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2AC: T Reduce =/= Elimination

1. We Meet

a. The US embassy will still exist in Iraq

b. We still have military presence through US aid to Iraq

c. We phase-out, which is periodic reduction over time

2. Counter-definition: Reduce can mean elimination, Federal code proves elimination is a way to reduce.

US Code 2005 (Code of Federal Regulations - Title 26: Internal Revenue (December 2005), 26 CFR 54.4980F-1, http://cfr.vlex.com/vid/54-significantly-reducing-future-accrual-19711258)

 (c) Elimination or cessation of benefits. For purposes of this section, the terms reduce or reduction include eliminate or cease or elimination or cessation.

3. We meet counter definition because we phase-out troops to a point of elimination

4. Counter Standards

a. Field Context: The Knowlton 1905 card is from Massachusetts, a state level def.  Our US Code 2005 is on the federal level.  

b. Topic Specific:  You must prefer our concept of “reduction means eliminate” because in a real world scenario, our definition is more applicable to the Aff plan of withdrawing US military presence from Iraq.  A definition by the state is irrelevant.

c. Resolutional Proximity – our interpretation is federally defined – state definitions are out of context


- Only feds withdraw international troops


- Resolution crafted with 21st century military in mind, not 1905

d. Limits:  Our definition fairly limits the Aff ground and allows the Neg more DA ground because we reduce more troops.

(aff list: we allow complete withdrawal of combat troops for the iraq/afghan cases, restructuring of forces in those countries, withdrawal of bases in non-combat areas [south korea, turkey, japan, kuwait], withdrawal of troops while maintaining bases,)

(neg list: they still get their hege links (better hege links), politics links, better pic ground, k links, troop shift links, weapons shift links,  et. al)

e. Overlimits:  requiring limited withdrawal excludes 2/3 of the topic – there are no good solvency advocates to eliminating portions of non-combat troops – their interpretation requires us only to debate Afghanistan and Iraq.

f. Heart of the Topic: full reductions provide the best debates over whether American military presence is good or bad. 

5. No Voters


a. Reasonability: You should not vote down the aff because we are reasonably topical.


b. No Specific Abuse: Make the negative point out specific abuse to vote on T.


c. Potential Abuse is not a voter. 

d. Lit/Clash checks Abuse: The negative came prepared with plenty of literature to debate our affirmative.

2AC: T Substantial (25 and 50%)

1. We meet: We reduce troops by more than ____%, we reduce troops 100%

2. Counter Definition: Substantially means significant.
Concise Oxford English Dictionary 2008, Twelfth Edition, Oxford Reference Online, http://www.oxfordreference.com.proxy1.cl.msu.edu/views/ENTRY.html?entry=t23.e56062&srn=1&ssid=464527616#FIRSTHIT

substantially

→ adv. 

1. to a great or significant extent.

2. for the most part; essentially
2. We meet counter definition: 100% reduction is considerably important to the US public, the US military, the US federal government, and the Iraqi people.

3. Counter Standards:

a. Common definition: Our definition is from the Oxford dictionary

b. Limits: The negative interpretation overlimits the aff, because their definition is arbitrary.  Ours is more general and hence key to ground .

c. Ground: Their interpretation gives the aff no ground because it is too specific, our definition is key to neg ground to give them more DA links.

d. Literature Base: There is no specific literature on their arbitrary definition of _____%.

4. No Voters:

a. Reasonability: You should not vote down the aff because we are reasonably topical.



b. No Specific Abuse: Make the negative point out specific abuse to vote on T.



c. Potential Abuse is not a voter. 

d. Lit/Clash checks Abuse: The negative came prepared with plenty of literature to debate our affirmative.

2AC: T Noncombat Troops
1. We meet:  

a. Not all the troops in Iraq are engaged in combat

b. We reduce the generals that are not in combat in Iraq

c. We reduce the military advisors that are not in combat in Iraq

2. Counter definition: 
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.
3. We meet counter definition: we reduce all troops from Iraq, including combat and non-combat personnel 

4. Counter Standards:  

a. Limits: Neg over limits aff because combat troops are key to aff ground 

b. Common definition: Military presence is most often correlated with combat operations. This is key to predictability

c. Predictability good:  ensures a fair debate that allows educations and clash. 

2AC: T Noncombat Troops

d.Context: Our definition is from congress concerning troops, their definition is talking about presence as a military activity, not military presence specifically.
5. Non-voters

a. Reasonability: You should not vote down the aff because we are reasonably topical.

b. No Specific Abuse: Make the negative point out specific abuse to vote on T.

c. Potential Abuse is not a voter. 

d. Lit/Clash checks Abuse: The negative came prepared with plenty of literature to debate our affirmative.

2AC: IR FEM K 

1. Case outweighs a) withdrawal is inevitable means this ideology is also inevitable. B) our Russell evidence indicates 10 different scenarios all leading to nuclear war, this clearly outweighs the neg’s warren and cady evidence that supports low scale impacts where as ours are systematic. 
2. Perm do both- do plan and then reject every other instance of patriarchal dominance 
We shouldn’t throw out the baby with the bathwater – traditional theories of IR offer important insights for overcoming gender hierarchies
Christine Sylvester, Associate Professor of Political Science at Northern Arizona University, Feminist Theory and International Relations in a Postmodern Era, 1994,  p.215

Analogously, I have argued against the postmodernist notion that "women" should renounce gender in order to be free to renounce all other modem instances of sovereign voice. If we throw out even false homes before searching through their spaces for hidden treasures, there is a possibility that we throw out those excluded ways of knowing before we have considered their merits and demerits for IR. As well, if we throw out all of standard IR thought, feminists miss the nuggets of wisdom that can keep us on our toes and away from the traps of wishful thinking.  For example, mainstream depictions of prisoners with dilemmas teach us that some conditions may be more conducive to processes of empathetic cooperation than others. Hegemonic stability theory teaches us about potential problems in free-wheeling conversations that embrace disorder as a modus operandi.
3. The perm is the best option because feminists argue that the most effective way for change is to work within the system.

Perm solves best—need to combine methodological inquiry with immediate action. 

Molly Cochran Assistant Professor of International Affairs @ Georgia Institute for Technology, Normative Theory in International Relations. 1999, Page 272

To conclude this chapter, while modernist and postmodernist debates continue, while we are still unsure as to what we can legitimately identify as a feminist ethical/political concern, while we still are unclear about the relationship between discourse and experience, it is particularly important for feminists that we proceed with analysis of both the material (institutional and structural) as well as the discursive. This holds not only for feminists, but for all theorists oriented towards the goal of extending further moral inclusion in the present social sciences climate of epistemological uncertainty. Important ethical/political concerns hang in the balance. We cannot afford to wait for the meta-theoretical questions to be conclusively answered. Those answers may be unavailable. Nor can we wait for a credible vision of an alternative institutional order to appear before an emancipatory agenda can be kicked into gear. Nor do we have before us a chicken and egg question of which comes first: sorting out the metatheoretical issues or working out which practices contribute to a credible institutional vision. The two questions can and should be pursued together, and can be via moral imagination. Imagination can help us think beyond discursive and material conditions which limit us, by pushing the boundaries of those limitations in thought and examining what yields. In this respect, I believe international ethics as pragmatic critique can be a useful ally to feminist and normative theorists generally.
4. The alternative identifies a world where hierchies wouldn’t exist- the negative has yet to describe this world, therefore the alternative doesn’t solve. 

2AC: IR FEM K 

5. Link T/ - because we withdraw troops from Iraq were reducing our military presence which reduces patriarchy 
The military is synonymous with masculinity—Reduction of presence limits patriarchy

Lindsey Feitz & Joane Nagel, American Studies, University of Kansas, “The Militarization of Gender and Sexuality in the Iraq War,” Women in the Military and in Armed Conflict (Helena Carrieras and Gerhard Kummel, eds.), 2008, pp. 221-225]

Masculinity always has served as the cultural bedrock from which to launch military recruitment efforts and military operations. The content and meaning of most masculinities resonate with calls to military service and support for military undertakings (Courdileone 2005; Connell 2005; Baker 2006).^ This not to say that all men love war, make war, or advocate war. It is to say that the intimate connection between war and manhood is longstanding and ubiquitous. Attributes of hegemonic masculinities across time and space reference warrior traditions that emphasize bravery, toughness, daring, honor, strength, and courage (Mosse 1996; Tosh 2004). A number of feminist scholars argue that the US 'War on Terror', including the war in Iraq, reflects not only the patriarchal assumptions of warfare in general, but also serves as a violent, performative stage on which to reassert US national virility following the attacks of 9/11 (Jeffries 2007; Enloe 2007; Tetrault 2006; Puar 2004).

6. Perm do the alt- the alt specifies the rejection and rethinking of the current social structure, our aff solves by withdrawing from our “normal” hegemony and rethinking.
7.Realism good- The alternative fails to transform politics-policy makers cannot think outside the system of realism. 
The affirmative fails to transform politics – policy makers cannot think outside of the system of realism 

Guzzini, senior research fellow at the Copenhagen Peace Research Institute, 1998 (Stefano, Realism in International Relations and International Political Economy, p. 234-235) 
Consequently, taking realism seriously as a still widely shared device for constructing knowledge, helps in raising the awareness of the way in which often very contestable historical analogies influence our understanding, and can predispose to action. Such a conceptual analysis is hence not an idle thought, but a prerequisite to seeing a larger variety of policy options and to facing possible self-fulfilling prophecies. CONCLUSION This chapter made three arguments about the present development of realism in International Relations and International Political Economy. First, it showed that the unity between diplomatic discourse and the disci​pline of International Relations, so self-evident in the times of Morgenthau, can no longer be upheld. Both worlds of international politics and of diplo​macy have changed. Second, it showed a similar failure when realists tried to save the overlap of realism with the central explanatory theory of International Relations, that is, to save realism as the discipline's identity defining theory or para​digm. This was illustrated by a critique of the Logic of Anarchy, the most elaborate revision of Waltz's theory which aims at responding to the critics of realism and neorealism alike. This work can neither provide a meta​theoretically coherent realism, nor a version which would be acceptable to the present academic criteria of an empirical theory. As a rcsult of this double failure, realism is at a crossroads. Either it fol​lows thc scicntific road, and then pursues its fragmentation within and out​sidc thc narrowed discipline. Or it goes back to its normative and historical roots but, then, it can no longer cover the research agenda of International Relations, nor claim the scientific core position that it has been used to taking since 1945. In the past, realists have resisted this dilemma. This resistance, played out in both ways, has given cadence to realism's evolution, and until now, also the evolution of International Relations as a discipline. This has been the double story of this book. As long as this resistance continues, the story will continue. Third, this last chapter has argued that although the evolution of realism has been mainly a disappointment as a general causal theory, we have to deal with it. On the one hand, realist assumptions and insights are used and merged in nearly all frameworks of analysis offered in International Relations or International Political Economy. One of the book's purposes was to show realism as a varied and variably rich theory, so heterogeneous that it would be better to refer to it only in plural terms. On the other hand, to dispose of realism because some of its versions have been proven empiri​cally wrong, ahistorical, or logically 
2AC: IR FEM K 

incoherent, does not necessarily touch its role in the shared understandings of observers and practitioners of inter​national affairs. Realist theories have a persisting power for constructing our understanding of the present. Their assumptions, both as theoretical constructs, and as particular lessons of the past translated from one genera​tion of decision-makers to another, help mobilizing certain understandIngs and dispositions to action. They also provide them with legitimacy. Despite realism's several deaths as a general causal theory, it can still powerfully enframe action. It exists in the minds, and is hence reflected in the actions, of many practitioners. Whether or not the world realism depicts is out there, realism is. Realism is not a causal theory that explains International RelatIons, but, as long as realism continues to be a powerful mind-set, we need to understand realism to make sense of International Relations. In other words, realism is a still necessary hermeneutical bridge to the understanding of world politics. Getting rid of realism without having a deep understanding of it, not only risks unwarranted dismsssal of some valuable theoretical insights that I have tried to gather in this book; it would also futile.  Indeed, it might be the best way to tacitly uncritically reproduce it.

8. The neg is right, we did enter Iraq on the self interests of oil, but now we are withdrawing because we realized this is wrong- therefore we are resisting these patriarchal impulses.
9.Alt fails- 

The kritik is essentialist, reproducing the exact stereotypes produced under patriarchy- this turns the kritik
Whitworth, Assistant Professor of Political Science York University 94 
Sandra, Feminism and International Relations: Towards a Political Economy of Gender in Interstate and Non-Governmental Institutions, p. 20

Even when not concerned with mothering as such, much of the politics that emerge from radical feminism within IR depend upon a 're-thinking' from the perspective of women. What is left unexplained is how simply thinking differently will alter the material realities of relations of domina​tion between men and women.46 Structural (patriarchal) relations are acknowledged, but not analysed in radical feminism's reliance on the expe​riences, behaviours and perceptions of 'women'. As Sandra Harding notes, the essential and universal 'man', long the focus of feminist critiques, has merely been replaced here with the essential and universal 'woman'.47  And indeed, that notion of 'woman' not only ignores important differ​ences amongst women, but it also reproduces exactly the stereotypical vision of women and men, masculine and feminine, that has been produced under patriarchy.48 Those women who do not fit the mould - who, for exam​ple, take up arms in military struggle - are quickly dismissed as expressing 'negative' or 'inauthentic' feminine values (the same accusation is more rarely made against men).49 In this way, it comes as no surprise when main​stream IR theorists such as Robert Keohane happily embrace the tenets of radical feminism.50 It requires little in the way of re-thinking or movement from accepted and comfortable assumptions and stereotypes. Radical fem​inists find themselves defending the same account of women as nurturing, pacifist, submissive mothers as do men under patriarchy, anti-feminists and the New Right. As some writers suggest, this in itself should give feminists pause to reconsider this position.51
10. Even if there is a risk of the negatives impacts, it still means that the affirmatives will happen first due the obvious prolonged timeframe of the alternative. IR cannot change overnight. 

2AC: IR FEM K 

11.   No Impact- Gender is not the root cause of war – Efforts to end gender injustice must start by dealing with war – Only the aff can provide the space necessary for change.

Joshua S. Goldstein, Professor of International Relations at American University, War and Gender: How Gender Shapes the War System and Vice Versa, 2001, pp.411-412

I began this book hoping to contribute in some way to a deeper understanding of war – an understanding that would improve the chances of someday achieving real peace, by deleting war from our human repertoire.  In following the thread of gender running through war, I found the deeper understanding I had hoped for – a multidisciplinary and multilevel engagement with the subject.  Yet I became somewhat more pessimistic about how quickly or easily war may end.  The war system emerges, from the evidence in this book, as relatively ubiquitous and robust.  Efforts to change this system must overcome several dilemmas mentioned in this book. First, peace activists face a dilemma in thinking about causes of war and working for peace.  Many peace scholars and activists support the approach, “if you want peace, work for justice.”  Then, if one believes that sexism contributes to war, one can work for gender justice specifically (perhaps among others) in order to pursue peace.  This approach brings strategic allies to the peace movement (women, labor, minorities), but rests on the assumption that injustices cause war.  The evidence in this book suggests that causality runs at least as strongly the other way.  War is not a product of capitalism, imperialism, gender, innate aggression, or any other single cause, although all of these influence wars’ outbreaks and outcomes.  Rather, war has in part fueled and sustained these and other injustices.  So, “if you want peace, work for peace.”  Indeed, if you want justice (gender and others), work for peace.  Causality does not run just upward through the levels of analysis, from types of individuals, societies, and governments up to war.  It runs downward too.  Enloe suggests that changes in attitudes towards war and the military may be the most important way to “reverse women’s oppression.”  The dilemma is that peace work focused on justice brings to the peace movement energy, allies, and moral grounding, yet, in light of this book’s evidence, the emphasis on injustice as the main cause of war seems to be empirically inadequate.
12.  Perm do the plan and all non mutually exclusive parts of the alternative
13. Condo bad.- 

a. Makes the aff a moving target destroying fairness
b. Discourages in depth debate and kills education – only debate on the surface level, (depth > breadth)

2AC: IR FEM K (CONDO EXT)
CONDO EXTENTION: 

A. Moving Target—the neg doesn’t have to defend a concrete policy option. This allows the neg to simply drop arguments, teaching fallacious reasoning and killing any hope of in depth debate on a single issue

B. Time Skew—

1. We have to make double the arguments against the status quo AND the counteprlan destroying any hope of adequate coverage

2. They could come up and kick the counterplan, wasting all the time I spend reading answers in the 2AC

C. Reciprocity—confining the negative to one world is necessary to prevent digression into obscene amounts of advocacies—justifies aff conditionality which is uniquely worse

D. Kills Game Values – leads to irresponsible argumentation. They will simply kick what we are winning. Kills fairness because the Aff has to stick to it’s plan even if the neg is winning all its offense so the neg should have to stick to theirs

E. Counter-interpretation—the negative should be forced to defend dispositionality

Dispositionality solves all their offense—this puts them in a unique double-bind, either:

1. The counterplan is predictable—there will be plenty of literature on the counterplan to the point where even an amazing text would still not require permutations and straight turns would check abuse

2. The counterplan is unpredictable—this is uniquely bad for debate because it forces permutations which are the only means by which the affirmative can get back up to ground zero and proves the abuse

F. Voting issue for fairness and education

2AC: Obama Bad
1. No internal link between increase popularity and political capital

2. U overwhelms the L – Obama is so far behind he has already taken carbon trading out of the bill
NYT 7/14

http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/15/us/politics/15energy.html
President Obama and Senate Democrats have decided to press ahead in the next two weeks with a scaled-back energy bill that limits carbon pollution by power plants but not by other industries in an effort to salvage the legislation before midterm elections. After months of gridlock, the White House and Democratic leaders have concluded that the sweeping measure they once envisioned cannot pass, so they will try to get what they can rather than pass nothing at all. The developing plan is intended to appeal to enough Republicans to overcome a filibuster but could disappoint liberals who argue that more needs to be done.

3. No internal link to the impact - their Feldstein evidence doesn't say Cap and Trade would destroy overall competitiveness

4. No internal link - Their internal link evidence doesn't say that Obama is pushing for Cap and Trade. 

5.Turn - Cap and trade boosts competitiveness
STUDIES PROVE CAP AND TRADE IS GOOD FOR THE ECONOMY – ACTS LIKE A STIMULUS AND CREATES JOBS. 

CCS 8. [Center for Climate Studies, a nonprofit partnership consulting organization, “Climate change policy as economic stimulus: evidence and opportunities from states” Center for Climate strategies White Paper November -- http://www.rbf.org/usr_doc/CCS_paper_climate_chg_and_eco_stimulus_nov08.pdf] 

A growing body of related economic analysis indicates that these climate policies could have a significant and beneficial effect on job creation and overall economic development. Two important forces are at play. First, actions that reduce energy demand and infrastructure expenses save money and, by freeing up scarce capital for other uses, have an expansionary effect on the economy. In many cases they also have an economic stimulus effect by investing in labor-intensive installation of new energy efficient equipment, buildings and facilities. Second, actions that shift energy supply away from conventional fossil fuel sources to renewable and alternative sources typically result in proportionately higher use of labor per unit of energy produced. The higher cost of production for some of these options also results in more highly leveraged investments in job creation. This is even more pronounced when new indigenous energy supplies replace imported energy. The results of state climate action plans show that economic development benefits can result from specific sector-based policies and measures for these reasons, and others.

6. Turn - 
CLIMATE LEGISLATION KEY TO LEADERSHIP – CURRENT POLICY PERCEIVED AS THE US IS SOLELY SELF INTERESTED. 

Brunnée 4 (Jutta, Professor of Law and Metcalf Chair in Environmental Law at University of Toronto, “The United States and International Environmental Law: Living with an Elephant,” p.646, http://www.ejil.org/journal/Vol15/No4/chh401.pdf)

The perils of American ‘a la carte multilateralism,’ have manifested themselves on many fronts over the last few years.227 But there are few better illustrations than the US withdrawal from the Kyoto Protocol and the responses that this – perfectly legal – step provoked. Ultimately, soft power rests on credibility. 228 In this context, it matters that the Kyoto withdrawal is widely seen as part of a broader pattern. A country’s ability to get others to want what it wants will be diminished if it is perceived as a purely self-interested actor, which is precisely what current US climate change policy invites. In addition, over-reliance on coalitions of the willing, be it in the 
2AC: Obama Bad

environmental context or beyond, undermines rather than enhances perception of the United States as a trustworthy, good faith actor. 229 This assessment applies in particular to US relations with European and other states that perceive a duty to cooperate to be at the very heart of the international legal order. 230 Therefore, even the Bush administration will likely have to adjust its approach to international law in view of its inherent limits. However, it is unlikely that such adjustments would have beneficial effects for the climate change regime. American re-engagement, be it in the Kyoto Protocol or in a new treaty, 231 arguably will have to wait for a new American administration. 232 The many state and local climate change initiatives that have been launched in the face of federal inaction may come to play an important role in assisting this move. 233 A recently publicized report commissioned by the Department of Defense, which argues that rapid climate change ‘should be elevated beyond a scientific debate to a US national security concern,’ may also enter into the equation. 234

7. Turn - Extend our 1AC Offshore Balancing advantage only the aff can solve the impacts to the Disad
2AC: Reverse Spending

1. Non unique: FCS is already dead now
Potter 10 “Canceled "Future Combat System" Springs to Life With a New Name -- But the Same Old Contractors” By Matthew Potter | May 26, 2010 [Matthew Potter works supporting US Army aviation programs. He holds degrees in history as well as studying at the Defense Acquisition University. He has written for Seeking Alpha and at his own website, Defense Procurement News.] Date Accessed: July 20, 2010
Last year the Obama administration canceled the Army’s Future Combat System (FCS), a new family of wheeled, armored vehicles to move troops around the battlefield, as part of its restructuring of defense spending. But the military still needs something to replace aging troop transports such as the M2 Bradley, and last week the Army accepted proposals for a new program, the Ground Combat Vehicle (GCV). Unsurprisingly, the very same contractors that headed up FCS development — Boeing (BA) and SAIC — are also bidding on the GCV program.
FCS suffered from cost and schedule issues, and also had the misfortune of predating the Iraq and Afghanistan wars, which meant that its armor wasn’t optimized to deal with threats like mines and IEDs (improvised explosive devices such as roadside bombs). FCS had hoped to improve battlefield survivability with speed and new data sharing networks, while the much older Bradley was intended to move with tanks so it was fully tracked and more heavily armored. The GCV most likely will be similar since it must perform a like role.

Recently, Defense Secretary Robert Gates has stepped up his rhetoric, emphasizing the DoD’s plans to focus more on current operations and improving capability for existing wars rather then spending huge sums on development of new equipment that might not work out as promised. Of course, DoD still needs to invest in improved weapons and new technology. An ideal budget would balance both aims. In the 1990s, the Clinton administration starved then current forces while plowing money into new weapons that had limited production. Gates is arguing for doing the opposite.

2. Link Turn: (Insert Christian Science Monitor evidence pg. 44)

3. Link Turn: (Congressional Quarterly Weekly  pg. 44)

4. No Link: (Market Watch 2K7 pg. 45)

5. Impacts inevitable: Their Center for Security Policy evidence and their Eaglen and Allison evidence indicates that America would not be able to compete in wars were FCS not funded. (works well against a heg advantage)

6. Non unique/ No brink: Their National Defense Magazine evidence claims that the US has already spent 200 million dollars on this laser

7. Long timeframe: Their NDM evidence gives specific analysis as to how there are major flaws in the lasers design which means the laser will not be produced and available for many years
8. No Impact: Their impact evidence sucks. It literally gives no warrants as to how lasers would cause extinction. All it says is that lasers can blind people so that means the world population will die. Their author gives no warrants as to how everybody will shine lasers in people eyes and kill the world. Plus their evidence never indicates that the lasers actually have fatal power simply the ability to blind.

2AC: Oil DA
1. Non-Unique - Oil Prices up now

Yousef, 7/14/10

CNN Money, http://money.cnn.com/2010/07/14/markets/oil/ DA: 7/16/10

Oil prices continue to swing in the mid- to upper-$70s this week as investors digest the first wave of quarterly corporate results, and mixed economic and supply data.

A strong outlook for global crude demand pushed prices up 3% Tuesday, and oil continued to climb slightly higher Wednesday following a better-than-expected weekly government inventory report.

Prices have been trading between $70 and $80 a barrel since May. Last week, they posted their biggest weekly gain since May, jumping 5.5% to hit $76.09. 

2. No impact, their Mead 9 card never says leads to war, just that it would involve nuclear armed countries. In fact, the terminal impact of the card is damage to US foreign policy. 

3. Withdrawal inevitable in a world without the plan, link triggered anyway. 
4. Our case turns the Disad – Iraq instability would cause a massive oil spike and crush the economy

Biddle (Senior Fellow for Defense Policy Council on Foreign Relations) 2007
Stephen, Before the Committee on Armed Services Oversight and Investigations SubcommitteeUnited States House of Representatives First Session, 110th Congress

July 25

The result could be a regionwide version of the Iran-Iraq War some time in the next decade, but with some of the combatants (especially Iran) having probable access to weapons of mass destruction by that time. Of course nothing about Iraq is a certainty, and the probability of regionalization is not 1.0. The likeliest case may well be an internal war in Iraq that ends in a deal made possible by mutual war weariness after years of indecisive civil bloodshed. But it would be imprudent to ignore the possibility of a much worse outcome – and the odds of that worse outcome, in the form of a major regional war – grow over time as refugee outflows, terrorist action, and arms racing unfold. Should the worst case of a regional war emerge, the security and economic consequences for the US and our allies could be very grave: the spike one could expect in world oil prices should Mideast production be targeted in such a war could produce a major global economic contraction, imposing suffering on all, but especially on those living on the margins already, whether in the United States or abroad. And it is entirely possible that if confronted with such a disaster, the United States could be forced to re-intervene militarily in a conflict that will have gotten much harder still to resolve in the interim.

5. No link – their Eisman card is from ’08, just before the huge oil spike. Since there was no major troop withdrawal that summer, proves no correlation. 

2AC: Oil DA

6. EMPIRICALLY DENIED, THE U.S. ECONOMY HAS EXPERIENCED MANY ECONOMIC CRASHES WITHOUT THE IMPACTS

Gordon 08


John Steele Gordon Wednesday, October 22, 2008 Journal of the American enterprise institute John Steele Gordon is one of America's leading historians, specializing in business and financial history. A full-time writer for the last nineteen years, Gordon's articles have been published in, among others, Forbes, Forbes FYI, Worth, The New York Times Book Review, The New York Times's and The Wall Street Journal's Op-Ed pages, and The Washington Post's Book World and Outlook  Panics and Politics


http://www.american.com/archive/2008/october-10-08/panics-and-politics  d.a. 7-15-10

Will the current financial crisis spur a major political realignment? If history is any guide, the answer is probably no. America has experienced recurrent financial meltdowns since its birth in the late 18th century. Indeed, there were severe credit crunches and Wall Street collapses in 1792, 1819, 1837, 1857, 1873, 1893, 1907, 1929, 1987, and now 2008. Most of these panics have not been followed by seismic political shifts. To be sure, President Martin Van Buren, who took office a month before the stock market crash of 1837, lost badly when he ran for reelection in the depression year of 1840. But Van Buren was an unpopular and ineffective president, and his defeat did not signal a realignment.

7. Non-unique - US Economy poor now – market trends prove

Wall Street Journal 7/16/10

http://online.wsj.com/article/BT-CO-20100716-709512.html DA: 7/16/10

Financials led U.S. stocks sharply lower Friday as a double dose of discouraging reports on the corporate sector and the economy sent the Dow Jones Industrial Average down more than 200 points.

Bank of America's 8% drop led the blue-chips lower, erasing the index's weekly gains amid lingering concerns that the economy is growing too slow to spur corporate growth. Adding to the jitters was a morning report that showed consumer sentiment dropped to its worst level since March 2009, the latest in a string of downbeat data that slammed Wall Street.

On the corporate front, investors turned pessimistic about growth prospects for major U.S. companies as Bank of America, Citigroup and General Electric posted lackluster results. There was also growing concern about how financial regulatory overhaul will hurt earnings for the banking sector, which was the biggest decliner on the Standard & Poor's 500 index on Friday.

2AC: Oil DA

8. Turn – Withdrawal increases investment in Iraqi oil

Hossein-zadeh (Prof. Economics @ Drake University) 2009
Ismael, Perspectives on Global Development and Policy, 295-314, Vol. 8

It is true that for a long time, from the beginning of Middle Eastern oil

exploration and discovery in the early twentieth century until the mid-1970s,

colonial and/or imperial powers controlled oil either directly or through control

of oil producing countries—at times, even by military force. But that

pattern of colonial or imperialist exploitation of global markets and resources

has changed now. Most of the current theories of imperialism and hegemony

that continue invoking that old pattern of Big Oil behavior tend to suffer

from an ahistorical perspective. Today, as discussed earlier, even physically

occupying and controlling another country’s oil fields will not necessarily be

beneficial to oil interests. Not only will military adventures place the operations

of current energy projects at jeopardy, but they will also make the future

plans precarious and unpredictable. Big Oil interests, of course, know this;

and that’s why they did not countenance the war on Iraq : “The big oil companies

were not enthusiastic about the Iraqi war,” says Fareed Mohamedi of PFC

Energy, an energy consultancy firm based in Washington D.C. that advises

petroleum firms. “Corporations like Exxon-Mobil and Chevron -Texaco want

stability, and this is not what Bush is providing in Iraq and the Gulf region,”

adds Mohamedi.

9. No Impact - OPEC can control prices despite the emergence of other producers

Bharati, Crain, and Kaminski 08,(Rakesh, Susan and Vincent, Professors at Southern Illinois, Missouri State, and Jesse H. Jones School of Graduate Management, respectively, OPEC Credibility and Clustering in Crude Oil Prices, Dec. 30th, http://69.175.2.130/~finman/Reno/Papers/OPEC_Credibility_CLustering.pdf, Retrieved:7-15-10

Thus far strong evidence has been presented of OPEC’s ability to influence open market oil prices. Nevertheless, the hypothesis must be examined more closely to rule out the possibility of clustering due to other factors. Therefore other implications of OPEC market power are studied as well. If OPEC wields credible pricing power in some periods but not in others, the market would correctly infer the degree of pricing power under the semi-strong form of market efficiency. Imbalances in supply and demand in such periods would have a less pronounced impact on the price since OPEC should respond swiftly to restore the equilibrium. Therefore a stronger tendency to cluster-in-the-large is expected in low volatility periods (i.e., when the market infers OPEC to be credible). Interestingly, this is opposite to the case of clustering-in-the-small where existing literature has noted a positive relation between volatility and clustering-in-the-small due to price resolution. Further, as speculative periods are accompanied with higher volumes, they should also be accompanied with a lower degree of clustering.As noted earlier, the crude oil market has undergone different regimes based on the behavior of OPEC and the emerging importance of non-OPEC production – Russia, West Africa etc. Further collaboration among OPEC nations has varied based on the economic and security needs of the countries. Tang and Hammoudeh (2002) use monthly prices to propose the target price zone of $15-$25 (1988- 1999). Chapman and Khanna (2006) proposed two target pricing zones: $15-$20 (1986-1997) and $23- $30 (2000-2003)25 as a result of a Nash equilibrium. Slaibi, Chapman, and Daouk (2009) found support for this hypothesis using time series analysis and monthly price data. If prices are targeted by OPEC through supply management as proposed, there should be a preponderance of clustering in the TPZ subperiods. Further insights can also be gained about subperiods where OPEC behavior is not clearly modeled. Table III presents the analysis of clustering across subperiods based on the motivation of Chapman and Khanna (2006) and the results appear in line with the proposed TPZ hypothesis. As reported in the last column of Table III, the two combined TPZ periods of 1986-1997 ($15-$20) and 2000-2003 ($23-$30) show extremely strong evidence of clustering with the 
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familiar pattern. Once again, the value 9 is most likely with the familiar pattern of rise from value 3 to 9 and the subsequent decline. The 9 centered half (digit values 7,8,9,0,1) occur 69 percent of the time. What is interesting is that, despite the fact that there are two different prices ranges both terminating in tens ($20 and $30), the closing spot price has managed to cluster at the value 9, at the top end of the scale. This suggests that OPEC possessed a strong ability to influence prices despite demand and supply shocks, other disruptions, and the fact that non-OPEC production had already surpassed OPEC production in 1982. In the first subperiod, where the $15-$20 range was applicable, the futures price closed below $15 only 248 times out of 3,015 trading days. Also, the 1983-1985 period is where OPEC established a price of $29 per barrel and Saudi Arabia took on the role as the swing producer. Consistently, the same clustering pattern is observed as in the TPZ subperiods. This time, the futures price closed at the 9- centered values on 83 percent of the trading days. Thus, in the subperiods of 1983-1985, 1986-1997, and 2000-2003, the tendency to cluster near the top end of the scale is quite strong. Further this ability to influence the price is impressive given that OPEC controls less than 50 percent of the market and appears driven by internal hostilities among member Gulf countries.
10. Case outweighs – 


a. Offshore balancing – checking Iran nuclearization is key to prevent a more probable war between Israel and Iran


b. Terrorism & Iraq Stability- the timeframe is faster than the DA’s, terrorism and stability in Iraq becomes worse the longer we stay, which make the impact more likely and massive. An unstable Iraq turns the DA cross apply from above. 

2AC: Russia Oil DA

1. Don’t buy their Friedman evidence, first there are no warrants specific to oil holding up their economy, second it’s from a opinion section of the NYT and there are no qualifications to Friedman. 

2. No brink they have been falling since the end of the Cold War – un-underlined part of David 99 card proves.

3. N/U from their ununderlined part of Weil 10 – Russia has been in a huge economic downturn, whatever rebound is being claimed, it won’t last long.

4. Their internal link not specific to Iraq oil, they rely on other sources. 
Alt Causality: Russian acquisition of Caspian Sea oilfields means they will never reform

Washington Quarterly January 5, 2010 (EU Energy Security: Time to End Russian Leverage, Zeyno Barana, Hudson Institute, Washington, D.C., USA, http://pdfserve.informaworld.com/280058_918013288_918257737.pdf)

As long as Russia maintains its dominance over the pipelines linking Caspian and Central Asian energy producers to Europe, it will not reform. The ties between the Kremlin and energy companies have enriched those in power, enabling them to chip away at democracy, rule of law, and human rights in Russia. Billions of dollars in energy revenue have allowed the state to buy up previously independent media outlets through Gazprom’s media division. Rcform before the pipelines are constructed, the EU should work to channel Russia toward more transparent and market-based behavior. Europe possesses the necessary legislation to prosecute businesses such as Gazprom or Transneft, the state-owned Russian oil pipeline company, for their monopoly power. The prohibitcd actions in Article 82 of the European Community Treaty read like Gazprom’s business strategy in Europe. Among other things, Article 82 prohibits “abuse ... of a dominant position within the comnion market,” “imposing ... unfair trading conditions,” and “making the conclusion of contracts subject to acceptance ... of supplementary obligations which ... have no connection with thc subject of such contracts.’”

5. Link turn – Withdrawal increases investment in Iraqi oil

Hossein-zadeh (Prof. Economics @ Drake University) 2009
Ismael, Perspectives on Global Development and Policy, 295-314, Vol. 8

It is true that for a long time, from the beginning of Middle Eastern oil

exploration and discovery in the early twentieth century until the mid-1970s,

colonial and/or imperial powers controlled oil either directly or through control

of oil producing countries—at times, even by military force. But that

pattern of colonial or imperialist exploitation of global markets and resources

has changed now. Most of the current theories of imperialism and hegemony

that continue invoking that old pattern of Big Oil behavior tend to suffer

from an ahistorical perspective. Today, as discussed earlier, even physically

occupying and controlling another country’s oil fields will not necessarily be

beneficial to oil interests. Not only will military adventures place the operations

of current energy projects at jeopardy, but they will also make the future

plans precarious and unpredictable. Big Oil interests, of course, know this;

and that’s why they did not countenance the war on Iraq : “The big oil companies

were not enthusiastic about the Iraqi war,” says Fareed Mohamedi of PFC

Energy, an energy consultancy firm based in Washington D.C. that advises

petroleum firms. “Corporations like Exxon-Mobil and Chevron -Texaco want

stability, and this is not what Bush is providing in Iraq and the Gulf region,”

adds Mohamedi.

2AC: Russia Oil DA

6. Impact inevitable in the status quo, troops withdraw now, SOFA agreement.

Deterrence checks the impact - it reduces the likelihood of Russia’s nuclear use- empirics, new countries show restraint

Muthiah Alagappa, Distinguished Senior Fellow, East-West Center PhD, International Affairs, Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University  “Reinforcing National Security and Regional Stability The Implications if Nuclear Weapons and Strategies,” The Long Shadow,  2009, p. 514


Second, the new states recognize the revolutionary nature of nuclear weapons; they are not immune to the strategic logic of these weapons. They have not behaved differently from the "rational" Western states. Just like the United States, Russia, Britain, and France, "new" countries see nuclear weapons as being useful in a deterrence role. They are in the process of developing more survivable forces but doing it responsibly in the context of other national priorities, avoiding intense arms competition that characterized the interaction of the advanced countries during the Cold War. Some new nuclear weapon states have attempted offensive strategies in the employment of nuclear weapons, but this attempt is not peculiar to them. The United States is in the forefront in developing offensive and strategic defense capabilities that some Asian states consider destabilizing.   Third, the claim that so-called rogue states cannot be deterred does not withstand scrutiny. The Soviet Union was a revolutionary state seeking to fundamentally transform the international order. Yet deterrence was the primary nuclear strategy in dealing with that country. Deterrence was also the strategy against a China that under Mao was deemed a rogue and irrational state, especially during the Cultural Revolution. Characterization of China as a revolutionary state also did not stop the United States from negotiating with Mao and forming a strategic alignment with that country against the Soviet Union. Despite the claim that rogue states cannot be deterred, deterrence (conventional and nuclear) has been and continues to be the primary U.S. strategy against North Korea. The United States is now negotiating with a regime that it labels as irrational and tyrannical in an effort to freeze and eliminate North Korea's nuclear weapon capability. Certain frustrated arms controllers in the United States now attempt to depict India, the world's largest democracy and the fourth or fifth largest economy in terms of purchasing power parity, as a rogue state, although the Bush administration through its bilateral deal with India is seeking to bring that country into the formal nuclear order. The ongoing debate in Asia over the pros and cons of   a first-use policy is not much different from that in the Atlantic alliance during the Cold War or that in post-Cold War Russia. The point here is that the nuclear behavior of non-Western states is not substantively different from that of Western ones. Further, a country like the United States, which has a formidable nuclear arsenal, can deter them. I now turn to supporting my claim that nuclear weapons have contributed to security and stability in Asia.  

7. Case Outweighs – 


a. Offshore balancing – checking Iran nuclearization is key to prevent a more probable war between Israel and Iran


b. Terrorism & Iraq Stability- the timeframe is faster than the DA’s, terrorism and stability in Iraq becomes worse the longer we stay, which make the impact more likely and massive.

2AC: Guam Troop Shift DA

1. Non Unique:

a. We have had troops stationed in Guam before, impacts have not happened, their own author proves

Yoshida Kensei, 6/28/06, is a native of Okinawa who now lives in Naha after retiring in 2006 from Obirin University in Tokyo where he taught Canadian history and society, Canadian politics and foreign relations, U.S. politics, modern Okinawan history, and journalism, http://www.japanfocus.org/-Yoshida-Kensei/3378

The Department of Defense owns 30 per cent of this 540 square kilometer westernmost territory of the United States, lying between the Pacific Ocean and the Philippine Sea. A deep-water naval station at Apra Harbor with one of the largest ordnance complexes in the world and a four-runway air force base at the northern end with its own ammunition storage area and capacious fuel tanks have made Guam a major military stronghold since the end of World War Two. 
2. Non Unique

a.  (Insert Talmadge 10 card from Troop Shift file, page 32)

b. Their own author proves

Schaher, 10 (Greg, Chamorro Tribe Vice Chairman, Tuesday, January Twelfth, 2010, Chamorro Tribe Chairman Responds to DEIS/U.S. Military Buildup on Guam at final public hearing located at Okkodo High School, Dededo, Guam)

How will that affect our political structure?  How will that affect our ability to make decisions based on your needs?  This military build up is going to happen.  That has already been determined. 

3. Non Unique
a. Bases will stay, they are too strategically valuable
b. The Maze 10 card does not say that the bases will be closed, it only says that a Senator is trying to get money cut from the budget to improve the bases
4. No Link: 

a. Troops and resources will not shift to Guam, they will be used in current wars, such as Afghanistan

Kelly, 09 (Mary Louise, covers intelligence and defense for NPR. As part of the national security team, she travels extensively to investigate and report on a range of foreign policy and military issues. Kelly has also been a guest host for NPR's news and talk programs.)

Defense Secretary Robert Gates said Monday that he wants to "profoundly reform" the way the Pentagon does business, calling for more money for unmanned spy planes, helicopters and other items for the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. His new budget would eliminate a multibillion dollar satellite program and end production of the F-22 fighter jet. 

Gates' announcement marks a shift in priorities — steering more resources toward the wars the U.S. military is fighting today as opposed to conventional wars the U.S. might fight in the future. 

"This is a reform budget, reflecting lessons learned in Iraq and Afghanistan," Gates said. 

Gates conceded that he will likely be criticized for focusing too much on current conflicts and not enough on future threats. But that's not the case, he said. 

"It is important to remember that every defense dollar spent to overensure against a remote or diminishing risk — or, in effect, to run up the score in a capability where the United States is already dominant — is a 

2AC: Guam Troop Shift DA

dollar not available to take care of our people, reset the force, win the wars we are in and improve capabilities in areas where we are underinvested and potentially vulnerable," he said. "That is a risk I will not take." 

5. Their AFP card’s “genocide” claims are not that of killing people, they are that of cultural assimilation, which is distinct from their Card 03 card, which is talking about the killing of them.  The “social death” claims do not talk about the destroying of a culture, but that of killing the entire group, which leaves the survivors with no culture, which is distinct

6. Impact Turns

a. (Insert Kan and Niksch 10 card from page 35 of Troop Shift file)

b. Insert Landay 00 card from page 35

c. This outweighs genocide because if we are global  nuclear annihilated, then we cannot stop future instances of genocide

7. (Only if they read the stupid card that says Guam will capsize)

a. Guam will not tip over and capsize, Rep. Johnson’s remark was made on April Fool’s day, he later backpedals

Schulman, 10 (Daniel, Thursday, April First, 2010, is Mother Jones' Washington-based news editor, http://motherjones.com/mojo/2010/04/rep-hank-johnson-thinks-guam-could-capsize)

“I wasn’t suggesting that the island of Guam would literally tip over,” said Johnson.

8. Prefer Our Evidence,

a. The Author on their Gerson 07 card is not qualified to write about the topic, he is only the director of a small religious organization

b. Their AFP 10 card and Schaher 09 card are biased, the impacts are over exaggerated due to the fact that the natives do not want the transfer of more US troops to Guam

2AC: Midterms

1.       Non-unique- Democrats will retain the Senate – 55 seats most likely

Silver, most widely respected election predictor, 6-28Nate, widely accepted as the best independent election forecaster, Named TIME’s 100 most influential people, Senate Forecast: After Primaries, Picture Slightly Improved for Dems, http://www.fivethirtyeight.com/search?updated-max=2010-07-01T21:29:00-04:00&max-results=10
Nationally, the trends are very flat. We are now using generic ballot polling, rather than the polling from individual Senate races, to create our trendline adjustment, a feature that was imported from our Presidential model. (Trust me, it's better this way.) However, we may as well not have bothered; we show essentially zero change in the national environment over the past several months, and only a net gain of one or two points for Republicans since the start of 2010. In contrast, Democrats lost about 12 points on the generic ballot over the course of 2009. They are not really climbing out of the hole the dug themselves, but on the other hand, it does not appear to be getting worse.  Locally, Democrats helped themselves in the primaries. Democratic fortunes were improved by the primaries in Nevada and Pennsylvania, California, North Carolina, and Kentucky, and worsened probably only in Arkansas (and South Carolina, which they had almost no chance of winning anyway.) This accounts for most of the movement in the rankings. Whereas, as of our last update, or simulations were projecting an average of 54.0 Democratic and 46.0 Republican seats, we now show 55.2 Democrats, 44.2 Republicans, and 0.6 Charlie Crists.

And the House

Cook, former CQ analyst, 6-24 Rhodes, MA from Penn State, For House Democrats: More Favorable Terrain Than ‘94, Center for Politics, http://www.centerforpolitics.org/crystalball/
In short, the playing field looks much friendlier for House Democrats in 2010 than it did 16 years ago. The number of “Blue” districts they hold has risen by 43, from 128 in 1994 to 171 today, while the number of “Purple” districts they must defend has dropped by 39 (from 77 to 38). Meanwhile, the total of “Red” districts occupied by House Democrats is down this year by four from 1994 (from 51 to 47).  Arguably, the political landscape is more favorable for the Democrats this time because they are a more cohesive, top-down party than they were in 1994. Then, they were coming off a series of weak presidential showings in the 1970s and 1980s in which their standard-bearer only once could carry more than 138 of the nation’s 435 congressional districts (the exception being Jimmy Carter in 1976).
***Continued with text and graphics removed***Much more noteworthy have been the special elections held over the last year in a trio of “Purple” districts. Republicans were unable to win any of them. Two were in upstate New York, the other Murtha’s seat in southwest Pennsylvania.  A GOP victory in the latter contest on May 18 would have been a loud reminder of 1974 – rekindling memories of how Murtha’s special election victory served as a harbinger of his party’s great success that fall.  That the vote last month was a loss for the Republicans, though, underscored the opposite – that winning a House majority this year might not be nearly as easy for the GOP as many political observers have predicted. To be sure, there are plenty of targets for the Republicans this fall. But there are not as many ripe ones as was the case in 1994.
2.       No link – it’s too generic, it never specifies U.S. withdrawal from Iraq.

3.      No internal link and no impact – the gridlock argument is bad, gridlock means nothing will pass, markets will be in a safe place not growing or failing, this takes out their impact because the Tilford card is talking about economic growth being needed to solve global conflict, and growth won’t happen because of gridlock 

4.      No Impact - Tilford card is either power tagged or it just is a bad card- It only talks about economic collapse,  not economic growth which are two different things.
2AC: Midterms

5.Also plan would anger key poltical groups because there is a difference between foreign policy and international relations. Means there will be tension with the plan, this turns the link. 

Logan, MA in IR from U Chicago, 10
Justin, Associate Director of Foreign Policy Studies at Cato, 3-23, DA 7-14-2010, The Domestic Bases of America's Grand Strategy, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11606

Domestic politics is driving U.S. grand strategy. Although this phenomenon is poorly understood by both academic international relations scholars and the Washington foreign policy elite (FPE), it has important implications for the prospect of changing U.S. grand strategy, and therefore should be of interest to both groups. The Gulf between the Academy and the Beltway No one disputes that there is a rift between those who study international relations in the academy and those who make U.S. foreign policy. Most examinations of this disconnect center on: a) whether academics are asking policy-relevant questions; and, b) whether the theories and methodologies of the academy are too complex and arcane to be utilized by policymakers. Joseph S. Nye Jr. recently assessed the situation and concluded that "the fault for this growing gap lies not with the government but with the academics." One problem with such arguments is that it just isn't true that academics are failing to produce policy-relevant scholarship. Academics are asking all manner of relevant questions about civil wars, terrorism and counterinsurgency (.pdf), in particular, that are directly applicable to current American policy. As for those who argue that international relations theory is too theoretically or methodologically challenging for harried foreign policy decision-makers to keep up with, it would be difficult to imagine the same excuse being offered on behalf of Supreme Court justices and legal scholarship, for instance, or Treasury Department policymakers and economics research. Indeed, the gap between policymakers and IR academics is more easily explained by the fact that the two groups simply disagree in important ways about U.S. grand strategy. The Institute for the Theory and Practice of International Relations (ITPIR), a project at the College of William and Mary, has been conducting surveys of IR academics for years, and the results have been striking. In a 2004-2005 survey (.pdf), one question asked "Do you think that the United States should increase its spending on national defense, keep it about the same, or cut it back?" Just short of half — 49 percent — answered, "Cut," while 41 percent chose, "Keep same." Just 10 percent answered, "Increase." When the researchers asked the same question (.pdf) in 2008-2009, 64 percent said, "Cut," 30 percent chose, "Keep the same," and only 6 percent called for an increase. Yet, on taking office in 2009, Barack Obama, the most liberal American president in at least 30 years, proceeded to increase the defense budget. Only a faint squeak of dissent could be heard in Washington. Other questions in the survey highlight a similar dissonance: Roughly 80 percent of IR academics report having opposed the war in Iraq, while the war was wildly popular in Washington. In ITPIR's 2006-2007 survey (.pdf), 56 percent of IR academics either strongly or somewhat agreed with the statement, "The 'Israel lobby' has too much influence on U.S. foreign policy." Just 20 percent either somewhat or strongly disagreed. These are not the sort of views one hears aired in Washington. In short, beyond any methodological or epistemological disputes, security studies experts in academia disagree with basic elements of American strategy. Grand Strategy as Sausage-Making Part of the reason for this fundamental disagreement over basic principles is that the FPE has largely abandoned clear strategic thought, focusing instead on narrow tactical or operational questions. In lieu of a debate over strategy in Washington, the FPE focuses on news-cycle minutiae and the domestic politics of strategy. In a 2007 Foreign Affairs essay on defense spending, Columbia University's Richard Betts lamented that, "Washington spends so much and yet feels so insecure because U.S. policymakers have lost the ability to think clearly about defense policy." While it is difficult to prove whether policymakers have lost the ability — as opposed to the will — to think clearly about defense and foreign policy, it is clear that they have failed to do so. Take, for example, one exchange that took place in Washington on the subject of the Obama administration's decision to send additional troops and funds into Afghanistan: During the summer of 2009, at a panel discussing U.S. policy in Afghanistan sponsored by the Center for a New American Security, Boston University's Andrew Bacevich pressed other participants to defend — or at least state — the strategic justification for the escalation in the Afghanistan war effort, as well as for the broader "War on Terrorism" of which it is a part. His call was met with furrowed brows and quizzical looks. One panelist — who had co-authored the think tank's policy paper on the Afghanistan war — complimented Bacevich for his contribution, saying it "starts asking these questions about where exactly our interests are." But he subsequently dismissed Bacevich's alternate strategy — abandoning the war on terror — for being "completely divorced from the political realities facing this administration." John J. Mearsheimer, an influential security studies scholar, assessed the president's decision-making process involving the Afghanistan "surge" this way:     In Afghanistan, as in Vietnam, it simply does not matter whether the United States wins or loses. It makes no sense for the Obama administration to expend more blood and treasure to vanquish the Taliban. The United States should accept defeat and immediately begin to withdraw its forces from Afghanistan.     Of course, President Obama will never do such a thing. Instead, he will increase the American commitment to Afghanistan, just as Lyndon Johnson did in Vietnam in 1965. The driving force in both cases is domestic politics. (Emphasis added.)
6. Case turns the DA-  The world of gridlock sends a message to Iraq even worse than we have now, amplifying our impacts, turns the DA 

2AC: Midterms

7. No link- No risk of the plan helping the dems – the public won’t perceive even great policies as victories Zelizer 10 Julian, 6-14, For Obama, crisis may outweigh record, CNN, DA 7-15-2010, http://edition.cnn.com/2010/OPINION/06/14/zelizer.crisis.leadership/
Democrats should thus be a bit cautious in banking too much just on the record, and they should be concerned about how the public perceives President Obama as he tries to resolve the oil spill and jobless rate. Growing doubts about his capacity as a leader as a result of these issues can become harder to shake over time.  As Brookings Institution expert Thomas Mann said in an interview with the Associated Press, "The public has come to believe the stimulus and financial bailout were of no use in helping the economy, contrary to evidence suggesting otherwise. Health care reform remains a controversial measure. The bottom line is that the public is scared, they're angry, they're in a foul mood and not inclined to see great victories or achievements."

8.       Case solves the DA- we access the better internal link of offshore balancing solves for hegemony thus deterring global conflict better than their economy scenario.

9.       Case Outweighs – 

a. Offshore balancing – even if there’s a risk of the da’s impacts happening ours are evaluated first because our Russell evidence indicates 10 different scenarios for extinction. Our impacts are more probable because we have seen war stem from scenarios that have to do with withdrawal  rather than an arbitrary impact scenario of the neg. 

b. The longer we postpone, especially in the world of a grid lock, nothing gets done making our risk of terrorism and Iraq stability increase. 

2AC: Troop Shift Afghan
1.The DA impact is inevitable in the status quo, troops will pull out it is just a matter of when. That’s the inherency evidence from the 1ac 

2.No link: the Bandow evidence provides no warrants whatsoever.The card explains that the U.S. military is overstretched due to operations in Pakistan and that the military should be shifted where it belongs. This card actually advocates withdrawal good. 

3.No link: Afghan withdrawal inevitable—new troops won’t reverse Obama’s decision

Jonathan Alter, Newsweek staff writer, 7/3/2010, "T Minus Two Years," http://www.newsweek.com/2010/07/03/t-minus-two-years.html, da: 7/15

And in truth, that’s exactly what’s happening: the commander in chief is calling the shots. On the way to the Oval Office before the Petraeus meeting, Biden asked Obama if beginning a significant withdrawal was a presidential order that could not be countermanded by the military. The president said it was.

Petraeus has immense stature, of course, and after the firing of two commanding generals in a row (Gen. David McKiernan was relieved in early 2009), Obama can’t get rid of him without a firestorm. But the general knows that with Afghanistan already the longest war in American history, he has only a small window in which to combine military force with creative diplomacy in a way that yields real improvement on the ground. If he can’t do it fast enough, the president will conclude that 100,000 troops actually harm progress by making the U.S. look like occupiers. At which point he’ll revert to the Biden Plan—kill Al Qaeda operatives with drones—and forget about Petraeus’s theories of counterinsurgency.

The country simply cannot afford a trillion-dollar commitment to nation building. The only way funding will continue much longer is if Republicans take control of Congress this fall. Even then, the war remains unpopular with the public, a point that won’t be lost on the GOP (as RNC chair Michael Steele’s antiwar comments last week attest). And Obama is hardly oblivious to the electoral implications. Let’s say that Petraeus insists that the July 2011 timeline be pushed back a year, which is quite possible considering the current problems on the ground. That means the de-escalation—and the political windfall—will begin around the summer of 2012, just in time for the Democratic National Convention. In other words, Americans should get used to it: we ain’t staying long.

4. Turn: Troop shift good—WITHDRAWAL WILL CAUSE CONFLICTS WITH PAKISTAN AND OTHERS

DNA 7-15-10[DNA Read the World, “Catastrophic consequences of walking away from Afghanistan” -- http://www.dnaindia.com/world/report_catastrophic-consequences-of-walking-away-from-afghanistan_1410016]
Any hasty withdrawal of US troops from Afghanistan could have catastrophic consequences and active cooperation of Pakistan is a must for comprehensively defeating al Qaeda and Taliban, America's point man for the region Richard Holbrooke has said.  "This is my personal view, if we walk away from Afghanistan, again, as we did 21 years ago, the consequences will be similarly catastrophic because of the unique strategic position of Afghanistan and the reaction that it would have in Pakistan, China, India and the countries to Afghanistan's west," the Obama Administration's special envoy told the Senate Foreign Relations Committee.  He said to achieve success in the war torn country, it would involve continued American economic and development assistance.  "This will not be cheap, but it will be a fraction of the money that is now being authorised and appropriated for the military campaign. When we will be able to transition to that is impossible for me or anyone to say, but it won't be on a single day. It will be a gradual process, and that is what the review in December and the President's decision making will focus on," Holbrooke said in response to questions from Senators.  On Pakistan's role, he said, "We cannot succeed in Afghanistan without Pakistan's participation."  Holbrooke told Senators that the very fact that he was appointed as the Special Representative for Pakistan and Afghanistan, in itself was a reflection of the fact. "The US government reorganised to reflect the fact that you cannot succeed in Afghanistan without Pakistan's involvement."  Indicating that Washington was putting pressure on Islamabad for a larger crackdown in the Waziristan tribal belt Holbrooke said, "We do not have enough action yet on the Pakistani side of the border. Here is a perfect example of why the two countries cannot be disaggregated for purposes of policy.   We got what we wanted on one side of the border, but we haven't gotten it on the other yet. And Americans are being killed and wounded because of this."  The 

2AC: Troop Shift Afghan
American envoy also conceded that western part of Pakistan is a safe haven for terrorists. "The western part of Pakistan, the lawless areas, are the epicentre of the issues that threaten our country. They directly link to the Taliban but they're in Pakistan," he said responding to concerns from Senator Jim Webb.  "We have made real progress in Pakistan in the last year and a half, but the focus is so overwhelmingly on Afghanistan -- for valid reasons; that's where our troops are -- that we have lost -- we haven't even recognised the movement in Pakistan across the board: economically, politically, strategically," Holbrooke said.  To achieve the goal to disrupt, dismantle and defeat al Qaeda and prevent its ability to threaten the United States, Holbrooke said the US has to degrade the Taliban because they are part of the enemy structure, a different part but an integral part that America faces.  "Now, the Afghan government doesn't yet have the capacity to deal with this on its own. How could they after 30 years of war? And so the civilian part of it, police, government capacity, rule of law, sub-national government, training provincial official, women's empowerment and a whole series of other major issues -- are part of our civilian programs," he said.  The civilian strategy of the Obama Administration, he said, is designed from keeping al Qaeda at bay and it's designed to help Afghan institutions establish conditions for stable governance. 

5. Case solves the disad. Offshore balancing in iraq leads to a policy of overall offshore balancing throughout the entire Middle East. This means no troops in Afghanistan avoiding the 1nc impacts 

6. Case outweighs. Even if you grant them 100% of their disad, their impact is only Indo-Pak war. Our scenarios include U.S. nuclear involvement which is a bigger impact  
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