-policy orientation that could heavily impact on US global presence. 

b) Specific: 


During the Cold War, US planning based on Central Europe and the Arabian Gulf with expected Soviet involvement in both, with horizontal escalation (one would spread to the other); as well as Korea. 

More recently, disclosure is politically sensitive and higher likelihood of unforeseen conflict both in terms of type and location. 

c) Problems of arms re-supply during conflict - shifting permissions according to conflict. 

d) Coercive diplomacy, air-based intelligence - sometimes still "gunboats" but also forward movement of AWACS, firing of Tomahawk missiles (Sudan and Afghanistan), flying intelligence aircraft off hostile coasts (China), U-2 over-flights. 

e) Showing the flag. 

f) Peacekeeping - "A more recent phenomenon is the use of foreign facilities in order to conduct peacekeeping or interposition operations nearby. Here one might cite US access to facilities in Egypt to support peacekeeping in the Sinai, and in Hungary and Albania for operations in Bosnia and Kosovo, respectively. West African ports like Dakar, Senegal have been used to support peacekeeping operations in nearby states, such as Liberia.”9

 Military Presence- Afghanistan (1)
American military presence consists of aircraft, helicopters, vehicles, weapons, equipment, troops, facilities
Kabul Press 2010 (April 24, 2010) “Exclusive report: American military creating an environmental disaster in Afghan countryside (Part 1 of 3)” Matthew Nasuti. http://www.kabulpress.org/my/spip.php?article7985

The American military presence in Afghanistan consists of fleets of aircraft, helicopters, armored vehicles, weapons, equipment, troops and facilities. Since 2001, they have generated millions of kilograms of hazardous, toxic and radioactive wastes. The Kabul Press asks the simple question:

“What have the Americans done with all that waste?”

Military presence in Afghanistan includes training of Afghan forces

Blue Star Chronicles 2010 (April 11, 2010) “U.S. Military, Hungry in Afghanistan” http://military.rightpundits.com/2010/04/11/u-s-military-hungry-in-afghanistan/

The U.S. military presence in Afghanistan is primarily for the purpose of training and promoting the Afghanistan army and police forces. The purpose of this is to provide the Afghanistan troops and police with the tools needed to maintain order in their own country. Unfortunately, the terrain in Afghanistan, numerous warring tribes, the economy’s dependence on the production of opium, the extreme poverty of the population, poor communication between villages and the entrenched presence of the Taliban and other radical groups has made this job very difficult.

Military presence in Afghanistan is distinct from civilian presence

GAO 2010 (Government Accountability Office, May 5, 2010. “America’s Security Environment” http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-10-613R”

In addition to the ongoing expansion of U.S. military presence in Afghanistan, the United States has also significantly increased its civilian presence in Afghanistan. State's Afghanistan and Pakistan Regional Stabilization Strategy identifies additional civilian expertise as a key element of stabilization efforts in Afghanistan. Overall, the total U.S. government civilian presence grew from about 360 in January 2009 to approximately 1,000 as of March 2010, including an increase of about 200 civilians since December 2009.

Military presence in Afghanistan is troops

The Times 2009 (Michael Evans, Defense Editor, August 10, 2009“Another 45,000 US troops needed in Afghanistan, military advisor says”

If Mr Cordesman’s recommendation reflects the view of General McChrystal, who recently presented the findings of a 60-day review of Afghanistan strategy to Washington, it would mean sending another nine combat brigades, comprising 45,000 American troops, in addition to the 21,000 already approved by President Obama. This would bring the total American military presence in Afghanistan to about 100,000, considerably closer to the force that was deployed for the counter-insurgency campaign in Iraq.

Military Presence- Afghanistan (2) 

Military presence in Afghanistan is troops

Wall Street Journal 2009 (9/22/09)

(“Pentagon Delays Troop Call” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB125350906414427191.html)

Gen. Stanley McChrystal, the U.S. commander in Afghanistan, recently completed a classified report asking for significant numbers of new American troops. Military officials familiar with the matter say the report lays out several options, including one that seeks roughly 40,000 reinforcements, which would push the U.S. military presence in Afghanistan to more than 100,000 for the first time.

But the commander has been told to delay submitting the troop request to the Pentagon at the direction of Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates and other top civilian officials, according to defense officials.

Military presence in Afghanistan is troops

Reuters 2009 (2/18/2009)

(“Obama orders 17,000  U.S. troops to Afghanistan http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE51G6F920090218)

The extra 17,000 troops will increase the U.S. military presence in Afghanistan by more than 40 percent.

"This increase is necessary to stabilize a deteriorating situation in Afghanistan, which has not received the strategic attention, direction and resources it urgently requires," Obama said in a statement.

The Department of Defense stations 87,000 troops in Afghanistan

Department of Defense 3/31/10, “Active Duty Military Personnel”, http://siadapp.dmdc.osd.mil/personnel/MILITARY/history/hst1003.pdf

Total (in/around Afghanistan as of March 31, 2010) – Total=87,300 Army=52,900 Navy=5,400 Marines=20,300 AirForce=8,700

Troops in Afghanistan will reach a record-high of 98,000 in 2010

Ackerman 09, Spencer Ackerman, 12/1/09, staff writer @ Washington Independent, “Obama Announces 30K More Troops for Afghanistan”, http://washingtonindependent.com/69301/obama-announces-30k-more-troops-for-afghanistan

In a decision that may define his presidency, Barack Obama on Tuesday night announced the deployment of 30,000 additional troops to Afghanistan by next summer in the hopes of bringing a deteriorating war in its ninth year to an acceptable conclusion, calling that goal vital to “the common security of the world.”  “We will pursue a military strategy that will break the Taliban’s momentum and increase Afghanistan’s capacity over the next 18 months,” Obama told Army cadets at the U.S. military academy at West Point, pledging to “refuse to set goals that go beyond our responsibility, our means, our or interests.” U.S. troop levels will rise to an all-time high of about 98,000.

98,000 troops will occupy Afghanistan – 68,000 there now

Klein 09, Kent Klein, 12/1/09, “Obama: 30,000 More US Troops To Afghanistan by Mid-2010”, staff writer, Washington, http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/Obama_Troops_Afghanistan_strategy_announcement-78273987.html

"The 30,000 additional troops that I am announcing tonight will deploy in the first part of 2010 - the fastest pace possible - so that they can target the insurgency and secure key population centers," said President Obama.  The added troops will join an estimated 68,000 U.S. service members already in Afghanistan, and tens of thousands of allied forces.

Military Presence – Afghanistan (3)

A full Afghanistan withdrawal involves combat drawdown, not reduction in presence.
Carter 2002 [Robert S., Dep’t of the Army Civilian, “CONSIDERATIONS FOR PLANNING OVERSEAS PRESENCE” Strategy Research Project, http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA404187]

For purposes of this paper, the use of the term "overseas presence" is intended to refer to those units and personnel that are permanently based overseas - or - in the case of some assets (e.g., naval forces) - are deployed to a particular region on a regular, rotational basis. (For example, U.S. forces currently fighting terrorism in Afghanistan would not be considered part of U.S. overseas presence by this definition.
American military presence consists of aircraft, helicopters, vehicles, weapons, equipment, troops, facilities
Kabul Press 2010 (April 24, 2010) “Exclusive report: American military creating an environmental disaster in Afghan countryside (Part 1 of 3)” Matthew Nasuti. http://www.kabulpress.org/my/spip.php?article7985
The American military presence in Afghanistan consists of fleets of aircraft, helicopters, armored vehicles, weapons, equipment, troops and facilities. Since 2001, they have generated millions of kilograms of hazardous, toxic and radioactive wastes. The Kabul Press asks the simple question: “What have the Americans done with all that waste?” 

Military presence in Afghanistan in troops

Reuters 2009 (2/18/2009)
(“Obama orders 17,000  U.S. troops to Afghanistan http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE51G6F920090218)
The extra 17,000 troops will increase the U.S. military presence in Afghanistan by more than 40 percent.

"This increase is necessary to stabilize a deteriorating situation in Afghanistan, which has not received the strategic attention, direction and resources it urgently requires," Obama said in a statement.
Military Presence - Japan

Military presence in Japan is defined as any level of troops delegated from postwar occupation

Heritage Foundation 04

[Kane, Tim. Ph.D “Global US Troop Deployment.” 
http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2004/10/Global-US-Troop-Deployment-1950-2003]

The historical roots of the U.S. are almost entirely European, but the 20th century saw a deepening engagement into the affairs of Asia. Most of that engagement focused on Japan and the postwar occupation, but the 1950s were also dominated by the Korean War. As a consequence of these two developments, U.S. bases have become a seemingly permanent feature of East Asian security. The data ironically indicate a sharp pullback of U.S. forces from Asia in the 1970s and 1980s, but this is primarily driven by the end of the Vietnam conflict and complete withdrawal from there. Troop commitments to Japan and South Korea formed a bedrock of U.S. engagement in Northeast Asia. What might have been viewed as an occupation of Japan after 1945 was instead transformed by the threat of communist China and the Soviet Union into a mutually beneficial security arrangement and strong alliance. Other postwar relationships also evolved into long-standing alliances involving heavy U.S. troop commitments, notably in the Philippines and Taiwan.

The US Army in Japan consists of 2,000 troops in peacetime 

U.S. Forces Japan 6-26

[“Headquarters US Forces Japan.” US forces Japan 6-26-10. http://www.usfj.mil/]

U.S. Army, Japan, consists of about 2,000 soldiers and is charged, during peacetime, with operating port facilities and a series of logistics installations throughout Honshu and Okinawa. USARJ participates actively with the Japan Ground Self Defense Force in bilateral training exercises and the development of bilateral plans. It commands and supports U.S. Army assigned units, attached units, and augmentation forces and employs these forces in support of the Commander. USARJ maintains and strengthens the credibility of deterrent power in the Pacific through maintenance of defense facilities, war reserves and operational project stocks. USARJ/9th TSC is headquartered at Camp Zama.

US military presence in Japan means troops and bases.

Defense News. “Japan Won't Be Ready To Resolve Futenma Disagreement With Clinton”. 5/18/2010. 
Okinawa hosts about half of the 47,000 U.S. troops in Japan and 75 percent of their military facilities in the country.  Okada, asked whether Japan and the U.S. are nearing a solution over the relocation of the base, said "there will not yet be" a deal.  The base disagreement "is not the purpose of her visit," Okada said, stressing however that the U.S. military presence in Japan "is extremely important for Japan's security."  Asked if he would discuss with Clinton how to strengthen the 50-year-old Japan-U.S. military alliance, Okada said: "I can't say that it won't be touched on at all, but that's not our main issue."  Japanese media reports have said a working-level panel on the strengthening of the alliance has been suspended because of the base disagreement.  Since its defeat in World War II, officially pacifist Japan has relied on a massive U.S. military presence to guarantee its security, initially as an occupier and later as an ally.
Military Presence – Kuwait (1)
U.S. Military Presence is 35,000 troops, armored brigades, and military bases 

Global Security, 2003 (February 14, 2003 “The military buildup” Global Security http://www.globalsecurity.org/org/news/2003 /030214-buildup01.htm 6/26/2010)

 U.S. troops are currently conducting exercises in the Kuwaiti desert, which is similar to the terrain in Iraq. The military presence in Kuwait, which sits on Iraq's southern doorstep, is so massive it covers over 1,600 square miles - more than a quarter of Kuwait. In early February, the Kuwaiti government announced that the northern half of the country would be sealed and off-limits to everyone except military personnel .Military presence in Kuwait, as of Feb 1, 2002:  about 35,000 U.S. troops.  at least four armoured brigades, with about 900 M1A1 Abrams tanks and Bradley fighting vehicles. The brigades also include 120-mm mortars and 155-mm howitzers.  about 85 aircraft, including 24 Apache helicopter gunships. F-15, F-16 and A-10 aircraft operate from two Kuwaiti air bases, Al-Jaber and Ali Salem. F-117 Stealth fighters have been ordered to the region from their bases in the U.S.  at least two Patriot anti-missile batteries.  a new $200-million logistics base, Camp Arifjan, south of Kuwait City.  Navy Seabees based in Spain are in Kuwait for construction duties at two bases.  two or three divisions of troops and support equipment are also expected, which military sources and analysts say will be shuttled into  Kuwait City's international airport via civilian jetliners.  Kuwait is the base for British ground forces: the 7th Armoured Brigade (the 'Desert Rats') with 3,400 combat soldiers and approximately 300 Challenger tanks and Warrior fighting vehicles. 2,100 paratroops are also expected, and 4,000 ship-based Royal Marines from 3 Commando Brigade. 

Military Presence in Kuwait includes military under CENTCOM and OMC-K

Department of State, 2010 (United States Department of State and the Broadcasting Board of Governors Office of Inspector General 

Report of Inspection  Embassy Kuwait City, Kuwait, Report Number ISP-I-10-33A, March 2010 Topicality - Generic - DDI 2010 - WOOHOO DDI IS THE BEST YEAH!.doc 6/26/10)

The State of Kuwait is a valuable strategic outpost in a region that remains central to evolving U.S. foreign policy priorities. The Ambassador provides clear, decisive leadership that reflects her activist, hands-on management style. A new deputy chief of mission (DCM), hand-picked by the Ambassador, arrived in summer 2009 and is off to a strong start. Together, they have assembled an increasingly strong team of subordinates in many areas of embassy operations. Interactions and deliberations are marked by a spirit of lively give-and-take — producing outcomes that are attuned to executive office priorities, but show a willingness to reflect other views, as well. Kuwait’s support for U.S. military forces and international broadcasting, its generally pro-American policies, and its vast petroleum reserves make it a crucial regional partner. At any given time, some 25,000 U.S. military personnel are present in Kuwait, under the authority of the U.S. Central Command (CENTCOM), in transit to and from Iraq or supporting other operations in the region. OMC-K, commanded by a U.S. Air Force Brigadier General, is located in the chancery and falls under the authority of the chief of mission. OMC-K and other military elements comprise more than half of the mission’s 248 U.S. direct-hire personnel.
Kuwait sustains 200,000 US troops who fight in Iraq and Afghanistan

Garamorne , 4/1/10, Jim Garamone, staff writer @ American Forces Press Service, “Mullen, USO Performers Thank Troops in Kuwait”, http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=58578
The men and women in Kuwait are responsible for sustaining almost 200,000 U.S. servicemembers fighting in Afghanistan and Iraq. The 3rd U.S. Army also is responsible for planning and executing the drawdown from Iraq and the surge in Afghanistan. They get equipment out of Iraq and ship it either to Afghanistan for further use by troops or to the United States, where the equipment helps to reset the military.

Military Presence – Kuwait (2)
US presence in Kuwait involves FMS, technical assistance, and managing facilities 
Global Security, 6/20/05, http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/policy/army/fm/3-07-22/glossary.htm
Eventually, the US provided the bulk of the troops and equipment that were used by the multinational coalition that liberated Kuwait. The US-Kuwaiti relationship has remained strong in the post-war period.  The United States has provided military and defense technical assistance to Kuwait from both foreign military sales (FMS) and commercial sources. All transactions have been made by direct cash sale. The US Office of Military Cooperation in Kuwait is attached to the American Embassy and manages the FMS program. US military sales to Kuwait total $5.5 billion over the last 10 years. Principal US military systems currently purchased by the Kuwait Defense Forces are Patriot missile system, F-18 Hornet fighters, and the M1A2 Main Battle Tank.  The Army component of US Central Command (USCENTCOM), US Army Forces Central Command (ARCENT), maintains a forward presence in the region. Government-to-government agreements were negotiated with the Qatar and Kuwait to allow the prepositioning of military assets. The Army has met major milestones in its security strategy in the Middle East by completing a prepositioning facility in Qatar, and by the rapid pace of construction on a new installation in Kuwait. These facilities support USCENTCOM's efforts to protect US interests in this region in accordance with the National Security Strategy. US forces use these facilities under a variety of agreements, which include host nation involvement with providing and managing the facilities. 

 Military Presence - South Korea (1)
 The USFK is 85 active installations and 37,000 active military personnel 

Global Security 08 (4/11/08 http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/agency/dod/usfk.htm)

US Forces, Korea (USFK) is the joint headquarters through which US combat forces would be sent to the CFC's fighting components - the Ground, Air, Naval and Combined Marine Forces Component Commands. Major USFK Elements include the Eighth US Army, US Air Forces Korea (Seventh Air Force) and US Naval Forces Korea. USFK includes more than 85 active installations in the Republic of Korea and has about 37,500 US military personnel assigned in Korea. Major U.S. units in the ROK include the Eighth U.S. Army and Seventh Air Force.  Principal equipment in EUSA includes 140 M1A1 tanks, 170 Bradley armored vehicles, 30 155mm self-propelled howitzers, 30 MRLs as well as a wide range of surface-to-surface and surface-to-air missiles, e.g., Patriot, and 70 AH-64 helicopters. EUSA has the capability to perform required tasks under various circumstances using this equipment.  US Air Forces Korea possesses approximately 100 aircraft: advanced fighters, e.g., 70 F-16s, 20 A-10 anti-tank attack planes, various types of intelligence-collecting and reconnaissance aircraft including U-2s, and the newest transport aircraft. With this highly modern equipment, US Air Forces Korea has sufficient capability to launch all-weather attacks and to conduct air support operations under all circumstances. In the event the Seventh Fleet and the Seventh Air Force Command augment them, the capability of USFK will substantially increase both quantitatively and qualitatively.

The CFC is the US-ROK joint command consisting of more then 600,000 active troops
Global Security 08 (4/11/08 http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/agency/dod/usfk.htm)

The role of Combined Forces Command (CFC) during the armistice is to deter war. CFC’s wartime role is to defeat external aggression. Its mission statement is: "Deter hostile acts of external aggression against the Republic of Korea by a combined military effort of the United States of America and the ROK; and in the event deterrence fails, defeat an external armed attack against the ROK." The CFC is commanded by a US general officer that who reports to the National Command Authorities of both countries. CFC’s military power resides collectively in the ROK Armed Forces, US Forces in Korea, and US augmentation from the Pacific and the United States. The security cooperation between the US and the ROK is extensive. Some of its key elements are combined defense planning, intelligence integration and sharing, a sophisticated logistical interface, educational exchanges, and defense industry cooperation.  Decades of fragile peace marked the history of "post-war" Korea, where the longest armistice ever remains tenuously in force. For most of these years, the directing headquarters was the United Nations Command (UNC), which had also directed combat operations in the 1950-53 war. The defense structure in Korea was eventually overtaken by the professional growth and development of the Republic of Korea’s (ROK) armed forces. As early as 1965 it was recognized that what worked in the war could be significantly improved by increasing ROK participation in the planning structure.  A combined operational planning staff, developed in 1968 as an adjunct to United Nations Command/United States Forces Korea/ Eighth United States Army Headquarters and the U.S.-led ‘I’ Corps (Group), evolved in 1971 as an integrated field army headquarters. However, it was not until 1978, as a bilateral agreement related to the planned U.S. ground combat force withdrawal of that time (subsequently canceled in 1981), that the senior headquarters in Korea was organized, as a combined staff.  Established on November 7, 1978, the ROK/U.S. Combined Forces Command (CFC) is the warfighting headquarters. Its role is to deter, or defeat if necessary, outside aggression against the ROK. To accomplish that mission, the CFC has operational control over more than 600,000 active-duty military personnel of all services, of both countries. In wartime, augmentation could include some 3.5 million ROK reservists as well as additional U.S. forces deployed from outside the ROK. If North Korea attacked, the CFC would provide a coordinated defense through its Air, Ground, Naval and Combined Marine Forces Component Commands and the Combined Unconventional Warfare Task Force. In-country and augmentation U.S. forces would be provided to the CFC for employment by the respective combat component.

Military Presence - South Korea (2)
Presence in South Korea is a forward presence mission

Nina M. Serafino, Peacekeeping and Related Stability Operations: Issues of U.S. Military Involvement Updated June 25, 2005, Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division 

The United States has other troops abroad in operations that are related to, but not counted as, peacekeeping. Roughly some 30,000 U.S. troops have been serving in South Korea under bilateral U.S.-Republic of Korea agreements and U.N. authority. (Although technically “peacekeeping,” this deployment has long been treated as a standard U.S. forward presence mission.) On June 7, 2004, South Korean officials announced that the United States intended to withdraw about a third of the 37,000 troops serving at that time by the end of 2005. No U.S. troops serve in the NATO peacekeeping operation in Afghanistan, although some 11,000 U.S. troops are present there in other roles, including a few hundred involved in nation-building activities (see section on Afghanistan, below).
US military presence in the ROK has to be a mutual agreement and includes several provisions 
Court of Appeals 82, UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT, 685 F.2d 641; 222 U.S. App. D.C. 191; 1982 U.S. App. LEXIS 16803; 111 L.R.R.M. 2048, February 1, 1982, Argued: August 6, 1982

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, and HEADQUARTERS, EIGHTH U.S. ARMY GARRISON, YONGSAN, KOREA, PETITIONERS v. FEDERAL LABOR RELATIONS AUTHORITY, RESPONDENT; NATIONAL FEDERATION of FEDERAL EMPLOYEES, INTERVENOR; DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, et al., PETITIONERS v. FEDERAL LABOR RELATIONS AUTHORITY, RESPONDENT; NATIONAL FEDERATION of FEDERAL EMPLOYEES, INTERVENOR
The United States military presence in South Korea is the subject of the Mutual Defense Treaty of 1953, 5 U.S.T. 2368, T.I.A.S. No. 3097, which states that U.S. forces are to be deployed as determined by mutual agreement, art. IV. The mutual agreement implementing the treaty is the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) of 1966, 17 U.S.T. 1677, T.I.A.S. No. 6127. SOFA contains provisions governing various aspects of the stationing in Korea of U.S. personnel, including civilian employees attached to the armed forces. The agreement also establishes a joint committee, composed of representatives of the Korean and United States governments, which is to function as the means for consultation on all matters requiring mutual consultation. SOFA art. XXVIII.
Presence includes our current troop commitment in Korea
Thomason et al 2 http://www.comw.org/qdr/fulltext/0207thomason.pdf
IDA Paper P-3707, “Transforming US Overseas Military Presence: Evidence and Options for DoD Volume I: Main Report”
This paper has been prepared by the Institute for Defense Analyses (IDA) in partial fulfillment of a task being performed for the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Personnel and Readiness). The task, entitled “Effects-Based Assessments of US Presence and Deployment Patterns,” is being conducted to help the DoD identify evidence of the effects that actual and potential alternative US overseas military presence postures and activities have or may have in promoting key US defense and national security strategy goals.
Concerning Korea, Flournoy’s group argued that the US is “well-positioned now.”  But they went on to argue that “significant change” in the security situation is likely in the decade; that a collapse of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (North Korea) is more likely than an attack upon the Republic of Korea (South Korea); and that any North Korean attack scenario would get especially complex if China were to intervene over refugees. After reunification, they said that while the US should not withdraw, significant reductions in US presence should be feasible.  

Military Presence – South Korea (3)

Military presence in South Korea is troops and bases

Anni P. Baker, 2004, “The Social Effects of the Bases: South Korea”, American soldiers overseas: the global military presence.

INTRODUCTION

Since the Korean War in the early 1950s, the United States has stationed tens of thousands of soldiers, mostly U.S. Army personnel, in South Korea. U.S. forces and Korean troops guard the border of the country from inva​sion from the north; although the Soviet Union has dissolved and the People's Republic of China has gradually grown closer to the United States, at least in economic relations, North Korea remains one of the few holdover adversaries from the Cold War.

The presence of U.S. troops in South Korea illustrates the problems that can come about when large numbers of troops are stationed without fam​ily members in a situation of semi-hostility but not actual warfare. Most of the military bases in South Korea are in relatively isolated areas in the north of the country, and several are near the Demilitarized Zone (DMZ), the border between North and South Korea. With the exception of Yongsan Garrison in Seoul, they exist far away from the attention of the civilian population. For the most part, military personnel in Korea serve 12-month tours without their families; again with the exception of Yongsan, the "Litde Americas" found in other host societies do not exist. The military presence in South Korea at first glance would appear to be ideal—bases are out of the public eye and do not take up space with large housing areas.
Military Presence – Asia/Pacific 

US military presence is visible and credible, it includes a board range of military activities that reinforce our relationship with the given country 

Felix Soh, 2/22/1995, The Straits Times (Singapore), "Places, not bases' is US policy in Asia-Pacific”  

Because of the tyranny of distance imposed by the size of the Pacific and Indian oceans, any claim to be a legitimate Asia-Pacific power would ring hollow in the absence of a visible, tangible and capable military presence," he pointed out.  He also expressed the view that the region's "economic miracle" was also a "security miracle", which was underwritten largely by the visible US-military presence and its credible security assurances.  "This is not merely my personal opinion. It's the opinion of virtually every senior military and civilian leader I meet in the Pacific Command area of responsibility," he said.  "They are all concerned that we stay engaged in the Asia-Pacific," he noted.  The linchpin of US-military strategy in the Asia-Pacific region was "co-operative engagement".  In peacetime, this was manifested in the forward stationing and deployment of US-military forces as well as a broad range of military activities.  For instance, there were over 600 port visits in 23 countries and 192 joint and combined exercises in 20 nations.  Adm Macke said that since taking over as commander of Pacific forces in July last year, he had travelled more than 160,000 km to countries in the region to assess the progress of the policy of co-operative engagement and to see ways to enhance it.  His extensive trips showed that the strategy was working.  "Our presence and peacetime-military activities reinforce our relationships with friends and allies, reassuring them with respect to our long-term commitment and the effectiveness of our war-fighting capabilities," he said.  In the event of conflict breaking out, he said that the US was prepared to win unilaterally -if necessary.  "But we prefer to act together with allies and coalition partners who have a common stake in regional security," he stressed. 

Presence in the Asia-Pacific is the access facilities for the forces
Felix Soh, 2/22/1995, The Straits Times (Singapore), "Places, not bases' is US policy in Asia-Pacific”  

Access to facilities in region provides military with forward capability, says top admiral  THE United States has adopted a "places, not bases" policy to overcome regional sensitivities and ensure an effective military presence in the Asia-Pacific.  This meant that instead of having to resort to the politically unpalatable and sensitive move of establishing new bases, it was seeking access to facilities such as ports, airfields and training areas in the region for its forces.  Through this policy, US forces were able to demonstrate capable forward presence without attempting to replicate its former bases in the Philippines, said the Commander-in-Chief of the US Pacific Command (CINCPAC), Admiral Richard Macke.  Testifying before the Senate Armed Forces Committee in Washington late last week, he said: "Recognising our indispensable role in the region, the Asean nations have stepped forward to offer access to ship-repair and logistics facilities."   He emphasised: "We do not seek or need new bases to maintain long-term regional confidence and stability."  Instead, access to facilities in the region would provide the US military with the forward capability it needed to be a credible force.  "Capable forward forces send a reassuring signal to regional leaders and provide a stabilising force among markets and along trade routes," said the commander of the 300,000-strong US forces in the Pacific. Under his command is the world's largest naval force. 

US military presence in East Asia means troops and bases.

Yoshio Shimoji. English and English linguistics at the University of the Ryukyus. May 3, 2010 . “The Futenma Base and the U.S.-Japan Controversy: an Okinawan perspective”

When the Cold War ended with the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991, many expected a substantial reduction of the U.S. footprint on Okinawa. The drawdown of U.S. troops in Europe augured well for Okinawa, or so it seemed to me. Then came the 1995 Nye Report and the new US policy based upon it, shattering Okinawan hopes and expectations. On the pretext that the U.S. military presence was a driving force for keeping peace and prosperity in this allegedly volatile region, it announced that the U.S. would continue to maintain bases and troops in East Asia at approximately the same level as before.
DOD contextually defines Japanese and Korean troops as our presence
Department of Defense 98 THE UNITED STATES SECURITY STRATEGY FOR THE EAST ASIA-PACIFIC REGION 1998 http://www.dod.gov/pubs/easr98/ 
U.S. military presence in Asia has long provided critical practical and symbolic contributions to regional security. Our forces stationed in Japan and Korea, as well as those rotated throughout the region, promote security and stability, deter conflict, give substance to our security commitments and ensure our continued access to the region. 

Military Presence - Iraq

Military presence in Iraq is anything that provides security.

Kaplan, 2008 ( Fred, March 25 2008, “What Does Bush Mean by "Victory in Iraq?”, http://www.slate.com/id/2187386 )

Gen. Petraeus has said many times that there is no strictly military victory to be had in Iraq. The goal of the surge—and, at this point, of the U.S. military presence generally—is to provide enough security, especially in Baghdad, to let the Iraqi factions settle their sectarian disputes and form a unified government. If this political goal isn't achieved, then the surge will have been for naught. And lately, Petraeus has expressed disappointment that the Iraqis have made so little progress on that path.

Forward Operating Bases are the mainstay of presence in Iraq

Wong and Gerras 2006 ( Leonard and Stephen, “HOW THE FORWARD OPERATING BASE IS 

CHANGING THE LIFE OF COMBAT SOLDIERS”, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub645.pdf )
As this monograph points out, the situation in post-war Iraq is producing combat veterans accustomed to a perspective of combat that differs greatly from past wars. The Forward Operating Base (FOB) has become the mainstay of the U.S. presence in Iraq. Dr. Leonard Wong and Colonel Stephen Gerras explore the facets of fighting from the FOB and show that it gives soldiers the unprecedented advantage of gaining a respite from constant danger, minimizes the wearing effects of hunger and fatigue, and reduces the isolation of combat. As a result, many of the factors of psychological stress typically present in combat are greatly reduced. They also point out, however, that technology on the FOB allows soldiers to communicate frequently with home, shifting the family from an abstract to concrete concept in the minds of deployed soldiers.
Military Presence – Turkey/Nukes (1)

Nuke placement symbolizes clear commitment –  key to presence
Veit 4 Lieutenant Colonel Brian S. Veit, United States Army NATO’s Nuclear Forces: The Way Ahead”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA424072 

At a higher level, maintaining an American presence overseas serves as a symbol of the nation’s commitment to honor its treaty obligations and to reassure its friends that the United States is a reliable security partner. The positioning of US nuclear weapons in Europe is the clear implementation of this goal. Given the sensitive nature of these weapons, the fact that 9 they are positioned on foreign soil is a strong signal of US participation in the alliance. Without these weapons, there are concerns that the United States might distance itself from a crisis and possibly not honor its nuclear and other commitments. 

Nuclear commitment to forward presence is a component of forward presence
Department of Defense, Office of International Security Affairs, 95 United States Security Strategy for Europe and NATO http://www.fas.org/man/nato/offdocs/us_95/ssen/chapter_3.html 

U.S. forward military presence in Europe is an essential element of regional security and America's global military posture. Forward deployed conventional and nuclear forces are the single most visible demonstration of America's commitment to defend U.S. and allied interests in Europe. 

Nuclear weapons in NATO crucial to presence
Veit 4 Lieutenant Colonel Brian S. Veit, United States Army NATO’s Nuclear Forces: The Way Ahead”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA424072
The final strategic objective for the alliance is to preserve the transatlantic link between the United States and Europe. The positioning of US nuclear weapons is not merely the garrisoning of forces in an allied state, it is part of an effort that has been termed as geopresence—a multifaceted presence that allows the US military to operate in any region of the world, promoted by conscious diplomatic, economic, military, and political involvement in the given region and with the required countries.25
 

Military presence includes nukes
Executive Secretary of the Department of Defense 95

Nuclear Posture Review
http://www.fas.org/nuke/guide/usa/doctrine/dod/95_npr.htm 

Through forward basing and power projection capabilities, overseas U.S. military presence -- including nuclear capabilities -- helped promote regional stability, avert crises, and deter war. In recent years, there has been a dramatic reduction in both the overall size of the U.S. military presence abroad and in the nuclear capabilities deployed overseas.
Military Presence – Turkey/Nukes (2)

Military Presence in Turkey is the Incirlik Air Base

Laciner, Fri, 2/27 2009, “Turkey, an independent Middle East player”, http://www.presstv.ir/detail.aspx?id=86956&sectionid=3510302
The main military base used by the US in Turkey is the Incirlik air base in southern Turkey. This is also one of the factors that make Turkey really important to the US.

Definitions of Words in Military Presence Definitions (1)
Military posture 

The Oxford Essential Dictionary of the U.S. Military. 2001. Encyclopedia.com. 23 Jul. 2010 <http://www.encyclopedia.com>.
military posture the military disposition, strength, and condition of readiness as it affects capabilities.
Military objective
DOD 05, Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms. US Department of Defense 2005.

A derived set of military actions to be taken to implement National Command Authorities guidance in support of national objectives. A military objective defines the results to be achieved by the military and assign tasks to commanders. See also national objectives.

Military action- laundry list

WordNet 3.0, 2003-2008 Princeton University, Farlex Inc.,freeonlinedictionary.com

military action - a military engagement; "he saw action in Korea"

action

amphibious landing - a military action of coordinated land, sea, and air forces organized for an invasion; "MacArthur staged a massive amphibious landing behind enemy lines"

battle, engagement, fight, conflict - a hostile meeting of opposing military forces in the course of a war; "Grant won a decisive victory in the battle of Chickamauga"; "he lost his romantic ideas about war when he got into a real engagement"

blockade, encirclement - a war measure that isolates some area of importance to the enemy

defense, defensive measure, defence - (military) military action or resources protecting a country against potential enemies; "they died in the defense of Stalingrad"; "they were developed for the defense program"

electronic warfare, EW - military action involving the use of electromagnetic energy to determine or exploit or reduce or prevent hostile use of the electromagnetic spectrum

police action - a local military action without declaration of war; against violators of international peace and order

resistance - the military action of resisting the enemy's advance; "the enemy offered little resistance"

saber rattling, sabre rattling - the ostentatious display of military power (with the implied threat that it might be used)

sortie, sally - a military action in which besieged troops burst forth from their position

war, warfare - the waging of armed conflict against an enemy; "thousands of people were killed in the war"

group action - action taken by a group of people

armed forces, armed services, military, military machine, war machine - the military forces of a nation; "their military is the largest in the region"; "the military machine is the same one we faced in 1991 but now it is weaker"

Peacekeeping 

The Oxford Essential Dictionary of the U.S. Military. 2001. Retrieved July 23, 2010 from Encyclopedia.com: http://www.encyclopedia.com/doc/1O63-peacekeeping.html
peacekeeping n. the active maintenance of a truce between nations or communities, especially by an international military force: the 2,300-strong U.N. peacekeeping force. peacekeeper n.

Crisis response operations 

US Department of Defense Dictionary of Military and Associated Words, April 2010
(DOD) 1. The Joint Operation Planning and Execution System process involving the time-sensitive development of joint operation plans and orders in response to an imminent crisis. Crisis action planning follows prescribed crisis action procedures to formulate and implement an effective response within the time frame permitted by the crisis. 2. The time-sensitive planning for the deployment, employment, and sustainment of assigned and allocated forces and resources that occurs in response to a situation that may result in actual military operations. Crisis action planners base their plan on the circumstances that exist at the time planning occurs. Also called CAP. See also Joint Operation Planning and Execution System.
Definitions of Words in Military Presence Definitions (2)

Peacetime military engagement

Global Security, 6/20/05, http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/policy/army/fm/3-07-22/glossary.htm
peacetime military engagement – All military activities that involve other nations and are intended to shape the security environment in peacetime. It includes programs and exercises that the US military conducts with other nations to shape the international environment, improve mutual understanding with other countries, and improve interoperability with treaty partners or potential coalition partners. Peacetime military engagement activities are designed to support a combatant commander’s objectives as articulated in the theater engagement plan. (FM 3-0)
Infrastructure

The Oxford Essential Dictionary of the U.S. Military. 2001. Retrieved July 23, 2010 from Encyclopedia.com 
n. the basic physical and organizational structures and facilities (e.g., buildings, roads, and power supplies) needed for the operation of a society or enterprise.  infrastructural adj. 

Military personnel  
WordNet 3.0, 2003-2008 Princeton University, Farlex Inc.,freeonlinedictionary.com
military personnel - someone who serves in the armed forces; a member of a military force; "two men stood sentry duty"

military man, serviceman, man

military force, military group, military unit, force - a unit that is part of some military service; "he sent Caesar a force of six thousand men"

armed forces, armed services, military, military machine, war machine - the military forces of a nation; "their military is the largest in the region"; "the military machine is the same one we faced in 1991 but now it is weaker"

air force officer, commander - an officer in the airforce

artilleryman, cannoneer, gunner, machine gunner - a serviceman in the artillery

bluejacket, navy man, sailor boy, sailor - a serviceman in the navy

commando, ranger - a member of a military unit trained as shock troops for hit-and-run raids

conscript, draftee, inductee - someone who is drafted into military service

enlisted person - a serviceman who ranks below a commissioned officer

devil dog, leatherneck, Marine, shipboard soldier - a member of the United States Marine Corps

military officer, officer - any person in the armed services who holds a position of authority or command; "an officer is responsible for the lives of his men"

noncombatant - a member of the armed forces who does not participate in combat (e.g. a chaplain or surgeon)

occupier - a member of a military force who is residing in a conquered foreign country
skilled worker, skilled workman, trained worker - a worker who has acquired special skills

striper - a serviceman who wears stripes on the uniform to indicate rank or years of service; "he's a four-striper"

ex-serviceman, vet, veteran - a person who has served in the armed forces

veteran, veteran soldier - a serviceman who has seen considerable active service; "the veterans laughed at the new recruits"

military volunteer, voluntary, volunteer - (military) a person who freely enlists for service

Logistics support 

The Oxford Essential Dictionary of the U.S. Military. 2001. Retrieved July 23, 2010 from Encyclopedia.com 
(DOD) A composite of all the support considerations necessary to assure the effective and economical support of a system for its life cycle. It is an integral part of all other aspects of system acquisition and operation. Also called ILS. 
Military base

US Department of Defense Dictionary of Military and Associated Words, April 2010
 (DOD, NATO) 1. A locality from which operations are projected or supported. 2. An area or locality containing installations which provide logistic or other support. See also establishment. 3. (DOD only) Home airfield or home carrier. See also base of operations; facility. 
Definitions of Words in Military Presence Definitions (3)

Theater of military operations 

Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms. US Department of Defense 2005.
A subarea within a theater of war defined by the geographic combatant commander required to conduct or support specific combat operations. Different theaters of operations within the same theater of war will normally be geographically separate and focused on different enemy forces. Theaters of operations are usually of significant size, allowing for operations over extended periods of time. Also called TO. See also theater of war.
Instruments of power
The United States Air force, “The Study of Strategy”, MCDP 1-1, ND
In the purest sense, the means in war is combat—physically attacking the enemy or defending against his attacks upon us. However, war is not limited to purely military means. In fact, military means are only one element used to implement a national strategy. The relative importance placed on the military element of the national strategy varies greatly depending on the nature and the particular circumstances of the struggle. All of the instruments of power—diplomatic, economic, military, and informational—must be brought to bear and exploited to the fullest in war.
Definitions of Theater Security Cooperation Programs (TSCP) – 

based on Patterson Card
TSCP development is being negotiated with Japan

US Army, 7/16/2010, “U.S. Army, Pacific LOG leaders assemble, tackle moving matters”, army.mil.com, http://www.army.mil/-news/2010/07/16/42455-us-army-pacific-log-leaders-assemble-tackle-moving-matters/

Fort Shafter, Hawaii-The Multinational Interagency Branch that manages the U.S. Army Pacific's Theater Security Cooperation Program for Logistics continued to connect with Asia-Pacific counterparts last week when Lawrence "Jeff" Mariano, Chief, Multinational Logistics/Interagency Branch and the Operational Sustainment Directorate Chief-G4, Col. Clay Hatcher, hosted officials from the Japan Ground Self-Defense Force to conduct the 37th Bilateral Logistics Staff Talks at Fort Shafter, Hawaii.

TSCP development in South Korea now (USKORCOM)

Institute of Land Warfare, associated with US Army, 6/2009, “Transforming U.S. Army Pacific”, ausa.com, http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:-YEQ6o3ItLEJ:www.ausa.org/publications/ilw/Documents/TB_Pacific_June09.pdf+%22Theater+Security+Cooperation+Program%22+AND+%22south+korea%22&cd=3&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us&client=firefox-a

Specifically, USARPAC is evolving into a theater army headquarters with the capability to fight and win across the full spectrum of conflict. It also now includes a full complement of theater support and enabling commands that provide enhanced communications, intelligence, logistics, medical, civil affairs, air and missile defense and reserve component readiness capabilities. These force enhancements ensure the U.S. Army remains the preeminent land warfighting force in the region. The Army’s plan to grow in size by 74,500 Soldiers has a profound impact on the Pacific. It will result in a total growth of Army forces by approximately 4,200 Soldiers within Alaska and Hawaii from 2008 through 2013 and provide needed combat service and combat service support units (for example, engineer, military police and communications), a combat aviation brigade and a maneuver enhancement brigade required to address the full spectrum of future Pacific theater challenges. A transformation effort to build a single theater army capable of supporting major combat operations in Korea is well underway. Eighth U.S. Army is transforming from an ASCC to a warfighting headquarters (redesignation pending Headquarters, Department of the Army approval) to support U.S. Forces-Korea (USFK), which will become U.S. Korea Command (USKORCOM). USARPAC, in its role as the ASCC for the Pacific, will provide Title 10 assistance, with supporting efforts from its theater-enabling commands, in seamless operations during transition to conflict on the Korean Peninsula just as it will provide support across the theater. When the transformation is complete, USPACOM will have lethal and flexible forces enabled by a command and control structure that will be strategically responsive. 
Definitions of Forward Operating Sites and Cooperative Security Locations – 

based on Dancs Definition
Forward Operating Sites and Cooperative Security Locations exist in Japan and South Korea

Asia Times Online, 6/1/2005, “Tangle Over US Bases”, Asia Times Online, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Front_Page/GF01Aa01.html
While the OBC endorses much of what the Pentagon is already doing, such as the movement of a heavy brigade out of South Korea and the shifting of forces remaining there south of the Han River, it had reservations on a number of other issues.

For example, it believes that a brigade of army heavy forces should be kept in Central Europe. And it wrote, "Nor are we sure that current discussions on relocating US forces on Okinawa [Japan] adequately address strategic concerns for US security interests in East Asia."

The report also found that much of what the Pentagon plans to do in the way of redeployment in the future is overly ambitious. It found:

Service budgets are not robust enough to execute the repositioning of forces, build the facilities necessary to accommodate the forces, build the expanding facilities at new locations (FOS [Forward Operating Site] and CSL [Cooperative Security Location]) overseas, not even considering the budget demands for the other simultaneous actions being undertaken by the services. Although the estimates for rebasing are lacking in specificity, this commission estimate of between $9 billion to $20 billion, when all is said and done, may not be executable without an increase in the DOD [Department of Defense] top line well beyond what is currently anticipated in the out-year budgets.
Aff Answer to “Presence Must Be Visible”
Presence doesn’t depend on visibility or perception

Riehm, 96 – ARMY COMMAND AND GENERAL STAFF COLL FORT LEAVENWORTH KS (Peter, “Suasion Through Military Presence: An Analysis of the Role of Presence in U.S.-Libyan Relations, l977-1995,”

http://cgsc.contentdm.oclc.org/cdm4/item_viewer.php?CISOROOT=/p4013coll2&CISOPTR=868&CISOBOX=1&REC=19

This professional experience off the coast of Haiti is the genesis of this thesis. Presence operations seemed to have been either misapplied, underutilized, or just plain misunderstood. The US5 Harlan County incident in October 1993 is a good example of misapplied presence with an inadequate attempt at entry and unceremonious withdrawal of forces. Where was the disconnect? Was it lack of doctrine or lack of appreciation for the proper employment of presence? In pondering these questions, it became clear to the author that evaluating or measuring the effectiveness of presence operations has been subjective and largely intangible. Apparent ambiguity and difficulty in measuring variables make presence a complex concept to grasp, much less apply. For this thesis, presence is defined as any use of military power intended to influence a sovereign entity, regardless of perception, including mere capability to measured applications of force short of war. This thesis will attempt to discern some pattern or form to measure efficacy of presence operations.

Aff Answers to “Presence is Influence”

Their interpretation conflates presence and influence – presence is just the state of being present in a country, influence is the GOAL of presence

Jones, 95 – Major, USAF (Bud, Air & Space Power Journal 1995-1998 (there is no date listed in the archive but this article is listed under that date range), “The Objective is Influence, not Presence  or  Its Influence (not Presence) Stupid!,” 

http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/cc/influenc.html)

The objective of military presence is not simply to be present as events occur, the objective is to influence those events. Unfortunately, military presence can easily masquerade as the objective and the argument over which particular service or mix of forces can best attain the desired presence can dominate the debate and exclude other considerations. Presence and influence are related, but they are not synonymous. Presence, the mere fact or condition of being present, is much easier to achieve. It can be achieved in some special circumstances by sending a carrier battle group or amphibious force, in a greater number of circumstances by rapidly deploying Army elements, or in the greatest number of instances by the sudden impact of air power from Air Force warplanes quickly launched from distant bases--including those in the continental United States. In all these cases, presence is designed to shrink the time and distance equation so a potential military response will seem more immediate and visible. Still, the debate over who can best provide presence while limiting vulnerability and danger to US lives causes a loss of focus on the more important objective: influence.

Presence is only a component of influence (which is a much more sophisticated and in some ways subtler concept). Influence is also a much more elusive objective than presence. The influence military forces can exert in the international arena is related to their presence (or capability to be present), their core capabilities, the political will to use those forces, and, most importantly, the perception of those who you seek to influence. Moreover, in this complex world, the US military will be required to exert influence in ways not directly related to war fighting; i.e., missions like transporting and distributing humanitarian aid, providing health and physical services in support of relief efforts, and peacekeeping duties. Contrary to the current debate over which types of forces will best provide presence, the real question is: which forces will work successfully across the widest possible spectrum of events to influence future international situations?

The answer to that question is not as simple as the slogan makers seem to make it. Mere presence is no guarantor of influence; after all, the United Nations and American Express are present virtually everywhere but their influence is at best limited. For example, great claims are made about the Navy's ability to operate in the world's coastal or littoral areas and thus, so the argument goes, making it the most visible and flexible service to support forward presence. What these proponents do not acknowledge is that littoral presence may or may not provide an avenue for achieving influence. In effect, a naval presence adds only the possibility for influence.

2NC - Military Presence must be defined in military context 

1. Ground:  we provide ground focused on the topic, the aff allows for DA links that aren’t based on actions that are relevant to the topic like reducing our spiritual presence. This makes for un-educational debates that lose sight of the resolution.

2. Limits: we limit the topic to affs that reduce military presence in a way that would actually happen, they explode the topic by allowing aff’s that meet any random dictionary definition like presence is spiritual. 

3. Bright line: no arbitrary definitions, it’s either from the military or not giving the judge a clear way to evaluate the debate

4. Predictable: military definitions are the only ones we can be sure of and prepared for on the topic. Presence is a broad term when defined not in the context of military that is defined in many different ways by many different people, no way we could predict all of these. Also, it’s a term of art, the real nature of military presence is only grasped by defining it as one term. 
2NC – “Presence” Concepts Risk Ambiguity – Must Hold the Line

The term “presence” is uniquely subject to this snowball

Lieutenant Commander Southward, U.S. Navy “THE LOSS OF THE PHILIPPINE BASES: EFFECTS ON USCINCPAC'S ABILITY TO EMPLOY HIS FORCES” A paper submitted to the Faculty of the Naval War College in partial satisfaction of the requirements of the Department of Operations. 92 http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA249898.
Assessing USCINCPAC's ability to carry out his forward presence mission will be more problematical. To begin with, it is very easy to play fast and loose with one's definition of "presence." Does it mean a CVBG on every street corner, or will a surface action group deployed in theater six months of the year suffice? Do U.S. activities other than military force deployments constitute presence? The bottom line is that the CINC and the National Command Authority must arrive at an agreement on the definition of presence, and how much of it is enough. In a recent interview with the Asian Defense Journal, USCINCPAC, Admiral C. R. Larson, hinted at his definition of presence: "In the Pacific, that force will continue to be forward deployed and principally maritime, with strong amphibious elements, quick reaction air assets, and rapidly deployable ground reinforcements."-31 
Presence is either all or nothing – it can’t refer to “possible” presence

You are either present or not present- no middle ground

Raymond John Prytherch. Glossary and reference book author and editor. 2005 “Harrod's Librarians` Glossary And Reference Book”.

Boolean logic. A technique of using the most basic conceivable forms of expression to represent any logical possibility, i.e. a thing either exists or does not exist, is either present or not present, operative or not operative, etc. It was first developed and codified by the English mathemeatician George Frederick Boole (1815-1864). The use of the terms ‘and’, ‘or’, ‘not’ in formulating online search commands is based on Boolean logic. See also Reverse Polish Notation.

In

In means under or based on the law of

Blacks Law Dictionary 8th edition (Legal dictionary, 2004, edited by Bryan A. Garner)

In, prep. Under or based on the law of <to bring an action in contract>

In means within

Ballentine’s Legal Dictionary and Thesaurus , Jonathan S. Lynton, Ph.D, J.D, Published 1995
In- Within. “in” generally indicates location.  The word in also precedes Latin and French phrases in the law and can have various meanings, including in, on, to, within, into, within, while, according to, in the course of, at, or among.

In means within
Ballentine’s Law Dictionary, 1969

In: within as “in an hour.” Indicating a location, as “in Boston.” Rogers v Galloway Female College, 64 Ark 627, 44 SW 454. Abbreviation of inch also of inches. With Latin words and pgrases the word, as a preposition, has many meaning; in; on; to; into; within; according to; in the course of; at; among Riggs, 43 Okla 209, 142 P 298. As the word appears in a tariff schedule:- indicating an article wholly or primarily made from material designated. 19 USC 1201, Headnote 9(f). sometimes the equivalent of “in.” Sisson v Board of Supervisors, 128 Iowa 442, 104 NW 454. 
In means on the inside or within

American heritage, Dictionary of the English language, 2000, http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/in

on the inside; within.

In means having the function of

American heritage, Dictionary of the English language, 2000, http://www.thefreedictionary.com/in

Having the activity, occupation, or function of

In Means Within/Limited 

In Implies within the limit

Words and Phrases Vol. 28 2008 [204-215]

C.R.S. ’63, 75-2-42.—Anderson v. Spencer, 426 P.2d 970, 162 Colo. 328.—Int Liq 69 Colo. 1967.  “In” as used in statute requiring board when reviewing application for liquor license to consider the number, type and availability of liquor outlets located in or near the neighborhood is a spatial concept meaning inside of or within the bounds or limits of.   

In Means Within the Place or Thing 

Words and Phrases Vol. 28 2008 [204-215]

 —Forman v. May, 202 So.2d 685, application denied 204 So.2d 576, 251 La. 397.—Wills 466. La.App. 3 Cir. 1967.  Two words “of” and “in” are frequently used interchangeably to convey same meaning, one of which is that of location or inclusion within place or thing. 

In means within the limits or duration of 

Words and Phrases Vol. 28 2008 [204-215]

—Riehl v. Kentucky Unemployment Compensation Commission, 256 S.W.2d 354 Ky. 1952.  The word “in” when used with relation to a period of time means during the course of or within the limits of duration of. 

In Means Through or Within

Words and Phrases Vol. 28 2008 [204-215]

—Mississippi Cent. R. Co. v. Pace, 68 So. 926, 109 Miss. 667.

Miss. 1915.  Under Code 1906, 4043, making railroads liable for any injury sustained by any one from a locomotive running at more than six miles per hour through any city, and conferring on the Railroad Commission the power to fix limits in cities in which railroads might run locomotives having greater speed, the word “through” is synonymous with “in” or “within,” so as to cover a case of injury from a locomotive switching cars in a railroad’s private yard within the corporate limits of a city.

In Requires a LIMIT 

Words and Phrases Vol. 28 2008 [204-215]

—Hegarty v. Curtis, 95 N.E.2d 706, 121 Ind.App. 74. Ind.App. 1950.  The word “in” indicates inclusion within a limit of time; at any time during. 

In Means Throughout 

In Means Throughout

Words and Phrases Vol. 28 2008 [204-215]

 —Reynolds v. Larkins, 14 P. 114, 10 Colo. 126 Colo. 1887.  In the act of 1861 providing that justices of the peace shall have jurisdiction “in” their respective counties to hear and determine all complaints, etc., the word “in” should be construed to mean “throughout” such counties. 

 2AC Notes on “In means throughout”
· Prefer our definition. In – throughout doesn’t make grammatical sense.  If I’m in the room I’m not throughout the room I am “within” the room.

· W/M - we remove military presence throughout ______(country)

· C/I – “in – within”

· Voting issue for reasonability the negs definition is completely unreasonable in all literature.

· They lose also lose in the case of counter interpretations b/c no literature checks the definition.
· They over limit the topic stopping us from getting specific education on the presence in the 
· Your interpretation contradicts “substantially reduce” in the context on the resolution.  Only when “In = Within” does the resolution make sense

<If the negative says military presence is the “totality U.S instruments of power deployed 

along with the requisite infrastructure and sustainment capabilities.>
· Military presence is the “totality of U.S instruments of deployed”, but all we have to do is substantially reduce military presence and because “to substantially reduce” is not 100% in context of the military, don’t have to reduce troops throughout the topic countries.  (Substantially reduce part is an Explanation of the previous argument as well)
 

Oxford English Dictionary, 1989, “in, a.”, <http://dictionary.oed.com/cgi/entry/50113655?query_type=word&queryword=in&first=1&max_to_show=10&sort_type=alpha&search_id=ita1-Hk56K1-978&result_place=9>

1. That is in; that lies, remains, lives, is situated, or is used in or within; internal. (In most cases it is more usual to hyphen in to the n.: see IN adv. 12.)

Geographical Definitions of Countries
Turkey

CIA, 2010, “Turkey” The world fact book, <https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/tu.html>

territorial sea: 6 nm in the Aegean Sea; 12 nm in Black Sea and in Mediterranean Sea

South Korea

CIA, 2010, “Korea, South” The world fact book, https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/ks.html
territorial sea: 12 nm; between 3 nm and 12 nm in the Korea Strait
Japan

CIA, 2010, “Japan” The world fact book, https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/ja.html
territorial sea: 12 nm; between 3 nm and 12 nm in the international straits - La Perouse or Soya, Tsugaru, Osumi, and Eastern and Western Channels of the Korea or Tsushima Strait
Kuwait geographically

Merriam-Webster’s geographical dictionary, 1997, pg. 615-616

hunalt oho Kuweit or Ko*wtit \ku-\vflu kit-, kyli-Y 1. Independent Mate, NW coast of Persian Gulf, forming wedge of desert territory bet. Iraq and Saudi Arabia; 6880 ui. mi* (17.819*0,. km.); pop. <198Sc) 1.697.301; * Kuwait; an im¬portant oil-producing suite; fisheries; construction material*. Ruled by descendants of a dynasty founded in 18th cent.; in-dependence under British protection recognized by Great Britain 1914: oil discovered 1938: became fully independent of Great Britain June 1961; joined UN 1963. Gulf Coopera¬tion Council 1981; invaded and annexed by Iraq Aug. 1990; liberated by U.S.-led international coalition forces Jan.-Fcb. I991i Sec BOHIVAN and BAHRAIN. 

Geographical Definitions of Afghanistan

Afghanistan geographically (or historically, if that works better)

Merriam-Webster’s geographical dictionary, 1997, pg. 9-10

Afghanistan \af-"ga-na-,stajiV Islamic state, ccn. Asia, bounded on N by Turkmenistan. Uzbekistan, and Tajikistan, on NE by China, on E and S by Pakistan, and on W by Iran; 250,775 sq mi. (649.307 sq. km >; pop. (1992c) 18.052,000: ♦ Kabul. Physical features: Ha* Hclmand River in center and SW. flowing into Lake Hclmand. HarT in NW. Amu Dar'ya on NE boundary, and Kabul in E. flowing to Indus: Very mountain¬ous in ccn. and N section*. Hindu Kush range* 15.000 to 25,000 ft. <4572 lo 7620 m.l; many fertile plain* and valleys; desert region* in S; Khyhcr Pass cm E border lo Pakistan. Chief products: Before the economy was devastated by the 1980s civil war. products included: Barley, corn, rice, wheat, fruits: cotton, wool; livestock; iron ore, natural gas. coal, copper; cement, textiles; carpet*. Chief cities; Kabul. Qondahar. Herat, Maz£r-i* Sharif. History: In early tinier formed part of Persian and Alex* andcr the Great's empires; Turkoman dynasty set up at Gha/nT (</.*;> in lOlh century; conquered by Turkic ruler Timurc. 1400; part, incl, Kabul, added to the Mogul Empire of India by its founder. Habur (£ahir-ud*Din Muhammad) (1483-1530); Qandahar became independent 1709; with W India, seized by Persian King Nflder Shah 1737; consolidate cd as a separate unit by Ar>mad Shah Durrani, at whose death (1773) the Afghan cmpiie included E Persia, Afghanistan. Baluchistan. Kashmir, and the Punjab; under successive rul¬ers soon lost Punjab and other territory; in 1809 entered first agreement with the British against the Persians and Rus¬sians; mvaded by British in Firs! Afghan War 1839-42; Inter fought Second Afghan War 1878-79; maintained a degree of independence under "Abdorrahman Khan (1880-19011 who confirmed the cession of the Khyber Pass (q.v.) to the Brit-ish; settled boundaries wilh India 1893. with Russia 1895, Neutral in WW); recognized as independent by the British tn the Treaty of Rawalpindi 1919; entered treaties with Persia, Turkey, and U.S.S.R., 1921; under the modernizing influ¬ence of Amanoluh Khan (1919-29). adopted constitution 1923: at the overthrow of Amanolah. cMablisIied new line of niters under Nader Kh&n (1929-33) whose son joined Tur¬key. Iraq, and Iran in forming an Oriental Entente 1937. Neu¬tral in WWII; first Afghan minister to US, sent to Washing¬ton 1943; initiated its first fisc-ycar economic plan 1956; adopted new constitution 1964; monarchy overthrown and republic proclaimed July 17, 1973; bloody coup April 1978; invasion by Soviet troops Doc. 1979 to shore up a pro*Soviet government; 10-year civil war ensued bcL guerrillas and So¬viet and \i "-1 i,i government troops; Soviet troops withdrew early 1989; Islamic republic proclaimed April 1992.

Afghanistan geographically again

Webster’s New World Dictionary, 2003, Pg 11-12

Af·ghan·i·stan (af gan ́ i stan ́) Country in SC Asia, east of Iran: 251,773 sq. mi.; pop. 15,551,000

Geography and origin of Afghanistan

Encyclopaedia of Islam, second edition, 2006, http://www.brillonline.nl/subscriber/uid=1446/entry?result_number=3&entry=islam_COM-0022&fields_1=heading&search_text_row_1=afghanistan&search_mode_1=%2B&row_id=1#hit
Afg̲h̲ānistān .  (i) geography . The country now known as Afg̲h̲ānistān has borne that name only since the middle of the 18th century, when the supremacy of the Afg̲h̲ān race became assured: previously various districts bore distinct ap-¶ pellations, but the country was not a definite political unit, and its component parts were not bound together by any identity of race or language. The earlier meaning of the word was simply “the land of the Afg̲h̲āns”, a limited territory which did not include many parts of the present state but did comprise large districts now either independent or within the boundary of Pakistan. As at present constituted, under the rule of the Bārakzay kings (formerly amīrs), Afg̲h̲ānistān consists of a territory of irregular shape lying between 29° 30' and 38° 30' N. and between 61° and 75° (or, if the long strip of Wak̲h̲ān is omitted, 71° 30') E.

Geographical Definitions of Iraq
Iraq geographically.

Merriam-Webster’s geographical dictionary, 1997, pg. 528-529

Iraq \i-7ak. -7ak\ aim Irak or Arab. *Iriq, Republic. SW Asia, hounded on N by Turkey, on E by Iron, on SE by Kuwait and Persian Gulf, on S by Saudi Arabia, and on W by Jordan and Syria; lo8.927 *q, ml. (437.521 %q, knU; pop. (1992c) 18.838.000: * Baghdad* Physical features: Comprises for most pan level country drained by Kuphroie* and Tigris river* which unite ah< 120 mi. (193 km.) from Persian Gulf NNW of Basra to form ibe Shatt al Arab, and by tributaries of the Tigris from the E; in¬cludes most of Mesopotamia («j v.); river region lertile with many lakes; wide desert region in W (pan of Syrian Desert) and SW; mountainous in Kurdistan region of NE. Chief products: Wheat, barley* rice, date*, cotton; sheep, cattle; oil. natural gas; manufacturing; textiles, construction material*. Chief cities: Baghdad. Basra, Mosul, Kirkuk. History: For history prior to 1921, sec MESOPOTAMIA. ftABY-MJNIA* and ASSYRIA. Kingdom eslah. 1921 after WWI out of former Turkish territory; under British mandate 1920 until OcL 1932 WlKfl it became independent under King Faisal I; semi-independent slate in alliance with Great Britain 1922; a limited monarchy according to organic law 1924; awarded Mosul («/.v.) by League of Nations 1925; independence and sovereignty recognised in treaties with Great Britain 1927 and 1930. the full result of which was admission to League 1932; in treaty with Saudi Arabia (fj.v.) 1936; occupied by British 1941 to prevent Nazi control, joined UN 1945; republic estab. following army coup July 1958 during which Kim; Faisal II and Crown Prince *Abd al-ltah were assassinated; advanced claims to Kuwait (rejected by Great Britain) I96l;panicipaicd in Arab-Israeli War 1967: coup 1968 brought revolutionary' Ha'th party to power; announced termination of (sporadic) hostilities bet. central government and autonomy-seeking Kurds 1970, but fighting resumed 1974; Bn'Uiist Saddam Hussein became president 1979; invaded Iran Sept. 1980. provoking eight-year Iran-Iraq war. occupied and forcibly anncscd Kuwait Aug. 1990; its subsequent failure to with¬draw before UN deadline of Jan, 15, 1991 precipitated six* week offensive to liberate Kuwait, launched by alliance of International forces; alter suffering heavy losses., accented UN cease-fire term* Fcbt 28, |W|. 

Iraq means “the origin”.

Globalsecurity.org, no date given, http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/world/iraq/overview.htm
Following the seventh century A.D., Islam became entrenched in what is now Iraq. Baghdad, the capital of the Abbasid Caliphate (Islamic Empire), was the leading city of the world for five centuries and was the acknowledged leader of the Arab and Muslim world. In 1258 Baghdad was devastated by the Mongols and was later occupied by the Ottoman Turks. After World War I, the Turks were driven from the area by the British. Britain then created a mandate from three former Ottoman provinces and called this new country Al Iraq (the origin), the name formerly applied to only the southern region of the province of Basra. In 1932, Britain gave independence to this mandate and Iraq became a sovereign, independent state. However, Britain still maintained troops in Iraq and greatly influenced the government.
Definition of Territorial Waters

Each country has a 12 mile territorial sea that is part of its territory
West's Encyclopedia of American Law, 8 (edition 2,

http://legal-dictionary.thefreedictionary.com/Territorial+sea
Territorial Waters

The part of the ocean adjacent to the coast of a state that is considered to be part of the territory of that state and subject to its sovereignty.
In International Law the term territorial waters refers to that part of the ocean immediately adjacent to the shores of a state and subject to its territorial jurisdiction. The state possesses both the jurisdictional right to regulate, police, and adjudicate the territorial waters and the proprietary right to control and exploit natural resources in those waters and exclude others from them. Territorial waters differ from the high seas, which are common to all nations and are governed by the principle of freedom of the seas. The high seas are not subject to appropriation by persons or states but are available to everyone for navigation, exploitation of resources, and other lawful uses. The legal status of territorial waters also extends to the seabed and subsoil under them and to the airspace above them.

From the eighteenth to the middle of the twentieth century, international law set the width of territorial waters at one league (three nautical miles), although the practice was never wholly uniform. The United States established a three-mile territorial limit in 1793. International law also established the principle that foreign ships are entitled to innocent passage through territorial waters.

By the 1970s, however, more than forty countries had asserted a twelve-mile limit for their territorial waters. In 1988 President ronald reagan issued Executive Proclamation 5928, which officially increased the outer limit of U.S. territorial waters from three to twelve miles (54 Fed. Reg. 777). This limit also applies to Puerto Rico, Guam, American Samoa, the U.S. Virgin Islands, and the Northern Mariana Islands. The Reagan administration claimed the extension of the limit was primarily motivated by national security concerns, specifically to hinder the operations of spy vessels from the Soviet Union that plied the U.S. coastline. Another reason for the extension was the recognition that most countries had moved to a twelve-mile limit. In 1982, at the Third United Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea, 130 member countries ratified the Convention on the Law of the Sea, which included a recognition of the twelve-mile limit as a provision of customary international law. Although the United States voted against the convention, 104 countries had officially claimed a twelve-mile territorial sea by 1988.
Linguistic Definitions of the Countries
Japan

Online etymology dictionary, 2010, “Japan”,<http://www.etymonline.com/index.php?search=Japan&searchmode=none>

Japan Look up Japan at Dictionary.com

    1570s, via Port. Japao, Du. Japan, acquired in Malacca from Malay Japang, from Chinese jih pun "sunrise" (equivalent of Japanese Nippon), from jih "sun" + pun "origin." Earliest form in Europe was Marco Polo's Chipangu. Colloquial abbreviation Jap is attested by 1880, not originally pejorative but became so during World War II. It was protested by Japanese before the war, but did not begin to be taboo in the U.S. before 1960s. Cultural contact led to japaning "coat with laquer or varnish" (1688), along with japonaiserie (1896, from Fr.), japonica (1819, from variant Japon), etc. Japanese beetle attested from 1919, accidentally introduced in U.S. 1916 in larval stage in a shipment of Japanese iris. Japlish "Japanese with many English words" is from 1960.

Korea

Online etymology dictionary, 2010, “Korea”, <http://www.etymonline.com/index.php?search=Korea&searchmode=none>

Korea Look up Korea at Dictionary.com

    from Chinese Gao li, name of a dynasty founded 918, lit. "high serenity." Japanese Chosen is from Korean Choson, lit. "land of morning calm," from cho "morning" + son "calm." Related: Korean (1610s).

Turkey

Library of Congress – Federal Research Division, August 2008, “Country Profile: Turkey”, <http://lcweb2.loc.gov/frd/cs/profiles/Turkey.pdf>
 Turkey celebrates October 29, 1923, the date on which the Republic of Turkey was declared after the fall of the Ottoman Empire, as its date of independence.

Official Names of Countries

Turkey

Bureau of European and Eurasian Affairs, 3/10, 2010, “Background Note:Turkey”, < http://www.state.gov/r/pa/ei/bgn/3432.htm>

Official Name: Republic of Turkey

South Korea

Bureau of East Asian and Pacific Affairs, 5/28, 2010, “Background Note: Turkey”, <http://www.state.gov/r/pa/ei/bgn/2800.htm>

Official Name: Republic of Korea

Japan

Bureau of East Asian and Pacific Affairs, 3/31, 2010, “Background Note: Japan”, <http://www.state.gov/r/pa/ei/bgn/4142.htm>

Official Name: Japan

T is a voter at the beginning of the year especially

Debate Camp should be allowed to Shape the Topic

1. The words in the resolution should guide the topic as its debated. The topic isn’t a lets remove combat troops topic, it’s the military presence topic. The negative will win this interpretation is good for debate because it is the most precise definition of military presence on the topic. This is based upon quality research, which is a gateway issue to education; if the affirmative wanted to run this aff they should have done the research needed to prove that their affirmative is a good topical idea in which the judge should vote for. Arbitrarily discarding some definitions because of a pre-determined vision of what the topic should be seems to deter this research and the education that follows. 

2nd. There are multiple solvency advocates that discuss the utility of affirmatives that don’t require combat troops if they would have done the research needed they would have presented a better affirmative, Don’t allow the negative to lose just because of the affirmatives poor attempt at research. 

3rd, debate solves. Discarding this T just because we’re limiting the topic and find cards on noncombat troops can give way to all args. Why should we research the ptx disad? Just so we can answer it in round no not true. Why research the security k, so we can learn what it says. Its true We learn that there are differing opinions about issues, and debaters can argue the good and the bad. If a team is deterred from reading Afghanistan or Iraq withdrawal because someone wins DDI’s camp tournament on this argument, they have reached the wrong conclusion. This justifies and gives examples as to why debaters should learn to defend their individual positions against good evidence
T is not a voter at the beginning of the year especially

No T at camps does not shape the topic year round.

- Most people write plans whenever they find literature on it.

- People will get affs depending on the camps or their labs

- There will always be cards on both sides of the topic whether the plan is Topical or not.  (Neg cards prove)

- People won’t stop cutting an aff just because there are a few cards saying “….” Is this _____.

- No one will ditch their aff if they really want to run it.

- Aff can run different arguments against topically such at Theory, kritiks, etc.
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