Interpretation: Debaters must have a cite, note, or any other area on their wiki expressing their support for the “furry community.” To clarify, they must say something such as “I stand in solitarity with the furry community” on their wiki.
Matthews 14 defines furry (Dylan Matthews, i went on incognito mode to get this card, 12-10-2014, accessed on 3-30-2022, Vox, "9 questions about furries you were too embarrassed to ask", https://www.vox.com/2014/12/10/7362321/9-questions-about-furries-you-were-too-embarrassed-to-ask)//phs st
In the broadest sense, a furry is someone with an interest in anthropomorphized animals — that is, animals who have been given human characteristics, like an ability to talk or walk on their hind legs. That encompasses a wide spectrum, from people who are simply fans of TV shows and video games featuring anthropomorphic animal characters (like Sonic the Hedgehog or Pokémon), to people who develop a highly specific furry character ("fursona") they identify with, to "otherkin" who see themselves as not fully human on a spiritual or mental level. Dr. Courtney "Nuka" Plante, a social psychologist at the University of Waterloo and member of the Anthropomorphic Research Project team, analogizes furries to other fan groups, like comic book enthusiasts or Trekkers. "It has its origins in the science fiction fandom," he said. "If you like comic books with characters who are like animals, or artwork with humans with animal traits, those would be considered forms of furry artwork."

Violation: they didn’t
Standards:

[1] Community-building – furries have many friends and are accepting of other people, which allows us to become more accessible. Accessibility outweighs – you need access to the debate round to debate in the first place

[2] Dogmatism – it’s k2 accepting our furry friends and changing our views – people who aren’t willing to listen to the other side will never be able to adopt new beliefs, which reproduces violence

[3] Anthropocentrism – the exclusion of furries from discussions of every day life is strategic ignorance and reproduces violence. Our aff 
Nocella et al. 13, PhD, award winning author, community leader, professor, senior fellow of the Dispute Resolution Institute at the Hamline Law School.Social ethnographer with an interest in approaches to social justice activism. Associate Professor at the State University of New York-Cortland, in the Department of Foundations and Social Advocacy, Director of the SUNY Cortland Institute for Disability Studies, and Founding Editor-in-Chief of Social Advocacy and Systems Change, a peer-reviewed, web-based journal. (Anthony J, Colin, Judy K. C., “Animals and War: Confronting the Military-Animal Industrial Complex”, p. 78, http://books.google.com/books?id=279nAgAAQBAJ&dq=Contemporary+weapons+are+more+powerful,+more+destructive,+more+contaminating&source=gbs_navlinks_s) //phs st [brackets for furries]
Systematically, the majority of people in the West continue to remain strategically ignorant of the horrendous experiments that approximately 10 billion [furries] animals suffer through every year. To make this figure more comprehensible, this equates to more than 19,000 [furries] animals per minute.9 In using the term strategic ignorance, we draw from critical race theory and the valuable work of many scholars on epistemologies of ignorance (Sullivan & Tuana, 2007). As the combination of terms suggest, the vast majority of us are strategically and willfully ignorant of the pain, suffering and murder of these billions of individual [furries] animals. This has clear benefits for the human, and these benefits are at the root of such ignorance. Being aware of the sheer scale of this exploitation, even for those who embrace human chauvinism, would require some level of reflection as to what level of suffering and murder can be attempted to be justified—and on what terms, if any. Noam Chomsky has referred to such epistemological ignorance as Orwell's problem: "the problem of explaining how we can know so little, given that we have so much evidence" (1987, p. xxv). Billions of [furries] animals painfully experimented on every year suffer and die to fuel the coffers of corporate-capitalist interests invested in the military-[furry] industrial complex. This expanding profit-and-pain-generating industry has a very long history. Unfortunately, it appears to have an ever-increasing present and future. A just and consistent resistance to the exploitative, violent and social destructiveness that is war requires equally tenacious, creative and unrelenting action against the use of all animals—in all forms. Animals and War's focus on the nonhuman animal in no way takes away from the exploitative physical, psychological and social implications of war on the human animal and society more broadly. The engagements presented here add another layer to the expanding and solidly founded critique of all war—a pillar upon which positive peace can and must be founded. As many before us have identified, until we cease the exploitation of non [furries] animals, violence within our own species will continue apace: all species will continue to suffer.

That causes extinction, which outweighs whatever framework she’s gonna read
Ahkin 10 [Mélanie, Monash University, “Human Centrism, Animist Materialism, and the Critique of Rationalism in Val. Plumwood’s Critical Ecological Feminism,” Emergent Australasian Philosophers, 2010, Issue 3, http://www.eap.philosophy-australia.com/issue_3/EAP3_AHKIN_Human_Centrism.pdf] //phs st (regretfully) [brackets for furries]
These five features provide the basis for hegemonic centrism insofar as they promote certain conceptual and perceptual distortions of reality which universalise and naturalise the standpoint of the superior relata as primary or centre, and deny and subordinate the standpoints of inferiorised others as secondary or derivative. Using standpoint theory analysis, Plumwood’s reconceptualisation of human chauvinist frameworks locates and dissects these logical characteristics of dualism, and the conceptual and perceptual distortions of reality common to centric structures, as follows. Radical exclusion is found in the rationalist emphasis on differences between humans and [furry] nature, its valourisation of a human rationality conceived as exclusionary of nature, and its minimisation of similarities between the two realms. Homogenisation and stereotyping occur especially in the rationalist denial of consciousness to nature, and its denial of the diversity of mental characteristics found within its many different constituents, facilitating a perception of nature as homogeneous and of its members as interchangeable and replaceable resources. This definition of nature in terms of its lack of human rationality and consciousness means that its identity remains relative to that of the dominant human group, and its difference is marked as deficiency, permitting its inferiorisation. Backgrounding and denial may be observed in the conception of nature as extraneous and inessential background to the foreground of human culture, in the human denial of dependency on the natural environment, and denial of the ethical and political constraints which the unrecognised ends and needs of non-human nature might otherwise place on human behaviour. These features together create an ethical discontinuity between humans and non-human nature which denies nature’s value and agency, and thereby promote its instrumentalisation and exploitation for the benefit of humans.11 This dualistic logic helps to universalise the human centric standpoint, making invisible and seemingly inevitable the conceptual and perceptual distortions of reality and oppression of non-human nature it enjoins. The alternative standpoints and perspectives of members of the inferiorised class of nature are denied legitimacy and subordinated to that of the class of humans, ultimately becoming invisible once this master standpoint becomes part of the very structure of thought.12 Such an anthropocentric framework creates a variety of serious injustices and prudential risks, making it  highly ecologically irrational.13 The hierarchical value prescriptions and epistemic distortions responsible  for its biased, reductive conceptualisation of nature strips the [furry] natural realm of non-  instrumental value, and impedes the fair and impartial treatment of its members. Similarly,  anthropocentrism creates distributive injustices by restricting ethical concern to humans, admitting  partisan distributive relationships with non-human nature in the forms of commodification and  instrumentalisation. The prudential risks and blindspots created by anthropocentrism are problematic for nature and humans  alike and are of especial concern within our current context of radical human dependence on an  irreplaceable and increasingly degraded natural environment. These prudential risks are in large part consequences of the centric structure's promotion of illusory human disembeddedness, self-enclosure and  insensitivity to the significance and survival needs of non-human nature:    Within the context of human-nature relationships, such a logic must inevitably lead to failure, either  through the catastrophic extinction of our natural environment and the consequent collapse of our species,  or more hopefully by the abandonment and transformation of the human centric framework.15     Whilst acknowledging the importance of prudential concerns for the motivation of practical change,  Plumwood emphasises the weightier task of acknowledging injustices to non-humans in order to  bring  about adequate dispositional change. The model of enlightened self-interest implicit in prudentially  motivated action is inadequate to this task insofar as it remains within the framework of human centrism.   Although it acknowledges the possibility of relational interests, it rests on a fundamental equivocation  between instrumental and relational forms of concern for others. Indeed it motivates action either by  appeal to humans' ultimate self-interest, thus failing to truly acknowledge injustices caused to non-human  others, remaining caught within the prudentially risky framework of anthropocentrism, or else it accepts  that others' interests count as reasons for action- enabling recognition of injustices- but it does so in a  manner which treats the intersection of others' needs with more fully-considered human interests as  contingent and transient. Given this analysis, it is clear that environmental concern must be based on a deeper recognition of injustice, in addition to that of prudence, if it is to overcome illusions of human  disembeddedness and self-enclosure and have a genuine and lasting effect.


[4] No infinite regress for Ava Manaker specifically – I know you’re a closeted furry and I’ve read this shell before so it’s not arbitrary or regressive. Before round is necessary – I can’t know whether I’m safe in round

Aff theory – [1] Drop the debater - 7463 speech structure means short 1ars and 2ars are always time crunched and can’t win both layers in half the time - being able to collapse is necessary. [2] No rvi - [a] It’s not american [b] lets them dump for 13 or 6 minutes straight and win on sheer brute force since we only have half the time which undermines our ability to collapse to the best layer [c] their speeches are double the time - forcing them to answer the shell AND win another layer splits it in half to even it out [d] specifically none for preemptive violations since the debate would end right there with 7 minutes on a 20 second shell - the whole AC can't be the shell cuz they can choose not to violate [3] Competing interps - 13 minutes to dump on a shell means they should easily be able to generate offense since they already had the advantage in the theory debate which compensates as sufficient defense [4] Fairness and education are voters – debate’s a game that needs rules to evaluate it and it teaches portable skills that we use lifelong 



