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***Reduce***

1NC Shell Total Withdrawal =/= Reduction
A) Interpretation: To reduce is to lessen, it does not mean to eliminate or diminish to nothing.

Judicial and Statutory Definitions of Words and Phrases Volume 4 1914, The Editorial Staff of the National Reporter System St. Paul West Publishing Company

http://books.google.com/books?printsec=frontcover&id=IJMNAAAAYAAJ#v=onepage&q&f=false

REDUCE Rev. Laws, c. 203, § 9, provides that, if two or more cases are tried together in the superior court, the presiding judge may "reduce" the witness fees and other costs, but "not less than the ordinary witness fees, and other costs recoverable in one of the cases" which are so tried together shall be allowed. Held that, in reducing the costs, the amount in all the cases together is to be considered and reduced, providing that there must be left in the aggregate an amount not less than the largest sum recoverable In any of the cases. The word "reduce," In its ordinary signification, does not mean to cancel, destroy, or bring to naught, but to diminish, lower, or bring to an inferior state. Green v. Sklar, 74 N. E. 595, 596, 188 Mass. 303. 

B) Violation: The affirmative withdraws all military presence and therefore does not actually reduce but eliminates military presence.

C) Standards:

1. Ground: Some troop presence is key to negative CP and Disad ground. They can spike out of links by saying removal solves back.   

2. Limits: Total withdrawal allows the affirmative to claim a variety of deontological impacts they otherwise wouldn’t be able to. It explodes predictable limits the negative is unable to predict new advantage ground the affirmative can garner through distortion of the word reduce.

3. Predictability: Negatives are prepared to debate a reduction in troops not the effects of a total withdrawal. The affirmative’s interpretation justifies an affirmative that eradicates the entire U.S. military.

D) T is a voter for fairness, education, and jurisdiction. It’s a prima facia requirement. 

2NC Extension Total Withdrawal =/= Reduction

In the specific context of the military, reduce does not mean a total withdrawal.

Dougherty and Lehman 1967 Chairman Foreign Policy Research Institute, Staff Member National Security Council, Former Secretary of the Navy “Arms Control for the Late Sixties” Van Nostrand  Outgrowth of the Third International Arms Control Symposium 

With respect to some of the things President de Gaulle is trying to accomplish. In the arms control context, we should look for possible steps to reduce – and I emphasize the word reduce and not totally withdraw – our troops from Germany.


Reduce is a technical term that has different meanings in every trade. Must define it in context. 

The Insurance Law Journal: Reports of Decisions Rendered in Insurance Cases in the Federal Courts, and in the States Supreme Court Volume 8 1899 New York Court of Appeals
The well-established general rule of law that an agent is bound to carry out the instructions of his principal, and must respond for losses that occur in consequence of his failure to do so, was clearly stated by the learned trial judge in his charge. The material exceptions taken were to the refusal of the court to admit certain questions put by counsel for the plaintiff, the first being, "What, by the custom of the trade, is the duty of an agent when instructed to reduce the amount of a policy?" This question wa"S asked John S. Lockwood, one of the general managers, and, being objected to, was overruled. The ground for overruling this question, briefly stated, as it appears from the record, was the absence of any condition in ihe policy itself providing for a reduction of its amount, and, therefore, the only remedy for the insuring company, if dissatisfied with its contract, was to order its cancellation on paying a rebate of premium in the manner prescribed by the terms of the policy; and that the instructions given in the letter to the agents could not be carried out, and were inconsistent with the rights of the party insured; and that the evidence proposed would, in effect, vary the terms of the policy. We think there was error in this ruling. By its express terms the question was only an offer to show that some duty devolved upon an agent who received instructions to reduce a policy, and what, according to the custom of the business or trade, that duty was. The object was to affirmatively prove that the word ''reduce," as used, has a definite and well-understood meaning among those engaged in the fire insurance business. Its purport was not to relieve any one from doing what he was bound to do by the terms of any contract, nor to show that either party should not carry out fully every promise or undertaking in this policy of insurance, which was done after the fire; and the cold-storage company, whose property was insured, is not a party to this suit in any way. It was not, and of course, VOL. XXVIII.—47 -> 7 could not be, contended that a fire insurance company must carry until the policy expires, what it deems to be an excessive risk, and it is equally true that, with the consent of the insured, the amount carried may be reduced to any sum satisfactory to both parties, and there is nothing in the record from which the presumption arises that the consent of the insured could not have been obtained to a reduction to the sum desired, no effort to that end having been made. There is no room to doubt the true meaning of the letter, and there is no suggestion that the agents did not understand that the plaintiffs were unwilling to carry an insurance of $3,500 for the coldstorage company. The evidence proposed by the question overruled was to show that the word "reduce," as used in the letter, has a special and technical meaning according to the customs of the fire insurance business, and thus was a trade term, and clearly indicated to the defendants, who were fire insurance agents of large experience, what steps should be taken to relieve plaintiffs from the excessive amount. The ruling of the court denied any such meaning to the word in the present case. That parol evidence is competent to prove the special or trade meaning of words has long been settled. The rule established by a multitude of cases is stated in 1 Greenl.. Ev. (§ 295), as follows: "In regard to words which are purely technical or local,— that is, words which are not of universal use, but are familiarly known and employed, either in a particular district, or in a particular science or trade,—parol evidence is always receivable to define and explain their meaning among those who use them. And' the principle and practice are the same in regard to words which have two meanings, the one common and universal and the other technical, peculiar, or local; parol evidence being admissible of facts tending to show that the words were used in the latter sense, and to ascertain their technical or local meaning.1' Now, is the word "reduce," as used in the instructions given, such as to bring it within the operation of the foregoing rule? We think it is. There are but few words in our language that have so many technical meanings as this one. In the medical profession instructions to reduce a fracture would mean one thing; in the military world, to reduce a fort, quite another: to the mathematician, to reduce a problem, another; to the chemist, to reduce a substance, still another; and so on. But in each case it would be competent to show by parol evidence, if any exigency required it, just what the words "to reduce" meant in the connection in which they were used, and that they clearly implied to any one in the business or trade in which the instructions were given just what means should be used and steps taken to accomplish the purpose intended. Therefore, when the offer was made to prove by parol evidence that in the fire insurance business this elastic verb "to reduce," as used in the letter which is the foundation of this suit, has a well-known technical and special meaning, this testimony should not have been excluded from the jury, whose duty it would be to determine what weight it should have in the case. The fact that the actual meaning of a trade term is a question for the jury is not in conflict with the general rule that it is the duty of the court to construe written instruments. In Goddard vs. Foster (17 Wall., 123142), the court said: "The rule of law that the interpretation of written instruments is a question of law for the court is ap. plied in full force to agreements to be deduced from the correspondence of the parties, and the fact that the language of the letters containing the offer or acceptance is doubtful does not relieve the court of this duty, or make the question one of fact for the jury. It is only where terms are technical, or terms having a peculiar meaning in a particular trade or place, that the aid of a jury is invoked to ascertain their meaning.

1NC Shell Relocation =/= Reduction

A) To reduce is to lessen the overall size of something, it is distinct from a process used to offset (like troop relocation), that’s mitigation.

Horticulture and Food Research Institute of New Zealand 2008 : “How will carbon footprinting address the issues of reduction, mitigation, emissions trading and marketing 
 http://www.horticulture.com.au/librarymanager/libs/162/VG08107%20Discussion%20Paper%202.PDF



For example, an enterprise or supply chain can use the LCA footprinting exercise to increase the efficiency of its resource use by reducing its footprint. It could also, if it wished, mitigate the size of its footprint by purchasing offsets so that it might advertise itself as being ‘carbon’ or ‘climate’ neutral. Here we use the word ‘reduce’ simply to mean a change in practice that reduces the size of the GHG footprint, such as a lower use of fertiliser. In contrast, we use the word ‘mitigate’ to mean that there has been an external process used to offset the size of the GHG footprint, such as the purchase of carbon credits outside of the business. The assignment of the appellation ‘carbon neutral’ may be used to provide a marketing edge, such as by New Zealand’s Grove Mill winery (http://www.grovemill.co.nz/page/home ). 

B) Violation: The affirmative simply moves the troops to another location to offset their previous presence in _________, this isn’t a reduction of military presence but rather a mitigation.

C) Standards:

1. Ground: Key to negative ground they can just spike out of disad links like resolve by saying they move the troops somewhere else. Troop relocation arguments are negative ground.

2. Limits: Affs can relocate anywhere read advantages to relocation. This unlimits - the negative cannot research every possible area of relocation within every country, every region and every mission in those regions. 

D) T is a voter for fairness, education, and jurisdiction. It’s a prima facia requirement.

2NC Extension Relocation =/= Reduction

The word “reduce” implies a permanent reduction.

 MATTER OF MONTESANI v. Levitt, 9 AD 2d 51 - NY: Supreme Court, Appellate Div., 3rd Dept. 1959 

Section 83's counterpart with regard to nondisability pensioners, section 84, prescribes a reduction only if the pensioner should again take a public job. The disability pensioner is penalized if he takes any type of employment. The reason for the difference, of course, is that in one case the only reason pension benefits are available is because the pensioner is considered incapable of gainful employment, while in the other he has fully completed his "tour" and is considered as having earned his reward with almost no strings attached. It would be manifestly unfair to the ordinary retiree to accord the disability retiree the benefits of the System to which they both belong when the latter is otherwise capable of earning a living and had not fulfilled his service obligation. If it were to be held that withholdings under section 83 were payable whenever the pensioner died or stopped his other employment the whole purpose of the provision would be defeated, i.e., the System might just as well have continued payments during the other employment since it must later pay it anyway. The section says "reduced", does not say that monthly payments shall be temporarily suspended; it says that the pension itself shall be reduced. The plain dictionary meaning of the word is to diminish, lower or degrade. The word "reduce" seems adequately to indicate permanency. Aside from the practical aspect indicating permanency other indicia point to the same conclusion. From 1924 (L. 1924, ch. 619) to 1947 (L. 1947, ch. 841) a provision appeared in the Civil Service Law which read substantially as follows: "If the pension of a beneficiary is reduced for any reason, the amount of such reduction shall be transferred from the pension reserve fund to the pension accumulation fund during that period that such reduction is in effect." (See L. 1924, ch. 619, § 2 [Civil Service Law, § 58, subd. 4]; L. 1947, ch. 841 [Civil Service Law, § 66, subd. e].) This provision reappears in the 1955 Retirement and Social Security Law as subdivision f of section 24. This provision is useful for interpretative purposes. Since it prescribes that moneys not paid because of reduction should be transferred back to the accumulation fund the conclusion is inescapable that such reductions were meant to be permanent. If temporary suspensions were intended this bookkeeping device would result in a false picture of the funds, i.e., the reserve fund would be depleted when it would contain adequate funds to meet eventual payments 57*57 to present pensioners. Likewise, the accumulation fund would be improperly inflated with respect to the present pensioners. Section 64 of the Retirement and Social Security Law (§ 85 under the 1947 act) provides that any disability pension must be reduced by the amount payable pursuant to the Workmen's Compensation Law if applicable. In Matter of Dalton v. City of Yonkers (262 App. Div. 321, 323 [1941]) this court interpreted "reduce" to mean "offset" in holding that under then section 67 (relating to Workmen's Compensation benefits as do its successors sections 85 and 64), pensions were to be offset by compensation benefits. This is merely another indication that "reduce" means a diminishing of the pension pursuant to a given formula rather than a mere recoverable, temporary suspension during the time other benefits or salaries are being received by the pensioner. (Also, cf., Retirement and Social Security Law, § 101 [§ 84 under the 1947 act].) 

Reduction Specification (R-Spec)

A) The word reduce is ambiguous and requires something quantifiable to give it meaning. 

Watson Chairman Joint Military Operations Department 1996 “Naval War College: National Drug Control Strategy: Guidance Determines the Level of Involvement for the Department of Defense” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA307610&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf

The first principle element of guidance to be applied to the NDCS is long and short-term goals. There are five applicable goals. There are five applicable goals established in the NDCS that the DOD is required to support. The over-arching goal of these five goals is to “reduce the number of drug users in America.” 27. The word “reduce” is soft and is difficult to put into an operational goal. The remaining four goals also contain soft words such as improve, strengthen, assist, and support. 28. Without a quantitative goal in the guidance, the DOD cannot effectively develop the key to every operation, the Aim. Aim is defined as the definition of victory. The DOD has neither a long term or short term definition of winning. This lack of the Aim, is the fatal flaw for the DOD in the guidance it receives from the NDCS.

2. Means that they also can’t be substantial it’s an independent violation we can’t determine whether the aff truly is substantial if they don’t quantify to give meaning to reduce.

B) Violation: The affirmative fails to specify how many troops they withdraw.

C) Standards

1. Ground: The negative can’t run certain disads and counterplans based on reduction because the affirmative can always say that they reduce more or less than triggers the link.

2. Limits: We cannot debate on what a substantial reduction is or even what a reduction is without some sort of quantifiable number. The affirmative could call removing one soldier or just changing what the soldiers do an Iraq a “reduction”.

3. Brightline: Only our interpretation provides a mechanism for precision and a less arbitrary debate. If the affirmative doesn’t quantify exactly what their plan does then determination of their topicality will differ from judge to judge and we will be unable to ever reach a communal consensus.

D) T is a voter for fairness, education, and jurisdiction. It’s a prima facia requirement. 

Reduce Definitions

The word reduce means to diminish in size. Prefer our definition its contextual to the military. (extra definition) 

Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery 2007 Petersons Publishing Company Arco

The word reduce means to diminish in size, amount, extent, or number. To reduce the chances of war means to lessen the likelihood that there will be war. The word reduce will sound familiar to you because of its frequent use in math; for example, reducing both sides of an equation. Related words are reduction and redundant.

To reduce is to lessen in quantifiable number, separate from modification which means to lessen in severity. (r-spec)

State v. Knutsen, 71 P. 3d 1065 - Idaho: Court of Appeals 2003 

 By its plain language, Rule 35 grants a district court the authority within a limited period of time to reduce or modify a defendant's sentence after relinquishing jurisdiction. To "reduce" means to diminish in size, amount, extent or number, or to make smaller, lessen or shrink. WEBSTER'S THIRD NEW INTERNATIONAL DICTIONARY 1905 (1993). To "modify" means to make more temperate and less extreme, or to lessen the severity of something. Id. at 1452. Thus, under the plain meaning of its language, Rule 35 authorizes a district court to diminish, lessen the severity of, or make more temperate a defendant's sentence. An order placing a defendant on probation lessens the severity of a defendant's sentence and thus falls within the district court's authority granted by Rule 35. Other state jurisdictions have held likewise in interpreting similar rules for reduction of sentence. See State v. Knapp, 739 P.2d 1229, 1231-32 (Wy.1987) (similar rule of criminal procedure authorizes reduction of a sentence of incarceration to probation); People v. Santana, 961 P.2d 498, 499 (Co.Ct.App.1997) (grant of probation is a "reduction" under Colorado Cr. R. 35(b)). 

Reduce means to attack the causes of a situation, not just deal with the consequences.

Graeme Smith MD. , Statistical Analyst Melbourne Graduate School of Education 1995, Urban Animal Management Conference Proceedings, “Holding Facilities” http://www.ccac.net.au/files/Holding_facilities_UAM95Smith.pdf

Our mission is not just to care for Melbourne's lost, sick and abandoned animals. It is to look after, and reduce the incidence of, lost and abandoned animals (Fradkin, 1994). The key difference is enshrined in the word reduce. It demands that we strike at the causes of the these situations rather than just address the consequences. This holistic approach is a water-shed development which must be understood by any student of today's urban animal management scene. The above has been the motivation and raison d'etre for the still ongoing expansion program at the Lost Dogs' Home and Cat Shelter over the past ten years. 

***Presence***

Presence Isn’t Virtual

A. Interpretation - Presence is forward deployed forces present within the country

Dismukes 94 (“National Security Strategy and Forward Presence: Implications for Acquisition and Use of Forces,” March 2004, Member of the staff of the Center for Naval Analyses, http://cna.org/sites/default/files/research/2793019200.pdf)

CONUS – Contiguous United States

Another difference between presence and crisis response is that decisions on forces for presence are taken at the strategic level, while those for crisis response are operational and tactical. Presence is a routine activity; the size of the baseline force operating forward changes relatively slowly as the strategic assessment of the situation in the theater evolves. At this level, routine deployments and changes in U.S forces based forward are made through U.S. initiatives, scheduled well in advance, ideally in consultation with allies. Crisis response is conceptually distinct from presence in that it is not a routine activity; the forces needed are reckoned at the operational and tactical levels in response to "tactical warning" of the initiatives of adversaries. Changes are not scheduled in advance and may well be undertaken before consultations with allies can be completed. This means that presence planning should be concerned only with forces forward—whether based, deployed, or there on a rotational basis—and that forces in CONUS, important as they are for the credibility offerees forward, cannot be considered as executing the presence mission. This distinction provides an important boundary for force planners because the need for CONUS-based forces can be safely reckoned exclusively on the basis of the crisis response and warfighting needs of major regional contigencies. Unless this distinction is made, overseas presence cannot be a separate activity if the forces needed for it become those forward and in CONUS when the buildup to an MRC begins. This boundary poses no problems for deciding the needs for all forces except for forces to be used in the Caribbean and for strategic bombers in general. The proximity of the Caribbean means that forces in the southern United States proper (and Puerto Rico, Panama, etc.) are "present" without having to be "overseas"; therefore, the relatively small forces needed for presence and crisis situations there will not be further considered here. Bombers can be employed (that is, used without first being deployed) anywhere in the world quickly and directly from CONUS. Knowledge of this fact by adversaries undoubtedly serves as a deterrent on a routine basis, thus meeting one of the objectives of overseas presence. However, bombers can only deter; they cannot contribute to its other presence goals—e.g., building coalitions, developing interoperability, and so on. Although the question of whether to include CONUS-based bombers as a component of overseas presence is one of judgment, on balance, their limited contribution to the goals of presence dictate they not be considered part of presence. 

B. The affirmative doesn’t remove presence in the topic countries it uses an intangible target like US commitment to another country

C. Standards – 

1. Limits – They make the negative’s reaseach burden too large by allowing debates over the US detterant umbrella as presence

2. Negative Ground – We lose disads to troop reduction and troop shift

Presence is Routine Missions

A. Interpretation - Presence is use of routine troops rather than long term troops
Dismukes 94 (“National Security Strategy and Forward Presence: Implications for Acquisition and Use of Forces,” March 2004, Member of the staff of the Center for Naval Analyses, http://cna.org/sites/default/files/research/2793019200.pdf)

CONUS – Contiguous United States

Another difference between presence and crisis response is that decisions on forces for presence are taken at the strategic level, while those for crisis response are operational and tactical. Presence is a routine activity; the size of the baseline force operating forward changes relatively slowly as the strategic assessment of the situation in the theater evolves. At this level, routine deployments and changes in U.S forces based forward are made through U.S. initiatives, scheduled well in advance, ideally in consultation with allies. Crisis response is conceptually distinct from presence in that it is not a routine activity; the forces needed are reckoned at the operational and tactical levels in response to "tactical warning" of the initiatives of adversaries. Changes are not scheduled in advance and may well be undertaken before consultations with allies can be completed. This means that presence planning should be concerned only with forces forward—whether based, deployed, or there on a rotational basis—and that forces in CONUS, important as they are for the credibility offerees forward, cannot be considered as executing the presence mission. This distinction provides an important boundary for force planners because the need for CONUS-based forces can be safely reckoned exclusively on the basis of the crisis response and warfighting needs of major regional contigencies. Unless this distinction is made, overseas presence cannot be a separate activity if the forces needed for it become those forward and in CONUS when the buildup to an MRC begins. This boundary poses no problems for deciding the needs for all forces except for forces to be used in the Caribbean and for strategic bombers in general. The proximity of the Caribbean means that forces in the southern United States proper (and Puerto Rico, Panama, etc.) are "present" without having to be "overseas"; therefore, the relatively small forces needed for presence and crisis situations there will not be further considered here. Bombers can be employed (that is, used without first being deployed) anywhere in the world quickly and directly from CONUS. Knowledge of this fact by adversaries undoubtedly serves as a deterrent on a routine basis, thus meeting one of the objectives of overseas presence. However, bombers can only deter; they cannot contribute to its other presence goals—e.g., building coalitions, developing interoperability, and so on. Although the question of whether to include CONUS-based bombers as a component of overseas presence is one of judgment, on balance, their limited contribution to the goals of presence dictate they not be considered part of presence. 

B. Violation – the affirmative uses troops that have been stationed for long periods of time rather than specific missions

C. Standards – 

1. Limits – they get to remove anyone from the military including people who cook food

2. Neg ground – the point of the topic is to change the military grand strategy by letting them reduce any type of troop you give them the ability to reduce any type or number of troops making us lose the ability to get our deterrence and redeployment disads.

Presence Excludes Active Combat Missions

A. Interpretation – Presence isn’t combat missions
James S. Thomason, Senior Analyst, Strategy, Forces and Resources Division, Institute for Defense Analyses 2002

Our working definition of US overseas military presence is that it consists of all the US military assets in overseas areas that are engaged in relatively routine, regular, non-combat activities or functions.1 By this definition, forces that are located overseas may or may not be engaging in presence activities. If they are engaging in combat (such as Operation Enduring Freedom), or are involved in a one-time non-combat action (such as an unscheduled carrier battle group deployment from the United States aimed at calming or stabilizing an emerging crisis situation), then they are not engaging in presence activities. Thus, an asset that is located (or present) overseas may or may not be “engaged in presence activities,” may or may not be “doing presence.” We have thus far defined presence activities chiefly in “negative” terms—what they are not. In more positive terms, what exactly are presence activities, i.e., what do presence activities actually entail doing? Overseas military presence activities are generally viewed as a subset of the overall class of activities that the US government uses in its efforts to promote important military/security objectives [Dismukes, 1994]. A variety of recurrent, overseas military activities are normally placed under the “umbrella” concept of military presence. These include but are not limited to US military efforts overseas to train foreign militaries; to improve inter-operability of US and friendly forces; to peacefully and visibly demonstrate US commitment and/or ability to defend US interests; to gain intelligence and familiarity with a locale; to conduct peacekeeping activities; and to position relevant, capable US military assets such that they are likely to be available sooner rather than later in case an evolving security operation or contingency should call for them.2 

B. Violation – The plan ends combat missions not presence missions

C. Standards – 

1. Limits – Ending combat missions is equivalent to ending a specific strategy you can stop a mission but leave troops in a country

2. Negative Ground – Presence missions makes it possible to debate deterrence which is a major part of neg ground on this topic ending combat mission destroys our links
Presence is Visible

A. Interpretation – Presence means visible stationing of forces – includes port calls or offshore stationing, training, and humanitarian missions

PATTERSON ‘8 – US Navy Reserve Captain (Mark, “DEFEND THE APPROACHES!”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA486738&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)

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

B. Violation – the affirmative withdraws forces that are currently not seen and overtly declared

C. Standards – 

1. Ground – visibility and perception’s crucial to disad links and a two-sided lit base.  We can’t debate covert ops well because the best advocates aren’t allowed to talk and there’s no politics link

2. Limits – defining the function of presence is crucial; just defining it as force presence opens the topic up to the whole military.

Presence is Boots on the Ground

A. Interpretation – Military presence means soldiers

Oxford Advanced Learner’s Dictionary 10 http://www.oxfordadvancedlearnersdictionary.com/dictionary/presence The Oxford Advanced Learner’s Dictionary is the world’s best-selling advanced learner’s dictionary, used by over 35 million learners of English worldwide.
Presence a group of people, especially soldiers, who have been sent to a place to deal with a particular situation. The government is maintaining a heavy police presence in the area.a military presence
B. Violation – The affirmative removers equipment [or whatever they do] instead of soldiers.

C. Standards – 
1. Limits – By removing groups of people that are not soldiers they have the ability to remove people from the chain of command that aren’t physically in the topical country but are involved in the policy of that country which underlimits the topic

2. Neg Ground – If they don’t remove soldiers then they have the ability to spike out of our deterrence disadvantages

Presence is Bases

A. Interpretation – Military presence should be defined as US bases

Meernik 94

Dr. James Meernik is Professor of Political Science at the University of North Texas and Associate Editor of International Studies Quarterly. He is also Chair of the Department of Political Science. Dr. Meernik specializes in research on U.S. foreign policy and international criminal tribunals. His research has been published in International Studies Quarterly, the Journal of Politics, Political Research Quarterly, Journal of Peace Research, Conflict Management and Peace Science, Journal of Conflict Resolution, International Criminal Law Review, and the American Journal of Political Science. He is also author of The Political Use of Foreign Military in U.S. Foreign Policy (Ashgate Press) and co-editor of Conflict Prevention and Peace Building in Post War Societies, with Professor T. David Mason (Routledge Press). Dr. Meernik received his Ph.D. in Political Science from Michigan State University in 1992. Presidential Decision Making and the Political Use of Military Force Author(s): James Meernik Source: International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 38, No. 1 (Mar., 1994), pp. 121-138 Published by: Blackwell Publishing on behalf of The International Studies Association Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/2600874
Nations possess a multitude of means by which they may protect their security and demonstrate their national interests to other states, such as forming alli- ances, spending money on armaments, and going to war. If we are to determine exactly where national interests lie, however, it is to visible demonstrations of commitment and concern for particular states and regions that we must look. The level of American military involvement in the area in which an opportunity takes place is perhaps the most visible demonstration of U.S. commitment. U.S. military involvement as defined includes: (1) an established American military presence, defined as a U.S. military base, (2) the furnishing of military aid to some state or organization, or (3) a prior use of force.

B. Violation – The affirmative removes forces not bases

C. Vote on Limits - bases are the most overt and predictable.  Including all types of military forces devolves into defective weapon of the week or rotating out an incompetent unit.
***Aff***

Aff Presence Definitions

Presence is defined as physical and virtual.
Widnall and Fogleman 95 (Sheila, former Secretary of the Air Force, and Ronald, former member of the JCS, “Global Presence”, http://www.dtic.mil/doctrine/jel/jfq_pubs/jfq2007.pdf)

Like warfighting, presence is a team effort. Just as theater commanders define their warfighting requirements, they have the responsibility to determine presence requirements as well. As such, they must retain access to the military means that enable them to obtain the balance of forces and capabilities needed to exert presence. Global presence facilitates that process. Global presence acknowledges that all military capabilities contribute to presence with physical and virtual means.

Presence includes combat troops, personnel, and bases.

Nekoomaram 09 (Ladan, is finishing up her graduate degree at American University's Journalism and Public Policy master's program and currently reports on international affairs as a fellow at Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty. Prior to moving to Washington, D.C., Nekoomaram was an active student journalist, working at the newspaper, TV station, magazine and radio station at DePauw University in Greencastle, IN.This past summer, she worked at NBC Nightly News in the investigative unit. She hopes to work in multimedia journalism covering foreign policy and human rights issues, “US military presence in foreign countries exceeds rest of world”, http://inews6.americanobserver.net/articles/us-military-presence-foreign-countries-exceeds-rest-world )
The United States has military presence in over 130 countries, according to the 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.
Senators and the Center for American progress agree: redeploying troops to another location is considered military presence. (Military presence definition)

Nico Pitney Former Deputy Research Director at the Center for American Progress June 25th 2007 “Lugar: U.S. Must Reduce Military Presence In Iraq” http://thinkprogress.org/2007/06/25/lugar-iraq-2/ National Editor Huffington Post
Sen. Richard Lugar (R-IN), the senior Republican on the Foreign Relations Committee, tonight announced his support for an immediate shift in Iraq policy, calling on President Bush “to downsize the U.S. military’s role in Iraq and place much more emphasis on diplomatic and economic options.” In a major speech on the Senate floor, Lugar said that “victory” in Iraq as defined by President Bush is now “almost impossible.” The current course of the war “has lost contact with our vital national security interests in the Middle East and beyond,” he said. Lugar warned that “persisting indefinitely” with Bush’s escalation strategy “will delay policy adjustments that have a better chance of protecting our vital interests over the long term.” He specifically rejected claims that withdrawing U.S. forces will increase instability. Downsizing the U.S. military presence in Iraq would “strengthen our position in the Middle East, and reduce the prospect of terrorism, regional war, and other calamities,” Lugar said. Watch it: [flv http://video.thinkprogress.org/2007/06/lugariraq6.320.240.flv] Also today, the Center for American Progress released its latest detailed Iraq exit strategy, Strategic Reset, which calls for virtually all U.S. troops to be redeployed out of Iraq within one year. Read more about the report, and analysis from Matthew Yglesias and Spencer Ackerman. 

Aff A/T: Relocation =/= Reduction

Reduction does not preclude using the surplus gained on related tasks.

County of Orange v. BARRATT AMERICAN, INC., Cal: Court of Appeal, 4th Dist., Div. 3 2007 

Barratt next contends that the trial court's construction of section 66016, subdivision (a) as allowing the County to spend the surplus violates the canons of statutory construction, which require that words of a statute must be given their plain meaning and a commonsense interpretation. Barratt asserts that "reduce" means "reduce" and cannot encompass spending the surplus on related expenses. We disagree.
Aff: Changing = Reduction

To reduce also implies to “change form”. (aff answer change gstrat)


CLEVELAND INDUS. SQUARE, INC. v. BD. OF ZON. APP., 83 Ohio App. 3d 301 - Ohio: Court of Appeals, Cuyahoga 1992 

"Incineration" means to incinerate. Webster's New World Dictionary (1983) 306. "Incinerate" means "to burn to ashes; to burn up." Id. "Reduction" means to reduce. Id. at 501. "Reduce" means "to lessen," or "to change to a different form." Id." Here, Paul Beno and former Attorney General Celebrezze testified that "incineration" occurred within the destructive distillation process. Beno testified that the process involves "incineration" of garbage because the gaseous byproducts, of the garbage are burned. Section 345.04, however, contemplates burning of the garbage itself, not its by-products. Former Attorney General Celebrezze testified that "incineration" occurs because heat is applied to reduce the waste. The ordinary meaning of incineration, however, contemplates burning, not merely the application of heat. Accordingly, the city failed to demonstrate that "incineration" occurred in the process. Conversely, Fioritto and Walsh testified that the process does not involve "incineration" because the absence of oxygen from the garbage precludes "burning," only indirect heat is applied, and carbon char rather than ash is created. This testimony constituted a preponderance of reliable, probative, and substantial evidence that the process does not involve "incineration." 308*308 The city did establish, however, through Beno, that the process does reduce both the volume and weight of the garbage which fuels the destructive distillation, and both Fioritto and Walsh admitted on cross-examination that reduction does occur. Accordingly, there is a preponderance of reliable, probative, and substantial evidence that "reduction" does occur within the process, and it is therefore not a permitted use under Section 345.04(c)(2)(I). 

Aff: Okinawan Relocation = Reduction

Relocation from Okinawa is considered a reduction in military presence. 

Sunday Times March 12th 2010 Brownen Maddox in Tokyo: “US may have to move troops from Okinawa to reduce military presence” http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/world/asia/article7059805.ece

US forces may need to move from Okinawa to the Japanese mainland to reduce the vast military presence on the island, according to Japan’s foreign minister. “There is excess weight (of us forces) on Okinawa and I think the burden should be shared more evenly throughout the country,” said Katsuya Okada. It is the most direct indication from any Japanese minister that the US may have to cut back the number of forces and bases on the southern island which underpins its military influence across the Pacific. 
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