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****I cut this in preparation for a South Korea Debate however some of the arguments are generic and still apply. Just make sure you read the cards before you just pull the file. If you’re reading the Korea Aff you’re set. 

***GPR Counterplan***

2AC GPR

1. Perm - do both

2. Solvency deficits-

A. No reason the GPR will enact it into law - CP is just a recommendation
B. Timeframe-Korean war is imminent because of SK aggression, SCS training, and ship sinking.
3. Perm - do CP
4. President have empirically ignored key military leaders 
Korb 2008-Lawrence Korb is a Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress and a senior advisor to the Center for Defense Information, August 4, 2008, “Military Leaders Make Weak Advisers” http://washingtonindependent.com/297/military-leaders-make-weak-advisers
MacArthur then advised Truman to attack the Chinese mainland with nuclear weapons, and surge hundreds of thousands more U.S. troops into the theater. In January 1951, MacArthur referred to the war in Korea as a crusade. He said that in Korea, Washington was fighting for a free Asia. Fortunately, Truman realized that Europe was the central front in the Cold War. He fired MacArthur and began negotiations with North Korea that ultimately restored the status quo ante bellum.  In 1954, when the French asked for U.S. assistance to bail them out against the North Vietnamese at Dien Bien Phu, Adm. Arthur Radford, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, or CJCS, pushed hard for U.S. involvement and recommended attacking the North Vietnamese forces with nuclear weapons. President Dwight D. Eisenhower instead sent an envoy to Paris to work out the partition of Vietnam.  During the Cuban Missile Crisis in 1962, Gen. Maxwell Taylor, then chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and his fellow chiefs urged President John F. Kennedy to launch a full scale invasion of Cuba. We now know this would have produced a nuclear attack on the United States. Kennedy wisely chose a quarantine and sent his brother, Atty. Gen. Robert F. Kennedy, to negotiate with the Soviet Union. His Defense Secretary Robert McNamara, had to intervene with the chief of Naval operations, Adm. George Anderson, to prevent the Navy from actually firing on Soviet ships.  

5. We solve Politics

A. Obama supports troops in South Korea

CNN (blog) 7/21 (7/21/10, " Top US officials go to South Korea to send message to the North ", http://news.blogs.cnn.com/2010/07/21/top-u-s-officials-go-to-south-korea-to-send-message-to-the-north/)
The United States is going all out this week to show support for its key Asian ally, South Korea, in the wake of one of its war ships being sunk, as President Barack Obama dispatched the secretaries of State and Defense to the Korean peninsula. The U.S. delegation of Defense Secretary Robert Gates and Secretary of State Hillary Clinton will hold a first-ever meeting with their South Korean counterparts in Seoul to discuss numerous diplomatic and military issues concerning North Korea. While the high-level meeting has long been planned in accordance with the 60th anniversary of the start of the Korean conflict, both countries are using the opportunity to send a message to North Korea during heightened tensions between Seoul and Pyongyang. Gates said the meetings are "a gesture of solidarity with our Korean allies and recognition that the issues of missile and nuclear proliferation in the North continue to be serious challenges for us and for our allies and we intend to take them seriously." 
B. Obama decides who is on the commission- they would reject removing troops

Roberts 10  (Steve, editor @ US News and World Report, Prof Political Communication @ GW, Contra Costa Times, 3/9, http://www.contracostatimes.com/search/ci_14634494)
But there is a model for how to stop the country's headlong rush toward fiscal ruin. It's called BRAC, an acronym for Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. That's typical Washington jargon, but it's also a rare bipartisan idea that actually worked. In the late 1980s, the Pentagon found itself with a huge inventory of unneeded military bases. The obvious answer was to close them. But every installation meant jobs and revenue for a local community, and every lawmaker representing one of those communities freaked out at the thought of losing federal dollars. In a rare burst of self-knowledge, Congress realized it was too spineless to resist such protests. So in 1990, it passed a law creating a new procedure. The Pentagon would draw up a list of installations slated for closure; that list would be passed on to a BRAC, an independent, bipartisan commission appointed by the president. The BRAC could revise the Pentagon's recommendations -- and the lobbying at that point was furious -- but once the panel approved a final hit list, Congress had to ratify or reject the entire package. No amendments, no horse-trading, no political maneuvering allowed. The result: Close to 400 redundant installations were shuttered during five rounds of BRAC deliberations that ended in 2005. The lesson: Take the same concept, and apply it to an even thornier political problem -- the soaring budget deficit. Normally, we would hate the idea of a commission that usurps the role of duly elected legislators. And many similar panels have tried and failed to force Congress to make unpopular decisions. But the legislative process has collapsed, and the price of inaction is too high. It's time to try a new approach. 

2AC GPR

6. Timeframe CP bad - time skew, takes away the aff, no germane net benefit, and no solvency advocate specific to the aff. Solvency advocate solves their offense. 

7. Clear and direct signal is key to deescalate North Korea – CP will be misperceived
Kimball 6 (Daryl, Executive Director – Arms Control Association, “North Korea: What Next?”, 10-11, http://www.armscontrol.org/print/45)
Given the heated climate, leaders in Washington and Beijing must establish a direct line of communication with leaders in Pyongyang in order to clearly communicate official government positions and responses. It is vital to guard against misinterpretations or miscommunications that could lead to unintended consequences. Diplomacy conducted via press conferences, live CNN interviews, and hyperbolic KCNA news bulletins are a recipe for trouble. In addition, a firm but measured response from the international community to the apparent nuclear test is now, for better or worse, essential to communicate that testing of nuclear weapons by North Korea (or any other state) carries a high cost. Punitive measures should be communicated and implemented in ways by Washington and other leading capitals so they can not be interpreted by North Korea as “acts of war” or “aggression.”  While further steps to prevent North Korean imports or exports of nuclear and missile related items should be explored, it must be recognized that there is no conceivable way to hermetically seal-off North Korea. But North Korea and other potential proliferators should think twice about providing terrorists with nuclear materials. In the event of a terrorist nuclear attack, nuclear forensics would enable the United States and the international community to trace the origin of the nuclear bomb or material to its source and hold the supplier accountable.  If punitive measures are implemented by all states, including China and South Korea, they may help persuade North Korea that it is in its own self interest to return to negotiations. Yet, they will not by themselves reverse North Korea’s nuclear weapons ambitions and programs. Therefore, as difficult as it may be to do so, getting North Korea back to the negotiating table—no matter what the shape of that table might need to be—is essential. While there may be advantages to the six-party format (and there are advantages), it is clear that the Bush administration’s stubborn insistence on talking with North Korea only through the six-party process has not led to positive results. Bilateral talks with North Korea are not a concession or reward for North Korea but are in the vital U.S. national security interest.  New Mexico's Governor Bill Richardson has endorsed new, direct talks in which the United States would promise not to attack North Korea and give Pyongyang aid in exchange for its agreement to end its nuclear program. Former Secretary of State James Baker, in a television interview Sunday, said, "It's not appeasement to talk to your enemies."  Ambassador Robert Gallucci, an ACA Board member and former U.S. negotiator with North Korea during the 1990s recently said:  “The six-party negotiations have not worked because there have been no real negotiations. Bilateral talks were a good idea before North Korea's test threat and they could still help jumpstart the process and lead to a de-escalation of tensions. Concerns that this approach would undermine the role and influence of regional players, including South Korea, Japan, China, and Russia, are misplaced because these states would be regularly consulted by Washington.” The initiation of a strong bilateral dialogue between North Korea and the United States would strengthen what goes for moderates within North Korea and ease the situation in general. Unfortunately, it is unlikely that President Bush will agree to this approach. Why? Because the Bush administration incorrectly sees bilateral diplomacy as rewarding bad behavior and having failed in the past. Finally, breaking the action-reaction cycle of escalation and actually making progress through negotiations—six party or two party—will not likely happen unless the United States is willing to further clarify the aims of U.S. policy and demonstrate its good faith intentions to fulfill its commitments in the September 2005 Joint Statement through tangible actions and specific negotiating proposals. At the same time, negotiations cannot succeed if North Korea maintains its threat to conduct additional tests. Further talks absent a willingness to negotiate through give and take will not produce results but lead to further frustration and escalation. 
8. Double-Bind: Either they win they link on politics and congress will reject the proposal or we win the link and there’s no net benefit. 

Kills Politics—Funding Lashout

Kills Politics

A. Congress and Gates are battling over funding-causing political battles 
Whitlock and Hedgpeth 2010-Craig Whitlock is a Berlin based journalist for The Washington Post and Dana Hedgpeth writes for the Washington Post, May 17, 2010, “Congress May Override Efforts by Secretary Gates to Cut Defense Spending”

http://www.cnas.org/node/4473
Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates has vowed to impose fiscal austerity at the Pentagon, but his biggest challenge may be persuading Congress to go along.  Lawmakers from both parties are poised to override Gates and fund the C-17 cargo plane and an alternative engine for the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter -- two weapons systems the defense secretary has been trying to cut from next year's budget. They have also made clear they will ignore Gates's pleas to hold the line on military pay raises and health-care costs, arguing that now is no time to skimp on pay and benefits for troops who have been fighting two drawn-out wars.  The competing agendas could lead to a major clash between Congress and the Obama administration this summer. Gates has repeatedly said he will urge President Obama to veto any defense spending bills that include money for the F-35's extra engine or the C-17, both of which he tried unsuccessfully to eliminate last year.  "Secretary Gates is a very deliberate and careful man," said his press secretary, Geoff Morrell. "He does not make idle threats." 

B. Turns Politics

The issue isolates Obama—Kills his influence in congress 

Condon 2009-Stephanie Condon is a political contributor to CBS News, June 26, 2009 “Congress Ignores WH Veto Challenge Over Fighter Jets” http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503544_162-5117228-503544.html
Congress is moving forward with plans to fund the construction of additional Lockheed Martin F-22 fighter jets, even though the Obama administration has said the president would veto such a move.  A Senate panel on Thursday approved $1.75 billion to build seven more F-22s and the House of Representatives voted in favor of a Defense Department funding bill that would allocate more funds for the planes, the New York Times reported. Both chambers are also asking for a report from the administration on possibly exporting the planes to Japan and other allies.  On Wednesday, the Obama administration made it clear it opposes the extra funding. The Office of Management and Budget said the funding for more F-22 fighters runs counter to the "collective judgment" of the military's top leaders. Defense Secretary Robert Gates has said production of the jets should stop after 187 have been built. Last week, he called the funding boost a "big problem." He said the jet does not fit well into 21st century warfare. 
1AR—Obama Supports SK Troops

Obama supports troops in South Korea
Bloomberg 7/20 (Nicole Gaouette, Viola Gienger, 7/20/10, " Clinton, Gates to Commemorate Korean War Anniversary With Visit to DMZ ", http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2010-07-20/clinton-gates-to-commemorate-korean-war-anniversary-with-visit-to-dmz.html)
Showing Support “Because of the Cheonan, I think it’s particularly timely to show support,” she told reporters traveling with her in the Afghan capital Kabul today. Clinton compared the U.S. commitment to South Korea through its years of economic struggle and instability to the Obama administration’s pledge to stick with Afghanistan after it emerges from the war that has raged since 2001. South Korea now ranks as one of the Group of 20 economic powers and a leader in Asia, she said. “The U.S. has stayed with countries a lot longer than eight years,” Clinton said.   

1AR—Congress Against Gates Now

Congress questioning Gates now

Tiron 2010-Roxana Tiron works for The Hill, February 23, 2010 “Tension rises over fighter engine”

http://thehill.com/business-a-lobbying/83285-tension-rises-over-alternate-fighter-engine
Senior lawmakers on Tuesday questioned the Pentagon’s decision to oppose funding a backup engine for the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter.  Rep. Adam Smith (D-Wash.), who recently took over the chairmanship of the House Armed Services Air and Land subcommittee, said he is “puzzled” about the Pentagon not requesting funding for the alternate engine made by General Electric and Rolls-Royce. Pratt & Whitney is the primary contractor for the F-35 engine.    Additionally, Smith said that he is “really puzzled” over Defense Secretary Robert Gates’s threat to recommend that the president veto the defense bills this year if they contain funds for the alternate engine. 

1AR—Military Leaders Wrong

Military leaders are too often wrong. Politicians ignore their advice. 

Korb 2008-Lawrence Korb is a Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress and a senior advisor to the Center for Defense Information, August 4, 2008, “Military Leaders Make Weak Advisers” http://washingtonindependent.com/297/military-leaders-make-weak-advisers
The assumption behind this line of thought is that political leaders should defer to the military commanders when it comes to issues of war and peace, especially in the middle of a war. But American history tells us that, in the postwar period, military leaders from Gen. Douglas MacArthur in Korea to Petraeus in Iraq have more often been wrong than right when it comes to dealing with threats to U.S.national security. In fact, America’s civilian leaders have usually been better off ignoring their advice.
1AR—Clear Commitment Key

Firm commitment is key to solve burden-sharing – South Korea will drag their feet without a firm signal

Carpenter and Bandow 4 (Ted Galen, Vice President for Defense and Foreign Policy Studies – Cato Institute, and Doug, Senior Fellow – Cato Institute, The Korean Conundrum: America's Troubled Relations with North and South Korea, p. 142-143)
Nevertheless, while it is important for Washington to work with Seoul to shape the withdrawal and inform other states in the region privately before any plan is announced, it is vital for the United States to emphasize that the deci​sion has been made and to set a deadline, or else the ROK will have an incen​tive to delay fully augmenting its military as long as possible to maintain America's security guarantee. Moreover, the opponents of disengagement then would seek postponement rather than cancellation, since the former usually turns into the latter, as it did with President Carter's plan. Unfortunately, in the view of many supporters of the ROK defense subsidy, both American and South Korean, the timing will never be right, just as the point when Seoul is to reach military parity with the North always seems to slip a few more years into the future. Therefore, Washington must insist that only the timing and details of the pullout, not the denouement itself, are subject to negotiation. As mentioned earlier, the United States should encourage the South to use an American phase-out as a bargaining chip with North Korea. Seoul should announce the withdrawal and give the DPRK two choices. One is to engage in serious negotiations over adoption of confidence-building measures and arms reduction. The other is to watch South Korea build up its military to match that of the North. Such an offer could play an important role in at​tempting to forestall the DPRK's nuclear option through diplomacy. Although it is impossible to predict how North Korea would respond, this strategy would provide a useful test of Pyongyang's intentions. That would be useful for domestic ROK politics, given the fact, noted earlier, that many South Koreans have an inordinately romantic view of the North: Pyongyang would have to put up or shut up, without being able to use the United States as an excuse for any intransigence. And this strategy might offer the only real​istic approach, assuming the North truly fears for its security. After all, Seoul could offer North Korea what it has long demanded, an American pullout joined with the prospect of economic development, while threatening to spend its adversary into the ground. In fact, in 1993 the Seoul government predicted as much: From a mid- and long-term perspective, the probability of peaceful coexis‑ tence between South and North Korea is predicted to increase. It is very likely that international cross-recognition of the two Koreas will come about as the worldwide conciliatory atmosphere warms after the Cold War era and as the four major regional powers come to increasingly desire stability on the Korean peninsula. When North Korea takes into account the considerable gap between the two Koreas in terms of national power, the predicted loss of their military supremacy and the expected limit of Kim Jong Il's charisma after Kim Ii Sung dies, they are predicted inevitably to renounce their strat‑ egy of communizing the South by force and to embrace a pragmatic open‑ ing and reforming of their society.m9 That assessment ultimately might turn out to be wildly optimistic, but the thesis should be tested—by Seoul. It has been evident for years that South Korea is a security free-rider, one that no longer requires American military support. Five decades' worth of American withdrawal plans and proposals have been generally halfhearted, mismanaged, and interrupted. Washington needs to adopt a new approach, based on South Korea's declining security value to America and increasing ability to defend itself. The United States should make a firm decision to pull out all of its troops, while cooperating with Seoul in determining the timing and ordering of the withdrawal. The disengagement decision needs to be final, with demobilization of the troops and cancellation of the Mutual Defense Treaty to follow. The details can and should be negotiated with Seoul, but it is time to free the American people from a commitment that costs far more than it is worth, absorbs valuable military resources, and keeps the Korean people in a dependent relationship that insults their nationhood and puts their destiny in another country's hands. 
Clear signal from Obama key – CP causes conflicting statements and confusion

Jones 9 (Chris, Research Associate – Project on Nuclear Issues, Center for Strategic and International Studies, “Demining Efforts Wading Through NPR Criticism”, PONI Nuclear Blog, 9-16, http://csis.org/blog/demining-efforts-wading-through-npr-criticism)

An even better example is the explicit reference of extended deterrence in the joint statement between the presidents of the US and South Korea: President Obama reaffirmed this firm commitment to ensuring the security of South Korea through extended deterrence, which includes the nuclear umbrella, and this has given the South Korean people a greater sense of security. In other words, extended deterrence is clearly an issue that plays.  There is inevitably tension as nonnuclear countries decry the evils of nuclear weapons but privately seek to be reassured the U.S. will use theirs to protect them.  The real question to evaluate is how does each ally feel given ranging views on extended deterrence and meanwhile trying to sort out what exactly each country actually thinks given conflicting statements from various agencies within their government.
Internal political division destroys the U.S. ability to speak with one voice to Korea – undercuts diplomacy

Biden 3 (Senator Joseph, D-Delaware, Text from the Congressional Record, 10-31, http://www.c-spanarchives.org/ congress/?q=node/77531&id=5030070)
Finally, we need to speak with one voice. The administration has yet to fully resolve the deep internal divisions over the direction of the President's policy. Some senior officials in the administration continue to argue against this policy of engagement. As a matter of fact, they seem to occasionally look forward to tweaking the North Koreans. I might add there is very little social redeeming value in the policies of Kim Jong Il in North Korea. I am not arguing he is a particularly reasonable  man, but it seems to me there should be one voice and one policy coming out of the administration. Prospects for diplomatic solutions are in direct proportion to one voice.

