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AT: ASPEC

1. W/M – the USFG is our actor

2. No resolutional basis

3. Cross-x checks

4. Agent CPs not key to negative strategy

5. We increase neg ground – they can read DA’s and solvency turns to all three branches

6. Infinitely regressive – they justify things like senator-spec and reading 8 min plantexts

7. OSPEC is worse.

AT: Topicality – Cannot Be Combat Zones

W/M - US troops are involved in building, training, reconstruction, and base security. It’s impossible to separate combat from these other functions. If we don’t meet, no Afghan affirmative would be topical. 

The neg interpretation is unreasonable on face - It excludes a core issue - the war in Afghanistan - from debate on the topic. 

Counter-interpretation: “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. 

Prefer our interpretation:

Fair Limits – we avoid small Aff that tinker with missions, but don’t overlimit-out core combat zones like Iraq and Afghanistan. 

Better mechanisms –Aid and bases have proven good mechanisms on other topics. The neg includes “training”, “interoperability”, and “demonstration of commitment” Affs. Each is imprecise and creates worse ground. Mechanisms are key to a good topic.

Sources – only we quote actual DOD reports. The DOD would obviously say we have a “presence” in Afghanistan.

Lit and clash checks – Combat Affs are the nexus question in the literature. The purpose of T is preparation and they clearly should be prepared. Additionally, they have read a plethora of off-case and on-case arguments against us.

Reasonability – Competing interpretations creates a race-to-the-bottom – hurting education. Affs that remove combat troops meet a reasonability standard.

Prior notice: The negative has had access to this file since day one of the camp. 

Don’t vote on potential abuse – make them prove in round abuse. This round doesn’t set a precedent. 
AT: Topicality – Reduce Cannot Be Elimination
W/M - A gradual phase out,  rather than an immediate elimination is still clearly a reduction. 



C/I - 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.
Reasons to prefer:
Fair limits - total phase out of troops from Afghanistan is the core of the topic

Predictability - elimination of the troops from Afghanistan is the predictable heart of the topic

Neg interpretation is unreasonable; nothing represents the core of the topic than 100% withdrawals from the topic countries. 

Lit and clash checks – Combat Affs are the nexus question in the literature. The purpose of T is preparation and they clearly should be prepared. Additionally, they have read a plethora of off-case and on-case arguments against us.

Reasonability – Competing interpretations creates a race-to-the-bottom – hurting education. Affs that remove combat troops meet a reasonability standard.

Prior notice: The negative has had access to this file since day one of the camp. 

Don’t vote on potential abuse – make them prove in round abuse. This round doesn’t set a precedent. 
AT: Topicality – Substantial = X%

W/M – We reduce by 100%

CI: Substantial means important.

Oxford Dictionary of English, 2005, Oxford Reference Online, http://www.oxfordreference.com.proxy1.cl.msu.edu/views/ENTRY.html?entry=t140.e76634&srn=7&ssid=1046855207#FIRSTHIT
substantial

→ 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.

Reasons to prefer

Fair limits – We ensures that the reduction will be significant – the neg gets links to all major  DA’s and CPs

Predictability- 100% withdrawal from Afghanistan is predictable – there is a ton of literature that advocates for a complete withdrawal

Negative definition is unreasonable- definition of substantially arbitrary and only applies to individual laws and court cases

Lit and clash checks – Combat Affs are the nexus question in the literature. The purpose of T is preparation and they clearly should be prepared. Additionally, they have read a plethora of off-case and on-case arguments against us.

Reasonability – Competing interpretations creates a race-to-the-bottom – hurting education. Affs that remove combat troops meet a reasonability standard.

Prior notice: The negative has had access to this file since day one of the camp. 

Don’t vote on potential abuse – make them prove in round abuse. This round doesn’t set a precedent. 
AT: Karzai DA
Non-unique:

A. Deadline has created mass confusion and uncertainty. This nonuniques the Karzai disad because it is based on early withdrawal.

B. Ultimately the US is going to withdraw, killing Karzai’s PC sooner or later.

C.  The case saves Karzai. It forces him to sink or swim on his own by improving security, governance, and decreasing corruption. 

Turn --- troop presence collapses Karzai cred --- sparks Pashtun backlash

Pena ‘02
(Charles, Senior Defense Policy Analyst – Cato Institute, “U.S. Troops Must Not Be Palace Guards”, 7-31, http://cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=3559)

Naturally, the immediate reaction was to demand more U.S. involvement in Afghanistan. Sen. Charles Hagel (R-Neb.) believes that "we are going to have to take a look at ... more American involvement." According to Sen. Bob Graham (D-Fla.), "We're going to have to be more active in some of the security aspects." But more involvement--especially involvement that is a step toward nation-building--is exactly the wrong thing for the U.S. to do. And using U.S. military forces as bodyguards for Karzai is a step in the wrong direction. There is already considerable friction over the U.S. military presence in Afghanistan, especially after the U.S. air attacks on several Pashtun villages this month. Ethnic Pashtuns, who make up nearly half the population, are showing signs of losing faith in Karzai--particularly his ability to protect the political interests and physical safety of his own ethnic group. Indeed, bringing in outsiders for protection has generally been an indication of an Afghan leader's unpopularity. Ultimately, U.S. troops acting as Karzai's palace guard smacks of propping him up and reinforces perceptions that he is a U.S. puppet. This is a recipe for a disaster like the fall of the shah of Iran in 1979, not a prescription for a stable government. More important, the national security of the United States does not require a stable, democratic, multiethnic, representative government in Afghanistan. Even if Afghanistan reverted to its traditional form of governance--a decentralized system with a nominal national government but with most power held by regional leaders--U.S. security interests demand only that whatever government is in power not provide haven and support for Al Qaeda terrorists. If U.S. troops become a security force for Karzai and traditional rivalries between ethnic factions continue, the U.S. is likely to be drawn into Afghanistan's internal power struggles (exactly what Washington seeks to avoid by not committing troops to the international peacekeeping effort), thus creating incentives and targets for terrorism. In the end, it is impossible to keep an intervening party's actions from altering the power calculations of all the rival factions. Invariably, the outside party will do something that is seen as benefiting one side's interests at the expense of all others'. And the outside party then becomes a target for violence. It will be a big mistake for the U.S.--originally seen as the liberator of Afghanistan from oppressive Taliban rule--if the Afghan people come to view the U.S. military presence as an invading and occupying military force. The U.S. military has better things to do than guard Karzai. Osama bin Laden is still at large. Al Qaeda and the Taliban have fled to neighboring Pakistan. If American blood is to be spilled, it should be against the perpetrators of the Sept. 11 attacks, not in taking a bullet for a foreign president. 

Outweighs the link --- dependence on outside influence is the worst thing possible for Karzai

Robichaud ‘04
(Carl, Program Officer – The Century Foundation, Afghanistan Watch, 10-5, http://www.afghanistanwatch.org/newsletterarchive/listserv10-5-04.htm)

A darker possibility is that Karzai is seen as a foreign puppet, like so many Afghan leaders in the past. His campaign rivals—and Taliban propagandists—have marked Karzai as weak, ineffective, out-of-touch with Afghans, and, most disparagingly, beholden to foreigners. One of Karzai's opponents complained to the New York Times a few weeks ago, "Mr. Karzai can go with American helicopters and American bodyguards to 10 provinces in one day. What can we do?" The result: Karzai could win big with the help of his foreign sponsors but lack the legitimacy with common Afghans to assert more control over his lawless country.

Link outweighs --- foreign presence is always spun as negative 

Goodhand and Sedra ‘06
(Jonathon, Lecturer Development Studies – U. London, and Mark, Research Associate – Bonn Center for International Conversion, “Bargains for Peace?: Aid, Conditionalities, and Reconstruction in Afghanistan”, http://www.clingendael.nl/publications/2006/20060800_cru_goodhand_sedra.pdf)

Secondly, donors’ desire for visibility and autonomy risks undermining the goals of state-building and the re-negotiation of a social contract. Although a ‘light foot-print’ approach to the reconstruction process was promised at its outset, in Kabul there is the perception of an overbearing and sometimes bullying international community. A ‘shadow state’ of advisors and consultants have been brought in to compensate for capacity deficits within the government: ‘It is impossible to determine where government policies begin and IFI influence ends’ (Carlin, 2004: 4). Although coordination and consultative mechanisms were established, such as the Afghan Development Forum and the Consultative Groups, they rely on voluntary compliance and reporting.
No Impact - The ATTA has already been finalized and signed.

[INSERT CASE OUTWEIGHS ANALYSIS]

AT: Reverse Spending DA
1. Non-unique – The U.S. is withdrawing from Iraq now, so in the SQ we are spending less
2. Link Turn - Withdrawing troops would cost a ton of money – the transportation of military troops and their supplies would be expensive
3. No link- troops would simply be relocated elsewhere, preventing any savings

4. No link- we advocate a gradual phase out which wouldn’t save enough money at any given time to invest in FCS and F-22’s – the USFG would spend the money on other things
5. [INSERT CASE OUTWEIGHS ANALYSIS]
6. [READ THE ADDITIONAL ANSWERS FROM THE FILE]
AT: START DA
1. Their 1NC evidence is not conclusive – it merely states that some senators who want START to pass, think it might. There is no guarantee that they will get the votes. 

2. [INSERT WINNERS WIN]

3. [If they read the Focus Link]
No reason why the president would lose focus on START because of the plan – the president can do a lot of things at the same time - he delegates responsibility – history is on our side 

4. No link - Their 1NC evidence is specific to a rapid withdrawal – our plantext states that we would phase-out troops, which would be much slower 

5. [INSERT OTHER TYPICAL ANSWERS]

6. [INSERT CASE OUTWEIGHS ANALYSIS]

AT: Troop Shift DA

1. No specific link - their evidence talks about other countries, such as Japan and South Korea, not Afghanistan

2. No link - no reason why the troops wouldn’t be brought home 

3. No link- a gradual phase out would not cause the troops to be redeployed elsewhere

4. [INSERT CASE OUTWEIGHS ANALYSIS]

Rules of Engagement CP 2AC
Perm – do both

Perm - Do the plan and all of the counterplan except compensation. Net benefit: avoids the increased cost to the US.  This decreases hegemony, enhancing our second advantage.

Efforts to limit civilian casualties fail --- mounting U.S. casualties will inevitably force withdrawal anyways 

Innocent ’08 (Malou,- foreign policy analyst at the Cato Institute “Afghanistan: The Deadliest Month and It's Time to Get Out” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10369)

Recently, Gen. Stanley McChrystal, who commanded special operations forces in Iraq and this month became the commander of U.S. military operations in Afghanistan, said he wants to avoid more civilian deaths. Concern over civilian casualties makes sense in counterinsurgency, since the local population is the strategic center of gravity. I'll concede that the infusion of 21,000 more troops by the end of this year — which Obama approved within his first 100 days in office — may lead to a reduction in violence in the medium-term. But the elephant in the Pentagon is that the intractable cross-border insurgency will likely outlive the presence of international troops. Honestly, Afghanistan is not a winnable war by any stretch of the imagination. Regardless, some analysts, like former national security advisor Henry Kissinger, Council on Foreign Relations scholar Stephen Biddle, and many others, argue that America must not withdraw from Afghanistan, because doing so would boost jihadism globally and make America look weak. But if leaving would make America look weak, trying to stay indefinitely while accomplishing little would appear even worse. Take, for example, current operations to fight the Taliban, Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, the Haqqani network, and other jihadist groups in Afghanistan. Despite the best efforts of the U.S. military to avoid harming innocents, the sheer magnitude of air strikes means that civilian casualties are inevitable. Thus, the argument that U.S. forces must remain in Afghanistan (apparently indefinitely) to protect America's reputation is dubious, because prolonging combat operations will kill even more civilians and reinforce the narrative that militants are fighting against foreign occupiers. Sadly, the longer we stay in Afghanistan and the more money we spend, the more we'll feel compelled to remain in the country to validate the investment. A similar self-imposed predicament plagued U.S. officials during the war in Vietnam. Oddly enough, when opinion leaders in Washington talk about "lessons learned" from Vietnam and other conflicts, they typically draw the wrong lesson: not that America should avoid intervening in someone else's domestic dispute, but that America should never give up after having intervened, no matter what the cost. Driven by that misguided analysis, the United States risks repeating the same mistake in Afghanistan. Perhaps most troubling about the reflexive "stay the course" mentality of some Americans is the widespread insensitivity about the thousands of people — civilian and military, domestic and foreign — killed, maimed, and traumatized in war. But history shows that, sooner or later, disenchantment will manifest in public and congressional attitudes. After nearly a decade in Afghanistan, even the memory of 9/11 might not be sufficient to outweigh the sacrifice in blood and treasure.
Solvency deficit: Counterplan doesn’t include countries other than the US (like NATO). Doesn’t solve resentment towards these countries. 

The affirmative is a disadvantage to the counterplan. Only withdrawal solves both advantages. 

Counterplan solvency evidence concedes that US withdrawal is a strong internal link to solvency. 

Conditionality is Bad

Conditionality is Bad:
A. Time skew - aff is forced to waste time to argue a CP/K that could be dropped at any time.  

B. Strategy skew - aff based its strategy off of a CP that could be dropped at any time for any reason

C. No reciprocity - neg can drop CP but aff can’t drop their plan – this kills education
D. No risk negative offense – regardless of whether we straight turn, they still have the ability to drop the CP at anytime.
E. Reject the team – condo is a voter for the reasons above.
**Multiple conditional are uniquely bad:
1. Kills in-depth education because we can’t focus on a single issue or ideas. 

2. Time skew - Affirmative has to answer multiple conditional CP/K all of which can be dropped at any time.

3. Not real world - forced to debate contradictory policies.

Conditionality is Good

A. Neg flex: negation theory checks – the neg should have the flexibility to test the aff in against multiple different policy and non-policy options\
B. Most Real-World: Congress and president debate multiple possibilities at the same time – this is key to the search for the best policy option  

C. No time or strategy skew: if the aff didn’t have to answer the counterplan, they would have had to answer some other arguments, instead. Even if they win there is a time and strat skew – these are inevitable – the neg will always try to skew aff time and some people will always be faster than others.
D. Key to critical thinking: debate is hard, should foster highest levels of thinking and listening. Additionally, its key to 2AC time allocation.
E. Breadth is better than depth – its better to learn about a wide array of arguments
F. Reject argument not team
2AC Policy Framework

A: Interpretation: the aff should read a topical plan and the neg should defend the status quo or  a competitive policy option 

B: Reasons to prefer: 

1.     Predictability- debating policy options creates a stable locus for debate, while allowing both sides adequate  

ground division

2. Ground – there are an infinite number of unpredictable frameworks that the negative could choose, which makes it impossible to generate offense against the K.

3. Topic specific education – the resolution asks a specific question we should answer. Allowing them to run a k moots the entirety of the 1AC, and turning the debate into a discussion of generic kritiks, such as Cap Bad and Fem IR, instead of whether or not we should reduce military and/or police presence.  

4. Even if they win their framework, you should evaluate our impact claims – this is key to fairness and education.
AT: Fem IR
1. Perm – do both – this solves best – we 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.

2. No specific link – non of their evidence assumes a withdrawal of troops from Afgahnistan

3. Perm – do the plan and reject in all other instances

4.  Turn – Withdrawaling troops from Afghanistan reduces male domination via militarism

5. Perm – do the alternative – there is no reason wh yteh alternative wouldn’t end up doiung the aff once we have questioned the truth claims of the 1AC

6. Impact exaggerated – patriarchy has existed for thousands of years, with no risk of extinction

7. A. Turn - The kritik is essentialist, reproducing the exact stereotypes produced under patriarchy

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
AT: Fem IR

B. Essentialism (even when used strategically or for empowering ends) leads to oppressive representations of identity—Producing classism, sexism and homophobia

Kevin Gosine, Brock University Sociologist, “Essentialism Versus Complexity: Conceptions of Racial Identity Construction in Educational Scholarship,” CANADIAN JOURNAL OF EDUCATION 27, 1, 2002,: 81–100, http://www.csse.ca/CJE/Articles/FullText/CJE27-1/CJE27-1-06Gosine.pdf
Researchers might consider employing postmodern perspectives to highlight the various ways individuals negotiate, engage, and resist such collective identifications from the multiplicity of subject positions that comprise a given racial community. Put differently, it is important to account for the unique ways different social statuses continually intersect to complicate collective strivings for coherent racial identities. Although collective or intersubjective forms of racial identity can frequently work to protect and empower racialized youth living within a hostile, Eurocentric environment (Miller, 1999), the imposition of defensively situated (counter-hegemonic) essentialisms can be, as Yon’s (2000) interviews with Trevor and Margaret illustrate, just as confining or oppressive as the negatively valued representations that circulate within the dominant society. In both cases, human subjects are objectified through the imposition of confining, static labels — a situation that provides fertile ground for intra-communal classism, sexism, and homophobia. For this reason, it is worthwhile to explore the diverse effects of these racialized communal forms of consciousness along with the multiplicity of ways in which individuals negotiate and make sense of them. Accounting for intra-group division, ambivalence, and rupture exposes the unstable and fluid nature of collective identities.
8. Perm – do the plan and reject all non-mutually exclusive parts of the criticism

9. Case is a DA to the Alternative – we control multiple internal links to two extinction impacts from the collapse of U.S. heg and State collapse due to extremism

10. The plan is the only way to solve patriarchy in the long-term – vote aff to avoid extinction, so that we can solve for patriarchy in the future.

11. No solvency – post-round patriarchy will still exist, both in terms of international relations and in other areas of society

12. Turn withdrawal thwarts the Taliban from regaining power which protects women’s rights from fundamentalism
13. [INSERT THEORY]
AT: Fem IR

14. Excluding positivist methodologies undermines their alternative – only embracing methodological pluralism can advance their goals.

Mary Caprioli, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Tennessee, International Studies Review, June 2004 pp.256-8

The purported language difference between feminist and IR scholars appears to be methodological. In general, feminist IR scholars 2 are skeptical of empiricist methodologies and "have never been satisfied with the boundary constraints of conventional IR" (Tickner 2001:2). As noted above, conventional international relations is defined on the basis of methodology as a commitment "to empiricism and data-based methods of testing" (Tickner 2001:149). Ironically, some feminist IR scholars place boundary constraints on feminist IR scholarship by limiting its definition to a critical-interpretive methodology (see Carpenter 2003:ftn. 1). Rather than pushing methodological boundaries to expand the field and to promote inclusiveness, conventional IR feminists appear to discriminate against quantitative research. If conventional feminists are willing to embrace multicultural approaches to feminism, why restrict research tools? There would seem to be a lack of consistency between rhetoric and practice. Especially at the global level, there need not be only one way to achieve feminist goals. Hence, conventional feminist IR scholars might benefit from participating in mainstream IR scholars' evolving embrace of methodological pluralism and epistemological opportunism (Bueno de Mesquita 2002; Chan 2002; Fearon and Wendt 2002). One must assume that feminist IR scholars support the pursuit of research that broadens our understanding of international relations. Such a research agenda must include both evidence and logic (Bueno de Mesquita 2002; Chan 2002). Theorizing, case study evidence (specific details), and external validity (generality) are all necessary components of research—only through a combination of all three modes of inquiry can we begin to gain confidence in our understanding. "And still we debate what seems to have been obvious to our predecessors: to gain understanding, we need to integrate careful empirical analysis with the equally careful application of the power of reason" (Bueno de Mesquita 2002:2). Different types of scholarship "make different contributions that can be mutually beneficial, as when historical studies isolate immediate causes that act as catalysts for the general tendencies identified in aggregate analyses" (Chan 2002:754). Without logic and theory, the general tendencies identified through quantitative analysis are incomplete. "In the absence of guidance from such logic, the data exercises degenerate into mindless fishing expeditions and are vulnerable to spurious interpretations" (Chan 2002:750). Most scholars concerned with gender certainly owe a debt to Jean Bethke Elshtain (1987), Cynthia Enloe (1989), and Ann Tickner (1992). These IR feminists shattered the publishing boundary for feminist IR scholarship and tackled the difficult task of deconstructing IR theory, including its founding myths, thereby creating the logic to guide feminist quantitative research. It is only through exposure to feminist literature that one can begin to scientifically question the sexist assumptions inherent in the dominant paradigms of international relations.  Feminist theory is rife with testable hypotheses that can only strengthen feminist IR scholarship by identifying false leads and logical errors or by identifying general tendencies that deserve further inquiry. Without the solid body of feminist literature that exists, quantitative feminist IR scholarship would be meaningless. The existing feminist literature based on critical-interpretive epistemologies forms the rationale for quantitative testing. No one methodology is superior to the others. So, why create a dichotomy if none exists? All methodologies contribute to our knowledge, and, when put together like pieces of a puzzle, they offer a clearer picture. The idea is to build a bridge of knowledge, not parallel walls that are equally inadequate in their understanding of one another and in explaining international relations.  Further undermining the false dichotomization between positivist and interpretivist methodologies is the lack of proof that quantitative methodologies cannot challenge established paradigms or, more important, that a critical-interpretive epistemology is unbiased or more likely to uncover some truth that is supposedly obscured by quantitative inquiry. Part of the rationale for the perpetuation of the dichotomy between methodologies and for the critique of quantitative methodology as a valid type of feminist inquiry involves confusing theory and practice. On a theoretical level, quantitative research is idealized as value-free and objective, which of course it is not—particularly when applied to the social sciences. Feminists opposed to quantitative methodologies imagine that other scholars necessarily assume such scholarship to be objective (see Brown 1988). Few social scientists using quantitative methodologies, however, would suggest that this methodology is value-free, which is why so much emphasis is placed on defining measures. This procedure leaves room for debate and provides space for feminist inquiry. For example, feminists might wish to study the effect of varying definitions of democracy and of security on the democratic peace thesis, ultimately combining methodologies to provide a more thorough understanding of the social matrix underlying state behavior.

AT: Fem IR

15. Case Turns the K - War causes the re-masculinization of society – turns their alternative.

J Ann Tickner, Professor of International Relations at USC, International Studies Perspectives November 2002 p.336

So, if the story is not a simple one where gender and other ideological lines are firmly drawn, what can a feminist analysis add to our understanding of 9/11 and its aftermath?  The statements with which I begin this article offer support for the claim that war both reinforces gender stereotypes and shakes up gender expectations (Goldstein, 2002).  The conduct of war is a largely male activity on both sides but Meena, the founder of RAWA, exhorts women to fight too.  Nevertheless, gender is a powerful legitimator of war and national security; our acceptance of a “remasculinized” society during times of war and uncertainty rises considerably.  And the power of gendered expectations and identifications have real consequences for women and for men, consequences that are frequently ignored by conventional accounts of war and civilizational clashes.

[NOTE: RAWA = Revolutionary Association of the Women of Afghanistan]

16. Realism good - Their epistemology arguments are wrong – realism is the most reliable predictor of international relations 

SOLOMON 1996 (Hussein, Senior Researcher, Human Security Project, Institute for Defence Policy, “In Defence of Realism,” African Security Review, Vol 5, No 2, http://www.iss.co.za/pubs/ASR/5No2/5No2/InDefence.html)

The post-modern/critical theory challenge to realism has been tested, and proved wanting. Realism remains the single most reliable analytical framework through which to understand and evaluate global change. Post-modernism can provide no practical alternatives to the realist paradigm. We know what a realist world looks like (we are living in one!); but what does a post-modernist world look like? As long as humanity is motivated by hate, envy, greed and egotism, realism will continue to be invaluable to the policy-maker and the scholar. In this regard it has to be pointed out that from the end of World War II until 1992, hundreds of major conflicts around the world have left some twenty million human beings dead.109 Neither has the end of the Cold War showed any sign that such conflict will end. By the end of 1993 a record of 53 wars were being waged in 37 countries across the globe.110 Until a fundamental change in human nature occurs, realism will continue to dominate the discipline of international relations. The most fundamental problem with post-modernism is that it assumes a more optimistic view of human nature. Srebrenica, Bihac, Tuzla, Zeppa, Goma, Chechnya, Ogoniland, and KwaZulu-Natal all bear testimony to the folly of such a view.

Iraq Strategy Sheet

Advantages :
Offshore balancing: US has gotten too powerful in the Middle East, so numerous groups and countries balance us out. Way for the US not to be balanced; get out. Then we are a balancer 

Answers: withdrawal from Iraq is not enough to make the US an offshore balancer because we still have troops in other Middle East regions (still adding troops in Afghanistan, 15,000 troops in Kuwait, major bases in Turkey and gulf states, special operations troops in Yemen and Pakistan.)

Terrorism:

Al-Qaeda will still commit acts of terrorism against the government    Iraq, and terrorists will shift to other US military presences like Afghanistan, Turkey, Kuwait, 

Iraqi Instability: If the US pulls out, causes Iraqi civil war and the Sunnis will drive Al-Qaeda out of Iraq

Al-Qaeda may retaliate and use terrorist attacks (turns terrorism).

Obama links 46 47, Reverse spending 

Can run START, reverse spending, oil

TNWs Strategy Sheet
On Case: TNWs destroy hegemony, read nuclear terrorism takeouts, case defense on Iran prolif on page 28-37

CP Text: The US Federal Government should dismantle all current and ban future TNWs stored in Europe and Turkey. 
(cross-x: how fast will the plan remove TNWs? Use as reason that cp doesn’t link to politics and the plan does 

Observation: 1 competition: You can’t remove and dismantle) 2 Net benefits: counterplan competes on the troop shift and politics DAs Observation 2 Solvency: the counterplan has superior solvency because dismantling and banning goes further than mere removal, sending a stronger signal to Russia, North Korea, Iran, and our allies.

Off Case: topicality (page 21/24), START (w/ Turkey link on 77) CMR (79 of Turkey), NATO DA
1

