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The Definitions

‘The’ depends on context
Words and Phrases ‘8 “The” v41B

Cal.App. 1 Dist. 1932. Meaning of "the" depends on context and purpose of statute in which it is found.—Craig v. Boyes, 11 P.2d 673, 123 Cal. App. 592.—Statut 199.
‘The’ is limiting

Words and Phrases ‘8 “The” v41B

Colo. 1969. In construing statute, definite article "the" particularizes the subject which it precedes and is word of limitation as opposed to indefinite or generalizing force of "a" or "an".— Brooks v. Zabka, 450 P.2d 653, 168 Colo. 265.— Statut 199.
‘The’ is limiting

Words and Phrases ‘8 “The” v41B

Colo. 1957. Word "the" is a word of limitation. It is a word used before nouns with a specifying or particularizing effect, apposed to the indefinite or generalizing force of "a" or "an".—People v. En-low, 310 P.2d 539, 135 Colo. 249.
‘The’ means ‘an’

Words and Phrases ‘8 “The” v41B

Ga. 1940. Under former Code sections authorizing nonresidents to act as executor of resident's will "when such executor has the interest in the estate of the deceased," the word "the" before "interest" should be construed as "an." Civ.Code 1910, § 3867.^Stevens v. Duncan, 7 S.E.2d 745, 189 Ga. 730.—Ex & Ad 15.
‘The’ is restrictive
Words and Phrases ‘8 “The” v41B

Pa. 1988. Fact that legislature, in drafting pension statutes, in one instance used phrase "in service" and hi another used phrase "in the service" connotes distinction in phrases themselves; "the" by its very nature restricts the word "service," to a particular "service," and thus, "in the service" permits benefits to be paid to fireman who suffers injuries while member of a department, while "in service" permits benefits to be paid to a member of a department who suffers injuries whiie performing his duties. 53 P.S. §§ 771, 39321.—Chirico v. Board of Sup'rs for Newtown Tp„ 544 A.2d 1313, 518 Pa. 572.—Mun Corp 200(5).
‘The’ cannot constitute a name
Words and Phrases ‘8 “The” v41B

Tex.Civ.App.-Austin 1940. The article "the" is so habitually used in naming corporations that it may not be held, that for purpose of indexing a judgment, it is not to be treated as forming any part of the name.It in no way helps to distinguish one body from another, for it is used in connection with nearly all corporations in the legislation of the day. —McDermott v. Steck Co., 138 S.W.2d 1106, writ refused.
1NC- OSPEC
1. Interpretation: The United States is the three branches of the federal government

The Free Dictionary, no date, “U.S” http://www.thefreedictionary.com/U.S. Accessed July 7, 2010

Noun
1.U.S. - the executive and legislative and judicial branches of the federal government of the United States

The DOD is not a part of the executive branch. 
Farlex, 2010 “Executive Branch” The Free Dictionary, Legal Dictionary. http://legal-dictionary.thefreedictionary.com/Executive+Branch Accessed July 10, 2010
Independent executive agencies are not part of any executive department; rather, they report directly to the president. These agencies include the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) and the General Services Administration. Frequently, Congress makes such agencies independent so that they can operate without the burden of bureaucratic regulations or the influence of particular executive departments. For example, NASA was made an independent agency so that it could be created more quickly, function more freely, and avoid the demands and influence of the department of defense.
2. Violation: You use only one branch of the federal government

OR

You specify a particular agent

Because of that, you are not topical, because to be topical you must use all three branches of the federal government to do your plan. You specify the ________, which makes you non-topical. 

2. Standards: 

a) You explode the topic, making it possible to specify up to which specific person in the USFG your plan uses, you make it possible to say that some kid paid by a fireman to clean the truck can remove troops and that can be topical. Using only one branch, or only one office of the government underlimits the topic drastically. 

b) Prefer our interpretation; We’re from a dictionary used by millions of people and the common definition of what the United States is.

c) You make it impossible for the neg to research, since you can use any agent and there are millions of them, forcing us to research as many as we can and learn by ‘breadth over depth’ which is not useful or educational. 

3. Vote Neg for Fairness and Education. 
2NC Ext.  Agent Specifying not topical
Vote Neg, Agent Specifying is not topical

a) Explodes the topic, making little government agencies out in Idaho topical. 

b) Kills education and fairness by forcing the neg to try and research millions of offices of the federal government, since you make any office of the federal government topical, actually learning less in the process, vote for depth over breadth, breadth is not important and gives you only trivial knowledge

c) Vote on education and fairness. 

Agent Specification
A. Interpretation- The affirmative must specify the agent

1. The government consists of three branches: the legislative, the executive, or the judicial, Dictionary of Politics ‘79

2. Resolved - To reach a decision or make a determination, American Heritage Dictionary 2000

B. Violation- The affirmative plan didn’t specify 

C. Standards

1. Education- 90% of policy is implementation

Elmore, Prof. Public Affairs at University of Washington, Political Science Quarterly 79-80, p. 605, 1980
The emergence of implementation as a subject for policy analysis coincides closely with the discovery by policy analysts that decisions are not self-executing. Analysis of policy choices matter very little if the mechanism for implementing those choices is poorly understood in answering the question, "What percentage of the work of achieving a desired governmental action is done when the preferred analytic alternative has been identified?" Allison estimated that in the normal case, it was about 10 percent, leaving the remaining 90 percent in the realm of implementation.

2. Affirmative conditionality and abuse- the affirmative can skew our strategy by dodging out of links and competition we present in the 1NC

3. The plan text is really the only binding thing in a debate round if an affirmative changes their plan text in the 2AC that is abusive and a form of conditionality, which destroys debate education and takes away predictability.

D. Voter for fairness and education

AT: Agent Specification
A. Counter-interpretation: normal means solves issues stemming from agent specification

1. Normal means solves the Elmore evidence; under normal means policies don’t lack direction or implementation.

We meet: The negative has had no loss of education or unfairness

B. The affirmative doesn’t need to specify

C. Standards

1. Forcing specification creates bad, un-educational debate- there is never any discussion of the affirmative plan we just talk about their narrow net benefit and whether or not the perm solves.

2. Encourages over specifying- this kills limits and predictability because there are thousands of case combinations. 

3. No Resolution mandate- the resolution says the USFG; it doesn’t mandate that we have to specify a single branch. All issues could be solved if the resolution specified the agent- then it would be a relevant question.

4. Fiat is a should/would question designed to let us debate what would happen post plan and avoid procedurals like agent specification.

5. No in round abuse- there’s no reason the negative cannot win without us specifying, they will always have ground to debate.

D. Topicality is not a voter: No reason to reject the affirmative, the negative has plenty of arguments to debate.

AT: We Meet

A. Do not agree with the affirmative’s counter interpretation. 

1. Normal means does not justify not specifying an agent because it makes there case conditional.

2. Elmore evidence is still standing without specifying you are thereby negating implementation!!

No meet: The affirmative has skewed the negative’s strategy by making their case conditional so they can move around our links

B. The affirmative NEEDS to specify- by not specifying they have exploded the range of available cases making this round unpredictable

C. Prefer the Negative’s Standards

1. Specifying makes the debate more realistic and allows for a more competitive debate because the negative is able to link cases

2. Clash and competition is good for debate because it forces people to have a wide range of knowledge on policy topics

3. There is no reason why specifying funding or personnel is less relevant than agent specification- bright line just because the resolution doesn’t mandate it doesn’t mean it it’s logical

4. Even without the mandate of agent specification from the resolution the negative is suffering competitive clash because the affirmative refuses to specify

5.  Fiat is a burden on the negative and takes away from arguments that could be run making debate more knowledgeable and real world.

6. Always having ground is not as important as the fact that the affirmative is limiting our knowledge.

D. Topicality is a Voter: There has been a loss of education and the affirmative’s conditionality has created abuse and unfairness.

1NC- “Should”
A. Interpretation: Should is defined as immediate action

Summers 94 (Supreme Court Justice @ Oklahoma Supreme Court, "Kelsey v. Dollarsaver Food Warehouse of Durant," 11/8, http://www.oscn.net/applications/oscn/DeliverDocument.asp?CiteID=20287#marker2fn14)

The legal question to be resolved by the court is whether the word "should"13 in the May 18 order connotes futurity or may be deemed a ruling in praesenti.14 The answer to this query is not to be divined from rules of grammar;15 it must be governed by the age-old practice culture of legal professionals and its immemorial language usage. To determine if the omission (from the critical May 18 entry) of the turgid phrase, "and the same hereby is", (1) makes it an in futuro ruling - i.e., an expression of what the judge will or would do at a later stage - or (2) constitutes an in in praesenti resolution of a disputed law issue, the trial judge's intent must be garnered from the four corners of the entire record.16  Nisi prius orders should be so construed as to give effect to every words and every part of the text, with a view to carrying out the evident intent of the judge's direction.17 The order's language ought not to be considered abstractly. The actual meaning intended by the document's signatory should be derived from the context in which the phrase to be interpreted is used.18 When applied to the May 18 memorial, these told canons impel my conclusion that the judge doubtless intended his ruling as an in present resolution of Dollarsaver's quest for judgment n.o.v. Approval of all counsel plainly appears on the face of the critical May 18 entry which is [885 P.2d 1358] signed by the judge.19 True minutes20 of a court neither call for nor bear the approval of the parties' counsel nor the judge's signature. To reject out of hand the view that in this context "should" is impliedly followed by the customary, "and the same hereby is", makes the court once again revert to medieval notions of ritualistic formalism now so thoroughly condemned in national jurisprudence and long abandoned by the statutory policy of this State.

In present means literally "at the present time." BLACK'S LAW DICTIONARY 792 (6th Ed. 1990). In legal parlance the phrase denotes that which in law is presently or immediately effective, as opposed to something that will  or would become effective in the future [in future]. See Van Wyck v. Knevals, 106 U.S. 360, 365, 1 S.Ct. 336, 337, 27 L.Ed. 201 (1882).

B. Violation: You don’t meet- should is immediate and you’re delaying your plan, you’re not topical

C. Standards: Prefer our interpretation 

a) Aff explodes the topic- If we allow cases six months in the future, it allows cases six years in the future, sixty years in the future, six hundred years in the future, and it’s impossible for the neg to research what the effects of the plan might be in six hundred years, it makes it totally unfair for the neg because we can’t research the potential effects of the plan. 

b) The Supreme Court may not write the dictionary, but they determine how a word is used in the context of legal speak. We’re role-playing as policymakers so we should go along with the legal/governmental definition of the word “should” instead of the layman’s definition, which is not used by the framers. 

D. Voting Issue

T is a voter for fairness and education. 

2NC: AT: Should is an expected course of action

1. Your action still happens in the future so you’re not topical. By saying that you meet our definition you express approval of it and so since you still don’t meet, you basically concede that you’re not topical.

2. Our definition is from the Judicial branch, the branch that deals with law, and since we are roleplaying as lawmakers, it makes more sense to use the legal definition of the word than the dictionary definition. Plus, our interp cites a dictionary, so we have both the dictionary and judicial definition, and they are one in the same in their meaning; you are not topical because your action is not immediate. 

3. Prefer our definition and vote on limits, fairness, and education. 

1NC- Substantial
Below is an example of a 1NC Topicality shell specific to Japan. To use it for other countries, it would be best to find the troop/base levels in that country (troop levels from 2003 are provided on the very last page, under “A2: Aff Meets.”)

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

A – Interpretation

Substantial reduction must be 25% of quantity or funding

DoD 3 (Department of Defense; Department of Defense Instruction Subject; Operation of the Defense Acquisition System Number 5000.2cp on 5/12/2003)

Substantial reduction is defined as a funding or quantity decrease of 25 percent or more in the total funding or quantities in the latest President’s Budget for that portion of the international cooperative program funded by the DoD Component seeking the termination or reduced participation.

85 facilities and 47,000 US military present in Japan

US Forces in Japan 8 (“US Forces in Japan,” from 2008; http://www.usfj.mil)

US military strength in Japan is about 36,000 ashore and 11,000 afloat, and U.S. forces are dispersed among 85 facilities located on Honshu, Kyushu, and Okinawa. Total acreage of U.S. bases is approximately 77,000 acres. USFJ bases and facilities range in size for a several thousand acre training area to a single antenna site.

B – Violation


Affirmative violates the definition because they only take out one facility instead of 21.

C – Standards (Limits)

Affirmative is reducing less than 1.2% of facilities in Japan. If this affirmative is allowed, all affs that reduce between 1% and 25% of troops, land or funding in any of the six countries would be topical. In Japan alone, the aff would be able to take out 770 acres, 470 troops, or just one base. This introduces hundreds of new affs just in Japan. For example, the aff could remove any one of the 85 bases, meaning the negative must research all bases specifically while the aff only has to research one. With all six resolution countries, the aff will introduce thousands of new cases, which leads to destruction of debate for two reasons:

1. Fairness – Allowing so many cases explodes limitations because there are thousands of new cases, which the negative could never prepare for. The aff would always have advantage over the neg because they can pick miniscule cases, such as one specific base, that the neg isn’t ready for. Since the aff will win majority of debates, there is no point to debating.

2. Education – if the neg isn’t ready for the aff cases, the quality of debate plummets. However, if these cases are not allowed, the neg will be more prepared, increasing the educational value because the neg can bring up better arguments, making the debate more thorough and educational. 

D – Voting Issue

In order to preserve fairness and educational value, this violation of T MUST be a voting issue.

1NC Topicality Case List

The following cases would be topical using the DoD definition that “substantially reduce” must be a reduction of 25% or more in funding or quantities:

1. Full troop withdrawal from:

a. Iraq

b. Afghanistan

c. Japan

d. South Korea

e. Turkey

f. Kuwait

2. Return of all Okinawan bases to the Japanese government

3. Removal of all TNWs from Turkey

4. Colonialism Iraq (removes all troops)

5. Funding cuts to military operations in:

a. Iraq

b. Afghanistan

c. Japan

d. South Korea

e. Turkey

f. Kuwait

6. Fifty percent withdrawal of troops from:

a. Iraq

b. Afghanistan

c. Japan

d. South Korea

e. Turkey 

f. Kuwait

7. Fifty percent reductions in land used by troops (concentrate force)

8. Fifty percent reductions in total bases used

9. Reduction in all non-conventional weapons, other military equipment

10. Any reduction 26%-100% in funding, troops, bases, or land acreage.

2NC A2: Counter Interpretations

The following arguments can be made against any definitions that fit the categories below. For a definition by definition answer, see below the common arguments.

Types of counter-interpretations: (the only ones the aff will likely use are Classes I and V)

I. Definitions involving “importance”

II. Definitions involving “less than 100%”

III. Definitions involving “50%” or “85%”

IV. Definitions not directly applicable to amount (e.g.: “basic”, “proving”, “real”, “confirming”, “generally”, or “extent”)

V. Definitions involving vague amounts (e.g.: “considerable amount”, “largely”, or “significant amount”)

VI. Definitions that don’t relate to “substantial” (e.g.: wrong word defined, no definition present, or answer to definition)

VII. Definitions that support 25% (i.e.: extensions)

Definition by definition overview (for the purposes of this file, assume the page numbers and definition numbers correspond to the DDW10 Topicality file):

Page 130

1. Chambers Dictionary 
– Class IV

2. Chambers Dictionary 
– Class V

3. Merriam Webster 

– Class I or III

Page 131

1. Merriam Webster 

– Class II

2. Words and Phrases 
– Class VI

Page 132

1. Military Dictionary 
– Class VI

Page 133

1. US Code 


– Class VII

2. DoD 


– Class VII

Page 134

1. DoD 


– Class III

2. CBCRR Act 

– Class III

Page 135

1. Thomas.gov 

– Class III

2. Pallone 


– Class III

Page 136

1. Bill Tracking Report
 – Class V

Page 137

1. Cambridge


– Class I

2. WordNet 


– Class IV

3. Words and Phrases 
– Class IV

4. Cudahy 


– Class III

5. Thesaurus.com 

– Class V

6. CCP


– Class V

Page 138

1. Merriam Webster 

– Class IV

2. Cambridge 

– Class V

3. Cambridge 

– Class IV

4. New Oxford 

– Class IV

5. Random House 

– Class V

Page 139

1. Random House 

– Class IV

2. Random House 

– Class IV

Page 140

1. Ballentine 


– Class VI

2. Baron’s Dictionary 
– Class VI

3. Guide to Law 

– Class V

4. Encyclopedia of Law 
– Class V

5. Burton 


– Class VI

Page 141-145

1. All definitions 

– Class IV

2NC Blocks – Definitions of Class I or V

If the affirmative uses a counter definition of Class I or V, the only real argument needed is that the negative definition is more specific to the topic because it comes from a the US Federal Government branch and is in direct context of the US military while the affirmative definition is from a common dictionary and in context of the English language and proper usage.
2NC A2: Affirmative Definition Meets
Generally, it should be the affirmative’s burden to prove that they meet the definition by proving that they’re pulling out 25% or more. For example, they could prove that they’re pulling out 25% of troops by dividing the number of troops they choose to pull out by the total number in the country (this can also be used for funds, land, and bases.) Generally, if the affirmative can prove this, it will be difficult to argue they don’t meet – either they do or don’t; there really isn’t too much debate about it. However, one way to argue whether or not they meet is to find newer and newer approximations for troop levels (and bases, funds, land) and then argue that the affirmative isn’t pulling out enough troops. 

Below are the figures for troops in 2007. It is likely that, with research, newer figures can be found but for now these will have to suffice. Also, please note that most of these are rough estimates by the DoD. It is very possible to argue that DoD approximations are inaccurate or exaggerated, especially if there is card empirically proving this.

Troop Deployment Levels (the entire PDF can be found as the third reference (from the DoD) at http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_States_military_deployments)

DoD 7 (United States Department of Defense, branch of the federal government. Figures taken from DoD Deployment Statistics (2007))

Japan  - 32,803 troops (although, a slightly newer piece of evidence (June 2010) can be found on page 81 of the Topicality file that says we have 47,000 troops)

Iraq – 218,500

Afghanistan – 25,240

Kuwait – no figure given

South Korea – 27,014

Turkey – 1,594

Worldwide – 1,379,551 (perhaps it can be argued that substantial must be 25% of this? Probably overlimiting, but an interesting argument nonetheless)

What’s topical by this definition? The following are the troop amounts that need to be reduced for an affirmative to be topical based solely on the information above.

Japan – 8,201 (newer evidence says 11,750) or more

Iraq – 54,625 or more

Kuwait – no figure given

South Korea – 6,754 or more

Turkey – 399 or more

Worldwide – 344,888 (This is more than all troops in any one of the resolution countries, so this is most likely overlimiting)

So, essentially, if the Affirmative meets the above, they meet the definition. If they don’t meet the above, they don’t meet the definition. The only time this argument can be more complex is if newer statistics are brought in or if there is a card saying the DoD estimates are flawed.

Reduce Definitions – Reduction in Force

A reduction in force does not require reduction in number
Words and Phrases ‘9, “Reduce”, pp36B

C.AFed. 2003. A "reduction-in-force"' (RIF) is an administrative procedure by which agencies eliminate jobs and reassign or separate employees who occupied, the abolished positions, and is not an adverse action against a particular employee, and a RIF need not involve a reduction in the number of employees. 5 C.F.R. § 351.201.— Welch v. Department of Army, 323 F.3d 1042 — Offic 69.11.
Reduction in force is reduction of personnel because of ending a program
Words and Phrases ‘9, “Reduce”, pp36B

D.C, 1992. "Reduction in force," for purposes of District of Columbia employee appeal rights, is reduction in personnel caused by lack of funding or discontinuance or curtailment of department, program, or function of agency; reduction in force, unlike "adverse action," has no role as punitive or corrective action and should leave no blemish on employee's records and, in contrast to "grievance," reduction in force is initiated by agency ratlier than employee. D.C.Code 1981, §§ l-602.3(b), 1-617.1 et seq., 1-617.1, 1-617.2, 1-625.1 et seq.—Davis v. University of District of Columbia, 603 A.2d 849.— Dist of Col 7.
Reduce Definitions – Reduction in Grade

Reduction in grade is demotion in rank
Words and Phrases ‘9, “Reduce”, pp36B

Colo.App. 2003. Ambiguous term "reduction in grade," as used in city charter discipline provision related to members of classified service in fire and police departments, would be interpreted to include demotion in rank; excluding demotion in rank from discipline to which members were subject would lead to unreasonable , result and such interpretation would give harmonious effect to other charter provisions.^Cook v. City and County of Denver, 68 P.3d 586.—Mun Corp 180(2), 194.
Reduce Definitions
Reduced means to diminish in value, size, quantity, dimensions, or to bring from higher to lower condition
Words and Phrases ‘9, “Reduce”, pp36B

Cust. & Pat.App. 1952. Under statute authorizing extension of patent to patent holder who served in military or naval forces between certain dates and whose income from patent was substantially reduced as result of service or because of war, the word "reduced" would mean to diminish in value, size, quantity, dimensions, or the like, or to bring from higher to lower condition. Act June 30, 1950, § 1, 64 Stat. 316.—Application of Walker, 195 F.2d 531,39 C.C.P.A. 923.—Armed S 106.

Reduced must modify an amount

Words and Phrases ‘2, “Reduce” v36B

Tex.Civ.App.-Eastland 1981. Under section of article reading that underinsured motorist coverage would provide for payment to insured of all sums that he would be legally entitled to recover as damages from owners or operators of underinsured motor vehicles because of bodily injury or property damage in an amount up to the limit specified in the policy "reduced" by the amount recovered from the insurer, the word "reduced" modified the phrase "an amount up to the limit specified in the policy," rather than modifying the opening phrase "payment to the insured of all sums which he shall be legally entitled to recover." V.A.T.S. Insurance Code, art. 5.06-1.—American General Fire & Cas, Co. v. Oestreich, 617 S.W.2d 833.—Insurance 2806.

Reduction means to lessen
Words and Phrases ‘2, “Reduce” v36B

111. 1945. "Saving" or "reduction", in generally accepted use, when applied to agreement to pay reasonable fee to attorney not to exceed certain percentage of saving effected, to secure reduction of assessment, means to lessen what would otherwise be a liability.—Bishop v. Bucklen, 60 N.E.2d 872, 390 111. 176.—Atty & C 148(3).

T- Net Reduction 

A. Definition

Reduce is a net decrease
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1982, 97th US Congress, Sept 8, 1982

E) Prior to approving any application for a refund, the Secretary shall require evidence that such reduction in market- ings has taken place and that such reduction is a net decrease in marketings of milk and has not been offset by expansion of production in other production facilities in which the person has an interest or by transfer of partial interest in the produc- tion facility or by the taking of any other action. which is a scheme or device to qualify for payment. 

And, that decrease must be quantifiable

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

B. The plan mandates a change in composition of military presence—not a net decrease.

C. This is best for debate:

1. Ground. We can’t debate an aff that won’t defend a decrease in military presence—the 2AC will always spike out of our links. Even if the research burden is manageable we can’t win any of our args because they’ll say they don’t reduce if we say that’s bad, or that they do reduce if we say that’s good. 

2. Mixes Burdens.  The plan text dosen't guarantee a net decrease – we'd have to research the case to know whether it's topical in the first place – it's unfair to make us beat their solvency to prove they're not topical. 

2NC AT: We Meet

1. They don’t meet. The plan text must either explicitly withdraw all troops or must have a plank capping existing presence. Evaluate the plan in a vacuum --- if you can’t know with 100% certainty by the plan text alone whether they’re topical it proves the abuse. Forcing us to prove the plan won’t result in a net decrease mixes burdens --- we have to research their case and EVERY POSSIBLE CASE that MIGHT be topical. The whole point of T is that we shouldn’t have had to research it in the first place.

2. Topical version of their case – they could do the plan and have the USFG cap remaining troop levels. 
2NC AT: C/I 

( _ )  Ground. We can’t debate if they don’t mandate a net decrease in troops – destroys all our links:

A. Specific disads. Can’t run compensation, appeasement, rearmament, or instability—all of the literature on these issues assumes a quantifyable net troop reduction to trigger the link. Even if the plan probably decreases troops, ambiguity kills any perception arg we’d make. Kills topic-specific education – prefer it because we can only learn about these issues on this topic wheras we can run politics every year.

B. Generic disads. If our politics link is predicated off troop decreases they’ll say they don’t actually decrease, and if we read links predicated off maintaining or increasing current levels they’ll say they decrease. 

The same is true of generic critiques – they’ll spike out of whatever links we read regardless of direction. Their interp leaves us no stable arguments because it breaks down the only assurance of the resolution – that troop levels abroad will be lessened post-plan. 
C. Even if you think ground is a bad standard gut check here – negative debate CANNOT occur unless reduce is a net decrease. 
[IF THEY DEFINE OTHER WORDS]
( _ ) Prefer a definition of reduce – even if their definition of [WORD HERE] is true, it’s not responsive.

( _ ) Other words don’t check. They can’t give us back ground – even if the plan definitely affects military presence or is definitely substantial, they can still spike out of whatever args we read against them. 

 2NC AT: Overlimits

( _ ) Untrue. ALL WE LIMIT OUT ARE AFFS THAT DO NOT ACTUALLY DECREASE TROOPS DEPLOYED IN TOPIC COUNTRIES. THIS SHOULD BE A BASIC GUARANTEE OF THE RESOLUTION – SAYING THAT OVERLIMITS IS LIKE SAYING THAT BEING BOUND TO THE SIX RESOLUTION COUNTRIES IS OVERLIMITING.

( _ ) Overlimiting is better than underlimiting – College courts topic proves—even if there’s literally only two or three cases, depth is better than breadth. 

A. Forces real aff innovation—the aff has to innovate and research EVERY aspect of their case to beat neg args, rather than just breaking new affs to catch people off guard. ***

B. Doesn’t hurt fairness. Even when affs literally had to choose to overturn one of four cases the win percentage for aff and neg was about the same. 

Iraq T- Reduction

A. A reduction must be a quantifiable decrease of at least 25% from the President’s Funding baseline. 
DOD 5/12/2003, Department of Defense, Department of Defense Instruction SUBJECT: Operation of the Defense Acquisition System, N UMBER 5000.2 cp

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

B. The plan only guarantees that the status quo will continue – it does not produce a reduction from the funding baseline.

C. This is best for debate – 

1. Ground. No unique disads or links – even if there are reason’s the plans bad, they’re already occurring because the plan is already occurring so we can’t garner offense. 

2. Education. Kills policymaking education – the point is to learn how to craft new policy changes to fix status quo problems, rather than just researching why existing governmental policies are good. 

3. Mixes Burdens.  The plan text dosen't add a decrease from a baseline – we'd have to research the case to know whether it's topical in the first place – it's unfair to make us beat their inherency to prove they're not topical. 

2NC – AT: We Meet – We’re A Net Troop Reduction

1. Irrelevant. We’ll concede there is a net reduction in Iraq troops post plan – but that doesn’t mean it’s a reduction from a funding baseline. The plan’s already been included in the budget because it’s legally supposed to occur in the status quo – even if status quo reductions are unlikely absent the plan they’ve still been budgeted.

2. Evaluate the plan in a vacuum. The plan text must create a reduction separate from those established in status quo law - if you can’t know with 100% certainty by the plan text alone whether they’re topical it proves the abuse. Forcing us to prove the plan won’t result in a net decrease mixes burdens --- we have to research their case and EVERY POSSIBLE CASE that MIGHT be topical. The whole point of T is that we shouldn’t have had to research it in the first place.

2NC – AT: C/I – Legislation is Now
1. Doesn’t give us ground. The security agreement doesn’t specify when we have to withdraw between now and 2011 – still destroys our offense:

A. Disads. We can’t run compensation, appeasement, civil-military relations or instability arguments – even if removing troops from Iraq would trigger those links, they wouldn’t be unique – the compensation, appeasement, decrease in CMR, or impending instability will already be occurring because the U.S. has started withdrawing troops and has demonstrated intent to continue. 

B. Critiques. Even if there are critical objections to the aff’s justifications, the K impacts would be inevitable because status quo governmental justifications for the security agreement would be bad regardless of the plan. 

C. Bad timeframe debates at best – even if we can win offense why withdrawing right now is bad, the aff will say they don’t withdraw immediately because all troop withdrawals take time to complete.
D. Gut check. Even if you think there’s always ground this literally makes neg debate impossible—the ground we should always be able to find would be non-unique because the plan doesn’t actually guarantee a change in the status quo. 

2. Mixing burdens. We shouldn’t have to beat inherency to prove the plan’s untopical – the point is that we shouldn’t’ve had to research the aff in the first place. 

‘Its’ Definitions
‘Its’ is possessive

Words and Phrases ‘6 “Its” v22B
C.C.A.5 (Tex.) 1935. Where corporation transferred alt its assets, including large profits, to newly organized corporation in exchange for capital stock, and transfer was treated as reorganization under which no gain or loss was to be recognized, profits in hands of newly organized corporation held taxable as "its earnings or profits," within revenue act providing that term "dividend" means any distribution made by corporation to its shareholders whether in money or other property out of "its earnings or profits" accumulated after February 28, 1913; word "its" being possessive pronoun indicating that earnings and profits belong to corporation. Revenue Act 1926, § 201(a), 26 U.S.C.A. (I.R.C.1939) § 115.—Murchison's Estate v. C.I.R., 76 F.2d 641.—Int Rev 3747.

‘Its’ refers to geography

Words and Phrases ‘6 “Its” v22B
Nev. 1963. In constitutional provision authorizing Legislature to exceed debt limitation if necessary, expedient or advisable for protection and preservation of any of its property or natural resources, the term "its" has geographical rather than proprietary connotation. Const, art. 9, § 3.—Marlette Lake Co. v, Sawyer, 383 P.2d 369, 79 Nev. 334.— States 115.

Military Definitions

Military cannot include civil use
Words and Phrases ‘9, “Military” v26C

Ct.Cl. 1946. The words "military" and "naval", within Transportation Act of 1940 providing for reduced rates to United States over land grant railroads on shipments of military or naval property being transported for military or naval "and not for civil use", are mutually exclusive and use of last-quoted phrase expresses intention that no construction shall be given term "military" that will include idea of civil use, and hence term "military" must be given a strict construction. Transportation Act of 1940, § 321, 49 U.S.GA. 5 65.—Southern Pacific Co. v. U.S., 67 F.Supp. 966, 107 Ct.Cl. 167, certiorari denied 67 S.Ct. 964, 330 U.S. 833, 91 L.Ed. 1381.—Pub Lands 85.
Civil and military are mutually exclusive

Words and Phrases ‘9, “Military” v26C

Ct.Cl. 1946. The terms "civil" and "military" as used in the Transportation Act are mutually exclusive.—Southern Pacific Co. v. U.S., 67 F.Supp. 966, 107 Ct.Cl. 167, certiorari denied 67 S.Ct. 964, 330 U.S. 833, 91 L.Ed. 1381.—Pub Lands 85
‘Military’ describes intended use
Words and Phrases ‘9, “Military” v26C

N.D.Cal. 1946. The words, "military" and "naval", as used in Transportation Act of 1940 providing for reduced rates to United States over land grant railroads on shipments of military or naval property being transported for military or naval use, are descriptive adjectives, and in context they may refer to property of War or Navy Departments, but they also properly are descriptive, irrespective of ownership, of nature of the property itself with respect to nature of its contemplated use. Transportation Act of 1940, § 321, 49 U.S.GA. § 65.— Southern Pac. Co. v. Defense Supplies Corp., 64 F.Supp. 605, affirmed 161 F.2d 56.—Pub Lands 85.
‘Military’ is anything pertaining to soldiers, arms, or warfare

Words and Phrases ‘9, “Military” v26C

E.D.Va. 1945. "Military" means of or pertaining to soldiers, arms, or warfare; soldierly, warlike; martial; done, supported, or carried on by force of arms; assigned to or occupied by troops.—Poweii v. U.S., 60 F.Supp. 433, affirmed 152 F.2d 228, certiorari granted 66 S.Ct. 978, 328 U.S. S26, 90 L.Ed. 1604, affirmed 61 S.Ct. 742, 330 U.S. 238, 91 L.Ed. 868.
‘Military’ means appropriate to war

Words and Phrases ‘9, “Military” v26C

W.D.Wis. 1946. "Military" means of or pertaining to soldiers, arms, or war; belonging to, engaged in, or appropriate to, the affairs of war; according to the methods and customs of war or of armies.— Northern Pac. Ry. Co. v. U.S., 64 F.Supp. 1, affirmed 156 F.2d 346, certiorari granted 67 S.Ct. 96, U.S. 701, 91 L.Ed. 611, affirmed 67 S.Ct. 747, U.S. 248, 91 L.Ed. 876.
Military Definitions – Military Contractor
Military contractors are inextricably linked to the government
Words and Phrases ‘3, “Military” v26C
C.A.U(Ga.) 1997. "Military contractor defense," pursuant to which government contractors are shielded from state tort liability under certain circumstances for equipment manufactured for our nation's military, derives from principle that where contractor acts under authority and direction of United States, it shares sovereign immunity that government enjoys.—Gray v. Lockheed Aeronautical Systems Co., 125 F.3d 1371, certiorari granted, vacated 118 S.Ct. 2317, 524 U.S. 924, 141 L.Ed.2d 692, on remand 355 F.3d 1343.—Prod Liab 26.
Military definitions – Military Departments

Military departments only include civilian employees

Words and Phrases ‘3, “Military” v26C
C.A.9 (Cal.) 1983. Term "military departments" in section of Title VII extending protection against employment discrimination to "[a]U personnel actions affecting employees or applicants for employment * * * in military departments * * *" includes only civilian employees of Army, Navy and Air Force. Civil Rights Act of 1964, § 717(a), 42 U.S.C.A. § 2000e-l6(a).—Gonzalez v. Department of Army, 718 F.2d 926.—Civil R 146.
C.A.2 (N.Y.) 1987. Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 does not apply to uniformed members of the armed forces; term "military departments" within section proscribing discrimination against employees of such departments includes only civilian employees. 5 U.S.C.A. § 102; 10 U.S.C.A. §§ 101, 101(7); Civil Rights Act of 1964, §§ 701 et seq., 717(a), as amended, 42 U.S.C.A. §§ 2000e ct seq., 2000e-16(a).—Roper v. Department of Army, 832 F.2d 247.—Civil R 146.
Military Definitions – Military Forces

Army Nurse Corps are military forces

Words and Phrases ‘3, “Military Forces” v26C
C.A.5 (Ga.) 1951. A member of the Army Nurse Corps was in the "military forces" and thus within purview of life policy provision restricting amounts payable if death of insured should occur outside the home areas while insured was in the "military forces" of any country engaged in war. 10 U.S.C.A. § 161 et seq.—New York Life Ins. Co. v. White, 190 F.2d 424.—Insurance 2431.
Military Definitions – Military Personnel

National Guard reserves are not military personnel
Words and Phrases ‘3, “Military” v26C
WashApp. Div. 3 1985. Washington National Guard reservist, an Idaho resident, was not "military personnel" pursuant to statute which entitled military personnel to resident-tuition privileges at state university. West's RCWA 28B.15.014(2).— Ward v. Washington State University, 695 P.2d 133, 39 WashApp. 630.—Colleges 9.20(2).
Military Definitions – Military Service

Naval Reserves are military service
Words and Phrases ‘3, “Military Service” v26C
D.D.C 1953. One called to active duty from Organized Naval Reserve was in "military service", within Soldiers* and Sailors' Civil Relief Act. Soldiers' and Sailors* Civil Relief Act of 1940, §§ 1 et seq., 101 as amended, 50 U.S.C.A.Appendix, §§ 501 et seq., 511,—Bowles v. Dixie Cab Ass'n, 113 F.Supp. 324.—Armed S 34.3(5).
Military service is only active duty
Words and Phrases ‘3, “Military Service” v26C
Iil.App. 1 Dist. 2000. "Military service," within meaning of statute governing participation in Judges' Retirement System during periods of military service encompassed only active duty service not necessarily performed during wartime and not performed while the participant is sei-ving as a judge and inactive reserve duty does not qualify as "military service." S.H.A. 40 ILCS 5/18-122.— Lieb v. Judges' Retirement System of Illinois, 247 Ill.Dec. 36, 731 N.E.2d 809, 314 Ill.App.3d 87, rehearing denied, appeal denied 250 Ill.Dec. 458, 738 N.E.2d 927, 191 I11.2d 533.—Judges 22(11).
Military service is the time from induction to discharge

Words and Phrases ‘3, “Military Service” v26C
IILApp. 1 Dist. 1959. "Military service" for which preference for promotional appointment is to be given under Cities Civil Service Act covers period of time during which civil service employee was subject to military jurisdiction, and such military service credit should be granted for the period from induction to honorable discharge. S.H.A. ch. 2414, § 49.—People ex rel. Dietz v. Sheehan, 162 N.E.2d 258, 23 Ill.App.2d 122.—Mun Corp 217.4.
Military service consists of the time between induction and reporting for duty
Words and Phrases ‘3, “Military Service” v26C
IIl.App. 2 Dist. 1985. Period between police officer's induction into military and time he reported for duty should have been considered "military service" for which he was entitled to veterans preference credit in regard to promotion opportunity in village police force. S.H.A. ch. 24, Hf 10-2.1-10, 10-2.1-11.—Blazejewski v. Board of Fire & Police Com'rs of Village of Hinsdale, 89 Ill.Dec. 284, 480 N.E.2d 170, 134 Ill.App.3d 222.—Mun Corp 184.1.
T- Military Presence= Non Combat Troops [1/2]
A. Interpretation - forces engaged in combat or one-time noncombat missions are not part of U.S. presence – presence requires routine and non-combat activities.

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

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

For purposes of this paper, the use of the term "overseas presence" is intended to refer to those units and personnel that are permanently based overseas - or - in the case of some assets (e.g., naval forces) - are deployed to a particular region on a regular, rotational basis. (For example, U.S. forces currently fighting terrorism in Afghanistan would not be considered part of U.S. overseas presence by this definition. 
T- Non Combat Troops [2/2]

C. Voting issue –

First, there are an infinite number of potential combat activities because conditions on the ground are constantly changing – magnifies neg research burden. 

Second, precision – narrow definitions are only way to determine effectiveness of presence activities.

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

DoD’s overseas military presence posture and activities have been crucial elements of the military strategy of the United States for many years. Are the substantial resources that DoD now employs to sustain and conduct presence activities generating effective returns for the nation in the promotion of key security objectives? How do we know? Are there more cost-effective ways for DoD to promote these security objectives than through the current mix of presence activities, other military and, indeed, nonmilitary instruments of influence? Are there any promising methodologies for improving the evidence of effectiveness and cost-effectiveness of US presence assets and activities?

To address such questions systematically, we must first define what we are discussing more precisely. What is US presence? What are the key security objectives? What would constitute credible evidence regarding the effectiveness of US presence in promoting these key objectives? The purpose of this chapter is to lay out a conceptual and methodological framework which may then be used to address these questions.

2NC Overview

Presence requires routine and non-combat activities. - That’s our Thomason evidence. Their aff doesn't meet this; it involves combat drawdown- not a reduction in military presence. 

This kills limits, there are an infinite number of potential combat activities because conditions on the ground are constantly changing it magnifies neg research burden making it impossible for the negative to predict all the possible affs that they could read. Allowing combat missions allows affs to change specific strategies in Afghanistan, like ending cluster bombing without actually reducing forces themselves, explodes literature base.  

Affs that would be topical under our interpretation include US military efforts to train foreign militaries, affs that improve interoperability of US and friendly forces, Something that would be used to gain intelligence with a local, conducting peacekeeping activities, and positioning relevant capable US military assets so that they are available for security operations. 

AT: We Meet -Withdrawal Would Include Non-Combat

1. Their we meet evidence is just contextual it doesn’t actually indicate that the aff would reduce non-combat activities. 

2. Even if they win that there are possible affs in that country that could possible reduce peacekeeping missions or routine, non-combat involvement, they can’t win that their specific aff does this, the solvency mechanism of their plan is explicit in that they don’t reduce non-combat activities. And cross-x checks this.

3. Don’t let them argue that a troop reduction would in turn lead to a reduction of non-combat activities, that’s effectual and that’s bad: 

a.  It’s impossible for the negative to predict all the possible steps that they take as a result of the plan.

b.  Fxt kills limits- in a world where they took a thousand steps; negative teams would have the burden of researching all the possible steps that they could take.

AT: Counter Interpretation

Prefer our Interpretation:

1. Their interpretation is broad and unpredictable [insert specific analysis towards specific interp]

2.  Our interpretation makes the distinction between what is and isn’t military presence. It indicates that although combat troops can be considered security objectives, military presence is in a different subset of security objectives. Our Thomason evidence gives a case list of affs that would be topical, crossiply from the overview.

3. Prefer our interpretation- it sets the best limit on the topic, it narrows the cases down to a good number of cases. Our Thomason evidence indicates that a narrow definition is the best way to evaluate a debate. Only through our interpretation can you get a precise definition that allows for reasonable affs without making debate impossible for the negative.

4. Plus Thomason is qualified- his report for the DOD- is based on military presence and how we define what is and is not military presence, Prefer this because this is what the DOD uses to define what military presence is. 

5. Here’s More evidence that Combat Troops are Not Topical- 

Presence missions are anything short of actual combat

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

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

T- Military Presence ≠ Private Military Contractors [1/2]

A. Interpretation:  

‘Its’ is possessive

Texas Court of Criminal Appeals ’35, Words and Phrases, “Its”, Murchison's Estate v. C.I.R., 76 F.2d 641.—Int Rev 3747.

C.C.A.5 (Tex.) 1935. Where corporation transferred alt its assets, including large profits, to newly organized corporation in exchange for capital stock, and transfer was treated as reorganization under which no gain or loss was to be recognized, profits in hands of newly organized corporation held taxable as "its earnings or profits," within revenue act providing that term "dividend" means any distribution made by corporation to its shareholders whether in money or other property out of "its earnings or profits" accumulated after February 28, 1913; word "its" being possessive pronoun indicating that earnings and profits belong to corporation. Revenue Act 1926, § 201(a), 26 U.S.C.A. (I.R.C.1939) § 115.—Murchison's Estate v. C.I.R., 76 F.2d 641.—Int Rev 3747.

Military presence includes U.S. Troops 

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

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

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

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

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

B. Violation:    Aff includes private military contractors – these are distinct from U.S. military presence

Private contractors are distinct entities from the federal government

Barbier, 7 – US District Judge

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

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

However, in their motion to remand, Plaintiffs argue that as an independent contractor, P&J is not an employee of the federal government, and consequently does not enjoy derivative immunity and cannot invoke the FTCA. Plaintiffs cite United States v. New Mexico in support of the notion that private contractors, whether prime or subcontractors, are not government employees nor are they agents of the federal government. 455 U.S. 720, 102 S. Ct. 

CONTINUED TEXT ON NEXT PAGE

T-Private Military Contractors [2/2]

CONTINUED TEXT FROM PREVIOUS PAGE

1373, 71 L. Ed. 2d 580 (1982). According to the Court, "[t]he congruence of professional interests between the contractors and the Federal Government is not complete" because "the contractors remained distinct entities pursuing private ends, and their actions remained  [*4] commercial activities carried on for profit." Id. at 740; see also Powell v. U.S. Cartridge Co., 339 U.S. 497, 70 S. Ct. 755, 94 L. Ed. 1017 (1950).

C.  Vote Issue- 

First is Limits – PMC's perform hundreds of tasks not directly related to U.S. military action - that opens the floodgates for aff advantages that could be anything outside of the US army. 
Second is Predictability – it’s impossible to predict advantage areas based on corporations not accountable to the U.S.

2NC Overview

Our interpretation is that military presence is exclusively the U.S. Military troops- this does not include private companies such as Private Military Contractors. 

Their aff explodes limits- it allows for literally any aff that could be associated with the US military. Including PMCs doubles our Iraq and Afghanistan research, and it’s a huge, entirely separate body of research that risks overstretch. It opens the floodgates to small affs that are impossible for the negative to research. Means that it would make it impossible to be negative killing clash.

Caselist solves their offense: Affs that withdrew all of the following would be topical under our interpretation: technical facilities, aircraft over-flights, surrogate forces, joint or multilateral exercise, combat forces, non-permanent deployed unites, offshore naval presence, deployment capability, airforce missions, and arms and equipment transfers. 

AT: We Meet- Private Contractors are hired by the US Military

1. Private contractors are distinct entities from the federal government

Barbier, 7 – US District Judge

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

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

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

2. PMCs are distinct from the U.S. army- they are private companies. Our interpretation card makes the distinction between privateers and US military presence. 

AT: Counter Interpretation

1. Prefer our evidence- it assumes their aff and then makes the distinction between military presence and private military contractors.

2. Their interpretation under limits- it allows for any affs that could possibly be associated with the US military, opening the floodgates to hundreds of small affs multiplied by the number of countries, making it impossible to be research different cases or prepare for debates. 

3. Here’s More Evidence [Insert DeYoung Card]

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

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

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

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

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

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

. 

Reasons Why PMCs are Not Military Presence [1/4]

1. Private military forces aren’t visible presence because they don’t fly the flag

Ridlon 8

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

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

62 A.F. L. Rev. 199

Article 4(A)(2)(b )--That of Having a Fixed Distinctive Sign Recognizable at a Distance
The Commentary makes it clear that the distinctive sign could be as little as an armband, cap, or shirt so long as it is the same for all members of the organization and is limited to use in that organization. n149 Despite the ease with which this requirement might be met, it is likely that many PMFs in Iraq fail to fulfill this requirement. Compliance with this condition clearly would differ depending on the policies of individual PMFs. However, information regarding PMFs in Iraq indicates that PMF personnel wear a hodge-podge of different types of clothing, and although some do wear military type uniforms or clothing, many of them wear civilian clothing. n150 Even those that do wear military uniforms or clothing would have to do so in a sufficiently standardized way so as to distinguish themselves as a coherent group separate from the military forces of the coalition governments, including the U.S. While meeting this condition will vary depending on which PMF the individual works for, it is likely that many PMF personnel will fail to fulfill this condition.

2. US can’t exercise jurisdiction over all PMCs 

Scheimer 9

J. D. Candidate, 2009, American University, Washington College of Law; B.A. Government, 2003, College of William and Mary. Michael Scheimer is a National Security Policy Analyst with a major defense contractor.

“Separating Private Military Companies From Illegal Mercenaries in International Law: Proposing an International Convention for Legitimate Military and Security Support That Reflects Customary International Law”

24 Am. U. Int'l L. Rev. 609
The United States recently revised the Uniform Code of Military Justice ("UCMJ"), which previously applied only to members of the armed forces, to cover civilians accompanying military forces. n43 Before this expansion of  [*621]  the UCMJ's jurisdiction, contractors working for the U.S. military were only accountable to the Military Extraterritorial Jurisdiction Act ("MEJA"). n44 Since the MEJA and the extended UCMJ still only apply to personnel working for the Department of Defense ("DoD"), these laws fail to capture security contractors working for other government agencies, like Blackwater and Unity Resources, who provide armed security for the U.S. State Department. n45 While the United States may have the ability to prosecute American citizens working for PMCs under the UCMJ and MEJA, U.S. jurisdiction may not always extend to foreign nationals working in Iraq. n46  [*622]  Furthermore, until the passage of a Status of Forces Agreement ("SOFA"), n47 foreign nationals working for contractors were immune under Iraqi Law because of Coalitional Provisional Authority ("CPA") Order 17, which meant that a foreign national working for a PMC was unaccountable under both U.S. and Iraqi law. n48 The United States also cannot exercise jurisdiction over a completely foreign firm, such as Unity, and is limited to severing its contractual arrangement. n49
Reasons Why PMCs are Not Military Presence [2/4]

3. Most PMFs in Iraq don’t identify themselves as combatants or militia. 

Ridlon 8

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

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

62 A.F. L. Rev. 199) 

Most PMFs personnel in Iraq would likely not under fit the classification of a volunteer or militia as defined by 4(A)(2). While qualifying as a volunteer corps or militia may prove problematic, Article  [*228]  4(A)(2) contains no explicit definition preventing PMFs from being considered as one of these groups. However, even if PMFs were to be considered "militias" or "volunteer corps" under 4(A)(2), it is clear that many of the PMFs operating in Iraq would fail to meet the requirement that they wear a distinctive symbol as laid out in 4(A)(2)(b). This defect, however, would easily be curable. The requirement of a 4(A)(2)(a), that the unit be commanded by a person responsible for his subordinates, may prove problematic for the PMFs, but would likely be met. Thus, although the status of PMF personnel under the Article 4(A)(2) is questionable due to both their command structure and the difficulties in construing them as a "volunteer corps" or a "militia," the primary obstacle for PMFs being considered a "militia or volunteer corps" under 4(A)(2) is their failure to wear a distinctive emblem or symbol to differentiate themselves from the civilian populace.

4. PMFs in Iraq aren’t even technically support personnel- they are separate from the armed forces. 

Ridlon 8

Captain Daniel P. Ridlon (B.A., Seattle University (2003); J.D., Harvard Law School (2006)) is the Chief of Military Justice, 30th Space Wing, Vandenberg Air Force Base, California. He is a member of the Washington Bar.
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If PMF personnel do not qualify as volunteers or members of militias under Article 4(A)(2) they may nonetheless qualify as civilian's accompanying the armed forces under Article 4(A)(4). Although this category of individuals are not combatants, and thus may not legally directly participate in hostilities, they are afforded prisoner of war status if captured by the enemy. Thus, if PMFs qualify as civilians accompanying the armed forces they would be entitled to POW status but would not receive combatant immunity and could therefore be held criminally liable for directly participating in hostilities. Article 4(A)(4) defines civilian's accompanying the armed forces as:

 Persons who accompany the armed forces without actually being members thereof, such as...supply contractors, members of labour units or of services responsible for the welfare of the armed forces, provided that they have received authorization, from the armed forces which they accompany, who shall provide them for that purpose with an identity card similar to the annexed model. n156

Under this definition, individuals may qualify if they have received express authorization from the armed forces to accompany them. Although possessing an identity card is not required, it is presumptive proof the individual is authorized. n157 In the case of PMFs in Iraq, relevant Department of Defense contractors and subcontractors are  [*229]  issued identification cards. n158 This means the roughly 6000 contractors who have contracts with the Department of Defense are issued identification cards and would be considered civilians accompanying the armed forces. n159 However, other contractors who are under contract by other government agencies and their sub-contractors would likely not qualify. These contractors are not accompanying any elements of the armed forces, but are instead providing security for other contractors or other government agencies. Furthermore, it is unlikely that these individuals have been issued identification cards by the Department of Defense. Thus, while the roughly 6000 of the estimated twenty to thirty thousand armed contractors operating in Iraq could qualify under this provision, the majority of contractors would not.

Reasons Why PMCs are Not Military Presence [3/4]

5. Best reading of Geneva Convention proves Iraqi contractors are independent of military under international law

Ridlon 8

Captain Daniel P. Ridlon (B.A., Seattle University (2003); J.D., Harvard Law School (2006)) is the Chief of Military Justice, 30th Space Wing, Vandenberg Air Force Base, California. He is a member of the Washington Bar.
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This reading of the independence requirement under 4(A)(2) appears to directly conflict with that applied by Schmitt. Schmitt seems to construe the independence requirement as having two jointly necessary elements: autonomy of action and ability to exist separately. While these elements might be part of the meaning commonly  [*224]  associated with the word independence, they have no basis as requirements in the Commentary or the Convention. Instead, they appear to be attempts by Schmitt to elaborate the independence requirement which is only implied in the language of the Convention and briefly mentioned by the Commentary. However, as the above reading suggests, such an attempt at elaboration likely expands the degree of independence considerably beyond the scope of what was intended by the authors of the Convention and the Commentary.

Schmitt's construction of the 4(A)(1) and 4(A)(2) is problematic not only because it appears to expand the degree of independence beyond what was intended by the authors of the Convention, but also because it would have the absurd effect of creating three categories of individuals: (1) those who are part of the armed forces under 4A(1); (2) those who are independent and meet the requirements of 4(A)(2)(a-d); and (3) those who meet the requirements of 4(A)(2)(a-d), but lack sufficient independence and therefore do not qualify under 4(A)(2). Those who fell in the third category would be placed there not because they had violated some norm of international law, but instead because they were organizationally separate from the armed forces of a nation but not independent enough to be classified under 4(A)(2). It is unlikely that such an arbitrary distinction was intended by the Convention, especially where the distinction carries such critical consequences. The absence of a normative value which could explain the distinction indicates that this construction of the rule would not create an incentive structure rationally related to the ends which the Convention seeks to accomplish.

The shortcomings which arise out of Schmitt's construction, which creates three categories, make it unlikely that this is the correct interpretation of the Convention. Instead, a reading which created only two categories would not create an arbitrary distinction and would not disincentivize behavior which does not violate any norms of international law. If one interprets the independence requirement as merely the line of demarcation between those militias and volunteer corps which are part of the armed forces under 4(A)(1) and those that are not under 4(A)(2) instead of as a separate requirement, then this would create such a system of dual categories. Because this reading not only solves the problems created by Schmitt's construction, which creates a tri-partite system, but also because it conforms more closely to the intentions of the authors of the Convention as expressed in the Commentary, this interpretation of the 4(A)(2)'s independence requirement should be controlling. Under this interpretation, PMFs operating in Iraq would meet the first requirement for qualifying under Article 4(A)(2).

Reasons Why PMCs are Not Military Presence [4/4]

6. PMCs are outside the military chain of command

Jones 9

(Member and Lord Mansfield Scholar, Lincoln's Inn, United Kingdom; Solicitor, Supreme Court of New South Wales, Australia. B.A. Hons, University of Sydney; LL.B. Hons., University of Sydney; BCL, Oxford University.

“Implausible Deniability: State Responsibility for the Actions of Private Military Firms”

24 Conn. J. Int'l L. 239)

PMFs are active in a plethora of conflict and transition zones throughout the world, as well as in stable and established states. n6 From Bosnia to Sierra Leone, from the United States to Papua New Guinea, they perform activities that many had seen as quintessentially  [*241]  governmental functions, n7 central to the Weberian monopoly on violence that was thought to define the modern state. n8

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

Ext. PMCs ≠ US forces

Iraqi PMFs are not US forces – independence from armed forces and multiple subcontracting layers

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

(Captain Daniel P. Ridlon (B.A., Seattle University (2003); J.D., Harvard Law School (2006)) is the Chief of Military Justice, 30th Space Wing, Vandenberg Air Force Base, California. He is a member of the Washington Bar.
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It is likely that PMFs in Iraq would be considered independent from the armed forces. The PMFs operating in Iraq differ in important ways from militias or volunteer corps that might be considered part of the armed forces. These PMFs are separate and distinct entities from the armed forces, and have no affiliation, aside from a contract employing them for a specific operation or service, with the government of any State. Unlike a militia or volunteer group which would be formed under the State's power and legitimacy, PMFs are, with the exception of their employment contract, entirely independent of the state. n127 Further, many of the PMFs in Iraq today do not even have contracts with the government but instead are sub-contractors to other companies who have contracts with the government or who are themselves sub-contractors of another contractor. n128 This double and, in some cases, triple layer of private companies between the PMF and the government minimizes any direct ties that the PMFs have to the government and increases their independence.

PMCs not part of forces or support personnel

Madernach 7

(J.D., Yale Law School, 2008 (expected); M.A., George Washington University, 1999; B.S., United States Naval Academy, 1997.

“WARRIORS WITHOUT LAW: EMBRACING A SPECTRUM OF STATUS FOR MILITARY ACTORS”

“7 Appalachian J. L. 137)

PMCs are an ill-fit within existing international law of war. Facially, PMCs do not meet the POW Convention's Article 4 criteria for lawful combatant status: they do not wear uniforms or carry a "fixed distinctive sign[;]" they are not commanded by a person responsible for his subordinates; and there is no force to ensure compliance with the laws and customs of war. n95 Though some PMCs may satisfy Article 4's requirement for a de facto relationship to a Party in a state of war, (those, for example, contracting directly with a government), many others, including subcontractors or those servicing a private actor, fail such a relationship test. n96 Even under Protocol I's more liberal Article 43 requirements, most PMCs fail to qualify for lawful combatant status, given their lack of organization  [*155]  designed to ensure compliance with the laws of war. n97 Lacking lawful combatant status, therefore, PMCs receive neither POW protections nor combatant immunity.

Ext. PMCs ≠ Personnel 

PMCs do not qualify for US personnel.

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

(Captain Daniel P. Ridlon (B.A., Seattle University (2003); J.D., Harvard Law School (2006)) is the Chief of Military Justice, 30th Space Wing, Vandenberg Air Force Base, California. He is a member of the Washington Bar.
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If they are not volunteers or members of a militia under Article 4(A)(2), PMF personnel may be considered civilians accompanying the armed forces under Article 4(A)(4). This designation would not give them immunity from prosecution for directly participating in hostilities, but it would allow them to be classified as prisoners of war if captured. In the current conflict, roughly 6000 contractors working under Department of Defense contracts would qualify under this provision. n222 However, the remaining twenty to thirty thousand contractors currently operating in Iraq would likely not qualify. n223

Ext. Presence Means Visible

Independently, presence means visible

Patterson, 8

(CAPTAIN MARK A. PATTERSON

United States Navy Reserve

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

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

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

Private military forces aren’t visible presence because they don’t fly the flag

Ridlon 8
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Article 4(A)(2)(b )--That of Having a Fixed Distinctive Sign Recognizable at a Distance
The Commentary makes it clear that the distinctive sign could be as little as an armband, cap, or shirt so long as it is the same for all members of the organization and is limited to use in that organization. n149 Despite the ease with which this requirement might be met, it is likely that many PMFs in Iraq fail to fulfill this requirement. Compliance with this condition clearly would differ depending on the policies of individual PMFs. However, information regarding PMFs in Iraq indicates that PMF personnel wear a hodge-podge of different types of clothing, and although some do wear military type uniforms or clothing, many of them wear civilian clothing. n150 Even those that do wear military uniforms or clothing would have to do so in a sufficiently standardized way so as to distinguish themselves as a coherent group separate from the military forces of the coalition governments, including the U.S. While meeting this condition will vary depending on which PMF the individual works for, it is likely that many PMF personnel will fail to fulfill this condition.

Ext. Not all PMCs fall under Military Presence  

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

Ebrahim 10

J.D. Candidate 2010, Boston University School of Law. B.A., History, International Studies, Johns Hopkins University, 2007.

“GOING TO WAR WITH THE ARMY YOU CAN AFFORD: THE UNITED STATES, INTERNATIONAL LAW, AND THE PRIVATE MILITARY INDUSTRY”

28 B.U. Int'l L.J. 181

Second, the Military Extraterritorial Jurisdiction Act ("MEJA") creates a status-based source of jurisdiction for PMC activity, although, unlike the SMTJ Statue, it does not extend jurisdiction beyond traditional territorial limits. n78 Rather, the MEJA creates criminal jurisdiction over certain offenses committed by members of the Armed Forces and by civilians (i.e. PMCs) employed by or accompanying the armed forces. n79 To fall under the statute, an offense must ordinarily be punishable by imprisonment of more than one year. n80 Increased PMC use in Iraq has challenged both the relevance and applicability of the MEJA in two ways. The Abu Ghraib incident first revealed a gap in the statute, as it only applied to civilian contractors accompanying or employed by the Department of Defense and not other departments that contract PMCs such as the State Department. n81 Next, the 2007 Nisour Square incident - in  [*194]  which Blackwater n82 personnel unloaded munitions on an unarmed Iraqi vehicle, leaving 17 dead and 24 wounded - revealed an additional drafting inadequacy, as the MEJA applied only to civilian activity "supporting the mission of the [Department of Defense]."

Police [1/3]

Police has no need for an interpretation because it is so commonly understood.

Words and Phrases 05

(“Police” 32B W&P— 404)
E.D.S.C. 1961. Term "police" as commonly un​derstood is so plain that there is no need for statutory interpretation, and court has no right to look for or impose another meaning. 26 U.S.C.A. (I.R.C.1954) § 120.—Wyndham v. U.S., 197 F.Supp. 856.—Statut 199.

Police is a branch of government that maintains public tranquility.

Words and Phrases 05

(“Police” 32B W&P— 404)
Ariz. 1965. "Police" is function of that branch of administrative machinery of government which is charged with preservation of public order and tran​quility, promotion of public health, safety, and mor​als, and prevention, detection, and punishment of crimes; the word applies particularly to those who are appointed for purpose of maintenance of public tranquility among citizens.—Police Pension Bd. of City of Phoenix v. Warren, 398 P.2d 892, 97 Ariz. 180, rehearing denied 400 P.2d 105, 97 Ariz. 301 — Mun Corp 180(1).
Police is defined as the magistrates who have maintenance of public tranquility among the citizens. 

Words and Phrases 05

(“Police” 32B W&P— 404)
Conn. 1890. The word "police" is defined as that species of superintendence by magistrates which has principally for its object the mamtenance of public tranquility among the citizens. The offi​cers who are appointed for this purpose are also called "police." Police has been divided into admin​istrative police, which has for its object to maintain constantly public order in every part of the general administration; and judiciary police, which is in​tended principally to prevent crimes by punishing criminals.—State v. Hine, 21 A. 1024, 59 Conn. 50, 10 L.R.A. S3.
Police is defined as a civil force for maintaining order.

Words and Phrases 05

(“Police” 32B W&P— 405)
Ga.App. 1948. A "policeman" is a member of the "police", which is organized civil force for maintaining order, preventing and detecting crime, and enforcing laws, the body of men by which municipal laws and regulations of city, town, or district arc enforced.—Burke v. State, 47 S.E.2d 116, 76 Ga.App. 612.—Mun Corp 180(1).

Police refers to regulation of morals, safety, and sanitation and statute. 

Words and Phrases 05

(“Police” 32B W&P— 405)

Ky. 1968. Under statute providing that city council may enact ordinances to carry into effect all powers of city and do all things properly belonging to the police of incorporated cities, term "police" does not refer to police force or police department but rather means regulation of morals, safety and sanitation, and statute, being a grant of legislative power, does not authorize city council to issue executive orders to police department. KRS 86.110(11).—George v. City Council of Lebanon, 424 S.W.2d 588.—Mun Corp 180(1), 594(1).

Police [2/3]

Police implement measures adopted to keep order.

Words and Phrases 05

(“Police” 32B W&P— 405)

Md. 1937. Word "police" has three significa​tions: Measures which are adopted to keep order; laws and ordinances on cleanliness, health, markets, etc., detection of smallest attempts to commit crime and laws; ordinances and other measures which require citizens to exercise their rights in a particu​lar form.—Norris v. Mayor and City Council of Baltimore, 192 A. 531, 172 Md. 667.
Police are participants in investigation and presentation of case.

Words and Phrases 05

(“Police” 32B W&P— 405)

Mass. 1992. For purposes of rule that prosecu​tor is not expected to produce exculpatory evidence held by government agencies other than prosecu​tion and police, "police" are those police who are participants in investigation and presentation of case.—Com. v. Daye, 587 N.E.2d 194, 411 Mass. 719.—dim Law 627.5(5).

Police embraces a system of internal regulation

Words and Phrases 05

(“Police” 32B W&P— 405)

NJ.Err. & App. 1933. "Police" of state, in com​prehensive sense, embraces its whole system of internal regulation for preservation of public order, prevention of offenses against state, and establish​ment of rules to prevent conflict of citizens' rights.—Lovine v. State, 166 A. 300, 110 NJ.L. 467.—Const Law 81.

The term “police” includes magistrates that maintain public tranquility.

Words and Phrases 05

(“Police” 32B W&P— 405)

Okla. 1933. The word "police" is said to denote superintendence by magistrates, which has princi​pally for its object the maintenance of public tranquility among the citizens. The first significance of the word relates to measures which are adopted to keep order, the laws and ordinances on cleanliness, health, the markets, etc. The second has for its object to procure to the authorities the means of detecting even the smallest attempts to commit crime, in order that the guilty may be arrested before their plans are carried into execution and delivered over to the justice of the countiy. The third comprehends the laws, ordinances, and other measures which require the citizens to exercise their rights in a particular form.—Lakeview, Inc. v. Davidson, 26 P.2d 760, 166 Okla. 171, 1933 OK 522.
Police is an organized civil force for maintaining order. 

Words and Phrases 05

(“Police” 32B W&P— 406)
S.C. 1941. A "policeman" is a member of the "police", which is an organized civil force for main​taining order, preventing and detecting crime and enforcing the laws; the body of men by which the municipal laws and regulations of a city, town, or district are enforced, and term is also defined as a species of superintendence by magistrates which has principally for its object the maintenance of public tranquility among the citizens.—Green v. City of BennettsviUe, 15 S.E.2d 334, 197 S.C. 313.—Mun Corp 180(1).

Police [3/3]

Police is an organized civil force for maintaining order.

Words and Phrases 05

(“Police” 32B W&P— 406)

S.C. 1941. A "policeman" is a member of the "police", which is an organized civil force for main​taining order, preventing and detecting crime and enforcing the laws; the body of men by which the municipal laws and regulations of a city, town, or district are enforced, and term is also defined as a species of superintendence by magistrates which has principally for its object the maintenance of public tranquffity among the citizens. The word "police" has three significations: The first relates to the measures which are adopted to keep order, the laws and ordinances on cleanliness, health, the markets, etc. The second has for its object to procure to the authorities the means of detecting even the smallest attempts to commit crime, in order that the guilty may be arrested before their plans are carried into execution and delivered over to the justice of the country. The third comprehends the laws, ordi​nances, and other measures which require the citi​zens to exercise their rights in a particular form. The term "police" has also been divided into "ad​ministrative police", which has for its object to maintain constantly pubhc order in every part of the general administration, and "judiciary police" which is intended principally to prevent crimes by punishing the criminals. Its object is to punish crimes which the administrative police has not been able to prevent.—Green v. City of BennettsviUe, 15 S.E.2d 334,197 S.C. 313.

Presence Definitions [1/2]

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

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

Words and Phrases ‘6, “Presence” v33A

CA.5 (Tex.) 1999. Sentencing by video conference between judge and defendant violated rule requiring defendant's presence at sentencing; "presence" means physical presence. Fed.Rules Cr, Proc.Form 43, 18 U.S.CA.—U.S. v. Navarro, 169 F.3d 228, certiorari denied Edmondson v. U.S., 120 S.Ct. 117, 528 U.S. 845, 145 L.Ed.2d 99, certiorari denied 120 S.Ct. 312, 528 U.S. 845, 145 L.Ed.2d 99.—Sent & Pun 346.
Presence is within reach of the senses
Words and Phrases ‘6, “Presence” v33A

SN.D.Tex. 1972. The "presence" of the officer, under Texas statute providing that a police officer may arrest an offender without a warrant for any offense committed in his "presence" or within his view, is satisfied if the violation occurs within reach of the officer's senses. Vernon's Ann.Tex.C.C.P. art. 14.01(b).—Taylor v. McDonald, 346 F.Supp. 390.—Arrest 63.3.
Cal.App. 1 Dist. 1968. Term in his "presence" in statute authorizing citizen's arrest must be construed to mean not mere physical proximity but whether offense is apparent to citizen's senses. West's Ann.Pen.Code, §§ 836, 837.—People v. Sjos-ten, 68 Cal.Rptr. 832, 262 Cal.App.2d 539.—Arrest 64.
Presence should be loosely defined – it’s intended to have flexible meaning. Prefer our evidence – it cites an appellate court
Words and Phrases ‘6, “Presence” v33A

CalApp. 2 Dist. 1934. Defendant who, having induced hotel clerk to exhibit room, tied clerk to bed therein and by threats obtained combination to cash drawer in office, and took money therefrom within clerk's hearing, could not contend that robbery was not in clerk's "immediate presence". Pen, Code, § 211. "Presence" is word of flexible meaning, and word "immediate" is also used relatively, having been defined as meaning not far apart or distant.—People v. Lavender, 31 P.2d 439, 137 Cal. App. 582.
Presence does not require sight or physical proximity
Words and Phrases ‘6, “Presence” v33A

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

Presence is a matter of control
Words and Phrases ‘6, “Presence” v33A

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

Words and Phrases ‘6, “Presence” v33A

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

A) Interpretation:

contained or enclosed by; inside; within

Webster’s New World College Dictionary, 2009 (“In definition”, http://www.yourdictionary.com/in, Date of Access: 7/6/10)

B) Violation: The aff is not reducing military presence in the territory of one of the countries in the resolution. 

C) Standards:

Limits:

1) The neg can simply not prepare for the flood of other plans that occur because they are removing troops/weapons off the territory. 

2) It is simply impossible to research all aff possible for removing military in somewhere that is not apart of _______’s territory. 

3) Our definition provides a reasonable amount of cases that can be ran and limits this debate jut right. 

D) Voter: Voter for reasons of fairness, ground, education, and jurisdiction. 

AT: Cases That Are Topical

1) Removing TNWs from Turkey 

2) Remove troops from Okinawa

3) Removing troops from South Korea

4) Removing troops from Iraq

5) Removing troops from Afghanistan 

6) Removing troops from Turkey

7) Removing troops from Japan  

8) Removing troops from Kuwait

9) Removing PMCs from Iraq 

10) Iraq Colonialism 

2NC AT: In Means In the Territorial Reduction
1) They do not meet the definition because their plan removes troops from somewhere that is not a territory of ___________. The definition they provide is not reasonable. It is not controlled by the by the same government as the country they have stated. The resolution clearly states that the affirmative can ONLY remove troops in one or more of the 6 countries provided. They can use any country that has troops which explodes the topic and makes it impossible to debate. This gives the aff the advantage and skew’s neg strat since we only prepare for something topical while overburdening the research. 

2NC AT: In Means Involved or connected with a particular subject or activity

1) They do not meet the definition because their plan removes troops from somewhere that is not a territory of ___________. The involvement with a subject or activity will simply not be enough because that can still explode the ground to thousands of possible cases as long as they are connected with a country specified in the resolution. It is impossible for the neg to research all connections a country has, which makes the debate less educational and greatly skewed to the affirmative’s advantage. 

One or More 

One or more means covered situations where multiple devices are required in conjunction with each other. 

Words and Phrases, 08

(“One or more” v29A, p.297)
CA.5 (Tex.) 1989. Credit card fraud statute es​tablished separate criminal offense for use of each unauthorized access device for which $1,000 of value was obtained during one-year period, and statute's "one or more" language covered situations where multiple unauthorized access devices were required in conjunction with each other to complete fraudulent transaction. 18 U.S.C.A. § 1029(a), (a)(2), (c).—U.S. v. Iredia, 866 F.2d 114, rehearing denied, certiorari denied 109 S.Ct. 3250, 492 U.S. 921, 106 L.Ed.2d 596, rehearing denied 110 S.Ct. 21A, 493 U.S. 884, 107 L.Ed.2d 176.—False Pret 4.

Iowa 1944. Instruction that insurer to establish defense that life policy sued on was obtained by false answers to questions contained in application would have to prove false representations or "some" of them directed jury that defense would be established if "one or more" of alleged false repre​sentations was shown, and was not objectionable for failure to use the phrase "one or more," since "any" may be used as a synonym for "some".— Kayser v. Occidental Life Ins. Co. of California, 12 N.W,2d 582,234 Iowa 310.—Trial 228(3).

One or more establishments mean related activities performed by any person or persons for a common business person. 

Words and Phrases, 08

(“One or more” v29A, p.297)

S.D.Tex. 1972. Since words "one or more estab​lishments" are not defined in provision of Fair Labor Standards Act defining an enterprise as in​cluding related activities performed by any person or persons for a common business purpose, whether performed in one or more establishments or by one or more corporate or other organizational units, including departments of an establishment operated through leasing arrangements, common usage of words should be accepted. Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, §§ 3, 3(r), 29 U.S.C.A. §§ 203, 203(r). -Hodgson v. Hatton, 348 F.Supp. 895, 20 Wage & Hour Cas. (BNA) 549—Labor &Emp 2227.

S.D.Tex. 1972. Words "one or more establish​ments," within provision of Fair Labor Standards Act defining an enterprise as including related ac​tivities performed by any person or persons for a common business purpose, whether performed in one or more establishments or by one or more corporate or other organizational units, including departments of an establishment operated through leasing arrangements, refer to a physical place and have nothing to do with nature of business involved, Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, §§ 3, 3(r), 29

. U.S.C.A. §§ 203, 203(r).—Hodgson v. Hatton, 348 P.Supp. 895, 20 Wage & Hour Cas. (BNA) 549.—

. Labor & Emp 2227.

‘Of’ Definitions

‘Of’ means ownership

Words and Phrases ‘8, “Of” Vol 29
M.D.Ga. 1945. Tax liability on income from capital is generally based on ownership since the tax is laid upon the net income of every individual, and the use of the word "of" denotes ownership.— Beazley v. Allen, 61 F.Supp. 929.—Int Rev 3560.
‘Of’ means possession

Words and Phrases ‘8, “Of” Vol 29
S.D.Miss. 1927. Statutory presumption of negligence, on proof of injury by operation of train, does not exist against engineer; "individuals;" "of (Laws Miss. 1912, c. 215). Under Laws Miss. 1912, c. 215, under which negligence is presumed on proof of injury inflicted by running of engines, locomotives, or cars, such presumption of negligence does not exist against engineer, since word "individuals," as used in statute, was not intended to create presumption of negligence against individuals using locomotives or cars in capacity of employees, but only against individuals standing in relation of master or owner to an injured employee or other party, and word "of denotes possession and limits class of individual defendants using engines, locomotives, or cars to cases of injuries inflicted by locomotives or cars belonging to or in possession of such individuals.—Stokes v. Great Southern Lumber Co., 21 F.2d 185.—R R 251.
‘Of’ means residing

Words and Phrases ‘8, “Of” Vol 29
E.D.N.Y. 1939. As respects place of filing chattel mortgage, in chattel mortgage referring to mortgagor as "of a certain address, the word "of means residing.—Winters v, Municipal Capital Corporation, 26 F.Supp. 330—Chat Mlg87.
‘Of’ means possession or geographic location

Words and Phrases ‘8, “Of” Vol 29
Cal. 1954. The word "of, having different meanings, may be used in a statute either in its possessive sense or to indicate geographic location. —People v. Hallner, 277 P.2d 393, 43 Cal.2d 715.— Stalut 199.
‘Of’ means ‘in’

Words and Phrases ‘8, “Of” Vol 29
La. 1949. The preposition "of" is used not only to indicate a relationship of possession but is often employed synonymously with the word "in".— Avant v. Ouachita Parish School Bd., 41 So.2d 854, 215 La. 990.
‘Of’ means ‘in’ and denotes location or inclusion

Words and Phrases ‘8, “Of” Vol 29
La.App. 3 Cir. 1967. Two words "of and "in" are frequently used interchangeably to convey same meaning, one of which is that of location or inclusion within place or thing.—Forman v. May, 202 So.2d 685, application denied 204 So.2d 576, 251 La. 397.—Wills 466.
2NC – AT: Reasonability

Even if reasonability is good in some instances, you should evaluate this round in terms of competing interpretations. 

1. Mandate. Even if it sounds reasonable that the aff might meet our interp, the point is that they didn’t prepare to debate it—it shouldn’t be the neg’s burden to research the aff to prove it’s untopical. 

2. Precedent. Evaluating the round through competing interpretations and voting on potential abuse is necessary to set a precedent—letting the aff get away with it this time because their interp sounds reasonable encourages them to do all the abusive things their interpretation allows. Cross apply from above how they can spike out of EVERY link and make neg debate impossible.

3. Subjective—forces the judge to intervene based on personal bias, which is unfair and anti-educational. Even if intervention’s inevitable, we should try to minimize it.

4. Reasonability inevitably reverts to competing interpretations—needs to be defined in terms of limits and ground.

2NC – FXT Bad

Effects topicality is a voting issue:

1. Mixes burdens. Evaluate the plan text in a vacuum—if you can’t know with 100% certainty from the plan text alone whether they’re untopical it proves the abuse. Forcing us to beat solvency to prove they’re untopical is circular - the whole point of T is that we shouldn’t’ve had to research their aff in the first place.

2. Unlimits. Anything can affect military presence—cutting defense spending because troops would have to be withdrawn to fit the new budget, funding innovation for new weapons, funding new diplomacy efforts, increasing the GED Plus Program, or creating a new program at West Point would all be topical. Even if in most instances reasons why FXT unlimits are overly far-fetched, all of these affs could be construed as predictable – proves abuse is likely because the 2AR will spin their aff as being not-so-bad. 

2AC – FXT Not So Bad

( _ ) Effects topicality is not a voting issue.

A. Inevitable. All plans must go through steps to achieve solvency – withdrawing troops requires issuing orders for their withdrawal, organizing transportation, and actually moving troops to produce a reduction in military presence. 

B. Aff predictability. Lit justifies – if there’s a strong literature basis for our action to reduce military presence, it should be topical even if it seems effectual – it’s unfair and unpredictable to limit out ground the aff thought they had before the debate. Best for predictability – the neg should look for possible affs in the lit and prepare accordingly – forces more research, which is good for education. 
2NC – Extra T Bad

Extra topicality is a voting issue:

1. Kills topic focus. Even if we learn about the extra-topical aspects of the plan, we don’t learn about why resolutional action is good – kills the point of having a resolution to guide what we debate in the first place. There’s a reason military presence was picked – current issues over the Iraq and Afghanistan wars or Japanese resentment of the Okinawa base are important to keep us informed about the world.

2. Unpredictable. Advantages gained from extra topical planks are impossible to predict – means that even if we have generic answers we can’t have specific clash. Key to learning something new – arguing over specific internals like the Incirlik air base teaches us more than generic terror will/won’t happen debates.

2AC – Extra T Good

( _ ) Extra T isn’t a voter:

A. Education. Breadth is better than depth – extra topical planks let us learn about a broader range of topics – makes us more well-rounded and gives us more knowledge we might actually use later in life.

B. Not their crazy examples. Even if extra T justifies planks to solve world peace, that’s not the aff. Even if our plan is slightly extra topical, it’s extra-topical within reason – withdrawing extra weapons or forces that they don’t define as military presence doesn’t claim crazy unpredictable advantages or internal links. It’s what we do, not what we justify – otherwise the neg would always win because something super abusive COULD happen. 

2NC AT: Lit Checks

Literature doesn’t check.

1. Unpredictable literature base. The point is that untopical affs force us to research an entire different set of articles than we would have to based on topic constraints. Proves their arg is circular – we’re not going to research untopical lit bases because we can’t predict they’ll be part of the topic, so we won’t anticipate the aff. 
2. Impossible research burden. We can’t read every article related to every possible portion of the topic – even if we can predict big affs from the literature small affs only need one obscure article for justification.

2NC AT: Clash Checks

Clash doesn’t check.

1. There’s always ground. That’s why it’s a horrible standard – default to limits because it’s the only standard that’s possible to resolve and evaluate.

2. Education. Even if we ran generics, their untopicality has degraded the specificity of the debate – which means we never learn anything new because we argue about generic heg good/bad rather than specific internals for how removing troops affects hegemony.
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