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Adv 1-- North Korea

A conflict in North Korea is inevitable, withdrawing from South Korea is key to preventing the U.S. from being drawn into the conflict, and discouraging North Korean proliferation

Doug Bandow, ( Senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan)  7/14/10 “The U.S.-South Korea Alliance Outdated, Unnecessary, and Dangerous” CATO Foreign policy briefing no. 90 http://www.cato.org/pubs/fpbriefs/fpb90.pdf

The one-way alliance imposes an even greater burden on the United States. Bruce Bechtol of the Marine Corps  Command and Staff College opines: “When it comes to combating North Korea’s provocative acts on land and at sea, the best way to meet this challenge in my view is a strong ROK-U.S. military alliance.” 13 Yet no one would ever point to “a strong ROK-U.S. military alliance” as the best way for the United States to meet the challenge posed by, say, China. The South is a valued friend of the United States, with extensive cultural and economic ties between both peoples. However, the end of the Cold War has sharply diminished South Korea’s security importance—relevance, even—to the United States. With no connection to a potentially aggressive Soviet Union (and, to a lesser extent, a virulently revolutionary China), North Korea is an irrelevant strategic backwater. Pyongyang obviously poses no conventional military danger to the United States, other than to the 28,500 American troops currently and unnecessarily stationed in the  peninsula. One U.S. carrier group has more firepower than the entire DPRK military. Even the North’s embryonic nuclear program does not directly threaten the United States. Nothing suggests that Kim is suicidal: he wants to live well in this life. It is unlikely he would strike at the United States, even if he had the means, because the U.S. arsenal virtually assures retaliatory annihilation. The prospect of proliferation is worrisome, but again, Kim likely understands, or could be made to understand, the enormous risks he would take selling materials to nonstate actors that might target the United States. 14 Washington still has an interest in denuclearizing the Korean peninsula, of course. But the presence of U.S. conventional forces only complicates an effort already facing extraordinary obstacles. The deployment provides Kim Jong-il with thousands of convenient American nuclear hostages. It is far better for Washington to promote nonproliferation in the region from a distance and with greater emphasis on the roles of South Korea, Japan, and especially China. 15 In short, any renewed Korean conflict would be an enormous human tragedy but would have only limited impact on fundamental American security interests. Washington nevertheless is stuck in the center of Korean affairs today because of the U.S.-ROK alliance, which provides a security guarantee to South Korea with no corresponding benefit to the United States. Absent this relationship, there would be no U.S. troops on the Korean peninsula within range of North Korean attack, and no American promise to intervene in any war that might result from a provocation by Pyongyang or retaliation by the South. 

Full US withdrawal is the only way to deter North Korea and prevent US involvement- North Korea will not be a threat if US withdrew

Doug Bandow , a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, July 1, 2003, CATO institute, “Cutting the Tripwire: Its time to get out of Koorea”, pg online @ http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=5993
Indeed, some hawks flaunt their lack of concern for Seoul's views. Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.) opines that "while they may risk their populations, the United States will do whatever it must to guarantee the security of the American people. And spare us the usual lectures about American unilateralism. We would prefer the company of North Korea's neighbors, but we will make do without it if we must." Frank Gaffney of the Center for Security Policy hits a similar note: "The desire of dangerous nations' neighbors to accommodate, rather than confront, the1m is understandable. But it should not be determinative of U.S. policy. Such pleading today from South Korea and Japan is reminiscent of the Cold War advocacy for détente by leftists in the West German government." Apparently, America's allies should gaily commit suicide at Washington's command. Like politicians everywhere, President Roh began dancing toward the political center once elected, calling the U.S.-Korean alliance "precious." The serious possibility of a rupture in the relationship has forced South Koreans to confront the potentially significant budget cost of augmenting their military forces to make up for an American troop withdrawal. But no policy Band-Aids will save the two nations' relationship. Moving Yongsan base out of Seoul or cutting a few troops ignores the basic issue. Rumsfeld is reportedly considering pulling U.S. troops back from the demilitarized zone, but that would merely expose the deployment's lack of purpose. A tripwire in Pusan is no tripwire, or at least not one with any value. Why is America still in Korea? The security commitment is the only reason the North breathes fire against Washington. If the U.S. withdrew, Pyongyang would pose no serious threat to us. Today it wields only an untested missile with the theoretical possibility of hitting Alaska or the West Coast, and it knows that attacking America would ensure obliteration. In contrast, leaving forces on the peninsula creates 37,000 nearby nuclear hostages if Pyongyang develops a nuclear arsenal. The troop presence also further strains a military that intends to garrison a defeated Iraq along with the Balkans, all while searching for Al Qaeda worldwide. Alliances are created at particular times to meet particular threats. They are not ends in themselves, to be preserved no matter how much the world changes. Instead of augmenting its forces in the Pacific and threatening Pyongyang with war, the U.S. should bring home its troops and turn the problem of Pyongyang over to its neighbors, where it belongs.

American forces in Korea would make conflict worse—U.S. withdrawal is the only way to allow China to fill in

Doug Bandow (senior fellow at the Cato institute) 8/31/09, “How to Deal With North Korea,” The Cato Institute. http://www.Cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10492

However, the current situation is highly unstable, with the possibility of regime failure and all the attendant consequences anyway. Moreover, American military action could plunge the entire peninsula into war and South Korea and Japan might respond to a growing North Korean arsenal by developing their own nuclear weapons. If China acted responsibly, however, Washington could offer to share in the cost of caring for any refugees created as well as promise not to take geopolitical advantage of Beijing by turning the Korean Peninsula into a permanent American military outpost. 7. Withdraw U.S. forces from South Korea. The Republic of Korea has a vast economic and technological lead over its northern antagonist and is fully capable of defending itself. Nor do American conventional forces help resolve the nuclear issue; to the contrary, by putting U.S. military personnel within reach of the North, Washington has created 28,000 nuclear hostages. Moreover, eliminating America's military presence on the peninsula would be the strongest possible signal to Beijing that it need not fear pressing the North to deal and reform, even at the risk of the latter's collapse. The North's coming leadership transition will yield both opportunities and dangers. The Obama administration should recognize the limitations inherent to any policy toward the North, while doing its best to promote a peaceful resolution of the Korean confrontation. 

Chinese involvement is key to prevent North Korean nuclear weaponization and Asian prolif

Doug Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, Vice President of Policy for Citizen Outreach, Huffington Post, Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance, Senior Fellow in International Religious Persecution at the Institute on Religion and Public Policy, served as a Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan, nationally syndicated columnist with Copley News Service, and editor of the monthly political magazine Inquiry, 4/18/2010, “Let the Koreans Take Care of the Koreas,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/doug-bandow/let-the-koreans-take-care_b_542141.html
However, Seoul has spent the last decade attempting to pacify the DPRK, providing aid, allowing investment, and hosting summits. To do nothing would seem to be abject appeasement, undermining ROK credibility and encouraging the North to act even more recklessly in the future. If the word "firm" has any meaning, the South Korean government would have to do more than protest. Still, the decision, though difficult, shouldn't concern the U.S. The South has gone from an authoritarian economic wreck to a democratic economic powerhouse. With a vastly bigger and more sophisticated economy, larger population, and greater access to international markets and support than the North, Seoul long has been able to defend itself. Pyongyang retains a numerical military edge, but its weapons are old, troops are undertrained, and industrial base is shrinking. Thus, the South should be able to decide on the action that best advances its security. However, Seoul long chose to emphasize economic development over military preparedness. As a result, the ROK remains dependent on America. Some 27,000 U.S. personnel are stationed in the South. The U.S. retains formal command of all forces, American and South Korean, during a war. Seoul expects substantial U.S. air and naval support and ground reinforcement in the event of war. Which means that ROK retaliation against the DPRK would draw the U.S. into any conflict. So Washington cannot help but pressure South Korean decision-makers to act in accord with American as well as ROK interests. In fact, that's what happened in 1983, when the U.S. insisted that Seoul not retaliate militarily after the bombing attack on President Chun. The current situation also means that the destiny of America is essentially controlled by the North's Kim Jong-il. Ordering an attack on a South Korean ship could end up forcing Washington to go to war. Although the bilateral U.S.-South Korean defense treaty does not make American intervention automatic, it is unimaginable that an American administration would stand aside in a conflict. This is a ludicrous position for both the U.S. and South Korea, six decades after Washington saved a far weaker ROK from a North Korean invasion in the midst of the Cold War. Neither country is well-served by Seoul's continuing defense dependency on America. Unfortunately, the policy incongruities only are likely to worsen. The ROK desires to wield increasing influence beyond its own shores. While relying on American military forces to defend its homeland, the South Korean government is crafting its navy for more distant contingencies and deploying ground personnel in the Middle East and Central Asia. Yet Seoul found that when the enemy struck at home, assuming the Cheonan was sunk by the North, the South Korean military was ill-prepared to defend its own personnel. At the same time, with the threat of a North Korean invasion dramatically diminished--whether or not Pyongyang was responsible for the ship sinking--Washington looks increasingly at other "dual uses" of American forces stationed in the peninsula. However, Seoul is unlikely to assent if the U.S. tries to turn the ROK into an advanced base in a regional conflict, particularly against China. Indeed, the South Korean government would be foolish beyond measure if it allowed Washington to turn the South into a military adversary of the ROK's increasingly powerful neighbor, a nation with a long memory. What value, then, is the alliance? Some proponents view it as a useful tool of nonproliferation, discouraging South Korea from developing a nuclear weapon. However, that possibility remains remote. Although nuclear negotiations with the North hardly look promising, China might yet forcefully weigh in to halt the North Korean program. Moreover, the U.S. could maintain a nuclear umbrella over the ROK without keeping conventional forces on the ground in South Korea, which only act as nuclear hostages vulnerable to DPRK intimidation. Moreover, the most powerful incentive for Beijing to apply significant pressure on the North to denuclearize (and not just return to the Six-Party talks) is the threat of further proliferation. The People's Republic of China does not fear a North Korean atomic bomb. The PRC might not worry unduly about a South Korean weapon. But Japan and even Taiwan might consider joining a growing nuclear parade. That possibility should raise more than eyebrows in Beijing, encouraging a vigorous response to halt the process at the start. The best way to keep the ROK and neighboring states non-nuclear is to make the North non-nuclear. The best way to make North Korea non-nuclear is for the PRC to use its full array of diplomatic and economic tools on Pyongyang. Should it become clear that the DPRK was responsible for sinking the Cheonan, Seoul will be under pressure to act. Ryoo Kihl-jae, a professor at the University of North Korean Studies, predicts the government's response will be "to supplement the current military defense system in a crisis situation." But that should have been done long ago. The lesson of the Yellow Sea incident for both the U.S. and South Korea is that it is long past time for the ROK to take over responsibility for its own defense. Whatever the two nations' military relationship in the future--their cultural and economic ties will remain natural and vibrant regardless--it should be based on global cooperation in areas of shared interest. The old Cold War mission of America protecting South Korea from the DPRK should be gracefully retired. 

Additionally, U.S. troops are unnecessary South Korea can defend itself and Japan and China offer better deterrence

Charles V. Pena, senior fellow at the Independent Institute, a senior fellow with the Coalition for a Realistic Foreign Policy, a former senior fellow with the George Washington University Homeland Security Policy Institute, an adviser to the Straus Military Reform Project, and an analyst for MSNBC, 7/15/10, “Why Do We Still Have Troops in Korea?AntiWar.com, pg online @ http://original.antiwar.com/pena/2010/07/14/why-do-we-still-have-troops-in-korea//sb 

While the U.S. may not be plotting to attack North Korea, it’s entirely possible that in the wake of tensions over the sinking of a South Korean naval ship in March, the United States – because of a Mutual Defense Treaty with South Korea signed in 1953 that stipulates an attack on either party would summon a response from both – could be drawn into another conflict on the Korean peninsula. But why should the United States risk going to war against North Korea? First and foremost, North Korea is not a threat to America. The United States’ gross domestic product (GDP) is over $14 trillion compared to North Korea’s $40 billion. The U.S. Department of Defense budget is more than 10 times the size of North Korea’s economy and nearly 100 times North Korea’s military expenditures. North Korea’s army is substantial – estimated at more than 1 million active duty personnel – but it is not a power projection force capable of bridging the Pacific Ocean to attack America. And while North Korea possesses a handful of nuclear weapons, it does not have the intercontinental delivery capability to strike the United States. Moreover, the vastly larger and technologically superior U.S. nuclear arsenal acts as a powerful deterrent. Just as importantly, South Korea is more than capable of defending itself. During the Cold War there may have been good reason for the United States to guarantee South Korea’s security as part of a larger strategy of containment against communist expansionism, but the same is not true today. And in the immediate aftermath of the Korean conflict, South Korea was a war-ravaged nation incapable of defending itself. But the Cold War has been over for 20 years and South Korea’s economy has grown over the last four decades from being comparable to the poorer countries of Africa to the trillion dollar club and one of the world’s top twenty economies – Samsung consumer electronics rival Sony and Hyundai is the world’s fourth largest automobile manufacturer. In other words, South Korea is a rich country (North Korea is, by contrast, a poor country unable to feed its own people) more than capable of paying for its own security needs. Ultimately, the current crisis in Korea is a long overdue a wake up call to reassess U.S. policy. The hard truth is that U.S. security does not hinge on the security and stability of the Korean peninsula – in the absolute worst case of South Korea falling to a North Korean invasion, the reality is that America would still be safe because North Korea is not a global expansionist power that threatens the United States. That does not mean that the United States has no interest in fostering political stability in the region and containing North Korea. But those interests can be better served by South Korea and other countries in the neighborhood – Japan and China – working together to create regional security. And instead of keeping more than 28,000 U.S. troops stationed in South Korea as a first responder that would automatically force the United States into war if current tensions escalated to actual armed conflict between the two Koreas, the United States could act as an offshore balancer of last resort to respond only if South Korea and other countries in the region were unable to halt North Korean aggression and such aggression jeopardized US national security

Absent US presence- China involvement will solve Korean stability even if South Korea rearms

Stephen Erickson (the Executive Director of CenterMovement.org) 5/6/10 “ End the Cold War in Korea: Bring American Troops Home Before it’s Too Late” http://www.centermovement.org/topics-issues/end-the-cold-war-in-korea-bring-american-troops-home-before-its-too-late/
South Korea today might well be able to ultimately defend itself against the North, but the bloodshed would be horrific. A key factor in any future conflict is Seoul’s location so near the North. Experts suggest (See “Is Kim Jong-il Planning to Occupy Seoul?” ) that a recently revised North Korean military strategy consists of swiftly taking Seoul and holding the city’s millions of people as hostages. All of this begs a couple of important questions. How many more South Korean ships can be torpedoed before the South retaliates, surely starting a larger war? And, what are 28,000 American troops doing in the middle of this Korean powder keg? As the sinking of the Cheonan clearly indicates, the sparks are already flying. The permanent US military deployment in South Korea is a Cold War anachronism. There is absolutely no reason that a nation as advanced and prosperous as South Korea cannot defend itself from its pathetically backward northern brothers and sisters. A well-known night-time satellite image taken from space shows a brilliant South and a North languishing in the Dark Ages. The US presence creates political dysfunction while it minimally protects South Korea. US soldiers on South Korean soil breed resentment. Thousands of nationalist South Korean students regularly take to the streets to protest the Americans soldiers in their country and to call for unification between North and South. South Korean and US government policies are often awkwardly out of step with each other, with America often having the far more hawkish posture, as it did during the W. Bush years. American security guarantees have perhaps sometimes led the government of the South to engage in policies of inappropriate appeasement toward the North. The threat of South Korea investing in nuclear weapons to counter the North might, for example, finally persuade China to put sufficient pressure of North Korea. A South Korea determined to match North Korean nuclear weapons development might paradoxically further the goal of a nuclear-free Korean peninsula. Most crucially, from an American point of view, the US Army is stretched too thin to play much of a role in protecting South Korea. As things stand, American soldiers are little more than targets for North Korean artillery and missiles. A defense of Seoul, its re-conquest, and forcible regime change in the North are all beyond US military capabilities at this time, given its commitments elsewhere. US participation on the ground in a new Korean War would also stress the US federal budget beyond the breaking point. 

China’s support specifically prevents miscalculation

Hui Wang (President of First China Capital inc) 2001 “ U.S.-China: Bonds and Tensions” http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1300/MR1300.ch12.pdf

In terms of security and stability in Northeast Asia, outstanding is North Korea and its nuclear weapon and ballistic missile capabilities. Moreover, North Korea is heavily armed with over one million troops and has also developed other weapons of mass destruction, such as chemical weapons. North Korea’s ideological isolation and economic failure heighten the risk for a military miscalculation. Although dialogue and negotiations with North Korea have increased in recent years, North Korea in general remains one of the most uncertain and explosive regimes in the world. While having much less influence over Pyongyang than most of Kim II Sung’s time, China has been critical in averting a second conflict on the Peninsula. China explicitly opposes any military action from the south against the north, and China still holds the most influence over North Korea in any major crisis. Therefore, although the United States has been making the most initiatives on security issues with North Korea, China’s support and cooperation remains crucial to any lasting success. Such joint diplomacy should include resolving questions about Pyongyang’s nuclear program, persuading North Korea to halt further missile testing, and coordinating humanitarian relief. As members of the Four Party Talks on Korean security, the United States and China should continue their cooperation in dissuading North Korea from obstructing progress or from bolting from the process altogether. The talks remain one of the most important channels to diffuse tensions between North and South Korea—a near-term interest that Washington and Beijing share.

Extinction-- North Korean conflict with US involvement causes nuclear winter and destroys the ozone

Peter Hayes and Michael Hamel-Greenes ( Professor of International Relations, RMIT University,  Dean of and Professor in the Faculty of Arts, Education and Human Development, Victoria University, Melbourne ) 12/4/09 Nautilus Institute“ The path not taken, the way still open: Denuclearizing the Korean peninsula and Northeast Asia” http://gc.nautilus.org/Nautilus/australia/apsnet/reports/2009/hayes-hamel-green.pdf

 The international community is increasingly aware that cooperative diplomacy is the most productive way to tackle the multiple, interconnected global challenges facing humanity, not least of which is the increasing proliferation of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction. Korea and Northeast Asia are instances where risks of nuclear proliferation and actual nuclear use arguably have increased in recent years. This negative trend is a product of continued US nuclear threat projection against the DPRK as part of a general program of coercive diplomacy in this region, North Korea’s nuclear weapons programme, the breakdown in the Chinese-hosted Six Party Talks towards the end of the Bush Administration, regional concerns over China’s increasing military power, and concerns within some quarters in regional states (Japan, South Korea, Taiwan) about whether US extended deterrence (“nuclear umbrella”) afforded under bilateral security treaties can be relied upon for protection. The consequences of failing to address the proliferation threat posed by the North Korea developments, and related political and economic issues, are serious, not only for the Northeast Asian region but for the whole international community. At worst, there is the possibility of nuclear attack 1 , whether by intention, miscalculation, or merely accident, leading to the resumption of Korean War hostilities. On the Korean Peninsula itself, key population centres are well within short or medium range missiles. The whole of Japan is likely to come within North Korean missile range. Pyongyang has a population of over 2 million, Seoul (close to the North Korean border) 11 million, and Tokyo over 20 million. Even a limited nuclear exchange would result in a holocaust of unprecedented proportions. But the catastrophe within the region would not be the only outcome. New research indicates that even a limited nuclear war in the region would rearrange our global climate far more quickly than global warming. Westberg draws attention to new studies modelling the effects of even a limited nuclear exchange involving approximately 100 Hiroshima-sized 15 kt bombs 2 (by comparison it should be noted that the United States currently deploys warheads in the range 100 to 477 kt, that is, individual warheads equivalent in yield to a range of 6 to 32 Hiroshimas).The studies indicate that the soot from the fires produced would lead to a decrease in global temperature by 1.25 degrees Celsius for a period of 6-8 years. 3 In Westberg’s view: That is not global winter, but the nuclear darkness will cause a deeper drop in temperature than at any time during the last 1000 years. The temperature over the continents would decrease substantially more than the global average. A decrease in rainfall over the continents would also follow…The period of nuclear darkness will cause much greater decrease in grain production than 5% and it will continue for many years...hundreds of millions of people will die from hunger…To make matters even worse, such amounts of smoke injected into the stratosphere would cause a huge reduction in the Earth’s protective ozone. 4 These, of course, are not the only consequences. Reactors might also be targeted, causing further mayhem and downwind radiation effects, superimposed on a smoking, radiating ruin left by nuclear next-use. Millions of refugees would flee the affected regions. The direct impacts, and the follow-on impacts on the global economy via ecological and food insecurity, could make the present global financial crisis pale by comparison. How the great powers, especially the nuclear weapons states respond to such a crisis, and in particular, whether nuclear weapons are used in response to nuclear first-use, could make or break the global non proliferation and disarmament regimes. There could be many unanticipated impacts on regional and global security relationships 5 , with subsequent nuclear breakout and geopolitical turbulence, including possible loss-of-control over fissile material or warheads in the chaos of nuclear war, and aftermath chain-reaction affects involving other potential proliferant states. The Korean nuclear proliferation issue is not just a regional threat but a global one that warrants priority consideration from the international community. 

ADVANTAGE 2: CHINESE MODERNIZATION

Withdrawal from South Korea is the only way to solve Asian stability and Chinese military modernization

Doug Bandow, Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance and senior fellow at the Cato Institute, 6/09/08, “Ending the U.S.-Korea Alliance”, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=17812//sb

Some analysts on both sides of the Pacific contend that the alliance is necessary to respond to North Korean nuclear developments. However, absent the U.S. military presence—which provides a convenient target for Pyongyang—the prospect of a DPRK bomb would be a regional rather than an American problem. Washington still would have an interest in encouraging a nuclear-free Korean peninsula, but withdrawing the troops would increase American flexibility. Supporters of the status quo also advocate giving the bilateral relationship a new purpose. After the Gates meeting, the two countries issued a press release which “expressed a shared perception of the need for stronger cooperation in order to develop the ROK-U.S. Alliance into a 21st Century Strategic Alliance and agreed to exert a joint effort for the creative development of the ROK-U.S. relationship.” Which means precisely what? Some Americans view South Korea as a key member of an anti-China alliance. But while the ROK might enjoy being protected from Beijing in the extraordinarily unlikely event of Chinese aggression, the South has no interest in joining with an American crusade against the PRC. Indeed, the ROK’s ties with Beijing continue to grow. Two-way trade between China and South Korea runs $145 billion, more than between the U.S. and the South. Popular South Korean attitudes towards the People’s Republic of China vary—recent thuggish behavior by Chinese students towards demonstrators protesting repression in Tibet was ill-received in the South, for instance. But it is hard to find a resident of the ROK enthused about confronting the PRC. Indeed, more young people fear the U.S. than either China or the DPRK. Moreover, in May South Korean President Lee Myung-bak visited Beijing, where he and Chinese President Hu Jintao announced that they had “agreed to upgrade ties from a partnership of comprehensive cooperation to a future-oriented strategic partnership.” The most likely scenario for conflict between the United States and China involves Taiwan. However, the prospect that Seoul will turn itself into a permanent enemy of a likely superpower with a long memory to help defend Taiwan approximates zero. America’s East Asian allies might want Washington to stick around to counterbalance assorted feared states (variously China, Japan and Russia), but have little incentive to put themselves at risk to advance perceived U.S. interests. But if China was not the target of a revamped alliance, what would be the purpose? Aggression by Japan or anyone else is inconceivable. The most common sources of conflict are neither important for U.S. security nor amenable to U.S. military action—Burma, Indonesia, and the Solomon Islands, for example. If South Korea or other nearby states want a local geopolitical policeman, let one or more of them perform that role. The pro-alliance mantra includes promoting regional stability, but the contention that East Asia would dissolve into chaos and war without Uncle Sam’s restraining hand is both arrogant and presumptuous. Everyone in the region has an interest in preserving peace and promoting prosperity. North Korea remains a problem state but the threat of war on the Korean peninsula has diminished dramatically; the result of the recent Taiwanese election has moderated fears about potential conflict in the Taiwan Strait. Beyond these two cases, there are no obvious bilateral controversies with much likelihood of flaring into violence. Still, does an American presence dampen geopolitical rivalries and arms races? Washington’s role as de facto security guarantor might discourage allied states from doing more for their own defense, but that is a dubious benefit since the belief that the United States will intervene encourages countries to be more belligerent in any disputes with other nations. Moreover, America’s presence virtually forces Beijing to upgrade its military, lest it remain permanently vulnerable to foreign coercion. That is the worst dynamic possible—weakening friendly nations and keeping them permanently dependent on Washington, while convincing China that only a sustained military buildup will enable it to deter U.S. intervention. America’s interests would be best served by the development of a regional balance of power, in which friendly nations act to protect their own interests and constrain the PRC. In 1950 the ROK would have been swallowed had the United States not intervened. In the early succeeding years South Korea could not have defended itself. But those days are long over. So it is with other countries in the region. Japan is the second-ranking economic power on earth. Australia has taken an active military role in Southeast Asia and the south Pacific. Vietnam has developed a friendly relationship with the United States. India’s political influence and military forces now reach into Southeast Asia. All of this makes for a more-complicated world, but also almost certainly a safer one for America. Yet Washington is locked in the past. We are told that U.S. troops must remain in South Korea to defend that nation from ever-diminishing threats, threats which the ROK is capable of handling. As the world changes, so should American security commitments and military deployments. Much of Washington’s global security structure is outdated. Nowhere is that more obvious than on the Korean peninsula. The only way to create a “twenty-first century strategic alliance” with the South is to end today’s outmoded twentieth-century alliance.

Chinese military modernization crushes Chinese civil military relations—collapses the CCP and destabilizes all of Asia

Howard M. Krawitz, Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary for East Asian and Pacific Affairs U.S. Department of State, 12/03, Strategic Forum, “Modernizing China's military: a high-stakes gamble?”, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0QZY/is_203-204/ai_n13803180/?tag=content;col1//sb

China is committed to modernizing almost every aspect of the People's Liberation Army (PLA). But military modernization may be more of a high-stakes gamble than Beijing realizes. Politics and professionalism may not mix well. No matter how carefully crafted, modernization inevitably will alter the PLA sense of identity and change its relationship over time with the Chinese Communist Party (CCP). Modernization may foment friction between military and civilian authorities competing for political primacy and limited resources or create within the PLA divisive social issues similar to those dogging Chinese civil society generally. The CCP struggle to define its future in a changing society makes the problem more complex. The PLA could become a truly national army, unwilling to be a tool for enforcing party dicta or policing internal security. Or PLA factions could end up vying for power. The resulting instability, if not outright anarchy, could threaten all of Asia. The final nature of an empowered, modernized PLA is anyone's guess. In one worst-case scenario, the PLA is an aggressive, nationalistic entity fueled by radical Chinese militarism. In a positive scenario, a more professional PLA with enhanced capability and self-confidence might become a safer, less insular military that is cognizant of the need for disciplined action and measured responses, bound by well-understood rules of engagement and, overall, a more potent force for preserving regional stability. China's grand ambition is to be the premier power in Asia by 2015 and to wield considerable worldwide authority by 2050. It has partially achieved this ambition through a combination of skillful diplomacy and a relatively successful program of domestic economic reform. But it still lacks the third leg of the tripod that supports any great state: a respected, competent military capable of credibly projecting power outside national borders and reinforcing policy initiatives in the international arena.

A collapsed Chinese central government leads to conflict with Russia

Bob Lo, Director of the Russia and China programs at the Center for European Reform in London, 04/07, Insight Turkey, “China and Russia: common interests, contrasting perceptions”, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_7057/is_2_9/ai_n28498825/pg_17/?tag=content;col1//sb

Moreover, the prospect of China one day challenging the supremacy of the West is of little consolation to Russian decision-makers. On the contrary, it would most likely convert what is for the most part a latent fear of China into an increasingly overt Sinophobia. Whereas Moscow believes that the West has no intention of attacking Russia in the foreseeable future, it is nowhere near as confident about China. Confrontation One scenario favored by some Russian Sinologists is that China will sooner or later crack up under the weight of various pressures: political succession; democratization; an overheated economy; social inequality and dislocation; uncontrolled population growth. The resultant instability could impact on relations in two ways. First, the central government in Beijing might react as many governments under pressure do, namely 'compensate' for domestic setbacks with a more aggressive and nationalistic foreign policy. This might involve revisiting some of the thorny issues thought to have been finalized: demarcation of the common frontier, 'illegal migration', and strategic accommodation in Central Asia. Naturally, any move by Beijing in this direction would have serious repercussions, to the point that armed conflict could not be ruled out. In this connection, the incidents on Damansky Island in 1969 remain fresh in the memory. The second scenario for strategic conflict is predicated on a general collapse of law and order in China. With no effective central authority to contain the anarchy, millions of Chinese could cross the border into the Russian Far East. This would lead to tensions and clashes, at first sporadic and random, but subsequently escalating into interstate conflict.
That escalates to full scale nuclear war and extinction

Alexander Sharavin, WPS Monitoring Agency, 9/28/01, Nezavisimoe Voennoe Obozrenie, “THE THIRD THREAT
Russia is overlooking the increasing military might of China”, http://www.cdi.org/russia/johnson/5470.html##10
Russia may face the "wonderful" prospect of combating the Chinese army, which, if full mobilization is called, is comparable in size with Russia's entire population, which also has nuclear weapons (even tactical weapons become strategic if states have common borders) and would be absolutely insensitive to losses (even a loss of a few million of the servicemen would be acceptable for China). Such a war would be more horrible than the World War II. It would require from our state maximal tension, universal mobilization and complete accumulation of the army military hardware, up to the last tank or a plane, in a single direction (we would have to forget such "trifles" like Talebs and Basaev, but this does not guarantee success either). Massive nuclear strikes on basic military forces and cities of China would finally be the only way out, what would exhaust Russia's armament completely. We have not got another set of intercontinental ballistic missiles and submarine-based missiles, whereas the general forces would be extremely exhausted in the border combats. In the long run, even if the aggression would be stopped after the majority of the Chinese are killed, our country would be absolutely unprotected against the "Chechen" and the "Balkan" variants both, and even against the first frost of a possible nuclear winter. An aforementioned prospect is, undoubtedly, rather disagreeable and we would not like to believe it can be true. However, it is a realistic prospect - just like a war against NATO or Islamic extremists.

And, independently, the CCP will kill billions in order to stay in power

Renxing San, journalist, 8/3/05, “CCP Gambles Insanely to Avoid Death,” EPOCH TIMES, www.theepochtimes.com/news/5-8-3/30931.html

Since the Party’s life is “above all else,” it would not be surprising if the CCP resorts to the use of biological, chemical, and nuclear weapons in its attempt to postpone its life. The CCP, that disregards human life, would not hesitate to kill two hundred million Americans, coupled with seven or eight hundred million Chinese, to achieve its ends. The “speech,” free of all disguises, lets the public see the CCP for what it really is: with evil filling its every cell, the CCP intends to fight all of mankind in its desperate attempt to cling to life. And that is the theme of the “speech.” The theme is murderous and utterly evil. We did witness in China beggars who demanded money from people by threatening to stab themselves with knives or prick their throats on long nails. But we have never, until now, seen a rogue who blackmails the world to die with it by wielding biological, chemical, and nuclear weapons. Anyhow, the bloody confession affirmed the CCP’s bloodiness: a monstrous murderer, who has killed 80 million Chinese people, now plans to hold one billion people hostage and gamble with their lives. As the CCP is known to be a clique with a closed system, it is extraordinary for it to reveal its top secret on its own. One might ask: what is the CCP’s purpose to make public its gambling plan on its deathbed? The answer is: the “speech” would have the effect of killing three birds with one stone. Its intentions are the following: Expressing the CCP’s resolve that it “not be buried by either heaven or earth” (direct quote from the “speech”). But then, isn’t the CCP opposed to the universe if it claims not to be buried by heaven and earth? Feeling the urgent need to harden its image as a soft egg in the face of the Nine Commentaries. Preparing publicity for its final battle with mankind by threatening war and trumpeting violence. So, strictly speaking, what the CCP has leaked out is more of an attempt to clutch at straws to save its life rather than to launch a trial balloon. Of course, the way the “speech” was presented had been carefully prepared. It did not have a usual opening or ending, and the audience, time, place, and background related to the “speech” were all kept unidentified. One may speculate or imagine as one may, but never verify. The aim was obviously to create a mysterious setting. In short, the “speech” came out as something one finds difficult to tell whether it is false or true. 

Next, Chinese modernization causes nuclear instability between India and Pakistan 

Michael Krepon, Co-founder of the Henry L. Stimson Center, 04/09, Joint Force Quaterly, “Nuclear arms and the future of South Asia”, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0KNN/is_53/ai_n31464292/pg_4/?tag=content;col1//sb

The nuclear arms competition between Pakistan and India has an additional driver: Chinese reactions to U.S. national security policies that seek "decisive" victory in the event of warfare with China over Taiwan. Beijing has long pursued what, in Cold War terms, has been a lackadaisical strategic modernization program. This relaxed pace is changing. The Bush administration's incorporation of conventional strike capabilities into strategic war plans, the proposed deployment of more than 40 ground-based interceptors in Alaska and California, the revised U.S. Air Force guidance related to space superiority, and other military initiatives have gained Beijing's attention, as they have particular relevance vis-a-vis contingencies related to Taiwan. The accelerating pace of China's strategic modernization programs will feed into India's calculations for a minimal nuclear deterrent, which in turn will feed into Pakistan's perceived needs. The China-India-Pakistan nuclear triangle is likely to be the primary axis of vertical proliferation over the next 10 years or more. While this competition will fall well short of an arms race--at least in Cold War terms--it will work against nuclear stabilization on the subcontinent.

Such China-facilitated arms build up leads to and Indo-Pak nuclear war

ANI, world news agency, 12/07/08, Thaindian News, “US commission says urgent need to secure Pakistan’’s biological and nuclear weapons’, http://www.thaindian.com/newsportal/india-news/us-commission-says-urgent-need-to-secure-pakistans-biological-and-nuclear-weapons_100128015.html//sb

China is also fuelling the arms race, both by increasing its own strategic forces and by not stopping the Chinese entities from supporting Pakistan’s strategic programmes, says the report, adding, at present, all three are expanding their nuclear arsenals with no clear end in sight. The report also warned that Pakistan’s tense relationship with India and its build-up of nuclear weapons; could exacerbate the prospect of a dangerous nuclear arms race in South Asia that could lead to a nuclear conflict. “Analysts estimate that a nuclear exchange between India and Pakistan that targets cities would kill millions of people and injure millions more,” the commission warns in its “World at Risk” report. Describing the risk of a nuclear war between the two neighbours as serious, given their ongoing dispute over Kashmir and the possibility that terrorist attacks by the Pakistani militant groups, the report further says: “Pakistan’s nuclear weapons program is driven by its perception of the conventional and nuclear threat from India, while India’s program is focused on both Pakistan and China.” The report observes that the US and Russia have significantly reduced their nuke weapons, while Pakistan, India and China have been enhancing their nuclear capabilities and reliance upon nuclear weapons in their strategic postures.

Indo- Pak nuclear conflict leads to Extinction

Ghulam Nabi Fai, Executive Director of the Washington-based Kashmiri American Council, Editor-in-Chief of the Washington-based Kashmir Report; founding chairman of the London-based International Institute of Kashmir Studies, Ph.D. in mass communications from Temple University, Pennsylvania, 06/09/01, Media Monitors Network, “India-Pakistan Summit and the Issue of Kashmir”, http://www.mediamonitors.net/fai6.html//sb

The most dangerous place on the planet is Kashmir, a disputed territory convulsed and illegally occupied for more than 53 years and sandwiched between nuclear-capable India and Pakistan. It has ignited two wars between the estranged South Asian rivals in 1948 and 1965, and a third could trigger nuclear volleys and a nuclear winter threatening the entire globe. The United States would enjoy no sanctuary. This apocalyptic vision is no idiosyncratic view. The Director of Central Intelligence, the Department of Defense, and world experts generally place Kashmir at the peak of their nuclear worries. Both India and Pakistan are racing like thoroughbreds to bolster their nuclear arsenals and advanced delivery vehicles.

Chinese Militarization means space weapons

Sean D. Mclung (Colonel USAF) Spring 2010 “ The Art of Military Discovery Chinese Air and Space Power Implications for the USAF” http://www.au.af.mil/au/ssq/2010/spring/zhangmcclung.pdf

In his evaluation of the 2007 report on Chinese military power, Dennis Blasko, a former Army offcer and current military analyst on China, criticized the DoD report as failing to “provide a thorough analysis of PLA modernization” because of its excessively broad attempt to discuss “all elements of the (congressional) tasking.” As a result, according to Blasko, the report leaves “many components of Chinese military strategy and organization” underaddressed. 18 For example, the DoD report focuses mainly on the PLAAF’s acquisition of third- and fourth-generation aircraft 19 and long-range and precision capabilities as well as China’s efforts to develop antisatellite (ASAT) weapons and computer network operations (CNO). However, the assessment of these developments illustrates that the PLA is shifting from a strategy of providing point defense of key military, industrial, and political targets to a new joint antiair/antiaccess strategy based on a modern, integrated air defense system capable of offensive and defensive counterair operations. 20 Because this was not a complete assessment, it reflects only a fraction of emerging PLA capabilities. In addition, China’s successful test of a direct-ascent ASAT missile against its own weather satellite in early 2007 convinced DoD analysts that “the PLA’s interest in counterspace systems is more than theoretical” and that capability could potentially negate the United States’ current asymmetrical advantage in space. The 2008 report postulated that China’s military capabilities are expanding beyond the dimensions of the traditional battlefield into the space and cyberspace domains. 21 

Weaponization Destroys the Economy Trailblazes an Arms Race, and Guts Commercial and Exploratory Space

Bruce M. Deblois, Council on Foreign Relations, “The Advent of Space Weapons,” ASTROPOLITICS v. 1 n. 1, Spring 2003, p. 46-48, pp. 29-53.

Counter-Proposition 3: Exorbitant Costs $1 trillion for an effective space weapons system – and that is on the low side, assuming the world is not compelled into a space race. Additionally, opportunity costs go well beyond mere dollars. In the zero-sum game of government expenditures, costs must be measured in foregone investments in other necessary military and defense acquisitions; domestic investments in education, pensions and health; and international investments in humanitarian relief efforts. Although the precise cost of any space weapon system is impossible to predict, we can consider some rough approximations. The space-based laser, for example, has undergone considerable cost study. A rudimentary 24-satellite constellation is estimated to cost between $80 and $100 billion. A more robust system, requiring 120 or more satellites, could cost as much as $500 billion or several trillion dollars. Furthermore, space systems – such as the Space Shuttle and International Space Station – have often grossly overrun their budgets, due to underestimation during the budgeting process and unforeseen technical hurdles encountered during development and construction. For the sake of argument, $1 trillion for a significant space weapons capability is a reasonable estimate. All of this presages adverse impacts on other national security programs. As an accountant for any national treasury might put it, the books simply do not balance. The United States far out-spends any other state in the area of national security, and its annual defense budget of $350 billion is mostly committed upon arrival. Given salaries, pensions, benefits, facilities, operations and maintenance, only $125 billion is left for procurement and R&D. Within that, major acquisitions of the .-22, joint strike fighter, bombers, carrier battle groups, UAVs, etc., all vie for this limited funding. Every other national defense establishment operates under similar or more severe funding constraints. In the context of military spending alone, space-based weapons are simply unaffordable. Beyond this, one country’s pursuit of space weapons could well catalyze the next major arms race. One state’s decision to weaponize space could prompt other countries to acquire space weapons or ASAT capabilities and might result in uncontrolled proliferation or an outright arms race in space. Although most experts agree that some degree of space weapons proliferation would probably result from weaponization, they are divided over the likelihood of a space arms race. Many suggest that high cost, the technological sophistication required, and viable asymmetric alternatives would drive all but a few states away from following another in a race to weaponize space. There are potentially four powers that could pursue parallel paths in a race to develop and deploy space weapons: the United States, Russia, the European Union and China. Other countries could also respond without an aim for parity and include those with access to space (or which may soon have access); among these are Australia, Brazil, China, .rance, India, Israel, Japan, North Korea, Pakistan, Russia, Taiwan and Ukraine. Countries with the ability to fabricate satellite technology include France, [47] Germany, India, Israel, Italy, Japan, Russia and the United Kingdom. 38 Technology transfer has been rapid, especially for micro-satellites, and many other countries may soon be capable of building their own satellites. .or instance, the United Kingdom’s Surrey Satellite Technology Ltd has undertaken joint technology transfer programs with Pakistan, South Africa, South Korea, Portugal, Chile, Thailand, Singapore, Malaysia and China. 39 All said, a multitude of countries, at some level, could enter a costly race to space weaponization, or align with major powers that do so. Moreover, the first country to do so might actually provide the gateway to space exploitation. At huge expense, it will have broken the technological frontier only to realize that once the heavens are opened to weapons, everyone else goes much more cheaply. 40 In addition to posing insurmountable military opportunity costs and the potential of another costly arms race, space weapons directly threaten the fiscal health of the space sector itself. Use of destructive weapons in space would obviously promote an orbital debris problem that is on the threshold of becoming a major inhibitor to space commerce. Currently, the US Space Surveillance Network uses ground-based radar and optical/infrared sensors to track roughly 7,500 objects across orbital space. That constitutes objects greater than 10 cm in diameter in low Earth orbit to objects greater than 1 m diameter in geostationary orbit. Only approximately five per cent of those objects are operating satellites; the rest are effectively debris, 40 per cent of which are fragments of disintegrated satellites and upper stages of rockets. 41 Unfortunately, there are between 30,000 and 100,000 untracked objects between 1 cm and 10 cm diameter (large enough to cause serious damage to spacefaring vehicles), and an unknown but enormous number of particles smaller than 1 cm (many of which could damage sensitive systems on impact). While the space environment is extremely large and the probability of an impact is still small, that probability is growing. For some space missions active protection through shielding is already a requirement (e.g. the International Space Station). Getting this shielding to orbit is an added expense to an already low-profit-margin industry. Any weapon use in space, but particularly proliferating weapons use in space, could readily make space a no-go area of dangerous debris, in the process pre-empting commercial and civil development. Beyond the use of weapons in space, the satellite insurance business is extremely volatile. In the last four years, satellite insurance rates have risen by 129 per cent, driven by increasing complexity and anomalies of satellite systems. 42 The mere presence of weapons poses a risk, and insurance companies structure their rates on risk estimates. The resolution approach for the insurers will be to strengthen their exclusion clauses for acts of war – and pass the risks to the financiers, who will have to decide to go to space without such insurance coverage, or not go at all. 43 The combination of weapons posturing and/or use may well cause increasing debris, expensive hardening and increasing risk (perceived by insurers and/or assumed by financiers), all producing an inaccessible international commercial space environment. But there are adverse impacts on domestic programs as well. National domestic expenditures and international [48] relief expenditures pose a zero-sum game for national economies. To highlight the significance of domestic and international concerns, last year alone over six million people died of cancer worldwide, and the 2020 projection is 20 million deaths – yet our collective investment in research to combat this foe is less than one per cent of defense spending. The opportunity costs of space weapons in terms of other national security expenditures, impact to the international space market, other domestic expenditures, and international relief efforts are but a few of many international ramifications. This begs the question: what real wars are to be lost while we collectively expend billions on space weapons – weapons that in all probability will merely pacify paranoid insecurities?

Space Gives Our Civilization Complete Immortality

Tad, DALEY “Our Mission on Mars”, The Futurist, (Futurist) 2003 Sept/Oct]
We should go to Mars, and then beyond, for the same reason that Ptolemy and Copernicus and Kepler peered into the void. Because "all men by nature," as Aristotle said in the eternal opening line of his Metaphysics, "desire to know." We should go for the serendipity, the unknown potential, what President Kennedy called in his 1961 speech "an act of faith and vision, for we do not know what benefits await us." We should go for the same reason that Columbus sailed beyond the sunset. While many of his immediate successors were motivated by commerce, Columbus himself was driven by a fanatical quest for grand achievement, a burning desire for enduring fame. We should go to Mars because we want to do something magnificent and awe-inspiring, something that will belong to the ages, something our descendants will call a Great Thing. And we should go because the only road that leads to immortality for the human race is outer space. It's easy to envision cosmic events that wipe out all life on Earth (indeed, most living things have in fact been wiped out several times by just such cataclysms in Earth's past). It's easier still to envision scenarios by which we foolishly annihilate ourselves. But if a thousand years from now we have established a durable presence in several locations far distant from one another--throughout the solar system and beyond--it's hard to imagine any apocalyptic event that could manage to eliminate us all. If Homo sapiens can just manage to hang in there until we can permanently snap the tethers to our original cradle, we will be as close to immortality as the universe itself.
***Military Modernization

 Cyberwarfare Add On

If China modernizes it will develop cyber weapons as a direct response to the U.S. military presence

Ishaan Tharoor  7/22/10 Time Magazine “ On North Korea and More, China Flexes Its Muscles” http://www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,2006001,00.html

 China's new confidence can be seen in a range of arenas — from the economic clout gained from its vast foreign-exchange coffers to its ever lengthening diplomatic reach to its stubbornness on a host of global issues like climate change — but nowhere is this push-back more conspicuous than with the Chinese military, or People's Liberation Army (PLA). Though still a fraction of the U.S.'s own outlay, PLA spending has more than doubled in the past decade. In particular, Beijing has sought to beef up its blue-water navy, building a sophisticated submarine fleet, installing antiship ballistic missiles on a number of its vessels, improving its cybermilitary technologies and setting up a string of listening posts from the South China Sea to the Indian Ocean. The keel of the first PLA navy aircraft carrier will be laid this year. "This new suite of Chinese capabilities has no other purpose than to neutralize the U.S. presence in the Western Pacific," says Andrew Shearer, director of studies at the Lowy Institute for International Policy in Sydney, Australia. "China wants to maximize its power in Asia and, in the long term, squeeze out U.S. influence, island chain by island chain."

Space Weapons 

Chinese Militarization means space weapons

Sean D. Mclung (Colonel USAF) Spring 2010 “ The Art of Military Discovery Chinese Air and Space Power Implications for the USAF” http://www.au.af.mil/au/ssq/2010/spring/zhangmcclung.pdf

In his evaluation of the 2007 report on Chinese military power, Dennis Blasko, a former Army offcer and current military analyst on China, criticized the DoD report as failing to “provide a thorough analysis of PLA modernization” because of its excessively broad attempt to discuss “all elements of the (congressional) tasking.” As a result, according to Blasko, the report leaves “many components of Chinese military strategy and organization” underaddressed. 18 For example, the DoD report focuses mainly on the PLAAF’s acquisition of third- and fourth-generation aircraft 19 and long-range and precision capabilities as well as China’s efforts to develop antisatellite (ASAT) weapons and computer network operations (CNO). However, the assessment of these developments illustrates that the PLA is shifting from a strategy of providing point defense of key military, industrial, and political targets to a new joint antiair/antiaccess strategy based on a modern, integrated air defense system capable of offensive and defensive counterair operations. 20 Because this was not a complete assessment, it reflects only a fraction of emerging PLA capabilities. In addition, China’s successful test of a direct-ascent ASAT missile against its own weather satellite in early 2007 convinced DoD analysts that “the PLA’s interest in counterspace systems is more than theoretical” and that capability could potentially negate the United States’ current asymmetrical advantage in space. The 2008 report postulated that China’s military capabilities are expanding beyond the dimensions of the traditional battlefield into the space and cyberspace domains. 21 

Weaponization Destroys the Economy Trailblazes an Arms Race, and Guts Commercial and Exploratory Space

Bruce M. Deblois, Council on Foreign Relations, “The Advent of Space Weapons,” ASTROPOLITICS v. 1 n. 1, Spring 2003, p. 46-48, pp. 29-53.

Counter-Proposition 3: Exorbitant Costs $1 trillion for an effective space weapons system – and that is on the low side, assuming the world is not compelled into a space race. Additionally, opportunity costs go well beyond mere dollars. In the zero-sum game of government expenditures, costs must be measured in foregone investments in other necessary military and defense acquisitions; domestic investments in education, pensions and health; and international investments in humanitarian relief efforts. Although the precise cost of any space weapon system is impossible to predict, we can consider some rough approximations. The space-based laser, for example, has undergone considerable cost study. A rudimentary 24-satellite constellation is estimated to cost between $80 and $100 billion. A more robust system, requiring 120 or more satellites, could cost as much as $500 billion or several trillion dollars. Furthermore, space systems – such as the Space Shuttle and International Space Station – have often grossly overrun their budgets, due to underestimation during the budgeting process and unforeseen technical hurdles encountered during development and construction. For the sake of argument, $1 trillion for a significant space weapons capability is a reasonable estimate. All of this presages adverse impacts on other national security programs. As an accountant for any national treasury might put it, the books simply do not balance. The United States far out-spends any other state in the area of national security, and its annual defense budget of $350 billion is mostly committed upon arrival. Given salaries, pensions, benefits, facilities, operations and maintenance, only $125 billion is left for procurement and R&D. Within that, major acquisitions of the .-22, joint strike fighter, bombers, carrier battle groups, UAVs, etc., all vie for this limited funding. Every other national defense establishment operates under similar or more severe funding constraints. In the context of military spending alone, space-based weapons are simply unaffordable. Beyond this, one country’s pursuit of space weapons could well catalyze the next major arms race. One state’s decision to weaponize space could prompt other countries to acquire space weapons or ASAT capabilities and might result in uncontrolled proliferation or an outright arms race in space. Although most experts agree that some degree of space weapons proliferation would probably result from weaponization, they are divided over the likelihood of a space arms race. Many suggest that high cost, the technological sophistication required, and viable asymmetric alternatives would drive all but a few states away from following another in a race to weaponize space. There are potentially four powers that could pursue parallel paths in a race to develop and deploy space weapons: the United States, Russia, the European Union and China. Other countries could also respond without an aim for parity and include those with access to space (or which may soon have access); among these are Australia, Brazil, China, .rance, India, Israel, Japan, North Korea, Pakistan, Russia, Taiwan and Ukraine. Countries with the ability to fabricate satellite technology include France, [47] Germany, India, Israel, Italy, Japan, Russia and the United Kingdom. 38 Technology transfer has been rapid, especially for micro-satellites, and many other countries may soon be capable of building their own satellites. .or instance, the United Kingdom’s Surrey Satellite Technology Ltd has undertaken joint technology transfer programs with Pakistan, South Africa, South Korea, Portugal, Chile, Thailand, Singapore, Malaysia and China. 39 All said, a multitude of countries, at some level, could enter a costly race to space weaponization, or align with major powers that do so. Moreover, the first country to do so might actually provide the gateway to space exploitation. At huge expense, it will have broken the technological frontier only to realize that once the heavens are opened to weapons, everyone else goes much more cheaply. 40 In addition to posing insurmountable military opportunity costs and the potential of another costly arms race, space weapons directly threaten the fiscal health of the space sector itself. Use of destructive weapons in space would obviously promote an orbital debris problem that is on the threshold of becoming a major inhibitor to space commerce. Currently, the US Space Surveillance Network uses ground-based radar and optical/infrared sensors to track roughly 7,500 objects across orbital space. That constitutes objects greater than 10 cm in diameter in low Earth orbit to objects greater than 1 m diameter in geostationary orbit. Only approximately five per cent of those objects are operating satellites; the rest are effectively debris, 40 per cent of which are fragments of disintegrated satellites and upper stages of rockets. 41 Unfortunately, there are between 30,000 and 100,000 untracked objects between 1 cm and 10 cm diameter (large enough to cause serious damage to spacefaring vehicles), and an unknown but enormous number of particles smaller than 1 cm (many of which could damage sensitive systems on impact). While the space environment is extremely large and the probability of an impact is still small, that probability is growing. For some space missions active protection through shielding is already a requirement (e.g. the International Space Station). Getting this shielding to orbit is an added expense to an already low-profit-margin industry. Any weapon use in space, but particularly proliferating weapons use in space, could readily make space a no-go area of dangerous debris, in the process pre-empting commercial and civil development. Beyond the use of weapons in space, the satellite insurance business is extremely volatile. In the last four years, satellite insurance rates have risen by 129 per cent, driven by increasing complexity and anomalies of satellite systems. 42 The mere presence of weapons poses a risk, and insurance companies structure their rates on risk estimates. The resolution approach for the insurers will be to strengthen their exclusion clauses for acts of war – and pass the risks to the financiers, who will have to decide to go to space without such insurance coverage, or not go at all. 43 The combination of weapons posturing and/or use may well cause increasing debris, expensive hardening and increasing risk (perceived by insurers and/or assumed by financiers), all producing an inaccessible international commercial space environment. But there are adverse impacts on domestic programs as well. National domestic expenditures and international [48] relief expenditures pose a zero-sum game for national economies. To highlight the significance of domestic and international concerns, last year alone over six million people died of cancer worldwide, and the 2020 projection is 20 million deaths – yet our collective investment in research to combat this foe is less than one per cent of defense spending. The opportunity costs of space weapons in terms of other national security expenditures, impact to the international space market, other domestic expenditures, and international relief efforts are but a few of many international ramifications. This begs the question: what real wars are to be lost while we collectively expend billions on space weapons – weapons that in all probability will merely pacify paranoid insecurities?
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Space Gives Our Civilization Complete Immortality

Tad, DALEY “Our Mission on Mars”, The Futurist, (Futurist) 2003 Sept/Oct]
We should go to Mars, and then beyond, for the same reason that Ptolemy and Copernicus and Kepler peered into the void. Because "all men by nature," as Aristotle said in the eternal opening line of his Metaphysics, "desire to know." We should go for the serendipity, the unknown potential, what President Kennedy called in his 1961 speech "an act of faith and vision, for we do not know what benefits await us." We should go for the same reason that Columbus sailed beyond the sunset. While many of his immediate successors were motivated by commerce, Columbus himself was driven by a fanatical quest for grand achievement, a burning desire for enduring fame. We should go to Mars because we want to do something magnificent and awe-inspiring, something that will belong to the ages, something our descendants will call a Great Thing. And we should go because the only road that leads to immortality for the human race is outer space. It's easy to envision cosmic events that wipe out all life on Earth (indeed, most living things have in fact been wiped out several times by just such cataclysms in Earth's past). It's easier still to envision scenarios by which we foolishly annihilate ourselves. But if a thousand years from now we have established a durable presence in several locations far distant from one another--throughout the solar system and beyond--it's hard to imagine any apocalyptic event that could manage to eliminate us all. If Homo sapiens can just manage to hang in there until we can permanently snap the tethers to our original cradle, we will be as close to immortality as the universe itself.
China Modernization- CCP collapse

Chinese military modernization crushes Chinese civil military relations—collapses the CCP and destabilizes all of Asia

Howard M. Krawitz, Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary for East Asian and Pacific Affairs U.S. Department of State, 12/03, Strategic Forum, “Modernizing China's military: a high-stakes gamble?”, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0QZY/is_203-204/ai_n13803180/?tag=content;col1//sb

China is committed to modernizing almost every aspect of the People's Liberation Army (PLA). But military modernization may be more of a high-stakes gamble than Beijing realizes. Politics and professionalism may not mix well. No matter how carefully crafted, modernization inevitably will alter the PLA sense of identity and change its relationship over time with the Chinese Communist Party (CCP). Modernization may foment friction between military and civilian authorities competing for political primacy and limited resources or create within the PLA divisive social issues similar to those dogging Chinese civil society generally. The CCP struggle to define its future in a changing society makes the problem more complex. The PLA could become a truly national army, unwilling to be a tool for enforcing party dicta or policing internal security. Or PLA factions could end up vying for power. The resulting instability, if not outright anarchy, could threaten all of Asia. The final nature of an empowered, modernized PLA is anyone's guess. In one worst-case scenario, the PLA is an aggressive, nationalistic entity fueled by radical Chinese militarism. In a positive scenario, a more professional PLA with enhanced capability and self-confidence might become a safer, less insular military that is cognizant of the need for disciplined action and measured responses, bound by well-understood rules of engagement and, overall, a more potent force for preserving regional stability. China's grand ambition is to be the premier power in Asia by 2015 and to wield considerable worldwide authority by 2050. It has partially achieved this ambition through a combination of skillful diplomacy and a relatively successful program of domestic economic reform. But it still lacks the third leg of the tripod that supports any great state: a respected, competent military capable of credibly projecting power outside national borders and reinforcing policy initiatives in the international arena.

Russia Impact

A collapsed Chinese central government leads to conflict with Russia

Bob Lo, Director of the Russia and China programs at the Center for European Reform in London, 04/07, Insight Turkey, “China and Russia: common interests, contrasting perceptions”, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_7057/is_2_9/ai_n28498825/pg_17/?tag=content;col1//sb

Moreover, the prospect of China one day challenging the supremacy of the West is of little consolation to Russian decision-makers. On the contrary, it would most likely convert what is for the most part a latent fear of China into an increasingly overt Sinophobia. Whereas Moscow believes that the West has no intention of attacking Russia in the foreseeable future, it is nowhere near as confident about China. Confrontation One scenario favored by some Russian Sinologists is that China will sooner or later crack up under the weight of various pressures: political succession; democratization; an overheated economy; social inequality and dislocation; uncontrolled population growth. The resultant instability could impact on relations in two ways. First, the central government in Beijing might react as many governments under pressure do, namely 'compensate' for domestic setbacks with a more aggressive and nationalistic foreign policy. This might involve revisiting some of the thorny issues thought to have been finalized: demarcation of the common frontier, 'illegal migration', and strategic accommodation in Central Asia. Naturally, any move by Beijing in this direction would have serious repercussions, to the point that armed conflict could not be ruled out. In this connection, the incidents on Damansky Island in 1969 remain fresh in the memory. The second scenario for strategic conflict is predicated on a general collapse of law and order in China. With no effective central authority to contain the anarchy, millions of Chinese could cross the border into the Russian Far East. This would lead to tensions and clashes, at first sporadic and random, but subsequently escalating into interstate conflict.

That escalates to full scale nuclear war and extinction

Alexander Sharavin, WPS Monitoring Agency, 9/28/01, Nezavisimoe Voennoe Obozrenie, “THE THIRD THREAT
Russia is overlooking the increasing military might of China”, http://www.cdi.org/russia/johnson/5470.html##10
Russia may face the "wonderful" prospect of combating the Chinese army, which, if full mobilization is called, is comparable in size with Russia's entire population, which also has nuclear weapons (even tactical weapons become strategic if states have common borders) and would be absolutely insensitive to losses (even a loss of a few million of the servicemen would be acceptable for China). Such a war would be more horrible than the World War II. It would require from our state maximal tension, universal mobilization and complete accumulation of the army military hardware, up to the last tank or a plane, in a single direction (we would have to forget such "trifles" like Talebs and Basaev, but this does not guarantee success either). Massive nuclear strikes on basic military forces and cities of China would finally be the only way out, what would exhaust Russia's armament completely. We have not got another set of intercontinental ballistic missiles and submarine-based missiles, whereas the general forces would be extremely exhausted in the border combats. In the long run, even if the aggression would be stopped after the majority of the Chinese are killed, our country would be absolutely unprotected against the "Chechen" and the "Balkan" variants both, and even against the first frost of a possible nuclear winter. An aforementioned prospect is, undoubtedly, rather disagreeable and we would not like to believe it can be true. However, it is a realistic prospect - just like a war against NATO or Islamic extremists.

Chinese modernization causes nuclear instability between India and Pakistan 

Michael Krepon, Co-founder of the Henry L. Stimson Center, 04/09, Joint Force Quaterly, “Nuclear arms and the future of South Asia”, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0KNN/is_53/ai_n31464292/pg_4/?tag=content;col1//sb

The nuclear arms competition between Pakistan and India has an additional driver: Chinese reactions to U.S. national security policies that seek "decisive" victory in the event of warfare with China over Taiwan. Beijing has long pursued what, in Cold War terms, has been a lackadaisical strategic modernization program. This relaxed pace is changing. The Bush administration's incorporation of conventional strike capabilities into strategic war plans, the proposed deployment of more than 40 ground-based interceptors in Alaska and California, the revised U.S. Air Force guidance related to space superiority, and other military initiatives have gained Beijing's attention, as they have particular relevance vis-a-vis contingencies related to Taiwan. The accelerating pace of China's strategic modernization programs will feed into India's calculations for a minimal nuclear deterrent, which in turn will feed into Pakistan's perceived needs. The China-India-Pakistan nuclear triangle is likely to be the primary axis of vertical proliferation over the next 10 years or more. While this competition will fall well short of an arms race--at least in Cold War terms--it will work against nuclear stabilization on the subcontinent.

Such China-facilitated arms build up leads to and Indo-Pak nuclear war

ANI, world news agency, 12/07/08, Thaindian News, “US commission says urgent need to secure Pakistan’’s biological and nuclear weapons’, http://www.thaindian.com/newsportal/india-news/us-commission-says-urgent-need-to-secure-pakistans-biological-and-nuclear-weapons_100128015.html//sb

China is also fuelling the arms race, both by increasing its own strategic forces and by not stopping the Chinese entities from supporting Pakistan’s strategic programmes, says the report, adding, at present, all three are expanding their nuclear arsenals with no clear end in sight. The report also warned that Pakistan’s tense relationship with India and its build-up of nuclear weapons; could exacerbate the prospect of a dangerous nuclear arms race in South Asia that could lead to a nuclear conflict. “Analysts estimate that a nuclear exchange between India and Pakistan that targets cities would kill millions of people and injure millions more,” the commission warns in its “World at Risk” report. Describing the risk of a nuclear war between the two neighbours as serious, given their ongoing dispute over Kashmir and the possibility that terrorist attacks by the Pakistani militant groups, the report further says: “Pakistan’s nuclear weapons program is driven by its perception of the conventional and nuclear threat from India, while India’s program is focused on both Pakistan and China.” The report observes that the US and Russia have significantly reduced their nuke weapons, while Pakistan, India and China have been enhancing their nuclear capabilities and reliance upon nuclear weapons in their strategic postures.

Indo- Pak conflict leads to Extinction

Ghulam Nabi Fai, Executive Director of the Washington-based Kashmiri American Council, Editor-in-Chief of the Washington-based Kashmir Report; founding chairman of the London-based International Institute of Kashmir Studies, Ph.D. in mass communications from Temple University, Pennsylvania, 06/09/01, Media Monitors Network, “India-Pakistan Summit and the Issue of Kashmir”, http://www.mediamonitors.net/fai6.html//sb

The most dangerous place on the planet is Kashmir, a disputed territory convulsed and illegally occupied for more than 53 years and sandwiched between nuclear-capable India and Pakistan. It has ignited two wars between the estranged South Asian rivals in 1948 and 1965, and a third could trigger nuclear volleys and a nuclear winter threatening the entire globe. The United States would enjoy no sanctuary. This apocalyptic vision is no idiosyncratic view. The Director of Central Intelligence, the Department of Defense, and world experts generally place Kashmir at the peak of their nuclear worries. Both India and Pakistan are racing like thoroughbreds to bolster their nuclear arsenals and advanced delivery vehicles.

 Japan Rearm 

Chinese modernization causes Japan rearm

Philip C. Saunders and Jing-dong Yuan, Montery Institute of International Studies, 07/2000, 2k, Proliferation Challenges and Nonproliferation Opportunities for New Administrations “CHINA’S STRATEGIC FORCE MODERNIZATION: ISSUES AND IMPLICATIONS FOR THE UNITED STATES”, http://cns.miis.edu/opapers/op4/op4.pdf//sb

Any significant expansion of China’s nuclear force would have important implications for regional security dynamics. Some Japanese analysts would interpret China’s strategic modernization as a threat, especially if it includes a shift to limited deterrence and an expansion in the number of MRBMs. The closing of the gap between Chinese nuclear missile forces and US military capabilities and the potential for nuclear exchanges in the western Pacific could cause Tokyo to question the credibility of extended deterrence and the US nuclear umbrella. This might lead Japan to make a greater commitment to theater missile defense and to reconsider its nuclear and ballistic missile options. This reassessment might also be triggered by an easing of tensions on the Korean peninsula, which might undercut the rationale for a forward-based US presence in Northeast Asia.

Link:Asian Forward Deployment

The U.S. military presence around china incentivizes military modernization

Ivan Eland ( director of defense policy studies at the Cato Institute) 1/23/03 “ Is Chinese Military Modernization a Threat to the United States?” http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa465.pdf

Of course, the U.S. government does not admit to a policy of containing China, as it did with the Soviet Union during the Cold War. But in Asia the ring of U.S.-led alliances (formal and informal), a forward U.S. military presence, and closer American relationships with great powers capable of acting to balance against a rising China constitute a de facto containment policy. Such a policy is unwarranted by the current low threat posed by China and may actually increase the threat that it is designed to contain. Even the DoD admits that the Chinese are recognizing and reacting to U.S. policy: China’s leaders have asserted that the United States seeks to maintain a dominant geostrategic position by containing the growth of Chinese power, ultimately “dividing” and “Westernizing” China. . . . Beijing has interpreted the strengthening U.S.Japan security alliance, increased U.S. presence in the Asia-Pacific region, and efforts to expand NATO as manifestations of Washington’s strategy. 4 The DoD report continues: Chinese analyses indicate a concern that Beijing would have difficulty managing potential U.S. military intervention in crises in the Taiwan Strait or the South China Sea. There are even indications of a concern that the United States might intervene in China’s internal disputes with ethnic Tibetan or Muslim minorities. Chinese concerns about U.S. intervention likely have been reinforced by their perceptions of U.S. response to the 1995–1996 Taiwan Strait crises, Operation ALLIED FORCE in Kosovo, and more recent U.S.-led military operations to combat international terrorism. . . . Following Operation ALLIED FORCE in 1999, Beijing seriously considered upgrading the priority attached to military modernization. While the senior leadership has since reaffirmed its stress on economic  growth and development, it nevertheless agreed to provide significant additional resources and funding to support accelerated military modernization. 5 

***China

China Adv

Advantage One-Disorientation

In the Status Quo undeterrable Korean conflict is imminent its just a question of whether or not the U.S. will be entangled

 Chung Chong Wook (former ambassador to China and has advised the Korean ministries of foreign affairs, defence and unification) 6/1/10 “The Korean Crisis: Going Beyond the Cheonan Incident” http://www.rsis.edu.sg/publications/Perspective/RSIS0582010.pdf

After a month-long investigation, the Seoul government announced that the ship was hit by a torpedo launched from a North Korean submarine. The evidence it produced included the tail part of the torpedo recovered from the bottom of the sea where the ship sank. President Lee Myung-bak, demanding the North s apology, announced a series of measures suspending all inter-Korea cooperation except in the humanitarian area. North Korea, which earlier denied its involvement, immediately cut off almost all land, air and sea lines of communications with the South. It warned that any violation was to be dealt with by the wartime laws. It also placed its armed forces on special alert. The two Koreas appear to be heading for a serious military confrontation. Another factor that adds to the severity of the current crisis is the nuclear capability of the North.. Pyongyang is believed to have fissionable materials enough for up to ten plutonium bombs. Its two nuclear tests so far reinforced the possibility of all-out military flare-up involving nuclear weapons. The nuclear logic could certainly apply for deterring a war, but North Korea has proven that the rational logic of deterrence may not necessarily hold. Such is the risk of dealing with a desperate country whose brinkmanship tactics often defy the strategic calculus of its neighbors. The drastic decline in the South Korean stock market is indicative of how the situation is perceived. Despite all these ominous developments, however, premature pessimism is not advisable. 

Withdrawing from South Korea is key to preventing the U.S. from being drawn into the conflict, and discouraging North Korean proliferation

Doug Bandow, ( Senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan)  7/14/10 “The U.S.-South Korea Alliance Outdated, Unnecessary, and Dangerous” CATO Foreign policy briefing no. 90 http://www.cato.org/pubs/fpbriefs/fpb90.pdf

The one-way alliance imposes an even greater burden on the United States. Bruce Bechtol of the Marine Corps  Command and Staff College opines: “When it comes to combating North Korea’s provocative acts on land and at sea, the best way to meet this challenge in my view is a strong ROK-U.S. military alliance.” 13 Yet no one would ever point to “a strong ROK-U.S. military alliance” as the best way for the United States to meet the challenge posed by, say, China. The South is a valued friend of the United States, with extensive cultural and economic ties between both peoples. However, the end of the Cold War has sharply diminished South Korea’s security importance—relevance, even—to the United States. With no connection to a potentially aggressive Soviet Union (and, to a lesser extent, a virulently revolutionary China), North Korea is an irrelevant strategic backwater. Pyongyang obviously poses no conventional military danger to the United States, other than to the 28,500 American troops currently and unnecessarily stationed in the  peninsula. One U.S. carrier group has more firepower than the entire DPRK military. Even the North’s embryonic nuclear program does not directly threaten the United States. Nothing suggests that Kim is suicidal: he wants to live well in this life. It is unlikely he would strike at the United States, even if he had the means, because the U.S. arsenal virtually assures retaliatory annihilation. The prospect of proliferation is worrisome, but again, Kim likely understands, or could be made to understand, the enormous risks he would take selling materials to nonstate actors that might target the United States. 14 Washington still has an interest in denuclearizing the Korean peninsula, of course. But the presence of U.S. conventional forces only complicates an effort already facing extraordinary obstacles. The deployment provides Kim Jong-il with thousands of convenient American nuclear hostages. It is far better for Washington to promote nonproliferation in the region from a distance and with greater emphasis on the roles of South Korea, Japan, and especially China. 15 In short, any renewed Korean conflict would be an enormous human tragedy but would have only limited impact on fundamental American security interests. Washington nevertheless is stuck in the center of Korean affairs today because of the U.S.-ROK alliance, which provides a security guarantee to South Korea with no corresponding benefit to the United States. Absent this relationship, there would be no U.S. troops on the Korean peninsula within range of North Korean attack, and no American promise to intervene in any war that might result from a provocation by Pyongyang or retaliation by the South. 

China Adv

The U.S. Staying out of a Korean conflict is the vital internal link to Chinese relations

 Eliot Kang (Ph.D Yale, Proffessor of political science at U of Illinois) March 2001“North Korea and the U.S. Grand Security Strategy”  Comparative Strategy, 20: 1,25 — 43

The Chinese quandary is much more straightforward compared with the uncertainty concerning the U.S.–Japan alliance. An aggressive U.S. counter to North Korea would severely complicate Washington’s attempt to engage Beijing so that China does not emerge as a hostile great power in the future. Many point out that East Asia is becoming increasingly multipolar and note the rising power of China [57]. Although the present capability of the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) often is exaggerated, the fact that the Chinese leadership has committed itself to  modernizing the armed forces is significant given the momentum of China’s economic growth [58]. Furthermore, in the past, the Chinese have shown their willingness to use military power to oppose the United States. Already China’s growing wealth is allowing Beijing to add new weapons and capabilities to the PLA. The ground component of the PLA, although being reduced in manpower, is being reequipped and reorganized to meet the requirements of modern mobile warfare. The PLA Air Force is acquiring new .fighters to complement the reorganization and reorienting of the PLA . fighting doctrine, and the PLA Navy is adding new surface vessels and submarines to its . assets in the effort to convert a largely coastal defense force into a blue water navy. Analysts disagree about how significant the modernization of the PLA is to the current balance of power in the region, but what is indisputable is the rebirth of Chinese military power after centuries of decline [59]. What is more signi. cant than China’s deployment of Su-27s or Kilo-class submarines is the fact that the Chinese economy has been one of the fastest growing in the world since 1978 [60]. The fragility of East Asian economic development that was revealed recently casts some doubt on the continued rapid expansion of the Chinese economy. Even if China’s growth rate is halved in the next decade, however, the Chinese could still boast one of the largest military expenditures in the world. Furthermore, military and economic changes do not tell the whole story. Just as signi. cant is the fact that Beijing has not been too shy about using aggressive tactics to get its way in the world. In recent years, China has demonstrated its willingness to back its diplomacy with military threats (implicit and explicit) in dealings with Taiwan and the territorial claims in the South China Sea. If the United States is perceived as threatening the vital interests of China in the Korean peninsula, there will be no doubt a rapid deterioration of what has always been a tricky and volatile relationship between Washington and Beijing [61]. China has the potential to be a “greater great power,” so it would be sensible that the United States does not provoke China over an issue less than vital to its security concerning a peninsula the Chinese have historically considered crucial to their own national defense. As the Chinese say, “Korea is to China as lips are to teeth.” It is for no trivial reason that China committed over two million “volunteers” during the Korean War and risked nuclear strikes from the United States [62]. Despite China’s burgeoning ties with South Korea, Beijing remains the ultimate guarantor of North Korea’s independence: China repeatedly has warned that it will not tolerate a forceful reunification of Korea [63]. 

China Adv

Absent U.S. Involvement China would pressure non-proliferation in the region

Stephen Erickson (the Executive Director of CenterMovement.org) 5/6/10 “ End the Cold War in Korea: Bring American Troops Home Before it’s Too Late” http://www.centermovement.org/topics-issues/end-the-cold-war-in-korea-bring-american-troops-home-before-its-too-late/
South Korea today might well be able to ultimately defend itself against the North, but the bloodshed would be horrific. A key factor in any future conflict is Seoul’s location so near the North. Experts suggest (See “Is Kim Jong-il Planning to Occupy Seoul?” ) that a recently revised North Korean military strategy consists of swiftly taking Seoul and holding the city’s millions of people as hostages. All of this begs a couple of important questions. How many more South Korean ships can be torpedoed before the South retaliates, surely starting a larger war? And, what are 28,000 American troops doing in the middle of this Korean powder keg? As the sinking of the Cheonan clearly indicates, the sparks are already flying. The permanent US military deployment in South Korea is a Cold War anachronism. There is absolutely no reason that a nation as advanced and prosperous as South Korea cannot defend itself from its pathetically backward northern brothers and sisters. A well-known night-time satellite image taken from space shows a brilliant South and a North languishing in the Dark Ages. The US presence creates political dysfunction while it minimally protects South Korea. US soldiers on South Korean soil breed resentment. Thousands of nationalist South Korean students regularly take to the streets to protest the Americans soldiers in their country and to call for unification between North and South. South Korean and US government policies are often awkwardly out of step with each other, with America often having the far more hawkish posture, as it did during the W. Bush years. American security guarantees have perhaps sometimes led the government of the South to engage in policies of inappropriate appeasement toward the North. The threat of South Korea investing in nuclear weapons to counter the North might, for example, finally persuade China to put sufficient pressure of North Korea. A South Korea determined to match North Korean nuclear weapons development might paradoxically further the goal of a nuclear-free Korean peninsula. Most crucially, from an American point of view, the US Army is stretched too thin to play much of a role in protecting South Korea. As things stand, American soldiers are little more than targets for North Korean artillery and missiles. A defense of Seoul, its re-conquest, and forcible regime change in the North are all beyond US military capabilities at this time, given its commitments elsewhere. US participation on the ground in a new Korean War would also stress the US federal budget beyond the breaking point. 

And Cooperating with China is crucial to Korean Stability and nonproliferation 

Hui Wang (President of First China Capital inc) 2001 “ U.S.-China: Bonds and Tensions” http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1300/MR1300.ch12.pdf

In terms of security and stability in Northeast Asia, outstanding is North Korea and its nuclear weapon and ballistic missile capabilities. Moreover, North Korea is heavily armed with over one million troops and has also developed other weapons of mass destruction, such as chemical weapons. North Korea’s ideological isolation and economic failure heighten the risk for a military miscalculation. Although dialogue and negotiations with North Korea have increased in recent years, North Korea in general remains one of the most uncertain and explosive regimes in the world. While having much less influence over Pyongyang than most of Kim II Sung’s time, China has been critical in averting a second conflict on the Peninsula. China explicitly opposes any military action from the south against the north, and China still holds the most influence over North Korea in any major crisis. Therefore, although the United States has been making the most initiatives on security issues with North Korea, China’s support and cooperation remains crucial to any lasting success. Such joint diplomacy should include resolving questions about Pyongyang’s nuclear program, persuading North Korea to halt further missile testing, and coordinating humanitarian relief. As members of the Four Party Talks on Korean security, the United States and China should continue their cooperation in dissuading North Korea from obstructing progress or from bolting from the process altogether. The talks remain one of the most important channels to diffuse tensions between North and South Korea—a near-term interest that Washington and Beijing share.

China Adv

Peter Hayes and Michael Hamel-Greenes ( Professor of International Relations, RMIT University,  Dean of and Professor in the Faculty of Arts, Education and Human Development, Victoria University, Melbourne ) 12/4/09 Nautilus Institute“ The path not taken, the way still open: Denuclearizing the Korean peninsula and Northeast Asia” http://gc.nautilus.org/Nautilus/australia/apsnet/reports/2009/hayes-hamel-green.pdf

 The international community is increasingly aware that cooperative diplomacy is the most productive way to tackle the multiple, interconnected global challenges facing humanity, not least of which is the increasing proliferation of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction. Korea and Northeast Asia are instances where risks of nuclear proliferation and actual nuclear use arguably have increased in recent years. This negative trend is a product of continued US nuclear threat projection against the DPRK as part of a general program of coercive diplomacy in this region, North Korea’s nuclear weapons programme, the breakdown in the Chinese-hosted Six Party Talks towards the end of the Bush Administration, regional concerns over China’s increasing military power, and concerns within some quarters in regional states (Japan, South Korea, Taiwan) about whether US extended deterrence (“nuclear umbrella”) afforded under bilateral security treaties can be relied upon for protection. The consequences of failing to address the proliferation threat posed by the North Korea developments, and related political and economic issues, are serious, not only for the Northeast Asian region but for the whole international community. At worst, there is the possibility of nuclear attack 1 , whether by intention, miscalculation, or merely accident, leading to the resumption of Korean War hostilities. On the Korean Peninsula itself, key population centres are well within short or medium range missiles. The whole of Japan is likely to come within North Korean missile range. Pyongyang has a population of over 2 million, Seoul (close to the North Korean border) 11 million, and Tokyo over 20 million. Even a limited nuclear exchange would result in a holocaust of unprecedented proportions. But the catastrophe within the region would not be the only outcome. New research indicates that even a limited nuclear war in the region would rearrange our global climate far more quickly than global warming. Westberg draws attention to new studies modelling the effects of even a limited nuclear exchange involving approximately 100 Hiroshima-sized 15 kt bombs 2 (by comparison it should be noted that the United States currently deploys warheads in the range 100 to 477 kt, that is, individual warheads equivalent in yield to a range of 6 to 32 Hiroshimas).The studies indicate that the soot from the fires produced would lead to a decrease in global temperature by 1.25 degrees Celsius for a period of 6-8 years. 3 In Westberg’s view: That is not global winter, but the nuclear darkness will cause a deeper drop in temperature than at any time during the last 1000 years. The temperature over the continents would decrease substantially more than the global average. A decrease in rainfall over the continents would also follow…The period of nuclear darkness will cause much greater decrease in grain production than 5% and it will continue for many years...hundreds of millions of people will die from hunger…To make matters even worse, such amounts of smoke injected into the stratosphere would cause a huge reduction in the Earth’s protective ozone. 4 These, of course, are not the only consequences. Reactors might also be targeted, causing further mayhem and downwind radiation effects, superimposed on a smoking, radiating ruin left by nuclear next-use. Millions of refugees would flee the affected regions. The direct impacts, and the follow-on impacts on the global economy via ecological and food insecurity, could make the present global financial crisis pale by comparison. How the great powers, especially the nuclear weapons states respond to such a crisis, and in particular, whether nuclear weapons are used in response to nuclear first-use, could make or break the global non proliferation and disarmament regimes. There could be many unanticipated impacts on regional and global security relationships 5 , with subsequent nuclear breakout and geopolitical turbulence, including possible loss-of-control over fissile material or warheads in the chaos of nuclear war, and aftermath chain-reaction affects involving other potential proliferant states. The Korean nuclear proliferation issue is not just a regional threat but a global one that warrants priority consideration from the international community. 

***U.S.-Sino Cooperation Good

China Relations Add On

U.S. military activities in Korea are the linchpin of U.S.-Sino relations

 Jillian Melchior 7/21/10 “ Storms Brewing in the Asian Seas” http://www.commentarymagazine.com/blogs/index.php/jillian-melchior/331891

Although the exercises may be adroitly executed from a military-strategic standpoint, their success in sending a political and symbolic message is less certain. As the exercises have been considered throughout recent months, the Chinese protested aggressively and created a situation that tempts U.S. overreaction — which would be especially destructive now, as Sino-U.S. relations are already strained. The Obama administration has avoided that temptation, and the handling of the joint exercises has been both reasonable and measured. But the risk remains that Washington’s tact will be misinterpreted as a major concession to Beijing. This would be a pity. In a rare act of real smart diplomacy, the Obama administration is standing by our ally, South Korea, while also taking a moderate approach to China. After Hillary Clinton and Robert Gates met with counterparts in Seoul this week, the Department of Defense announced a series of exercises to be held in both the Yellow Sea and the Sea of Japan. In the Sea of Japan, a large-scale air and naval exercise will begin Sunday. But notably, the details of the Yellow Sea exercises, to be held at some point in the future, were not announced, leaving more questions than answers. (The locations of both seas are crucial to understanding the issue.) Given Beijing’s strong objections to military escapades in the Yellow Sea, which it considers its territorial backyard, the U.S.-South Korean exercises take on new significance. The fear is that unless the United States stridently defies Chinese concerns, it will be seen as conceding to Beijing and setting a precedent about what constitutes Chinese territory. This perception would be overblown given the facts, but it is all the more worrisome in the context of growing Chinese naval assertiveness. Some have speculated that the Chinese are seeking to establish their own Monroe Doctrine and see this as a chance to reinforce it. Contrary to the UN Law of the Sea, China has objected to any unapproved non-surveillance navy activity in its exclusive economic zone, which extends 200 miles from shore. Beijing has repeated strongly worded protests against exercises in the Yellow Sea, especially those involving a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier, the USS George Washington. If the United States proceeds with a major military exercise in the Yellow Sea, a military response from the Chinese would not be unprecedented; during the 1994 North Korea nuclear crisis, the U.S. sent a similar carrier, the Kitty Hawk, into the Yellow Sea. Although China was then a lesser military power, a Chinese submarine trailed the Kitty Hawk, and the Chinese air force dispatched fighters. But the biggest risk is not military but political: China is trying to assert sea control; Sino-U.S. relations are already rocky, especially given Obama’s adherence to an arms deal with Taiwan; under a new prime minister, Japan is questioning whether to tilt its national-security strategy toward Beijing or toward Washington; South Korea is determining how steadfastly the United States intends to defend it from its hostile Northern neighbor; and North Korea wants to know what it can get away with. 

Econ/Environment

Cooperating with china is key to dealing with the environment and revitalizing the global economy

Fu Mengzi ( Assistant president of China Institute of Contemporary International Relations) 2/24/09 China Daily, “ East Asia Obama's top diplomatic priority” http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/cndy/2009-02/24/content_7504615.htm
While Biden laid special emphasis on dealing with security issues, such as counter-terrorism and preventing WMD proliferation at the Munich conference, Clinton committee to coordinating with East Asia to deal with the global financial and economic crisis, and push the six-party talks. As the top three economies in the world, the US, Japan and China's responsibilities and standpoints are vital for rescuing the global economy, while advancing the process of achieving a nuclear-free Korean Peninsula is also crucial to the security of the Asia-Pacific at large. It is key among all key points that the US, a super power, and China, a rising power, coordinate standpoints, and set up a global strategic dialogue handling both traditional and untraditional security challenges. The biggest diplomatic legacy of the Bush administration is the improvement in Sino-American relations, which had been turbulent in the decade after the end of Cold War. In the era of globalization, complicated and entangled interests of an unprecedented nature have emerged between China and the US, including high economic mutual dependence, constructive cooperation to deal with regional security challenges, and effective engagement in coping with all sorts of untraditional security challenges. The visit from Clinton, the first formal contact between the Obama administration and the Chinese leadership, can be considered the "trip to set the tune" for the new US administration's Chinese policy. When meeting with President Hu Jintao, Clinton noted: "The Sino-US relationship has entered a new era of positive cooperation since the two sides share broad common interests on a host of fields and global issues. The United States is willing to further enhance cooperation with China in various fields." The "new era" said by Clinton can be identified in three aspects: Firstly, Sino-American relations today have completely transformed. With unprecedented interdependence, the two countries have formed wide, complicated, and intertwined interests. Therefore, this era needs cooperation rather than stereotypes. Secondly, relations have grown to become one of the most important bilateral relations in the world - crucial to the development, stability and prosperity of not only the two countries, but the Asia-Pacific and even the whole world. Thus it requires handling the relations from a strategic and long-term perspective. Both sides can acknowledge the disagreements, but should focus more on the greater picture, not damage the overall relations with specific conflicts and disagreements, and not impair the long-term cooperation with myopia. Thirdly, the Sino-US cooperation has transcended mere bilateral relations. Besides comprehensive and profound cooperation on traditional issues, strengthening discussion and mutual-trust, vital for the human development amid climate change, is testing the courage and wisdom of bilateral cooperation. During the election campaign, Clinton wrote that Sino-US relations will be "the most important in the world" in this century. At her confirmation hearing on January 13, Clinton stated frankly that China is a vital country in the changing global configuration. The US hopes to cultivate positive and cooperative relations with China, in order to deepen and strengthen the linkages in many issues, and deal with the differences between the pair. 

The Impact Is Nuclear War

Walter Russel, Mead Member of THE Board of Advisors, “Depending on the Kindness of Strangers,” New Perspectives Quarterly, Summer 1992 v. 9, n. 3

There is something breathtakingly casual in the way in which the American elite responds to its failures. The savings and loan debacle, the disintegration of our inner cities, the budget deficit: Our public and private elites don’t care about them. Perhaps because they grew up in the years when the U.S. faced no real economic challenges and knew no real limits, they don’t understand that failure has a price. If so, this new failrue – the failure to develop an international system to hedge against the possibility of worldwide depression – will open their eyes to their folly. Hundreds of millions – billions – of people around the world have pinned their hopes on the international market economy. They and their leaders have embraced market principles- and drawn closer to the West – because they believe that our system can work for them. But what if it can’t? What if the global economy stagnates- or even shrinks? In that case, we will face a new period of international conflict: South against North, rich against poor, Russia, China, India – these countries with their billions of people and their nuclear weapons will pose a much greater danger to the world order than Germany and Japan did in the ‘30s

 Environment/Warming

Cooperating with china is key to solving warming

Pew Center January 2009 “ A Roadmap for U.S.-China Cooperation on Energy and Climate Change” http://asiasociety.org/files/pdf/US_China_Roadmap_on_Climate_Change.pdf

The world faces no greater challenge in the 21st century than arresting the rapidly increasing accumulation of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere that cause climate change. The two largest producers of these gases are the United States and China. Their cooperation is essential if there is to be a solution to the daunting climate change challenge. if the United states and China can become active catalysts in bringing about a strategic transformation to a low-carbon, sustainable global economy, the world will take a giant step forward in combating climate change. The United states and China will also edge closer to energy security, protecting their environments and assuring greater prosperity for their citizens. equally important, they will also succeed in building a far more stable and cooperative foundation for U.s.-China relations as a whole.

Warming Destroys All Life On Earth

John Brandenburg & Monica Paxson (PhDs) ’99 Dead Mars, Dying Earth, p. 232

 One can imagine a scenario for global catastrophe that runs similarly. If the human race adopted a mentality like the crew aboard the ship Californian- as some urge, saying that both ozone hole and global warming will disappear if statistics are properly examined, and we need do nothing about either- the following scenario could occur. The ozone hole expands, driven by a monstrous synergy with global warming that puts more catalytic ice crystals into the stratosphere, but this affects the far north and south and not the major nations’ heartlands. The sea rise, the tropic roast but the media networks no longer cover it. The Amazon rainforest becomes the Amazon desert. Oxygen levels fall, but profits rise for those who can provide it in bottles. An equatorial high pressure zone forms, forcing drought in central Africa and Brazil, the Nile dries up and the monsoons fail, Then inevitably, at some unlucky point in time, a major unexpected event occurs—a major volcanic eruption, a sudden and dramatic shift in ocean circulation or a large asteroid impact ( those who think freakish accidents do not occur have paid little attention to life or mars), or a nuclear war that starts between Pakistan and India and escalates to involve China and Russia…Suddenly the gradual climb in global temperatures goes on a mad excursion as the oceans warm and release large amounts of dissolved carbon dioxide from their lower depths into the atmosphere. Oxygen levels go down precipitously as oxygen replaces lost oceanic carbon dioxide. Asthma cases double and then double again. Now a third of the world fears breathing.. As the oceans dump carbon dioxide, the greenhouse effect increases, which further warms, the oceans, causing them to dump even more carbon. Because of the heat, plants die and burn in enormous fires which release more carbon dioxide, and the oceans evaporate, adding more water vapor to the greenhouse. Soon, we are in what is termed a runaway greenhouse effect, as happened to Venus eons ago. The last two surviving scientist inevitably argue, one telling the other, “See! I told you the missing sink was in the ocean!” Earth, as we know it dies. After this Venusian excursion in temperatures, the oxygen disappears into the soil, the oceans evaporate and are lost and the dead earth loses it ozone layer completely. Earth is too far from the sun for it to be the second Venus for long. Its atmosphere is slowly lost- as is its water- because of ultraviolet bombardment breaking up all the molecules apart from carbon dioxide. As the atmosphere becomes thin, the earth becomes colder. For a short while temperatures are nearly normal, but the ultraviolet sears and life that tries to make a comeback. The carbon dioxide thins out to form a think veneer with a few wispy clouds and dust devils. Earth becomes the second Mars- red, desolate, with perhaps a few hardy microbes surviving.
Free Trade

U.S. Sino relations are key to prevent trade wars and global protectionism

Andrew F. Tully 11/13/09 “ Trade Issues Key To Obama's Asia Trip Agenda” http://www.rferl.org/content/Trade_Issues_Key_To_Obamas_Asia_Trip_Agenda/1877242.html

Griswold says it might seem obvious that if Washington and Beijing both want the same thing, they should be able to work together on that common goal. But he says it's not always that easy, especially if they're approaching the goal from different directions. And that's where he says the trade issue can help facilitate security cooperation. "Trade is part of the overall package of our relationship with China. China is now our No. 1 trading partner. This is a mutually beneficial relationship, so the economic arguments for maintaining and expanding our commercial ties are very strong," Griswold says. "But an added benefit is that [trade] deepens diplomatic ties between the two countries. If we're not fighting over trade, it's easier to be cooperating over other security issues of mutual interest, like nuclear proliferation and keeping peace in the Korean Peninsula." But Griswold says Obama has to be careful to keep trade relations cordial. His recent decision to increase tariffs on Chinese-made automotive tires may have pleased U.S. labor unions and other Americans who support what he calls "protectionist" trade policies, but they only annoy the Chinese. 

Trade Fosters Exchange Cultures That Oppose Conflict

Jason Brooks, Department of Journalism, Carleton University, “Make Trade, Not War,” May 1, 2000, www.independent.org/tii/students/GarveyEssay99Brooks.html

We have shown how trade gives people freedom and creates incentives for peace. Still, a student of history might look at the ceaseless legacy of war from ancient times to modern day and wonder if mankind is fundamentally evil. He might throw up his arms in frustration and ask, what good will trade do when it is clear we can't get along? One of the greatest gifts of trade is that it teaches us to do just that. It teaches us to get along. And, while this essay doesn't attempt to make any pronouncements on the fundamental goodness of human nature, it is encouraging that where citizens live in greatest peace is where they interact on their own terms; where they are at war is where government representation replaces civil interaction. The fundamental reason why democracies don't fight, writes Rummel, is that they come from an "exchange culture." This is a culture that develops "wherever there is the art of bargaining and exchange over goods, services, and ideas." The exchange culture, by definition, breeds cooperation. "Businesses of all sorts compete to sell their wares. There are the disputes, the broken contracts and agreements, the misunderstandings, the fraud and abuse," writes Rummel. But the give and take of trade trains people to resolve conflicts in peace every day. Indeed, Rummel suggests one way to look at international relations between individuals is as interacting in a state of anarchy. Despite no world government in the true sense of the word, people still manage to cooperate and get along -- in fact they do it exceedingly well. Trade is so important to peace, we can see it encouraging peace in capitalist countries that aren't yet democracies. Governments such as Chile and Taiwan before they became democracies, were not as peaceful as democracies, but still far less prone to aggression than autocracies. The reason is that their cultures are based on the principle of free exchange. Free trade creates a world community of individuals working in harmony. Common citizens replace power-driven politicians and war-driven militaries as de facto ambassadors. One added bonus is that, while we may always have politicians, in a world where an exchange culture reigns, they will be selected from within this exchange culture, bringing to their jobs the very inclinations to bargain and compromise that work so well in creating peace in civil society.

Space Exploration

U.S-Sino coop is key to space exploration

Nancy Atkinson ( a NASA /JPL Solar System Ambassador) 11/17/09 “ US, China Agree to Discuss Cooperation in Space” http://www.universetoday.com/2009/11/17/us-china-agree-to-discuss-cooperation-in-space/

The United States and China have agreed to discuss expanded cooperation in space exploration and science. According to a joint statement released in Beijing on Tuesday, the two counties will start a "dialogue" on human space flight and exploration, and both nations looked forward to reciprocal visits by the NASA administrator and appropriate Chinese space leaders in 2010. NASA Administrator Charlie Bolden, currently in Japan, said cooperation on the high frontier could pay dividends for both countries. "I am perfectly willing, if that's the direction that comes to me, to engage the Chinese in trying to make them a partner in any space endeavor," Bolden said, according to AFP. "I think they're a very capable nation. "They have demonstrated their capability to do something that only two other nations that have done, that is, to put humans in space. And I think that is an achievement you cannot ignore." He said China is a nation "that is trying to really lead" and that if the two space powers cooperate, "we would probably be better off than if we would not." 

***China Extensions

Uniqueness: China Relations on the brink now

Chinese Cooperation over North Korea is on the brink now

 Christophe Schmidt 7/22/10 “ North Korea condemns US sanctions, naval drills” http://news.smh.com.au/breaking-news-world/north-korea-condemns-us-sanctions-naval-drills-20100722-10mr4.html

Heightened tensions over the sinking of the corvette have further tested already strained relations between Washington and Beijing, which froze military ties with the United States in January over arms sales to Taiwan. South Korea, the United States and other nations -- citing the findings of a multinational investigation -- have accused the North of sending a submarine to torpedo the ship. Pyongyang angrily denies the allegations and China has not blamed its communist ally. The UN condemned the attack as a threat to regional peace, expressed deep concern at the findings of the investigation but noted the North's denial and did not apportion blame -- a result hailed as a "victory" in Pyongyang. China has repeatedly warned Washington and Seoul against the exercises. Chinese foreign ministry spokesman Qin Gang called on all sides to "maintain a cool head and exercise restraint, and not do anything that aggravates regional tensions". 

Uniqueness: China Relations High

China Relations are high now

Thaindian News, 11/17/09 “ US, China not rivals, but partners in cooperation: Hu, Obama” http://www.thaindian.com/newsportal/world-news/us-china-not-rivals-but-partners-in-cooperation-hu-obama_100275814.html

 China is ready to work together with the United States to push forward the continuous, healthy and stable development of Sino-U.S. relations to better serve the interests of the two peoples and the people around the world, the Chinese leader added. Hu said that the two sides have reaffirmed the “cardinal principle” of “mutually respecting national sovereignty and territorial integrity” and voiced opposition to any attempt by any force that violates this principle. He said that China appreciates President Obama’s support for the one-China policy and the three Sino-U.S. joint communiques, and his respect for China’s national sovereignty and territorial integrity on the Taiwan issue and other matters. “We have both agreed to conduct dialogues and exchanges on issues including human rights and religion, in the spirit of equality, mutual respect and non-interference in each other’s internal affairs, so as to boost understanding, mitigate differences and broaden consensus,” Hu said. Jintao said that his talks with Obama were candid, constructive and fruitful. He said both made a deep exchange of views on the China-U.S. relationship and major international and regional issues of common concern and reached consensus on many important issues. Hu said both Obama and he believed that international cooperation needs to be strengthened at a time when the international situation continues profound and complex changes, global challenges keep increasing and interdependence between nations intensifies. Under the new circumstances, China and the United States have more comprehensive shared interests, and a more extensive prospect for cooperation on a series of major issues involving the peace and development of the humankind, Hu said. Hu said he and Obama gave positive remarks on the development of the China-U.S. relationship since the inauguration of the new U.S. administration, and they agreed to strengthen dialogue, communication and cooperation from a strategic and far-sighted perspective, and to make joint efforts to build a positive, cooperative and comprehensive China-U.S. relationship, so as to promote world peace, stability and prosperity. (ANI) 

Uniqueness: North Korea War inevitable

https://mail.google.com/mail/?shva=1#inbox

 GENEVA (Reuters) – A North Korean envoy said on Thursday that war could erupt at any time on the divided Korean peninsula because of tension with Seoul over the sinking of a South Korean warship in March. “The present situation of the Korean peninsula is so grave that a war may break out any moment,” Ri Jang Gon, North Korea’s deputy ambassador in Geneva, told the United Nations-sponsored Conference on Disarmament. North Korea’s troops were on “full alert and readiness to promptly react to any retaliation,” including the scenario of all-out war, he told the forum. Ri, departing from his prepared remarks, said that only the conclusion of a peace treaty between the two countries would lead to the “successful denuclearization” of the peninsula. The 1950-53 Korean War ended with an armistice but no formal peace treaty. Communist North Korea, hit with U.N. sanctions after testing nuclear devices in 2006 and 2009, is still under international pressure to dismantle its nuclear programme. Ri repeated Pyongyang’s assertion that North Korea had nothing to do with the sinking of the Cheonan warship which killed 46 sailors — the deadliest military incident since the Korean War. South Korea has accused North Korea of firing a torpedo at the vessel and said it will bring the case to the U.N. Security Council. A report by international investigators last month also accused North Korea of torpedoing the vessel. 

Withdrawal prevents entanglement Ext

South Korean Withdrawal is key to keeping the U.S. out of a Korean conflict

Ted Carpenter and Doug Bandow, ( Vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, and   Senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan) 2004 “The Korean Conundrum: America’s troubled relations with North and South Korea” pp132

The end of America's defense commitment to the ROK would not terminate U.S. influence in the region. With the world's largest and most productive economy and dominant culture, a stable constitutional system and attractive entrepreneurial environment, and the globe's most powerful military, America would remain influential. A willingness to station an infantry division that has little practical to do in Northeast Asia is unlikely to augment Washington's authority. Further, the United States markedly reduces the likelihood of its own involvement in war if it leaves populous and prosperous allies with the responsibility of developing adequate deterrent forces. Should conflict develop between America and China, for instance, it likely would grow out of a dispute between Beijing and a U.S. ally. Yet why should such a conflict warrant American involvement in war? No longer is there a global hegemonic struggle turning local disputes into a cause for global war, and Washington's friends can deploy powerful defensive forces. Wortzel worries about rivalries among China, Japan. Russia, and the two Koreas: "Three of the five nations have nuclear weapons. and, in the case of North Korea, seem willing to use them. 1162 Why would Washington want to be in the middle of such rivalries if no vital American interests were at stake? It is precisely the sort of conflict to be sedulously avoided. Cohen also fears that India would be "potentially motivated to expand its capabilities in reaction to Chinese strategems." This should not bother Washington. To the contrary, it would be a highly positive step for the United States, since New Delhi already poses an important counterweight to Chinese ambitions in Southeast Asia and is likely to become an even more significant player in coming years.64 The much uglier alternative would be a New Delhi that aligns with China, Russia, and others to counterbalance America's pretensions to global dominance.

Withdrawal Boosts U.S. Sino Cooperation ext

U.S. Military presence in Korea strains U.S.-Sino relations

Shirley A. Kan ( Specialist in Asian Security Affairs) 8/3/09  U.S.-China Counterterrorism Cooperation:

Issues for U.S. Policy http://www.voltairenet.org/IMG/pdf/US-China_Counterterrorism_Cooperation.pdf

The PRC’s concerns about domestic attacks and any links to foreign terrorist groups, U.S.-PRC relations, China’s international standing in a world dominated by U.S. power (particularly after the terrorist attacks), and its image as a responsible world power helped explain China’s supportive stance. However, Beijing also worried about U.S. military action near China, U.S.-led alliances, Japan’s active role in the war on terrorism, greater U.S. influence in Central and South Asia, and U.S. support for Taiwan—all exacerbating long-standing fears of “encirclement.”

U.S. Sino relations are strained over U.S.-Korean military activities now

Rachel O’Brien 7/22/10 “ Strained US-Sino ties loom at Asia forum” http://news.ninemsn.com.au/article.aspx?id=7933400
China suspended military relations in January after Washington unveiled a 6.4-billion-dollar arms package for Taiwan. In May, China rebuffed a planned visit to Beijing by US Defence Secretary Robert Gates. US and South Korean plans to hold a series of naval drills from Sunday in response to North Korea's alleged torpedoing of a South Korean warship in March are the latest source of bad blood between Beijing and Washington. The drills off the Korean peninsula - relocated from the Yellow Sea due to Chinese objections - are designed as a warning to nuclear-armed North Korea over the sinking of the warship with the loss of 46 lives, Gates said. Pyongyang denies involvement and Beijing has refused to blame its communist ally. "We resolutely oppose foreign military ships and planes coming to the Yellow Sea and other waters near China to engage in activities that affect China's security interests," Chinese foreign ministry spokesman Qin Gang said. 

A2 North Korea will attack

North Korea won’t attack now- only cares about survivability, their irrationality claims are exaggerated

Patrick M. Morgan, University of California, Irvine, USA, July 06, Conflict Management and Peace Science, Volume 23, Issue 2 July 2006 , pages 121 – 138, pg online @ http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/section?content=a748864714&fulltext=713240928//sb

When the North collapsed economically, it lost its ability to compete in modernizing its forces. Its large forces have outdated weapons, while training and morale have suffered from the hardships of a decade of famine and economic stringency. Given what we know about how deterrence works, deterring an outright attack need not be of great concern. Hypothetical scenarios of a DPRK attack (e.g., Yun, 2004) seem implausible. The United States and ROK are superior in every way; military, economic, technological, demographic, staying power, training. Lacking reliable allies, and having a meager economic base, armed with mostly obsolete weapons, and highly dependent on outside help to avoid famine, the North is in no position for a war and would have no prospect of success. For some time the official U.S.-ROK plan for responding to a North Korean attack has been to eliminate the regime. There are concerns that the North may attack because its leaders could be irrational, not taking deterrence seriously and miscalculating the consequences of an attack. Cited is the way the North often seems cavalier about a war, threatening one over all sorts of provocations, such as UN sanctions. Does this call U.S.-ROK deterrence into question? First, it is possible the regime could be irrational. It has a history of serious miscalculations and irrationality cannot be ruled out. However, contrary to the standard view, the target's rationality is not a prerequisite for successful deterrence. Deterrence theory was initially constructed by assuming actor rationality, but deterrence in practice does not require rationality in either party. All that is required is sufficient fear of the consequences from the threatened retaliation to lead the target to forgo what the threat seeks to prevent. That fear can have rational or irrational roots; the perceptions and judgments behind it may be rational, irrational, or some combination of the two. The same is true for judgments that deterrence threats can be ignored. Elaborate cost-benefit calculations are not needed to be afraid of being hurt and to seek to avoid it. Officials can be irrationally (excessively or for the wrong reasons) frightened or nonrationally frightened (frozen by stress, uncertainty, surprise, anxiety, or premonitions of disaster). Against such decision makers deterrence and compellence threats may work well. Moreover, some variants of irrationality can make a leader or government easier, not harder, to deter. In fact, since it is usually impossible to determine how rational leaders and governments are, even in retrospect, there is no uncontested evidence that rationality is crucial in deterrence success. The most sophisticated explanation of how mutual nuclear deterrence works relies on the parties being aware that they may not be consistently rational, so threats it would be foolish to carry out nevertheless work because governments are not guaranteed to act rationally—deterrers can benefit from being irrational or the possibility they might be, or be crippled by this in trying to deliver highly credible threats. In short, there is no fixed relationship between rationality and deterrence success or failure (Morgan, 2003, pp. 42-79). The crucial variable in deterrence situations is the will of the target government to attack and of the deterrer to respond militarily. Deterrence is meant to shrink the target's will to attack, and though deterrence threats can have some effect, that will is shaped by other factors as well. As a result, deterrence may succeed, or fail, when it “shouldn't”; that is, the other elements, rational and irrational, shaping the challenger's decision may be compatible with or reinforce deterrence threats, or may serve to override them (Morgan 2003, pp. 164-165). In a serious crisis, how strong will the North's determination to attack be?9 In fact, it is unlikely to be high. If it has nuclear weapons this will be particularly true; they will lead it to be more cautious, less provocative. Its military inferiority would be an important factor, as would the weakness of its economy and its dependence on outsiders. So would its lack of true allies that share its worldview or have a huge stake in the regime's survival after it started a war. Most importantly, an attack on the ROK, Japan, or U.S. forces would put the regime's survival at risk, and this is a regime long dedicated, above all, to survival. Attacking with weapons of mass destruction (WMD) would replay Japan's mistake of 1941: seeking to get the US to settle for peace by using means that make it implaccable. What about irrationality? It would have to be of a sort that leads to ignoring the immense likelihood of failure. Much of the perceived irrationality in North Korean views and actions is instead based on its profound insecurity—virtually paranoia—with a fixation on survival and hypersensitivity to threats. It seems irrationally preoccupied with being attacked because of its military-economic inferiority. Thus deterrence by active capabilities and plans to eliminate the North, by governments vastly more powerful, seems very unlikely to fail. Pyongyang has never displayed intense dedication to anything except survival; it will not initiate a war to die for its principles.

US Presence Bad- North Korea

Troops not needed for deterring North Korea—US presence motivates North Korea to pursue more weapons and South Korea is capable of defending itself

Cheong Wooksik, Representative of Civil Network for a Peaceful Korea, 04/05/06, Civil Network for a Peaceful Korea, “21st Century ROK-US Alliance: More Harm Than Good”, pg online @ http://www.korea-is-one.org/spip.php?article2429//sb

Firstly, the notion points out that although the North Korean threat has decreased, it has not completely disappeared. Especially, if we consider the possibility that North Korea has either already had or will soon have asymmetrical forces, including nuclear weapons, it is essential for Seoul to keep its alliance with America. However, it should be noted that the North’s nuclear weapons programs are partly motivated from its effort to counter its relative military weakness against the combined ROK-US forces. Also, now, even the South’s own military power outstrips the North’s. Considering these facts, the pro-alliance argument lacks cogency.

US troops in South Korea increase the likelihood of conflict and crushes China- South Korean relations

Cheong Wooksik, Representative of Civil Network for a Peaceful Korea, 04/05/06, Civil Network for a Peaceful Korea, “21st Century ROK-US Alliance: More Harm Than Good”, pg online @ http://www.korea-is-one.org/spip.php?article2429//sb

Firstly, increasing security threat. We shouldn’t overlook the possibility of facing increasing threats if the alliance is realigned in a way to confront what the US calls "new threats." This concern is justified since Washington and Seoul already agreed upon the strategic flexibility of U.S. forces in Korea, and since America is to maintain its preemptive strategy against North Korea and its military containment policy against China. These facts are specified in the 2006 Quadrennial Defense Report (QDR) and National Security Strategy (NSS) report. If the U.S. takes any military measures against North Korea on the ground of thwarting its proliferation of WMD or human rights abuses, Seoul would have no choice but to get pulled into their military standoff or a war. The terrorist threat level against South Korea heightened when Seoul did not withdraw its plan to deploy additional troops to Iraq. This attests that South Korea will be exposed to more terrorist threats if the ROK-US alliance involves in the American-led "War on Terror." During the 2004 Athens Olympic Games, South Korea was listed on the major potential terrorist target nations, along with the U.K. and the United States. Al-Qaeda also put South Korea on its prime target list. This all testifies that the concern is real and not exaggerated. Equally important is that if South Korea becomes an outpost of American military force aimed at China, it will naturally become the Chinese target. Being an American outpost also means that South Korea will become integrated into the U.S.-led missile defense system and offer Washington the right to operate military bases within its territory. Given that Taiwan’s leader Chen Sui-bian steps up his rhetoric on independence, if there is any military clash across the Taiwan Strait, the U.S. government will consider sending USFK to the Taiwan Straight. If this really materializes, China will consider the involvement of U.S. troops deployed from Korea as a Korean aggression against it and will put the ROK on its hit list. Therefore, the wisest security strategy for South Korea, which is militarily confronted with North Korea and is geographically surrounded by powerful states, is not to invite unnecessary threats. What is worrisome is that the ROK-US alliance seems to be transforming from one that mainly responds to threats, to one that invites them. This prompts us to seriously question the premise of the alliance that, for the sake of security, we should be willing to risk losses in other values.

US Presence Bad—North Korea

US troops in South Korea unnecessarily involve US in an armed conflict—South Korea along with japan and China offer better detterence

Charles V. Pena, senior fellow at the Independent Institute, a senior fellow with the Coalition for a Realistic Foreign Policy, a former senior fellow with the George Washington University Homeland Security Policy Institute, an adviser to the Straus Military Reform Project, and an analyst for MSNBC, 7/15/10, “Why Do We Still Have Troops in Korea?AntiWar.com, pg online @ http://original.antiwar.com/pena/2010/07/14/why-do-we-still-have-troops-in-korea//sb 

While the U.S. may not be plotting to attack North Korea, it’s entirely possible that in the wake of tensions over the sinking of a South Korean naval ship in March, the United States – because of a Mutual Defense Treaty with South Korea signed in 1953 that stipulates an attack on either party would summon a response from both – could be drawn into another conflict on the Korean peninsula. But why should the United States risk going to war against North Korea? First and foremost, North Korea is not a threat to America. The United States’ gross domestic product (GDP) is over $14 trillion compared to North Korea’s $40 billion. The U.S. Department of Defense budget is more than 10 times the size of North Korea’s economy and nearly 100 times North Korea’s military expenditures. North Korea’s army is substantial – estimated at more than 1 million active duty personnel – but it is not a power projection force capable of bridging the Pacific Ocean to attack America. And while North Korea possesses a handful of nuclear weapons, it does not have the intercontinental delivery capability to strike the United States. Moreover, the vastly larger and technologically superior U.S. nuclear arsenal acts as a powerful deterrent. Just as importantly, South Korea is more than capable of defending itself. During the Cold War there may have been good reason for the United States to guarantee South Korea’s security as part of a larger strategy of containment against communist expansionism, but the same is not true today. And in the immediate aftermath of the Korean conflict, South Korea was a war-ravaged nation incapable of defending itself. But the Cold War has been over for 20 years and South Korea’s economy has grown over the last four decades from being comparable to the poorer countries of Africa to the trillion dollar club and one of the world’s top twenty economies – Samsung consumer electronics rival Sony and Hyundai is the world’s fourth largest automobile manufacturer. In other words, South Korea is a rich country (North Korea is, by contrast, a poor country unable to feed its own people) more than capable of paying for its own security needs. Ultimately, the current crisis in Korea is a long overdue a wake up call to reassess U.S. policy. The hard truth is that U.S. security does not hinge on the security and stability of the Korean peninsula – in the absolute worst case of South Korea falling to a North Korean invasion, the reality is that America would still be safe because North Korea is not a global expansionist power that threatens the United States. That does not mean that the United States has no interest in fostering political stability in the region and containing North Korea. But those interests can be better served by South Korea and other countries in the neighborhood – Japan and China – working together to create regional security. And instead of keeping more than 28,000 U.S. troops stationed in South Korea as a first responder that would automatically force the United States into war if current tensions escalated to actual armed conflict between the two Koreas, the United States could act as an offshore balancer of last resort to respond only if South Korea and other countries in the region were unable to halt North Korean aggression and such aggression jeopardized US national security

US Presence Bad- North Korea

Full US withdrawal is the only way to deter North Korea and prevent US involvement- North Korea will not be a threat if US withdrew

Doug Bandow , a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, July 1, 2003, CATO institute, “Cutting the Tripwire: Its time to get out of Koorea”, pg online @ http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=5993
Indeed, some hawks flaunt their lack of concern for Seoul's views. Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.) opines that "while they may risk their populations, the United States will do whatever it must to guarantee the security of the American people. And spare us the usual lectures about American unilateralism. We would prefer the company of North Korea's neighbors, but we will make do without it if we must." Frank Gaffney of the Center for Security Policy hits a similar note: "The desire of dangerous nations' neighbors to accommodate, rather than confront, the1m is understandable. But it should not be determinative of U.S. policy. Such pleading today from South Korea and Japan is reminiscent of the Cold War advocacy for détente by leftists in the West German government." Apparently, America's allies should gaily commit suicide at Washington's command. Like politicians everywhere, President Roh began dancing toward the political center once elected, calling the U.S.-Korean alliance "precious." The serious possibility of a rupture in the relationship has forced South Koreans to confront the potentially significant budget cost of augmenting their military forces to make up for an American troop withdrawal. But no policy Band-Aids will save the two nations' relationship. Moving Yongsan base out of Seoul or cutting a few troops ignores the basic issue. Rumsfeld is reportedly considering pulling U.S. troops back from the demilitarized zone, but that would merely expose the deployment's lack of purpose. A tripwire in Pusan is no tripwire, or at least not one with any value. Why is America still in Korea? The security commitment is the only reason the North breathes fire against Washington. If the U.S. withdrew, Pyongyang would pose no serious threat to us. Today it wields only an untested missile with the theoretical possibility of hitting Alaska or the West Coast, and it knows that attacking America would ensure obliteration. In contrast, leaving forces on the peninsula creates 37,000 nearby nuclear hostages if Pyongyang develops a nuclear arsenal. The troop presence also further strains a military that intends to garrison a defeated Iraq along with the Balkans, all while searching for Al Qaeda worldwide. Alliances are created at particular times to meet particular threats. They are not ends in themselves, to be preserved no matter how much the world changes. Instead of augmenting its forces in the Pacific and threatening Pyongyang with war, the U.S. should bring home its troops and turn the problem of Pyongyang over to its neighbors, where it belongs.

China will fill in 

China will fill in to cooperate with South Korea and prevent nuclearization

Yoichi Funabashi, columnist and chief diplomatic correspondent of the Asahi Shimbun; a contributing editor of Foreign Policy, 7/12/05, Social Science Research Council, “China’s New Thinking on North Korea Policy?”, http://northkorea.ssrc.org/Funabashi//sb
China is keen on keeping the Korean peninsula nuclear-free because it faces threatening repercussions if its neighbors (South Korea, Japan or even Taiwan) go nuclear as a result. China does not want another nuclear neighbor in addition to Pakistan, India and Russia. Collapse of the North Korean regime would undoubtedly be disastrous to China, as well. Given the volatile and unstable nature of the regime, China has been trying to persuade the D.P.R.K. to carry out economic reforms along Chinese lines, or perhaps to adopt an open door policy. Instead of giving endless aid to North Korea, China prefers to see economic reform there, which could also allow its lagging northeast region to benefit from road and other cross-border linkages.9 North Korean officials have reportedly visited China’s booming cities such as Shanghai and Shenzhen in May 2004 to study the impact of economic reform there. They were accompanied by South Koreans from the Hyundai Asan Corporation, which has been a chief advocate of inter-Korean economic cooperation.10 A month earlier, when Kim Jong-Il visited Beijing, it was disclosed that “free-market reforms” which “revolutionized China’s economy” were discussed during his meeting with top Chinese leaders.11 Beijing’s thinking goes beyond nuclear capacity. The inherent question is whether North Korea can “embark on a sustained and comprehensive path of reform à la China.” 12 China’s effort to persuade the North Korean regime to carry out economic reforms demonstrates how China sees its own interest in a multilateral process. Beijing is well aware of the limits to its options—it is not feasible for it alone to bring a North Korean open door policy into being. Hence, it is exploring a more complementary approach in which American, Japanese and South Korean involvement is vital. Nonetheless, the intrinsic concern for China is the emerging order in Northeast Asia. Even if it is still in an exploratory stage, China’s policy is already visible from its new approach towards Pyongyang, which could be termed a policy of “new thinking.” It is certainly still under discussion internally, but the policy has already been pursued by hosting the six-party talks. It illustrates how Beijing is “distancing” itself from its ally, Pyongyang. China gives highest priority to its own economic development, and to do so it needs a peaceful international environment. The last thing China wants to see is turmoil in North Korea. North Korea has been of a certain strategic value to Beijing as a buffer state separating China from the U.S. military camp in South Korea and Japan, but it is losing its importance vis-á-vis China. As the revolution in military technology has progressed over the past two decades, it has revalued the significance of conventional military power. That has given Beijing the opportunity to distance itself from Pyongyang and opened up more options for it with Seoul. As China normalized relations with South Korea, the two have become more economically interdependent than ever. In 2004, China replaced the U.S. as South Korea’s largest bilateral trade partner.13 Together with the cultural affinity it has with Korea, China finds more leeway to maneuver its negotiations with the North. As South Korea’s policy toward North Korea has also evolved to one of desperately embracing it, Beijing could afford to distance itself from the North somewhat since relations on the Korean peninsula are no longer a zero-sum game. It has no need to choose between the two. Beijing now has more room to maneuver in dealing with Pyongyang.

Security Commitments still intact

United States cannot prevent conflict in the peninsula-withdrawal prevents escalation and security commitments can still be fulfilled

Bill Steigerwald, columnist at the Pittsburgh Tribune-Review, 10/14/06, Pittsburgh Tribune- Review, “The nut-cake in North Korea”, lexisnexis//sb
 A: North Korea is attempting to extract, blackmail fashion, assistance for its perpetually failed system that is based on utter and complete totalitarianism, down to and including prison camps and death camps for dissidents. It is a failed state in every respect of the word, and it apparently has a maniacal desire to achieve nuclear status because it fears the United States. But all of the foofaraw about North Korea escapes the basic truth because we are so uninformed, generally speaking, in the United States about North Korea. We fail to recognize as well that the only path to peace on the Korean Peninsula is the path that runs from Pyongyang to Seoul. The path to peace on the Korean Peninsula doesn't run through Washington. Q: You mean the peace that was never really settled from the Korean War or this current episode? A: Well, I don't see any distinction. Peace on the Korean Peninsula implies just that. We have had 37,000 troops -- now about 30,000, fortunately, which is less than we had before -- as a tripwire in Korea and we have defended the Republic of Korea -- South Korea -- for over a half century. It's time for them to step up to the plate and for our troops to leave and get out of harm's way. We can still fulfill all of our objectives and our obligations under the mutual security treaty with the Republic of Korea by using assets that are based offshore. Q: Withdrawing our troops from South Korea sounds to me like Cato Institute’s policy. A: Well, Cato is a fine institution, but what it thinks doesn’t matter to me in the slightest. I’ve followed very closely the U.S.-Korean alliance over many years. I’ve participated in structuring it and fulfilling our obligations under it. I’ve spent a lot of time in Korea, especially in the past 30 years, and we now find ourselves confronted with an utterly perfidious South Korean regime that pursues objectives that are diametrically opposed to ours. Q: “South Korean,” you said? A: I did say that – S-O-U-T-H. It’s a perfidious South Korean regime that has a number of objectives that are inconsistent with ours. This is causing us great heartburn. One of their objectives, by the way, is to gain control of wartime command of troops. I’ve been thinking that it would be one cold day in hell before we ever put our troops under a South Korean general on the Korean Peninsula. The South Koreans want us out, but they want us in. They want us in because we are a convenient tripwire. Anti-Americanism is rife, particularly among younger people. Whether that’s our failure or someone else’s is to be determined another time. But we’ve done our best by the South Koreans over many, many years. Our military, in my view, has a vested interest in staying in South Korea because it is a good place to get promotions and it’s one of the few places where you face the enemy across a demarcation line -- in this case, the 38th Parallel or the DMZ. But the time has come for us to withdraw. If we’re not wanted, and if the South Koreans want to command American troops in a time of war, and if our occupation of the real estate that they want is annoying to them -- all of which are true -- then it’s time to go. And still fulfill our obligations, I stress, by using assets deployed in the neighborhood. 
US Presence Bad—South Korea military

US troops in South Korea is the sole reason for the lack of military modernization- excessive costs and low morale

Cheong Wooksik, Representative of Civil Network for a Peaceful Korea, 04/05/06, Civil Network for a Peaceful Korea, “21st Century ROK-US Alliance: More Harm Than Good”, pg online @ http://www.korea-is-one.org/spip.php?article2429//sb

Thirdly, there is also an invisible cost. Namely, we have to consider the psychological factor that the ROK-US alliance has on the Korean military and Korean elite groups. These individuals belief that it is America that salvaged Korea from the debris of the Korean War and it is America that is the almighty superpower in the world, has led to their almost blind dependence on America. It is particularly noticeable in two aspects. One is the so-called notion that "without America, Korea can do nothing." The other is these peoples addiction to the advanced American weapons. The psychological reliance on the U.S. has paved the ground for their obsequious willingness to accept the American demands, in an irrationally desperate desire to keep the alliance. Unfortunately, it fundamentally nipped the South Korean military in the bud from forming its own independent defense strategy. Marveled at the state-of-the-art American weaponry, these Koreans also began to display a pathological envy syndrome. Instead of thinking "how to make better use of its own arms", Korean military elites are now more inclined to think "how we can get those glitzy weapons that America has." This is like a child who hangs out with another boy from a rich family background and starts to beg his parents to buy him the expensive toys that his rich friend has, without considering his family’s economic situation. This obsessive dependence on and kowtow to what America stands, is widespread among many South Korean elites and military personnel. This irrational reliance on America consequently has taken a heavy toll on the military’s most important yet invisible asset, i.e., morale. While South Korea has among the world’s finest military tactic capacities, it lacks the mental readiness to go about establishing its own independent strategic map. While South Korean soldiers are equipped with better arms, are better trained and better fed than their Northern counterparts, they are brainwashed to believe that they cannot defeat North Korea without U.S. help. The criticism that "The ROK-US alliance spoiled the Korean military" came out in this context. Fourthly, if South Korea continues to remain trapped in its American alliance, it will significantly limit it from exploring other avenues of security planning. In economic terms, this is the opportunity cost of the ROK-US alliance. This opportunity cost can be discussed in two parts. One is defense and the other is diplomacy. With regard to defense, as mentioned before, the tremendous cost for hosting the U.S. military bases and the ensuing psychological reliance on America has become a conscious or unconscious rationale that has made it impossible for South Korea to establish its own independent defense strategy. For example, South Korea provided 20 billion dollars from 1991 to 2000 for the hosting of the USFK. This amount is well over the 14 billion dollars of the U.S. military equipment values. If the 32 billion dollars, which is the South Koreas estimated cost to keep the U.S. military bases during 2001-2010, are re-channeled to upgrade South Koreas own military capacity, the map of S. Koreas military by now would be much different from the one that we see now.

A2 China will support North Korea

China- South Korean relations are significantly improving while North Korea is deteriorating- economic interdependency

Scott A. Printz, Lieutenant Colonel United States Army, 2006, Strategic Studies Institute, “A U.S. MILITARY PRESENCE IN A POST-UNIFIED KOREA: IS IT REQUIRED?”, pg online @ http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/ksil467.pdf//sb

The Korean peninsula is strategically important to China. Historically, China and Korea have a shared heritage and deep cultural ties. Since the Cold War through the present, the 880 mile shared borderwith the DPRK serves as buffer against South Korea, the U.S., and Japan.24 Although China has no actual territorial claim to the peninsula, Korea will increase in

 importance as China continues to expand economically. The current trend in Sino-Korean relations has been a cooling in diplomacy and trade between China and North Korean while relations with South Korea have warmed25 Recently Chinese President Hu Jintao told the South Korean parliament that relations between the two countries was "entering their best period ever" and China supports eventual reunification.26 Improved U.S. - Sino relations have helped, but this trend stems largely from a very practical outgrowth of China's current policy to pursue economic reform and growth. China is rich in natural resources and labor, but needs technology and investment capital. Conversely, South Korea has technology and developed industries, but needs raw materials, cheap labor and a local foreign market for expansion and trade. China has tried to avoid the hard economic lesson of the Soviet Union and has looked to South Korea as a model of economic success. China normalized diplomatic relations with the Republic of Korea (ROK) in 1992 much to the chagrin of North Korea.27 The ROK has been extremely helpful to China's economic interests, while the Democratic People's Republic of Korea (DPRK) continues to appeal for additional aid. If the current trend continues, South Korea will far exceed the north in its strategic and economic importance to China. 

China support for Korea Good

China will not act aggressively in the Korean peninsula, withdrawal allows China prevent North Korean nuclearization

Robyn Lim, professor of IR @ Nanzan University, Nagoya, Japan, author of “Geopolitics of East Asia”, 11/24/05, Japan Times, pg online @ http://search.japantimes.co.jp/member/member.html?eo20051124rl.htm//sb

Besides, the U.S. had many shared interests with China, including keeping the oil flowing from the Middle East. China and the U.S. are no longer the allies of convenience that they were in the latter stages of the Cold War. But they are not enemies either. Neither is looking for another war that would cause their armies to clash on the Korean Peninsula, as they did in 1950, especially with nuclear weapons as part of the equation. So it's time for the U.S. to leave China to revert to its traditional role as hegemon of the Korean Peninsula -- there is nothing the U.S. can do to prevent this anyway. In fact, it would be in the interests of America and Japan if China were to remain strong enough to prevent a reunited Korea from acquiring nuclear weapons.

China Wont Challenge

China is moving away from balancing and erring towards cooperation and diplomacy

Alexandra Jones ( Master of Strategic Affairs (Distinction) February 2007 from the Australian National University) Security Challenges “ Responding to the Rise of China” vol3 no1 http://www.securitychallenges.org.au/ArticlePDFs/vol3no1Jones.pdf
One of China’s long term goals, as its economic power grows, has been to embark on ”a comprehensive strategy to become a pre-eminent regional power“ so it can shape the international system rather than just react to it. 16 China recognises that the US is a hegemonic power with effectively unassailable global reach, a shift from the early 1990s when China held out hope for a multipolar international system. 17 The US remains far ahead of China in key determinants of national power including gross domestic product, labour productivity and innovation, as well as being the world’s strongest military power with unparalleled capabilities. 18 Chinese leaders admit that their country is in no position to challenge the US seriously, even though they oppose some aspects of the status quo. Confrontation with the US would invoke the hostility of a militarily superior adversary, risk the stability essential for Chinese and Asian economic modernisation, jeopardise China’s access to the international economy and alienate many Asian leaders who would view instability and choosing between China and the US as very undesirable. 19 They are also acutely aware that the US may view China’s ‘peaceful rise’ as a threat and therefore seek to obstruct it. As a result, China has shifted away from balancing policies with countries such as Russia and protesting against US-led policies such as the Kosovo war, ballistic missile defence and US-Japanese security cooperation. Instead China has more recently adopted bandwagoning policies that seek to accommodate the US at the global level. 20 

China is peaceful and doesn’t seek to disrupt the international system

Hachigian, Nina and Peng, Yuan  ( a Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress,  Director of the Institute for American Studies at the China Institutes of Contemporary International Relations in Beijing, ) 2010  “The US-China Expectations Gap: An Exchange”, Survival, 52: 4, 67-86

The international system is currently undergoing a fundamental change. The new international order requires that all the big powers cooperate with each other. The United States, as the only superpower, must assume an especially important role, and China as a rising power should also take its place. But peaceful coexistence is a precondition for peaceful cooperation. China does not intend to challenge US hegemony, nor to change the current international system. On the contrary, it aims to build a good relationship with America through gradual and constructive cooperation, as it achieves its peaceful rise.

***South Korea

SOKO Defense Spending ADV

U.S. Withdrawal causes South Korea to Increase Defense Spending

Lee Jae Young (legal assistant to the chairman of the Council on Korea-U.S. Security Studies in Seoul) 3/4/09 “Upgrading the South Korea-U.S. alliance”

As long as the South Korea-U.S. alliance exists, the United States can be expected to provide military support. But the partial withdrawal of U.S. military forces means that South Korea cannot maintain the same level of military presence and deterrence over the North it has had so far. It will have to increase military spending to make up for the U.S. withdrawal. These new burdens, along with weakened defense and deterrence, suggest that the transfer of wartime command is not a wise and economical option for South Korea. The South Korean and U.S. governments seem to be pursuing the transfer based on mutual agreement, but their interests may diverge at a deeper level. South Korea wants to avert a unilateral U.S. action such as a pre-emptive strike on North Korea; the United States wants to realign its troops for greater “strategic flexibility," including a Rapid Deployment Force that can respond quickly to any crisis in the region. North Korea does not currently hold nuclear weapons-state status, an international recognition granted by the Non-Proliferation Treaty, but it obtained de facto recognition from the U.S. government early this year that it has several nuclear bombs on hand. This reinforces the U.S. desire for a Rapid Deployment Force that could launch a pre-emptive strike against North Korean nuclear facilities without relying on conventional military operations. The question remains whether South Korea’s wartime command and the U.S. option for a pre-emptive strike on North Korea are compatible. The transfer allows South Korea to take the initiative in military operations on the Korean peninsula and to take a leading position in the Multinational Security Regime that is expected to replace the six-party talks as the body in charge of peace and stability in Northeast Asia. 

That increases Korean economic growth

 Kwadwo Kusi March 1994 “ Economic Growth and Defense Spending in Developing Countries: A Causal Analysis”  The Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol. 38, No. 1pp. 152-159 JSTOR

Causal relationship is present in the remaining fifteen countries. For these countries, defense spending appears to cause economic growth in seven countries. For Indonesia, Malaysia, Pakistan, and South Korea, high defense spending appears to stimulate economic growth. This finding is in sharp contrast with those findings reported in Chowdhury (1991) where in no case did defense spending help economic growth. For Algeria, Brazil, and in Malawi, high defense expenditures seem to stifle economic growth. In seven countries (Bangladesh, Burundi, Congo Republic, Israel, Jordan, Oman, and Syria), a unidirectional causality is evident from economic growth to defense spending. The Congo Republic is the only country where higher levels of economic growth lead to reductions in defense spending. These findings compare favorably with those reported in Chowdhury and with the general conclusion arrived at by Joerding (1986), although the countries involved are different in each of the three studies. A feedback between defense spending and economic growth appears to exist in Kuwait. For this country, defense spending is reduced as higher levels of economic growth are attained, whereas higher defense spending leads to higher rates of economic growth. Four countries, all from Asia and representing some 5% of all the countries sampled, provide evidence in support of the hypothesis that defense spending promotes economic growth. 

South Korean Economy

South Korean economy is going nowhere but up

AFP, 7/11/2010, http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5imOWOvFFCFJewWr_s3Y1JpmB1wqQ
SEOUL — South Korea's central bank Monday raised its 2010 economic growth forecast to an eight-year high of 5.9 percent, citing robust industrial output, exports and business investment in the first half. The forecast by the Bank of Korea compares to its 5.2 percent estimate in April. The bank now tips Asia's fourth-largest economy to expand 4.5 percent in the second half compared to a year earlier after growing 7.4 percent year-on-year in the first six months. This year's revised growth forecast, if confirmed, would be the highest since an actual 7.2 percent in 2002. It is also slightly higher than the government's recent projection of 5.8 percent. "The Korean economy is expected to maintain its upward trend into next year ...consumer prices are expected to rise at a faster pace in the second half on demand-pull inflationary pressure," the central bank said in a statement. In the second quarter the economy expanded 1.2 percent quarter-on-quarter but this may fall to 0.7 percent in the third quarter, the bank said. Last week the International Monetary Fund also raised its full-year forecast, to 5.75 percent from an earlier 4.5 percent. The central bank increased its 2010 inflation forecast to 2.8 percent from its earlier 2.6 percent. It predicted 2011 inflation at 3.4 percent, from 3.3 percent forecast earlier. Last Friday the bank unexpectedly raised the key rate for July to 2.25 percent from a record low of 2 percent to curb inflationary pressure. In its Monday figures the central bank also expanded its forecast for job growth, saying the number of employed people will increase by around 330,000 this year, up from an earlier projection of 240,000.

South Korea economy will maintain steady growth


Cheon Jong-woo, 7/15/2010, Reuters News, http://www.forexyard.com/en/news/POLL-South-Koreas-economy-to-gather-speed-rate-view-unchanged-2010-07-14T074336Z

SEOUL, July 14 (Reuters) - South Korea's economy is expected to grow much faster this year than economists had forecast three months ago as demand both at home and abroad is expanding more strongly, a Reuters quarterly poll shows. Most of the 21 analysts surveyed saw the central bank raising the interest rate to as high as 2.5 percent by the end of this year, however, many of the forecasts were made before the Bank of Korea surprisingly raised the rate on July 9. Analysts downgraded their views on the won compared with three months ago and said lingering investor anxiety about the European debt crisis would limit the upside for what is Asia's worst performing currency so far this year. "The economy will continue to post solid growth because the slowing recovery in the U.S. and Chinese economies will not amount to a double-dip slump situation and seriously hurt the domestic economy," said Kim Jae-eun, an economist at Hyundai Securities. "The Bank of Korea raised rates earlier than expected, but a further increase will not come that fast," added Kim, who made his forecast after the Bank of Korea raised rates by 25 basis points from a record-low 2 percent on July 9. Asia's fourth-largest economy is now forecast to expand by 5.7 percent in 2010, compared with expectations of 5 percent growth in the prior quarterly poll published in April. It has pulled out of the 2007/2008 crisis ahead of most others and has already been tipped to enjoy the fastest growth next to Turkey this year among members of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development. The central bank on Monday raised its economic growth forecast for this year to 5.9 percent from 5.2 percent, weeks after the finance ministry lifted its growth projection to 5.8 percent from 5 percent. Analysts believe the Bank of Korea will continue to raise its rate next year, taking it to 3.5 percent by the end of 2011 -- the same as in the April poll. Economic growth in 2011 will slow to 4.5 percent, the latest survey found, also unchanged from the April poll, due to expectations of slowing growth in the United States and China as well as the fallout from the debt crisis in Europe. The won, which has fallen around 3 percent against the dollar so far this year, is seen ending the year at 1,100 per dollar and 1,050 at the end of the next year, compared with 1,202 at the end of local trade on July 12. "Reflecting uncertainties, the won is seen staying around 1,200 per dollar for the time being," said Lee Chul-hee, an economist at Tong Yang Securities. In the previous survey, the South Korean unit had been expected to rise to 1,065 per dollar by the end of 2010 and 1,000 per dollar at the end of 2011.

South Koreas economy bounced back faster than other OECD countries


Yoon Young-kwan, Seoul National University, January 3rd, 2010, http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2010/01/03/south-korean-economy-bounces-back-despite-the-politics/
With the backdrop of global economic crisis, the Korean economy also experienced serious decline. In the fourth quarter of 2008, the economic growth rate fell by 5.1 per cent compared to the previous quarter. However, the economy returned to positive growth in the first quarter of 2009 and recovered to pre-crisis rates of 2.6 percent and 3.2 per cent in the second and third quarters. The Korean economy is recuperating faster than any other OECD country, except Australia, and the IMF expects 4.5 per cent growth in 2010. Though there were some discussions recently inside the government about the exit strategy, President Lee Myung-bak opted for a cautious approach.

South Korea Defense Spending

South Korean independent defense spending held back by US control

Jong-Heon Lee, Mar 13, 2006, United Press International, http://www.spacewar.com/reports/South_Korea_US_Alliance_At_Risk.html
Concerns are growing in South Korea over further troubles in its decades-long security alliance with the United States as Washington seeks to reshape its military presence in the Asian country. Some analysts warn Washington's move toward a new role of U.S. forces in South Korea and disputes over financial burden sharing would further damage bilateral security ties already strained by differences over how to deal with a North Korea accused of developing nuclear weapons and counterfeiting U.S. currency. Some observers say the longtime partners are getting close to divorce. The concern was sparked earlier this week when a senior U.S. military official floated the idea of transforming the U.S.-led U.N. forces in South Korea into a multinational coalition command. At a Senate Armed Forces Committee hearing Tuesday, Gen. B.B. Bell, commander of U.S. Forces Korea, said the United States would seek to increase the function of participant nations in the United Nations Command in South Korea. "It is the (U.N.) command's intent to create a truly multinational staff by expanding the roles of the member nations and integrating them more fully into our contingency and operational planning and operations," Bell said. Seoul's defense officials on Friday downplayed Bell's comment as his personal opinion. But Bell's reMark was largely considered as a move to enhance the role of the U.N. Command that oversees the Korean armistice that ended the 1950-53 Korean War, while scaling down the South Korea-U.S. Combined Forces Command that has played a key role in deterring another armed conflict on the Korean peninsula. Bell heads the U.N. Command, comprised of 16 nations, which joined forces to rescue a South Korea that was almost occupied just days after North Korea, backed by China and the Soviet Union, launched a surprise invasion on June 25, 1950. Bell is also leading the South Korea-U.S. Combined Forces Command that controls South Korea's 690,000 troops and 32,500 U.S. troops. Under a mutual defense treaty reached at the end of the Korean War, the United States has stationed more than 30,000 troops in the South to deter another attack by the communist North. Since then, South Korea has heavily relied on U.S protection for its national security, while focusing its resources on rebuilding the war-torn economy, which now stands as the world's 11th biggest. In a departure from his pro-U.S. predecessors, President Roh Moo-hyun, elected in late 2002 on a strong wave of anti-U.S. sentiment, has declared that his country would emerge from the decades-long U.S. security umbrella within the early 2010s. Roh has said his nation would no longer be locked into the U.S.-led alliance, a decades-long security framework in Northeast Asia counterbalancing the communist alliance led by China. He has pledged to lay the groundwork for a self-defense system independent of the United States within 10 years during his five-year term that ends in early 2008. Roh's government has also pushed to regain wartime operational control of South Korean troops. South Korea got back the peacetime operational control of its forces from the United States in 1994, but its wartime operational control still remains in the hands of a four-star U.S. army general who concurrently heads the South Korea-U.S. Combined Forces Command.

US military presence is the only thing keeping South Korea from defense spending.

Joshua Stanton, co-Editor of the Journal of Inter-Religious Dialogue and a Schusterman Rabbinical Fellow at Hebrew Union College. April 12, 2010, http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2010/04/11/opinion/main6386737.shtml
Because South Korea, now one the world’s wealthiest nations, expects up to 600,000 American soldiers to arrive protect it from any security contingency, successive South Korean governments actually cut their nation’s defense rather than modernizing it and building an effective independent defense. Consequently, South Korea still has a 1970-vintage force structure, designed around a 1970-vintage threat, equipped with 1970-vintage weapons. This is partly the legacy of ten years of leftist administrations, but it’s also the legacy of military welfare that allowed South Korea to defer upgrading its equipment, building a professional volunteer army, and organizing an effective reserve force to deal with security contingencies. Worst of all, South Korea diverted billions of dollars that should have been spent on modernizing its military into regime-sustaining aid to Kim Jong Il, to be used, as far as anyone knows, for nukes, missiles, artillery, and pretty much everything but infant formula. To this day, South Korea continues to resist accepting operational control over its own forces in the event of war.

South Korea will spend on military regardless of US involvement - maybe

Jae-Jung Suh, Professor and Director of the Korea Studies Program @ Johns Hopkins University, School of Advanced International Studies, “ALLIED TO RACE?THE U.S.-KOREA ALLIANCE AND ARMS RACE”, 2009, ASIAN PERSPECTIVE, Vol. 33, No. 4, 2009, pp. 101-127, http://www.asianperspective.org/articles/v33n4-e.pdf 

While there is no dispute about the contributions that the United States has made to Korea’s defense, it is analytically difficult to show that its contributions have produced a replacement effect, not only because its contributions serve U.S. strategic needs but also because Korea’s military spending grew even when Washington’s security commitment remained constant or grew. In the 1950s and 1960s, Washington provided economic and military assistance—especially so-called counterpart funding— not just as a supplement but also as an inducement for Seoul to raise the size of the military and defense budget. Even as President Richard Nixon withdrew one division from South Korea, he increased other types of defense assistance to compensate for the decrease in Korea’s defense readiness that might result from the force reduction. President Jimmy Carter threatened to cut U.S. aid if Seoul did not go along with his policy, but he ended up giving aid without any troop withdrawal. Through the 1970s, President Park Chung-hee, fearing American withdrawal, launched an ambitious program to build Korea’s independent military capability. But in the 1980s, when President Ronald Reagan made unqualified commitment to South Korea’s defense, President Chun Doo-hwan still went ahead with the military modernization program. In other words, South Korea kept beefing up its military regardless of the level of American support. This, in turn, raises the question about the degree to which U.S. Forces in Korea (USFK) needs to be replaced in order to maintain a strategic balance against the North Korean military.23 The Roh Moo-hyun government justified some of its new weapons development programs in terms of the need to substitute for the U.S. capabilities that would be withdrawn by 2012 when wartime operational control will be transferred to the ROKA, but it is at least questionable whether all of those capabilities need to be acquired by South Korea. For example, the Kumgang and Paektu Projects would, upon their completion, give the ROKA the ability to monitor North Korea’s military activities almost anywhere in the country. Given that the North Korean military has only rudimentary reconnaissance and surveillance capability, any additional high-tech surveillance systems to replace what the United States currently provides could potentially be overkill. The ROKA maintains such a high force-to-space ratio that even without the benefits of the high-tech systems, it could block any blitzkrieg attempt by the North. Thus, while the U.S. military adds to the South’s capability, some of its contribution may be superfluous, especially given that Seoul is already enjoying military advantages over Pyongyang. The alliance’s supplementary effect, therefore, will be smaller than it seems at first.

SK Defense Spending Contributes to the Economy

South Korean military spending and modernization is parallel to weakening US security commitment and increasing economy

John Feffer, co-director of Foreign Policy in Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies, February 26, 2009, http://www.fpif.org/reports/ploughshares_into_swords

South Korea is currently engaged in a large-scale, expensive modernization of its military that aims to provide the country with a more robust and self-sufficient defense. The timing of this considerable increase in military spending might seem, at first glance, rather odd. Korean economic growth has been relatively anemic in the past few years. Meanwhile, the conventional military power of its chief adversary, North Korea, has steadily declined and, until recently, South Korean leaders were committed to expanding inter-Korean cooperation. In another irony, the current Lee Myung-bak administration has simultaneously pushed a much harder line on North Korea and reduced the level of spending projected by the previous Roh Moo-hyun government. Although the North Korean threat still serves to justify military spending in the South, other rationales have gained prominence, such as perceptions of a weakening U.S. security commitment, "unspecified" threats or insecurity in the region, and the technological requirements of the Revolution in Military Affairs (RMA). But another rationale has shaped South Korean military spending, and this rationale may become even more salient during this period of global economic crisis. Successive South Korean governments have argued that growing the military and localizing production is good for the economy. On the face of it, this economic argument makes intuitive sense. Large-scale military spending accompanied South Korea's spectacular rise to the commanding heights of the global economy. Indeed, the defense industry in some ways led the industrialization process. "We made tanks before we made cars," recalls Kim Jong-dae, editor of Diplomacy and Defense Focus. Today, the country's military industry employs a little more than 20,000 people directly and more than 50,000 indirectly, and it accounts for sales of roughly $5.7 billion, including more than $1 billion in exports in 2008. These aren't small figures. Yet critics charge that government funds could be more profitably invested in civilian sectors of the economy to better utilize research and development (R&D) funds and contribute more to economic growth. The flip side of the economic argument — that a national economic slowdown intensified by a global recession necessitates a less ambitious military modernization — has generated a different set of controversies concerning the sequencing of defense reform and the allocation of scarce resources. 

South Korea is exception when it comes to military spending being beneficial for the economy

John Feffer, co-director of Foreign Policy in Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies, February 26, 2009, http://www.fpif.org/reports/ploughshares_into_swords

When it comes to the economics of military spending — as with the economics of development overall — South Korea has been somewhat of an outlier. After many economists had concluded that high rates of military spending diverted precious investment resources in developing countries, South Korea proved to be an "interesting anomaly" as it devoted huge resources to the military and yet made almost unprecedented leaps in economic growth. After many economists had concluded that small countries couldn't profitably maintain indigenous arms manufacturing capabilities, South Korea again proved them wrong by becoming a leading arms-exporting nation. Just as it deliberately "got the prices wrong" on economic development, in Alice Amsden's memorable phrase, South Korea also seemed to get the prices wrong on military development, at least as it related to the economy. From nearly its inception as a country, South Korea has devoted a significant portion of government spending to the military, as much as 6.3% of gross domestic product in 1976. This percentage declined steadily declined through the 1990s, reaching 2.5% in 2006. Despite this declining percentage, however, South Korea's expanding economy guaranteed larger and larger shares for the defense sector, with an overall 81% increase in military spending from 1999 to 2007 (44% increase in inflation-adjusted dollars). The latest modernization plan, launched by the Roh Moo-hyun administration in 2006, consisted of several interlocking proposals. Among these, the Korean government proposed to: Increase significantly its military spending — by approximately 10% a year between 2008 and 2020 — with a focus on "force improvement projects"; Reduce military manpower by approximately 25% by 2020; Localize more arms production and take advantage of "spin-on" technologies; and Shift budget priorities from the army to the navy and air force in order to bolster rapid-response capabilities.

Empirically, South Korean defense spending has spiked with US changes in defense posture, contributing, overall, to South Korean economic development

John Feffer, co-director of Foreign Policy in Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies, February 26, 2009, http://www.fpif.org/reports/ploughshares_into_swords

Chief among these has been the United States. Significant spikes in South Korean military spending have occurred three times in South Korean history, each one corresponding with perceived or actual changes in U.S. defense posture in the region. The first, Park Chung-hee's emphasis on a self-reliant defense, came in the wake of U.S. troop reductions pushed through by President Richard M. Nixon in the early 1970s. The second came at the end of the 1980s when Roh Tae-woo used similar language — the "Koreanization of Korean defense" — in response to U.S. military transformation at the end of the Cold War. Finally, the efforts by Kim Dae-jung and particularly Roh Moo-hyun have represented a third wave in Korean military spending, again a modernization effort in response to U.S. global force transformation. In this most recent modernization, the drawdown of U.S. troops, the relocation of U.S. bases, the removal of the U.S. trip wire, and the handover of wartime military control — changes largely planned since the 1990s but accelerated during the tenure of Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld — all contributed to intensifying fears of entanglement prominent among Roh Moo-hyun supporters and raising fears of abandonment. South Korean officials began to look into acquiring many, if not all, of the high-tech capabilities provided by the United States in order to fill the anticipated gap. As military analyst Hamm Taik-young points out, the traditional "division of labor [was] between U.S. software and Korean hardware." So, South Korea rushed to acquire surveillance and command, control, computers, communications, and intelligence (C4I) capabilities. But in the alliance relationship, the United States has also traditionally provided naval and air force power, while South Korea has concentrated on the army. In its modernization, then, South Korea also began to beef up naval and air power (KDX-III, F-15K), and army firepower (self-propelled artillery). The shift in wartime military control created additional anxieties that U.S. forces — such as battle groups — would be either unavailable or delayed if requested by South Korea in an emergency. This anxiety persisted despite arguments that, although the shift in wartime control would weaken alliance cohesion, "it would not necessarily trigger a reduction and withdrawal of American forces." Gen. Walter Sharp's recent reassurances about U.S. commitments and capabilities did little to assuage these anxieties, since Washington is simultaneously planning to transfer 40 Apache helicopters from South Korea to Afghanistan, forcing Seoul to consider additional helicopter purchases to compensate for the loss. The United States influenced South Korean military spending in other ways as well. There are the costs of the alliance in general (South Korea will pay 760 billion won in 2009 for joint operations and will increase its share each year until 2013) and the ongoing base relocation in particular (South Korea will pay 5.59 trillion won for the Yongsan relocation while the United States will provide 4.4 trillion won). Then there is the cost of maintaining the interoperability of allied forces through the import of U.S. military goods. In 2007, South Korea bought about $900 million worth of arms, 95% of which came from the United States. This figure will likely grow as the U.S. Congress recently upgraded South Korea's military procurement status to the level of Australia, New Zealand, Japan, and NATO members. The United States has used interoperability as a way to influence South Korea's purchasing decisions, for example, twisting arms to persuade South Korea to purchase Boeing F-15Ks rather than French Rafales or Russian Sukhoi Su-35s. Also, as the United States upgrades its forces in line with RMA, South Korea has no choice but to do the same, for the dance partner who fails to follow the lead will eventually be exchanged for another. These overall alliance costs fall into the category of "asset specificity," namely the capabilities that have built up over the course of the U.S.-ROK military alliance and that require continual funding to sustain. Also part of the economic equation is the large amount of money that United States Forces Korea has directly contributed, through purchasing, to the Korean economy. 

South Korea Plays Key Role in Asia Economy

South Korea plays large role in Asian economy as the won leads Asian currency

Lilian Karunungan and Patricia Lui, B.S., Economics, June 28, 2010, http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-06-28/won-leads-asian-currencies-higher-on-bets-yuan-to-gain-further.html
South Korea’s won and Malaysia’s ringgit led Asian currencies higher on bets China will allow the yuan to strengthen further, boosting the purchasing power of consumers in the world’s third-biggest economy. Seven of the 10 most-actively traded currencies in Asia outside Japan climbed after U.S. President Barack Obama said at a Group of 20 meeting over the weekend that the yuan will rise “significantly” as the currency becomes more market- determined. Data for May to be released this week will show growth in South Korea’s industrial production accelerated, Malaysia’s exports climbed and Thailand’s current account as well as factory output improved, economists predicted. “The yuan is in the driver’s seat for Asian currencies,” said Ho Woei Chen, a regional economist at United Overseas Bank Ltd. in Singapore. “The G-20 saw a lot more support for yuan reforms, so markets can expect more yuan appreciation. That’s why most Asian currencies are stronger today.” The won strengthened 1.1 percent to close at 1,201.89 per dollar in Seoul, according to data compiled by Bloomberg. The ringgit climbed 0.9 percent to 3.2235. The Singapore dollar rose 0.7 percent to S$1.3840. China, including Hong Kong, is the biggest export market for Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore, South Korea, Taiwan and Thailand.

South Korea Contributes to Global Economy

South Korean interest rate increase raises confidence in global economy

Monami Yui and Lisa Pham, July 09, 2010, http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-07-09/asian-stocks-climb-on-economic-growth-hopes-china-banks-gain.html
Asian stocks completed the biggest weekly advance this year, as falling U.S. jobless claims, speculation China may wind back some tightening measures and a South Korean interest-rate increase spurred confidence in a global economic recovery. Li & Fung Ltd., a supplier to Wal-Mart Stores Inc., gained 7.4 percent in Hong Kong. KB Financial Group Inc. climbed 4.4 percent in Seoul after South Korea raised its benchmark interest rate for the first time since the global financial crisis. China Construction Bank Corp. advanced 1.9 percent on optimism loan demand will rise. Santos Ltd. jumped 9.7 percent on speculation Royal Dutch Shell Plc may buy a stake in one of its gas projects. “The markets are bouncing back from an oversold level,” said Prasad Patkar, who helps manage about $1.6 billion at Platypus Asset Management Ltd. in Sydney. “Companies are less pessimistic than the markets. They’re cashed up and looking to do deals.” The MSCI Asia Pacific Index climbed 0.9 percent to 116.10 as of 7:39 p.m. in Tokyo, its highest level since June 24. The gauge, which surged 1.6 percent yesterday as the International Monetary Fund raised its global economic growth forecast, gained 3.9 percent this week, the most since the period ended Dec. 4. The index has slumped 10 percent from its high this year on April 15 on concern Europe’s debt crisis and Chinese steps to curb property prices will hurt global growth. 

Korea sets a prime example for Asia in reshaping the global economy

Dominique Strauss-Kahn – Managing Director of the IMF, 12 July 2010, http://www.eurasiareview.com/201007124861/asia-and-the-global-economy-leading-the-way-forward-in-the-21st-century.html
In the wake of the global financial crisis, Asia has emerged as a global economic powerhouse—and no one can doubt that Asia’s economic importance will only continue to grow. But the world is changing, and so too will the way in which Asia will grow and prosper. The decisions made now will impact Asia’s performance for decades to come. Korea gives us two key lessons in this regard. First, its experience showcases how the right policies—including sound macroeconomic management and ambitious structural reforms—can deliver formidable economic performance over a very long stretch. Second, Korea, through its leadership role in the G-20 this year, demonstrates how Asia is reshaping the global economic and financial framework.
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Advantage___ is US- South Korea Relations

Anti-American resentment is at an all time high- troop presence kills the US – South Korea Alliance

Sook-Jong Lee, Yale Global, 6/8/04, Yale Center for the Study of Globalization, “Growing Anti-US Sentiments Roil an Old Alliance with South Korea”, http://yaleglobal.yale.edu/content/growing-anti-us-sentiments-roil-old-alliance-south-korea//sb

Actual dispatch has been delayed as South Korean and American officials renegotiate the place to go within Iraq. Civic activists have rekindled their protests in the wake of the April 15th election, and are asking the newly composed National Assembly to reconsider its previous overwhelming approval of the military dispatch. Korean civic organizations say that South Korea should not sacrifice its young men for this immoral imperialist war, especially in light of recent prison abuse scandals. The massive wave of anti-American feelings that have accompanied recent US actions in Iraq and South Korea is unprecedented in Korean history, reflecting a growing popular resentment that could endanger the US-South Korea alliance. With the democratization of their society, South Koreans have become more sensitive about their relationship with the US, as evidenced by the reaction to a recent traffic accident involving US forces. Throughout the winter of 2002, tens of thousands of Koreans carrying candles assembled in Seoul’s downtown plaza every day. They gathered to mourn the two Korean schoolgirls fatally struck by an American armored vehicle the previous June, and to protest the subsequent acquittal of two involved American soldiers by a US Military Tribunal. The protests accompanied widespread public pressure to revise the bilateral military law that prevents Korean law enforcers from punishing most actions undertaken by American troops during their official duties. Before the country emerged from authoritarian rule in the late 1980s, anti-American sentiments in South Korea were limited to radical students and leftist intellectuals angry at the US for supporting authoritarian regimes and facilitating economic disparities. Most Koreans became materially prosperous as the country democratized throughout the 1990’s, and old criticisms lost force. Instead, new grievances took hold in the minds of the populace. Survey data suggests that South Koreans have been increasingly critical of the US since the 1980s, and that negative views have become more widespread since George W. Bush took office. An August 2002 poll by the Pew Research Center revealed that South Korea ranked eighth among the 44 countries surveyed in terms of unfavorable attitudes toward the U.S, with higher rates of disapproval than Indonesia and India. Only 53% of South Koreans had a favorable view of the US, while 44% were unfavorably inclined. The current anti-American sentiment in South Korea has several sources. Most Koreans support the world-wide criticism of US unilateralism in foreign policy. They also resent the role the US plays in South Korea. The popular perception that South Korea has played only a minor role in the countries’ bilateral relations has begun to collide with South Koreans’ growing nationalism. The American Army headquarters in downtown Seoul reminds proud younger Koreans of a foreign occupation. Pollution and noise from army bases are viewed as an infringement of national sovereignty. Victimization of young girls and prostitutes inspires more resentment. Many Koreans also see North Korea as less of a threat than in the past, causing them to question the need for deterrence help from US troops. Although older Koreans remember how much America sacrificed to defend South Korea from the communist invasion, younger Koreans have a different perception of security. The inter-Korean rapprochement and subsequent “sunshine” policy since the July 2000 meeting between President Kim and Kim Jong-Il planted the perception of North Korea as a poor brother to be helped by the rich South. A new inter-Korean nationalism advocating rapprochement and reunification is on the rise. Even the current standoff over North Korea’s nuclear program has only strengthened South Koreans’ anti-American sentiments. South Koreans blame the Bush Administration for defining North Korea as one of an “axis of evil” and creating military tension in the Korean peninsular. Although American officials repeatedly deny any planned preemptive strike against the nuclear sites in North Korea, some Koreans view relocation of American troops away from the demilitarized zone as preparation to minimize US casualties in the case of war. A significant number of South Koreans criticize the US for being preoccupied with its anti-terrorism and non-proliferation agendas without heeding its ally’s desire for peace. Having experienced the terrible Korean War, pacifism is strongly ingrained among South Koreans. For them, the assured ultimate victory of the combined forces of South Korea and the US in a war with North Korea is not preferable to the current status-quo if one considers civilian casualties in the hundreds of thousands. As the seeds of the Korea War were planted by the post-World War II division of the Korean peninsula by the US and the Soviet Union, many South Koreans also believe that inter-Korean rapprochement and reunification should be controlled by Koreans themselves – including those from the North. South Korea’s progressive political leaders – who currently hold power – have taken up these anti-American sentiments and hopes for peaceful coexistence with North Korea. They advocate an independent foreign policy that diverges from Washington's confrontational approach to North Korea. But they must be alarmed by a recent US decision to move its troops in South Korea to Iraq and the subsequent US announcement to withdraw 12,500 US troops from South Korea. Anti-American sentiments are likely to dampen as most South Koreans are anxious to keep the remaining US troops. Korean progressives, 
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(continues…)

meanwhile, face the dilemma that pursuing an equal partnership with the US would ultimately force South Korea to spend more money and personnel increasing its own defense capabilities. South Korean public support for the US-Korea alliance itself is still strong despite growing anti-American sentiments. Nevertheless, American policy makers should act to abate the anti-Americanism in Korean society for two reasons. First of all, negative feelings towards the US among Korean civilians could harm the traditionally robust US-Korea alliance. Close cooperation and trust between Washington and Seoul is more necessary than ever if the current nuclear crisis is to be resolved. And as the US moves soldiers from South Korea to Iraq, it must prove its continued commitment to South Korea’s defense so that South Koreans feel confident about the alliance’s future. Secondly, left unchecked, anti-US sentiment could transform domestic politics in South Korea. Inflated by South Korea’s currently unstable political scene, anti-American sentiment mixed with strong nationalism could empower political leaders who would create tension and create a chasm in the alliance. If an empowered progressive force in South Korea radicalizes its position towards the US, the divided Korean society is likely to be engulfed by chaos. 

American troops in South Korea are strongly opposed- withdrawal is the focal point of US- South Korean relations

Sig Christenson, Express-News Staff Writer, 6/22/2k “Facing anti-American Sentiment in Korea”, express news , http://www.tomcoyner.com/facing_antiAmerican_sentiment.htm//sb
An American professor in Korea, Jeff Jones, noted in a message to the Herald that some of his students are "rather aggressive, strongly hinting that it's time for the Americans to head back to Yankee town." Another American writing to the paper said the protests at Yongsan have grown more violent, with demonstrators climbing embassy buildings and throwing fire bombs over the walls of the headquarters. Many Koreans, "for better or worse," are uncomfortable with the U.S. troop presence, said Dr. Marcus Noland, a senior fellow at the Institute for International Economics, a private, nonpartisan think tank in Washington. The friction is compounded by the headquarters at Yongsan, which he said "is on prime real estate in the middle of a very crowded urban environment." Flake worries that the new North-South détente, continued protests and pressure from isolationists in Congress could lead to an exit of U.S. forces from Korea and the end of America's "stabilizing" influence in the often-troubled region. "The unfortunate thing is we're entering a time when U.S. officials need to be paying extremely close attention to Korea, because what they say and do now can have long term implications for our alliance," he said. "But we're at a time when we're on the brink of the silly season (presidential election), when the U.S. is distracted and far more concerned with things in the Middle East and elsewhere than Korea." Korean politics presents yet another complication, said Noland, a U.S. expert on the peninsula's economic systems and author of a new book, "Avoiding the Apocalypse: The Future of the Two Koreas." While in Seoul recently, he said he observed supporters of Kim Dae-jung "essentially positioning us to be the heavies — if peace doesn't work out it's the Americans' fault — we didn't give enough money to the North Koreans, we were too hard on them, etc., etc., etc.," Noland said. Inevitably, as tensions between the two Koreas ease, debate over the future of U.S. troops on the peninsula will grow, Flake said. "It's going to become more and more of a focal point between the U.S. and South Korea," he predicted. "The number of troops there, the role of the troops there, all that is going to come into debate in the years to come."
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Withdrawal solves Asian stability and Chinese military modernization boosting South Korean relations

Doug Bandow, Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance and senior fellow at the Cato Institute, 6/09/08, “Ending the U.S.-Korea Alliance”, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=17812//sb

Some analysts on both sides of the Pacific contend that the alliance is necessary to respond to North Korean nuclear developments. However, absent the U.S. military presence—which provides a convenient target for Pyongyang—the prospect of a DPRK bomb would be a regional rather than an American problem. Washington still would have an interest in encouraging a nuclear-free Korean peninsula, but withdrawing the troops would increase American flexibility. Supporters of the status quo also advocate giving the bilateral relationship a new purpose. After the Gates meeting, the two countries issued a press release which “expressed a shared perception of the need for stronger cooperation in order to develop the ROK-U.S. Alliance into a 21st Century Strategic Alliance and agreed to exert a joint effort for the creative development of the ROK-U.S. relationship.” Which means precisely what? Some Americans view South Korea as a key member of an anti-China alliance. But while the ROK might enjoy being protected from Beijing in the extraordinarily unlikely event of Chinese aggression, the South has no interest in joining with an American crusade against the PRC. Indeed, the ROK’s ties with Beijing continue to grow. Two-way trade between China and South Korea runs $145 billion, more than between the U.S. and the South. Popular South Korean attitudes towards the People’s Republic of China vary—recent thuggish behavior by Chinese students towards demonstrators protesting repression in Tibet was ill-received in the South, for instance. But it is hard to find a resident of the ROK enthused about confronting the PRC. Indeed, more young people fear the U.S. than either China or the DPRK. Moreover, in May South Korean President Lee Myung-bak visited Beijing, where he and Chinese President Hu Jintao announced that they had “agreed to upgrade ties from a partnership of comprehensive cooperation to a future-oriented strategic partnership.” The most likely scenario for conflict between the United States and China involves Taiwan. However, the prospect that Seoul will turn itself into a permanent enemy of a likely superpower with a long memory to help defend Taiwan approximates zero. America’s East Asian allies might want Washington to stick around to counterbalance assorted feared states (variously China, Japan and Russia), but have little incentive to put themselves at risk to advance perceived U.S. interests. But if China was not the target of a revamped alliance, what would be the purpose? Aggression by Japan or anyone else is inconceivable. The most common sources of conflict are neither important for U.S. security nor amenable to U.S. military action—Burma, Indonesia, and the Solomon Islands, for example. If South Korea or other nearby states want a local geopolitical policeman, let one or more of them perform that role. The pro-alliance mantra includes promoting regional stability, but the contention that East Asia would dissolve into chaos and war without Uncle Sam’s restraining hand is both arrogant and presumptuous. Everyone in the region has an interest in preserving peace and promoting prosperity. North Korea remains a problem state but the threat of war on the Korean peninsula has diminished dramatically; the result of the recent Taiwanese election has moderated fears about potential conflict in the Taiwan Strait. Beyond these two cases, there are no obvious bilateral controversies with much likelihood of flaring into violence. Still, does an American presence dampen geopolitical rivalries and arms races? Washington’s role as de facto security guarantor might discourage allied states from doing more for their own defense, but that is a dubious benefit since the belief that the United States will intervene encourages countries to be more belligerent in any disputes with other nations. Moreover, America’s presence virtually forces Beijing to upgrade its military, lest it remain permanently vulnerable to foreign coercion. That is the worst dynamic possible—weakening friendly nations and keeping them permanently dependent on Washington, while convincing China that only a sustained military buildup will enable it to deter U.S. intervention. America’s interests would be best served by the development of a regional balance of power, in which friendly nations act to protect their own interests and constrain the PRC. In 1950 the ROK would have been swallowed had the United States not intervened. In the early succeeding years South Korea could not have defended itself. But those days are long over. So it is with other countries in the region. Japan is the second-ranking economic power on earth. Australia has taken an active military role in Southeast Asia and the south Pacific. Vietnam has developed a friendly relationship with the United States. India’s political influence and military forces now reach into Southeast Asia. All of this makes for a more-complicated world, but also almost certainly a safer one for America. Yet Washington is locked in the past. We are told that U.S. troops must remain in South Korea to defend that nation from ever-diminishing threats, threats which the ROK is capable of handling. As the world changes, so should American security commitments and military deployments. Much of Washington’s global security structure is outdated. Nowhere is that more obvious than on the Korean peninsula. The only way to create a “twenty-first century strategic alliance” with the South is to end today’s outmoded twentieth-century alliance.
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US South Korean relations is critical to combat global warming—high-tech and role model for Asian countries

Scott Snyder, director of the Center for U.S.-Korea Policy and senior associate of Washington programs in the International Relations program of The Asia Foundation, 04/09, Center for Strategic and International Studies, “Pursuing A Comprehensive Vision for the U.S. South Korean Alliance”, http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/090409_snyder_pursuingcompvision_web.pdf//sb

An emerging area of cooperation in the US.-ROK relationship is climate change. South Korea im​ports 97 percent of its energy needs42 and is one of the globes top ten emitters of carbon dioxide, and therefore shares similar interests with the United States on clean development. South Korea is a member of the Bush administration initiative on climate change, the Asia-Pacific Partnership on Clean Development and Climate (APP), co-founded by Australia and the United States in January of 2006, and including China, India, Japan, and the Republic of Korea, to promote technology co​operation on climate and environment-related issues, including in the areas of clean fossil energy, aluminum, coal mining, renewable energy, power generation, cement, buildings and appliances, and steel.4* The APP has dozens of projects located across the region, including several in Korea devoted to such research areas as the expansion of biodiesel use, cleaner fossil energies, develop​ment of indices for renewable energies and distribution, and solar technologies.44 There is poten​tial for this initiative to gain in profile under the Obama administration. The initiatives nonbinding framework for cooperation, however, is seen in some quarters as a weak alternative to global legal agreements to limit greenhouse gas emissions. Under the Obama administration, it is likely that the United States will once again seek to play an active role in pro​moting a global understanding of how to respond to the global challenges posed by climate change issues. At the G-8 Summit in Hokkaido in July 2008, Lee Myung Bak pledged to serve as a bridge be​tween the United States and developing countries on future climate change discussions. To the ex​tent that South Korea can define a bridging role and take concrete actions to promote cooperation on climate change issues, such an initiative would likely be appreciated by the new administration. Seoul has recently taken promising steps domestically toward putting the country on a path toward cleaner development: In August 2008, Lee Myung Bak put the issue high on the agenda by declaring a national vision of "low carbon, green growth," and in early 2009, he sought to include a substantial "green" component in the country's economic stimulus efforts, which if implemented would likely fund renewable energy research and subsidize eco-friendly businesses. Further, the current popularity of the concept of green growth in Korea, combined with Koreas appeal as a de​velopmental model for several countries in greater Asia, make Korea an attractive partner for the United States in seeking to promote bilateral or multilateral efforts to combat global warming. To build the foundation for such cooperation, the two governments should use the APP framework to provide strong support to existing and nascent initiatives at the local level, such as the cross-bor​der consortium of eco-cities envisioned by Daejeon Green Growth Forum chairman Yang Ji-won and his collaborators in Palo Alto, California, and elsewhere.4' Such efforts should complement the leadership-level pursuit of a global climate treaty in the lead-up to the UN Climate Summit in Copenhagen in December 2009.
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Warming causes extinction—sea level rise destroys cities and farmland

Oliver Tickell, staff writer, 08/11/08, “On a planet 4C hotter, all we can prepare for is extinction”, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/aug/11/climatechange//sb

We need to get prepared for four degrees of global warming, Bob Watson told the Guardian last week. At first sight this looks like wise counsel from the climate science adviser to Defra. But the idea that we could adapt to a 4C rise is absurd and dangerous. Global warming on this scale would be a catastrophe that would mean, in the immortal words that Chief Seattle probably never spoke, "the end of living and the beginning of survival" for humankind. Or perhaps the beginning of our extinction. The collapse of the polar ice caps would become inevitable, bringing long-term sea level rises of 70-80 metres. All the world's coastal plains would be lost, complete with ports, cities, transport and industrial infrastructure, and much of the world's most productive farmland. The world's geography would be transformed much as it was at the end of the last ice age, when sea levels rose by about 120 metres to create the Channel, the North Sea and Cardigan Bay out of dry land. Weather would become extreme and unpredictable, with more frequent and severe droughts, floods and hurricanes. The Earth's carrying capacity would be hugely reduced. Billions would undoubtedly die. Watson's call was supported by the government's former chief scientific adviser, Sir David King, who warned that "if we get to a four-degree rise it is quite possible that we would begin to see a runaway increase". This is a remarkable understatement. The climate system is already experiencing significant feedbacks, notably the summer melting of the Arctic sea ice. The more the ice melts, the more sunshine is absorbed by the sea, and the more the Arctic warms. And as the Arctic warms, the release of billions of tonnes of methane – a greenhouse gas 70 times stronger than carbon dioxide over 20 years – captured under melting permafrost is already under way. To see how far this process could go, look 55.5m years to the Palaeocene-Eocene Thermal Maximum, when a global temperature increase of 6C coincided with the release of about 5,000 gigatonnes of carbon into the atmosphere, both as CO2 and as methane from bogs and seabed sediments. Lush subtropical forests grew in polar regions, and sea levels rose to 100m higher than today. It appears that an initial warming pulse triggered other warming processes. Many scientists warn that this historical event may be analogous to the present: the warming caused by human emissions could propel us towards a similar hothouse Earth.

US South Korea EXT- Anti-Americanism Now

American resentment is high now--- military presence crushes U.S. South Korean relations

Myongsob Kim, Associate Professor at Yonsei University, Seoul, South Korea, Suzanne L. Parker, Department of Political Science, and Jun Young Choi, Department of Social & Policy Science @ Bath University, 10/06, International Political Science Review, Vol. 27, No. 4, “Increasing Distrust of the USA in South Korea”, JSTOR//sb

Since the Korean War, US military forces have played a pivotal role in protecting South Korea from North Korea and other regional powers.2 Given their importance to South Korea, it is obvious that they play a major role in determining South Koreans' trust in the USA. Rather than increasing that trust, as might be expected given their pivotal role in South Korea's defense, US forces recently have been seen as a significant source of distrust.

The reason for the US presence was to protect South Korea from communism and North Korea, and, in the process, check the communist advance at the demilitarized zone on the Korean Peninsula. The decline of communism, the end of the cold war, and the beginning of a reconciliation process between the two Koreas have convinced many Koreans that US military forces may no longer be necessary on the Korean Peninsula (Bong, 2003; Kim and Cho, 2003; Lee and Chung, 2003). In addition, the democratization of South Korea has given citizens a new freedom to pursue political issues involving the USFK. These grievances include problems in the Kooni Fire Range, environmental pollution around USFK bases, perceptions that the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) is unfair to South Koreans, and crimes committed by US soldiers stationed in South Korea. Complaints about these issues have been spread on the Internet as well as by traditional media, and have contributed to deterioration of the USFK's image. As a result, US military forces are becoming known as troublemakers. This negative USFK image could seriously increase South Koreans' distrust of the USA.

And, Anti-Americanism based on the status of US forces significantly weakens US-South Korean relations allowing North Korea to invade

Misun Hwang and Helen Kim, Stanford University, 03/11/03, EDGE, “Anti-Americanism in South Korea, Korean culture and the threat of war”, http://www.stanford.edu/class/e297a/Anti-Americanism%20in%20South%20Korea.pdf//sb

Contrasting with the predominantly negative stance on the U.S. role in Korea, some continue to adopt a positive view. The older generations, scarred by the memories of the Korean War, tolerate Bush’s harsh remark on North Korea since they believe that it is not the Sunshine Policy which prevented another war, but the deterrent power of the U.S. Army. They agree with Bush saying that he portrayed the real character of North Korea. According to the more tolerant group of Koreans, it is not the content of his remark that angered South Koreans but the rashness of his remark – making such a rhetorically violent remark without consulting with the South – that caused the upsurge of strong emotions. Some say, however, that it is the continual view of North Koreans as blood-related brothers and sisters that explains the strong reaction of South Koreans to the “axis of evil” remark. Jay Leno’s reckless comment, George W. Bush's "axis of evil” remark and his aggressive foreign policy, human rights violations by the American soldiers stationed in South Korea, and the unjust Status of Forces Agreement have all contributed to the spread of anti-American sentiment in the Korean peninsula. The ROK-U.S. alliance is likely to weaken if the adverse feelings among Koreans toward the U.S. persist, and North Korea will not miss the chance to invade the South when the allies - the South and the U.S. - are in conflict with each other. In order to prevent another bloody Korean War, the ROK-U.S. alliance should remain intact and strong, and this can only be brought about by arresting the spread of anti-American sentiment both South and North Korea.

US South Korea EXT- Troops hurt the Alliance

South Korean alliance is deteriorating because of US presence and South Korea can defend itself alone—large economy and Chinese support 

Robyn Lim, professor of IR @ Nanzan University, Nagoya, Japan, author of “Geopolitics of East Asia”, 11/24/05, Japan Times, pg online @ http://search.japantimes.co.jp/member/member.html?eo20051124rl.htm//sb

That barely papered over the cracks. Roh, by announcing a partial withdrawal of South Korean forces from Iraq without consulting Bush, deliberately embarrassed his guest. Thus Roh made it obvious that the alliance is rapidly unwinding. America should now remove its remaining ground forces from South Korea. America's job is done in South Korea. So now it is time to declare victory and go home. The congruence of strategic interest that underpinned the U.S.-South Korea alliance is rapidly eroding. That is a consequence of the winning of the Cold War, and China's turn to capitalism. South Korea's economy is now some 20 times that of North Korea. So South Korea is strong enough to ensure its military and economic interests against North Korea. Moreover, South Korea has a de facto alliance and growing economic interdependence with a "rising" China that secures it against attack from the North. In South Korea (as in Taiwan) democracy has not proved to be a panacea for strategic problems. To the contrary, a more liberal political system in the South has allowed North Korea to play on nationalist sentiment in the South. The continued presence of U.S. ground forces provides a focus for the North to play on growing Korean nationalism. 

A2: Withdrawal hurts Soko rels 
US presence in Korea incites North Korea to act even more aggressively. Troop withdrawal will not hurt US South Korean relations—air and naval power still persist

Joshua Stanton, attorney in Washington D.C. former U.S. Army Judge Advocate in Korea, 4/11/10, The New Ledger,“Why the U.S. Army should leave Korea”, http://newledger.com/2010/04/25646//sb


During my service in Korea, as U.S. taxpayers subsidized South Korea’s defense, South Korea subsidized Kim Jong Il’s potential offense with billions of dollars in hard currency that sustained the very threat against which we were ostensibly helping to defend. South Korea never made North Korea’s disarmament a condition of this aid. Instead, that aid effectively undermined U.S. and U.N. sanctions meant to force North Korea to disarm. What does South Korea have to show for this colossal outlay now? Because South Korea, now one the world’s wealthiest nations, expects up to 600,000 American soldiers to arrive protect it from any security contingency, successive South Korean governments actually cut their nation’s defense rather than modernizing it and building an effective independent defense. Consequently, South Korea still has a 1970-vintage force structure, designed to repel a 1970-vintage threat, equipped with 1970-vintage weapons. This is partly the legacy of ten years of leftist administrations, but it’s also the legacy of military welfare that allowed South Korea to defer upgrading its equipment, building a professional volunteer army, and organizing an effective reserve force to deal with security contingencies. Worst of all, South Korea diverted billions of dollars that should have been spent on modernizing its military into regime-sustaining aid to Kim Jong Il, to be used, as far as anyone knows, for nukes, missiles, artillery, and pretty much anything but infant formula. To this day, South Korea continues to resist accepting operational control over its own forces in the event of war. The U.S. Army presence in Korea is an anachronism, defending against the extinct threat of a conventional North Korean invasion. The far greater danger is that if Kim Jong Il assesses our current president as weak, he will choose more limited or less conventional means to strike at our soldiers and their families. Given the reported presence of Taliban operatives in Seoul, he might even plausibly deny responsibility for an attack. Thus, while I don’t go so far as to accept the Princess Bride Doctrine (“never get involved in a land war in Asia”), I do not believe it is wise for us to have our forces within easy artillery range of Kim Jong Il, such that he may freely choose the time, place, and manner of our involvement. I offer two qualifications here. First, this is not to suggest that we unilaterally abrogate the alliance with South Korea. Our air and naval installations in Korea provide useful power-projection capability and are far more secure, ironically, than our many scattered and isolated Army posts. I can imagine any number of contingencies for which we’d want to have the ability to move people and supplies into South Korea in a hurry.

US South Korean Relations Good—Multiple Reasons

US South Korea relations are critical to the war on terrorism, middle east and African instability, global CO2 reduction, and non-proliferation

Kurt Campbell et. al (Victor D. Cha, Lindsey Ford, Kazuyo Kato, Nirav Patel, Randy Schriver, and Vikram J. Singh), co-founder and Chief Executive Officer of the Center for a New American Security, 02/09, Center for New American Security, “Going Global: The Future of the U.S.- South Korea Alliance”, http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CampbellPatel_Going%20Global_February09_0.pdf//sb

Second, as the alliance expands in scope, its crafters must strive to make the alliance an insti-tution of intrinsic rather than just strategic value. Throughout its history, the U.S.-South Korean alliance has been of strategic value for the United States as a bulwark against communism and as a front line of defense for Japan. In short, it has been important to keep the ROK out of the adversary’s hands, but beyond this utilitarian purpose, the alliance has not had value in and of itself. As a democratic ROK plays a more significant role in the world, one befitting a global citizen dealing with 21st-century problems, the alliance becomes intrinsically valuable. Korea becomes a key partner not only in traditional security terms, but also in addressing broader transnational challenges. The U.S.-ROK alliance therefore becomes sustainable long after the North Korean threat dissipates. The third principle is to run hard — do not coast. The crafters of the alliance must constantly push themselves to forge areas of common cooperation that increasingly define the alliance outside of a peninsular context. One area in which the ROK has already demonstrated the alliance’s extra peninsular context has been in the global war on terror. South Korea played a significant role in Iraq, providing the third-largest ground contingent, and in Afghanistan, where it provided logistics and medical support. Yet, there are many other areas of potential growth; Korea’s proven record of peace-keeping operations in places such as East Timor and Lebanon show that Seoul can play an increas-ingly prominent leadership role in other areas of domestic instability including Africa, the Middle East, and the Pacific island nations. The ROK Navy can perform important regional tasks to maintain freedom of navigation in Asian waters. Korea’s emphasis on nuclear power makes it a major player in efforts to move countries such as China away from carbon-based strategies to cleaner and more carbon-neutral energy development. Additionally, Korea’s record as a responsible Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) member could become even stronger in the future through the potential leadership role that Seoul could play in dismantling a nuclear program inherited from a collapsed Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK). Seoul is also seeking to enhance its global profile as a provider of development assistance, in particular by help-ing countries make the transition into modernity through assistance in information technology. 1 Because it has similar views on entrepreneurial development assistance to those of the United States and Japan (versus those of Europeans), there are opportunities for growth in everything from improving the business climate in Indonesia to state building in Palestine.

U.S. South Korean Relations Good-- Prolif

U.S South Korean relations most important for global non proliferation

Kurt Campbell et. al (Victor D. Cha, Lindsey Ford, Kazuyo Kato, Nirav Patel, Randy Schriver, and Vikram J. Singh), co-founder and Chief Executive Officer of the Center for a New American Security, 02/09, Center for New American Security, “Going Global: The Future of the U.S.- South Korea Alliance”, http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CampbellPatel_Going%20Global_February09_0.pdf//sb

South Korea has a vested national interest in curb-ing the proliferation of WMD and their associated technologies. More than most nations, South Korea understands the tangible threat of nuclear aggression. South Korea has historically taken a strong stance on nonproliferation: it is a responsible member of the NPT and it complies with the Chemical Weapons Convention and the Biological Weapons Convention. Additionally, although it is not a formal member of PSI, South Korea has provided critical intelligence for PSI-related interdiction operations. South Korea’s support for nonproliferation and counterproliferation has been naturally driven by the North Korean nuclear threat. In recent years, however, South Korea has begun to look outside of the peninsular context to help manage the potential reemergence of nuclear politics worldwide. 

U.S. South Korean relations is key to global non proliferation efforts

Kurt Campbell et. al (Victor D. Cha, Lindsey Ford, Kazuyo Kato, Nirav Patel, Randy Schriver, and Vikram J. Singh), co-founder and Chief Executive Officer of the Center for a New American Security, 02/09, Center for New American Security, “Going Global: The Future of the U.S.- South Korea Alliance”, http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CampbellPatel_Going%20Global_February09_0.pdf//sb

Nonproliferation is one of the most obvious areas for global alliance cooperation, as well as being one of the top national security priori-ties for South Korea and the United States. Yet, the immediate specter of North Korea’s nuclear program has shaded the lens through which the United States and South Korea approach nonproliferation efforts. Washington and Seoul should broaden the alliance’s focus on nonproliferation to include a greater emphasis on global nonprolifera-tion initiatives. South Korea could significantly improve the opportunities for collaboration in this area by formally joining PSI, expanding intelligence-sharing activities, and participating in maritime interdiction efforts. The incoming U.S. administration’s desire to broaden the scope of the initiative provides an opportunity for South Korea to reframe its domestic debate over PSI to focus on global proliferation networks rather than merely on North Korea. 

U.S – Soko rels key to Iranian prolif 

US South Korean alliance is critical to prevent Iranian prolif and boost U.S. Iranian relations

Kurt Campbell et. al (Victor D. Cha, Lindsey Ford, Kazuyo Kato, Nirav Patel, Randy Schriver, and Vikram J. Singh), co-founder and Chief Executive Officer of the Center for a New American Security, 02/09, Center for New American Security, “Going Global: The Future of the U.S.- South Korea Alliance”, http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CampbellPatel_Going%20Global_February09_0.pdf//sb

The most recent concrete manifestation of this shift is in South Korea’s progressive nuclear diplomatic negotiations with Iran. South Korea has an active diplomatic mission in Tehran, as do the Iranians in Seoul. Bilateral trade between South Korea and Iran accounted for $8 billion in 2007, a figure that is likely to increase in the coming years. 67 The ROK has been outspoken in its opposition to Iran’s opaque nuclear program, including supporting U.S.-led UN sanctions. Moreover, a poll released by the BBC World Service in 2008 reports that 76 percent of South Koreans believe that Iran is producing nuclear energy for civil and military purposes. 68 In fact, South Korea is just one of three countries (out of 21 and second to Israel) surveyed that has greater support for more stringent diplomatic and economic sanctions, as well as possible coercive measures against Iran. 69 This indicates a greater public recognition in South Korea of the interconnectedness of its security with WMD proliferation. This is not to suggest that South Korea has enough leverage to compel the Iranian government to change course (although its trade and infrastructure investments would be useful bargaining chips), but it does show how the U.S.-ROK alliance could provide an alternative vehicle to engage the Iranians. South Korea has unique diplomatic access to the Iranian regime and could be a helpful intermediary in setting up meet-ings and dialogue with key Iranian interlocutors. This would be particularly important if the United States decided to take steps to normalize relations with Iran. 

***FTA Adv

FTA Adv

US-South Korean security cooperation enables Lee to renegotiate KORUS now, clearing the way for passage in both countries.

Ian Bremmer, president of Eurasia Group, former national fellow at the Hoover Institution, PhD in political science from Stanford University, 7/7/2010, Foreign Policy, http://eurasia.foreignpolicy.com/category/region/north_america

The Korea-US free trade agreement (KORUS) was completed in 2007, but congressional Democrats, under pressure from labor unions, have refused to vote on ratification. They charge that, among other problems, the deal would allow South Korea to continue blocking entry to American automobiles and beef. Obama said he wants renegotiations to be completed before he visits Seoul for the next G-20 gathering in November and that he intends to submit the deal to Congress for a vote after the mid-term elections. This is Obama's first explicit public commitment to push on a specific trade deal with a clear timeline for passage. America's 9.5 percent unemployment rate and a very challenging election season might make this a surprising time to try to move forward. But political and security developments in East Asia help explain the timing. China's recent announcement that it will allow some upward movement in the value of its currency has not appeased critics in Congress, and U.S.-China trade frictions will continue. More importantly, the crisis created when North Korea sank a South Korean naval vessel has sharply increased tensions in the region. These developments provide good reason for the United States and South Korea to move closer together. In Toronto, Obama went so far as to describe South Korea as "the lynchpin" of American policy in Asia -- a comment that raised a few eyebrows in Tokyo. The South Koreans passed this deal long ago and have refused to reopen it to address congressional complaints. But anxiety over what's happening in North Korea will make it easier for South Korean President Lee Myung-bak to argue for compromise and better relations with the United States. The Obama administration assumption is that passage will become easier after the midterms have passed as enough pro-trade Democrats join Republicans to close the deal.

Withdrawing the US presence destroys that cooperation – it’s perceived as ending the US security commitment.

Patrick Flood, former U.S. Foreign Service Officer, Ph.D. in political science from the University of Massachusetts Amherst, 7/12/2010, http://www.centermovement.org/topics-issues/foreign-policy/korea-china-and-the-us-an-alternative-view/

Withdrawing our forces offshore and offering instead assurances of future help would be a clear statement that our security commitment to South Korea is no longer what it was, despite our alliance.  One cannot effectively defend an ally against a massive land invasion solely with ships and remote airbases.  And we tried partial withdrawal a few years ago: in an effort to defuse tensions and after consultation with South Korea, we reduced troop strength by 25% and repositioned our forces within the country.  This move has obviously not helped to moderate the North’s policies. And, as noted above, by staying in Korea we reassure not only South Korea but also our other allies in Asia that we will keep our commitments.

***FTA Adv Extensions

Uniqueness: FTA will Pass

US-South Korea cooperation means the FTA will be renegotiated and will pass. 

Reuters, 7/14/2010, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSN1416545020100714

South Korea is ready to consider "creative" solutions to open its market to more U.S. beef and auto imports to help win U.S. approval of a bilateral free trade agreement, South Korea's ambassador to the United States said on Wednesday. Ambassador Han Duk-soo also said he was confident the two countries would resolve the troublesome issues by a November deadline set last month by U.S. President Barack Obama and South Korean President Lee Myung-bak. "Just rest assured we will finish in accordance with the timeline set by President Obama and President Lee," Han said at an event with members of Congress and industry officials to push for approval of the deal. South Korea is prepared to plunge headlong into the talks with the United States to come up with "creative and mutually acceptable solutions," Han said. Also at the event, The Emergency Committee on American Trade, a U.S. business group, released a letter to Obama urging passage of the Korea pact and other deals with Colombia and Panama. The letter was signed by top executives from Microsoft (MSFT.O), General Electric (GE.N), Coca-Cola (KO.N), Intel (INTC.O), Caterpillar (CAT.N), Wal-Mart (WMT.N) and six other U.S. companies. The United States signed the free trade agreement with its long-time ally three years ago, but it has not been ratified by Congress. The two presidents' pledge to finally enact the pact follows the sinking of a South Korean warship in March, which has been blamed on North Korea and reinforced the need for strong ties between Washington and Seoul.

Withdrawal dooms FTA ext

Korea perceives troop withdrawal as ending the alliance

Michael Auslin, resident scholar at AEI, 1/2007, American Enterprise Institute, http://www.aei.org/outlook/27342

It is this question of alliances that most concerns U.S. partners in the region. All seem to want to know what the United States intends in the coming years. This observer was asked point-blank by senior South Korean military officers if the United States was going to withdraw its troops from the peninsula after 2008, as some Pentagon officials have mused in recent years.[3] What seems to the Pentagon like strategic redeployment of U.S. troops from the ROK is conflated in South Korean minds with the lack of deep political or economic ties with the United States. South Koreans are rightly proud that the combined U.S.-ROK combatant command is considered by many to be one of the finest fighting forces in the world, and they are even more aware that South Korea has dispatched more troops abroad in service of American or United Nations (UN) missions than almost any other nation. But they perceive--and resent--that Washington is not listening to their concerns, which have become more complex as the country has become more affluent. A leading politician notes that younger South Koreans, in particular, are wary of doing anything to challenge the North that could threaten the South's economic progress. "But we think time is on our side, and we don't want to do anything to strengthen Kim's regime," continues the politician, who thinks South Korea should somehow support North Korea's citizens as a way of moving toward regime change.

Maintaining the alliance is key to public support

Scott Snyder, Director at the Center for U.S. – Korea Policy at the Asia Foundation, 3/16/2009, The Asia Foundation, http://asiafoundation.org/publications/pdf/488
Although Roh’s style of managing relations with the United States was politically contested within South Korea andentailed costs in terms of distancing South Korea from the traditional protection it had enjoyed through close security relations with the United States, the Roh administration was able to work together with the Bush administration on many sensitive alliance issues, including reconfiguration of U.S. forces, the dispatch of South Korean troops to Iraq, and negotiation (but not ratification) of a potentially strategically significant free trade agreement (FTA) with the United States. One former Roh advisor observed privately in the summer of 2008 that Roh may not have said the right things, but on relations with the United States, he delivered; Lee Myung-bak has said what Americans want to hear, but it remains to be seen whether he will actually be able to garner South Korean public support to deliver on expanded cooperation with the United States.5 Thus, a crucial question is whether Lee will be able to garner public support from an increasingly proud and sensitive South Korean public on issues related to the alliance. Lee’s decision to open South Korea’s beef market on the eve of his meeting with President Bush became a lightning rod for public criticism of the Lee administration, sparking criticisms that Lee had sacrificed South Korean national interests by being too generous toward the United States in allowing a complete opening of the beef market. An MBC documentary on the U.S. beef industry televised within two weeks of Lee’s visit to Washington attempted to link downer cattle to mad cow disease (bovine spongiform encephalopathy (BSE)) and internet rumors that sub-standard U.S. beef would be served at South Korean school cafeterias and military mess halls stirred public demonstrations over the issue in early May. The focus of the demonstrations then morphed in June into a protest against Lee’s leadership style, whichwas widely perceived as dictatorial and narrow, since Lee appeared to listen only to his close advisors and friends with little apparent regard for other public stakeholders on specific issues. The hope among the general public appeared to be that Lee would reflect on the demonstrations and develop a more broadly consultative style of leadership more appropriate to that of a president and less analogous to that of a private sector CEO. Although the demonstrations themselves did not become expressions of anti-American sentiment, Lee Myung-bak made two public apologies for his handling of the issue. His administration was undoubtedly weakened by the demonstrations. Finally, the situation calmed down as the South Korean public began to feel that the demonstrations were being hijacked by radicals willing to use violence against the police to pursue their aims. In addition, the incident made Lee’s handling of the alliance—and his ability to stand up for South Korean interests against the United States—a potential litmus test for the public to scrutinize whether Lee is able to ensure that the relationship with the United States fully serves South Korean interests. 
Withdrawal dooms FTA ext
That’s key to Lee’s agenda.

Kon-Su Yi, senior research fellow of the Center for Governance Research at the East Asia Institute, adjunct professor in the Department of Public Administration at Daegu University, April 2010, “Exploring Determinants of President Approval of Myung-bak Lee,” http://www.eai.or.kr/inc/viewContentPanel.asp?catcode=&code=kor_report&idx=9153&gubun=K&table_wid=697
Presidential approval indicates the public evaluation of a president’s job performance, and reflects the level of public satisfaction on major policies that the president promotes. In a democratic society, the public support for the president is the political foundation for steering state affairs, and at the same time it exerts a great influence on the president’s leadership. High presidential approval has positive effects on the president’s performance, whereas low approval can dampen the president’s activities and further plans (Ka 2005, 154-156). In order to resolve many contending economic and social issues that South Korea confronts, President Myung-bak Lee’s active policy drive is needed with strong public support.  

AT: South Korea Opposes US Military Presence

Support for the US presence has rebounded among the South Korean public.

Bruce Klingner, Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia at The Heritage Foundation's Asian Studies Center, former Chief of CIA's Korea Branch, former Deputy Chief for Korea in the CIA's Directorate of Intelligence, 4/1/2008, Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2008/04/New-South-Korean-President-Brings-Conservative-Policy-Change

Sixth, public support for the U.S.-South Korea relationship, which Roh and the progressives were seen as having needlessly strained, has rebounded. The decline in anti-Americanism, which was preva­lent during the 2002 presidential campaign, cou­pled with declining support for Roh's engagement policy, which failed to prevent the North Korean missile and nuclear tests, resulted in more domestic support for maintaining strong military ties with Washington.

Criticism of the US doesn’t signal opposition to the US presence – they support the alliance.

Haesook Chae, associate professor in the Department of Political Science at Baldwin-Wallace College, & Steven Kim, assistant professor at the Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies, Autumn 2008, The Washington Quarterly 31:4, p. 93, http://www.twq.com/08autumn/docs/08autumn_chaekim.pdf

Third, South Korea should cultivate its alliance with the United States. Regardless of political orientation, the public supports maintaining the alliance. Counterintuitive though it may seem, strong anti-American sentiments should not be interpreted as a demand to terminate or weaken the alliance. Progressives are able to sustain both a negative view of the United States and a positive view of the alliance. For many progressives, the U.S. military presence is a necessary evil. 

AT: South Korea Opposes US Military Presence

North Korea’s nuclear test and Obama’s inauguration have increased support for the US presence.

Ben Hancock, The Diplomat’s Seoul correspondent, 3/2/2010, The Diplomat, http://the-diplomat.com/2010/03/02/us-forces-ok-in-rok-for-now/

Charles Reeder remembers the backlash after the ‘Highway 56 Incident’ in 2002, when a couple of US soldiers driving an armoured vehicle accidentally crushed two South Korean schoolgirls, yet were found not-guilty of negligent homicide by a US military court. ‘It rocked the whole USFK,’ says Reeder, 42, a recent retiree from the United States Forces Korea, who was stationed in downtown Seoul at the time. ‘It was painful…We were out there on the gates, and it was like a siege mentality.’ South Korean activists broke into a US facility in the northern part of the capital, he recalls, and firebombed a warehouse base near the port of Incheon. Besides being a tragic loss of young life, the incident marked a low point for the half-century long US-South Korea alliance. It dragged down US military morale here and brought to the surface tensions about the presence of the 28,500 foreign troops. Several new presidents and two North Korean nuclear tests later, there are signs that attitudes on both sides of the fence have changed significantly. But with the upcoming transfer of wartime operational control (OPCON) back to South Korean hands and major shift in the US military stance, there are mixed and complicated feelings here about the future of the USFK’s role. ‘Meet the Common Danger’ In talking about the current state of the US-South Korea military alliance, Mark Monahan starts like any good history professor: from the beginning. Monahan teaches Asian studies and the Korean War to US soldiers here through the University of Maryland. But as a North Korean-born naturalized American and Korean War Veteran–who has served in both the South Korean and US armed forces–he recalls events in a way that is far from dry academia. On Oct. 1st, 1953, months after the Korean War armistice was signed, the United States and the Republic of Korea (South Korea) sealed the Mutual Defense Treaty. The short, six-article pact gave the United States the right to base troops in South Korea and established that both will ‘meet the common danger’ if faced by the threat of war; North Korea is not expressly cited. The drawdown of US troops stationed in Korea, from the nearly 600,000 that were on the peninsula at the end of the war, really began after the Nixon Doctrine in 1969, says Monahan. The US 7th Infantry Division was brought home and inactivated in 1971, not long after then South Korean President Park Chung-hee committed about 50,000 ROK combat troops to Vietnam. ‘This was a very difficult time in terms of US-ROK relations,’ he says. Perhaps more so, at the government level at least, than after the 2002 incident. ‘It’s almost like a temperature gauge,’ says John Feffer, co-director of the Washington-based Foreign Policy in Focus and editor of The Future of US-Korean Relations. ‘When the United States reduces the number of troops [in South Korea] it has historically been an indication of displeasure.’ Today, Feffer says, this is part of the unease surrounding the transfer of OPCON, which dictates who has command over the 650,000 ROK troops in wartime. He describes it as ‘the tension between being abandoned by the United States and being suffocated by the United States.’ Given to the United Nations Command at the outset of the Korean War, OPCON was transferred to the US Combined Forces Command (CFC) in 1978, and is to return to South Korea in April 2012. The ROK regained peacetime control of its troops in 1994. Conservatives in South Korea, like current President Lee Myung-bak and many members of his Grand National Party, are the most concerned about the OPCON transfer and what it might mean for US-ROK interoperability in the event of a North Korean attack. The fact that the decision on the transfer was made in October 2006–the same month the North conducted its first known nuclear test–likely adds to their fears. But Feffer is dismissive. ‘This is a normal evolution in the alliance — frankly, the conservatives should be celebrating,’ he says. ‘Traditionally, conservatives are concerned about sovereignty, and this should be seen as a sovereignty issue.’ Cheong Wook-Sik, representative of the Seoul-based Peace Network, says he agrees–in principle. But as the founder of an organization pushing for decreased militarism on the peninsula and more discussion about Korean reunification, he has other worries about what the OPCON transfer could mean for the future of the US military presence here. The first is an increase in compensatory South Korean military spending, which Cheong says saw a large jump during the administration of Roh Moo-hyun, who was president when the OPCON transfer was agreed upon. South Korea is now the third-largest buyer of US arms on a foreign military sales basis, buying $800 million worth in 2008. ‘Generally South Koreans think the US presence is needed,’ Cheong says, though he adds the 2000 summit between then South Korean President Kim Dae-jung and North Korean leader Kim Jong-il made people ‘rethink the necessity of US soldiers in Korea.’ He also says that feelings toward troops reflect overall sentiment towards the US government, and that attitudes have turned more positive since Barack Obama’s inauguration as US president.

 AT: South Korea Opposes US Military Presence

Opposition only comes from fringe groups – there’s broad public support for the US military presence in South Korea.

Kevin Shepard, James A. Kelly Korean Studies Fellow at Pacific Forum CSIS, Research Fellow at The Institute for Far Eastern Studies, Kyungnam University, 10/18/2009, Asia-Pacific Business and Technology Report, http://www.biztechreport.com/story/254-changing-tides-usa-korea-alliance

While the alliance is not a relic, its foundation is. The 1954 mutual defense treaty was designed to put boots on the ground; to defend against North Korean, Soviet or Chinese offensives. This alliance played a part in South  Korea's economic growth, which stimulated the democratic movement resulting in a freer people; ironically, one of the challenges faced by alliance supporters today. It is not hard to find civic groups in Seoul that believe U.S. troops are preventing unification of the two Koreas and stifling democracy and other freedoms in the South. Nor is it difficult to find outspoken opponents in Washington calling for the withdrawal of U.S. troops overseas, and especially in what they see as an ungrateful South Korea that piggybacks off American tax dollars while looking down on American soldiers. Neither of these groups, however, are representative of the public. In South  Korea, 64.5 percent of the people accept the U.S. demand for the USFK to have increased strategic flexibility, with only 33.5 percent believing that the role of U.S. forces is merely to deter North Korean aggression. In addition, nearly 60 percent have a very favorable image of the United States, with only 15.1 percent having a "not very favorable" image, or no feelings at all. On the other hand, Americans, hardest hit by the recent financial collapse and subsequent global economic downturn, are becoming increasingly aware of the economic strength and potential of Asia, and Northeast Asia in particular. For Washington to maintain a presence in, and influence over, economics in the region, its presence in South Korea is vital. In addition, as global leaders including President Obama recently recognized the limitations of the G8 and challenged the G20 to play a more dominant role in shaping the world economy, South Korea's role as host in 2010 is an opportunity for the U.S.-ROK alliance to project its ambitions on other economic players in the international community. The alliance handlers appear to be aware of the need for change and are working in the right direction; future efforts need to concentrate on increasing public awareness of the benefits as well as the realities of the growing alliance, and the continued shift away from defense-centric security toward a broader aim of maintaining regional stability and creating a platform for growth. An allied approach to China as well as increased ties with Japan, be it trilaterally or only through the channels provided by U.S. bilateral relationships, will be instrumental in ensuring that the U.S.-ROK alliance maximizes benefits to both Washington and Seoul. Lee has promised to improve ties with Tokyo, although to what extent that might happen is yet to be seen.

***Japan Alliance Adv

Japan Relations Advantage 1AC (1/4) 
Japanese Alliance is fragile but US withdrawal from South Korea sends a signal that forces Japan to commit to the alliance

Robyn Lim, professor of IR @ Nanzan University, Nagoya, Japan, author of “Geopolitics of East Asia”, 11/24/05, Japan Times, pg online @ http://search.japantimes.co.jp/member/member.html?eo20051124rl.htm//sb

What would be the effect on Japan if the U.S. military left South Korea? Mostly positive. Japan would be under even more pressure to say what it is willing to do if it wants to continue to receive the huge benefits of remaining a U.S. ally while paying few costs and undertaking few risks. True, the outcome of the "two plus two" talks on Oct. 29 -- the respective U.S. and Japanese foreign and defense ministers -- has done much to help transform the U.S.-Japan alliance into a more "normal" alliance, and thus to put substance into the "Common Strategic Objectives" announced in February. (These include the peaceful reunification of the Korean peninsula, the peaceful resolution of the Taiwan issue, and encouraging more military transparency by China.) Moreover, U.S.-Japan cooperation in missile defense is going ahead at a rapid clip, and Japan has agreed to accept a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier in Yokosuka to replace the aging conventionally-powered Kitty Hawk. But Japan is on probation more than most Japanese seem to understand, including those protesting against these recent base realignment decisions. The key U.S. interest in East Asia remains what it has been since 1898 when the United States took the Philippines as a spoil of the naval war with Spain -- the striking and maintenance of a balance of power on the far shore of the Pacific Ocean, the widest of the world's oceans. Since 1951, the U.S. has chosen to maintain the balance by means of alliance with Japan. But that was not always so in the past, and may not always be so in future. America, no longer tied down by countervailing Soviet power, has regained the strategic flexibility that it lost at the onset of the Cold War. Moreover, technology that shrinks distance is making the U.S. less reliant on allies. For example, in relation to missile defense, future sea-basing of radars and interceptors will reduce the need for bases on foreign soil. Those in Japan focused only on the "burden" of the bases should be watching the U.S. military buildup on Guam, which is clamoring for more of it. 

Withdrawing troops from South Korea allows Japan to pursue an active role in cooperating with the US

Marie Soderberg, Associate Professor @ European Institute of Japanese Studies, 06/05, European Institute of Japanese Studies, “Changes in Japan’s Foreign and Security Policy”, pg online @ http://swopec.hhs.se/eijswp/papers/eijswp0211.pdf//sb)
Japan is actively supporting the US fight against terrorism, both financially and with personnel. Although formally outside the US-led operation due to constitutional reasons, Japanese marine forces are still in Afghanistan conducting civilian missions, relieving the US forces that can thus be used for other purposes. Japan was a firm supporter of the American invasion of Iraq and has sent their own Self Defense Forces there for humanitarian and reconstruction work. The relationship between President Bush and Prime Minister Koizumi is considered extremely warm with Koizumi voicing support for Bush already during the latter’s campaign for a second term in office. Japanese-US security relations have never been as good as at present. According to the new Midterm Defense Program 2005-9, Japan should work to “further strengthen the Japan- US security arrangements”. The ongoing revision of the US military presence in Japan is also likely to lead to increased security cooperation, with a clear global dimension. There are even people in the US who refer to Great Britain in Europe, and Japan in Asia, as the two hubs of a US global military strategy. During the recent 2+2 talks in February 2005, when both the Defense and the Foreign Ministers of Japan and the US were present, it was agreed that there would be a considerable sharing of bases in the future. Plans of how this will be worked out are quickly being drawn up and are likely to be implemented shortly. Some American military functions will also be moved to Japan. The Japanese are cooperating with the US in creating and introducing a ballistic missile defense system, a huge undertaking both in military and economic terms. In this sense the strategic importance of Japan to the US has increased, and the US troop withdrawal from South Korea is likely to further increase Japan’s role as a forward base in the region. 
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 Active Japanese role in US – Japan relations is crucial to the sustainability of the alliance

Robyn Lim, ICAS Fellow, is professor of international politics at Nanzan University, Nagoya, Japan, Dr Lim worked for the Office of National Assessments (ONA) in Canberra, Australia's national foreign intelligence assessment agency, 05/05/03, U S-Japan Alliance Seminar, hosted by Japan Center for Global Partnership, “Japan as the ‘New South Korea’?”, http://www.icasinc.org/2003/2003l/2003lrxl.html//sb
The US alliance with Japan gives America geostrategic leverage over China because Japan provides the United States with naval and air bases which can be used for wider regional purposes. In return, America provides for Japan’s long range maritime and nuclear security. But Japan has not been required to undertake much risk or to make hard choices. Japan must now become a real ally, or face the risk of abandonment that was never present during the Cold War. So far the signs are that Japan is moving in the right direction. It sent one of its state of the art Aegis destroyers to the Gulf, in rear support of the US war in Afghanistan. It’s unlikely that such support will be withdrawn once the war starts in Iraq. Indeed, the Cabinet Legislative Bureau, guardian of the interpretation of the Constitution, has said that refueling US and other warships attacking Iraq would not violate the ban on collective self defence. Japan also seems likely to participate with the United States in the development of missile defences. The fact that North Korea possesses some one hundred Nodong missiles capable of targeting Japan is concentrating minds in Tokyo. So is the prospect of another launch of North Korea’s Taepodong longer range missile, which was tested over the Japanese islands in 1998. Moreover, it seems that Japan will agree to the future homeporting  in Yokosuka of a US nuclear powered aircraft carrier, since America is running out of conventionally powered carriers. But Japan still doesn’t seem to know what it wants. Moreover, strong unilateralist undercurrents are visible just below the surface. Most notable of these recently was Koizumi’s Pyongang gambit last September, which he presented to Washington as a fait accompli. Playing to a domestic audience in seeking the return of Japanese kidnapped by North Korea , Koizumi held an ‘historic summit’ with Kim Jong Il. (One wonders how much was secretly paid for that ‘breakthrough’.) 14 Koizumi discounted US proliferation concerns, even though senior US officials were virtually shouting these from the rafters. Indeed, it was fortunate that the ‘Dear Leader’ miscalculated when he failed to keep alive enough of the kidnapped Japanese for use as future pawns. If he had not so miscalculated, the US-Japan alliance might well be in as much of a crisis today as is the US-South Korea alliance. And as recently as last January, even after North Korea had announced its intention to leave the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), Koizumi was apparently willing to dicker in Khabarovsk with the Dear Leader’s emissaries -- thus giving North Korea yet another opportunity to drive a wedge between Japan and the United States. 15 Were the proposed sweeteners deemed insufficient by the Dear Leader? 16 The time is not far off when Japan will be put to the test. Uncle Sam means business. No one should be fooled by the apparent soft line that America is currently taking in relation to North Korea. This is merely tactical, to avoid the risk of two front war. Once Iraq is off the griddle, the US will be asking its allies to enforce sanctions on North Korea and to help interdict North Korean exports of missiles and missile parts. China will also be on the spot, faced with the prospect of a US strike, possibly with nuclear weapons, near its Manchurian frontier. If the Chinese were to conclude that North Korea is now more of a liability than an asset, they might save us all a lot of trouble by fomenting a coup in Pyongyang. 17 But it would be a bad idea for the United States to threaten China with the prospect of a nuclear-armed Japan. 18 No threat will work unless it is credible. The Chinese know that the prospect of a nuclear armed Japan is as unwelcome in Washington as it is in Beijing. Moreover, if the United States were seen to be encouraging Japan to develop nuclear weapons, that would set alarm bells ringing in the capitals of America’s other allies, and could lead to rapid nuclear proliferation. It has not been the Non Proliferation Treaty which has prevented a nuclear breakout in East Asia, as many in the arms control fraternity fondly imagine. Rather, US allies have been reassured because of the ‘dual function’ of the US-Japan alliance in both protecting Japan and cocooning Japanese power. If that were to change, such allies would be scrambling to ensure their security, whatever it took. 19 More broadly, if Japan is unwilling to play the part of the ‘new South Korea’, the United States must find other ways to secure its vital interest in maintaining a balance of power on the opposite shore of the Pacific Ocean. America has broad, enduring security interests to protect. It is now up to the United States to remind others that the Cold War is over, and that America is as free as anyone else to seek change in order to further its interests. For example, America could choose to balance power from offshore. It could play off China and Japan, the two great powers of East Asia, in the ‘Perfidious Albion’ style that Britain perfected in its four hundred years as offshore balancer in Europe. This was a realpolitik US administration before 9/11, and it is even more so now. 20 Thus for Japan, the risk of abandonment is now on the horizon, albeit distantly. For the United States, changes in technology will foster the attraction of neo-isolationism. It cannot escape notice in Tokyo that the United States can ‘do’ missile defence without Japan if necessary. America will not tolerate free riding allies now the Cold War is over.21 Indeed, feckless allies such as Germany risk feeding the very US unilateralism and neo- isolationism that they most fear. Japan, as an archipelago barely offshore from the East Asian littoral, serves its security interests best when allied with the dominant maritime power. That provides Japan with optimal security, as was the case from 1902 to 1921, and has been again since 1951. Indeed, the 
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(Continued…)
US alliance still has much to offer Japan, in terms of nuclear and long range maritime security, as well as missile defence. But if Japan wishes to remain a US ally, it will have to pay much higher premiums. The looming crisis on the Korean peninsula means that the Japanese can no longer ignore the facts of their strategic geography.

U.S Japan cooperation is the most crucial step towards global non proliferation

Hideki Wakabayashi, Member, House of Councillors Proportional constituency 1st Term The Democratic Party of Japan, “Member, House of Councillors Proportional constituency 1st Term The Democratic Party of Japan, 10/08, Center for Strategic and International Studies, “The U.S.-Japan Alliance- A New Framework for Enhanced Global Security”, http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/081021_wakabayashi_usjapan_web.pdf//sb
Nuclear weapons are the most dangerous threat to human security. Japan is the only country to have suffered from the devastation of the atomic bombs, and the United States is the only country to have actually used them. Both countries know the impact of nuclear weapons, and both countries now cooperate to use their power to avoid war; to try to eliminate the capability of nations to produce nuclear weapons; and to prevent proliferation under the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty (CTBT). and many other international agreements, practices, and institutions. The world is currently encountering serious challenges in the areas of nuclear disarmament and nonproliferation centered on states such as North Korea and Iran. The United States and Japan have played active roles in the Six-Party Talks on the denuclearization of the Korean peninsula. Iran must comply with UN Security Council resolutions to suspend enrichment-related and reprocessing activities. All countries should comply with the rules and the guidelines of International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and other international agreements, regardless of their NPT membership status. Complicating this challenge is the fact that more than 40 countries are interested in having their own nuclear power plants under the so-called nuclear renaissance.3 The risk of nuclear proliferation will be greater because of the transfer of nuclear technology and nuclear-related materials and because of the production of nuclear fuel and reprocessing of used fuel. Therefore. this nuclear renaissance must be managed under a responsible and efficient international framework. Japan has been making proactive efforts in maintaining and strengthening the nonproliferation regime. The nuclear disarmament resolution that Japan submitted along with other nations has been passed with the overwhelming support of member states. At the same time. Japan is one of few countries that have been active in manufacuiring nuclear fliel and reprocessing used fuel for peaceful purposes.
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Proliferation leads to extinction

Victor A. Utgoff, Deputy Director of the Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division of the Institute for Defense Analyses, 07/00, 2K, MIT Press, The Coming Crisis Nuclear Proliferation, US Interests, and World Order, Google Books 

Further, the large number of states that became capable of building nuclear weapons over the years, but chose not to, can be reasonably well explained by the fact that most were formally allied with either the United States or the Soviet Union. Both these superpowers had strong nuclear forces and put great pressure on their allies not to build nuclear weapons. Since the Cold War, the US has retained all its allies. In addition, NATO has extended its protection to some of the previous allies of the Soviet Union and plans on taking in more. Nuclear proliferation by India and Pakistan, and proliferation programmes by North Korea, Iran and Iraq, all involve states in the opposite situation: all judged that they faced serious military opposition and had little prospect of establishing a reliable supporting alliance with a suitably strong, nuclear-armed state. What would await the world if strong protectors, especially the United States, were [was] no longer seen as willing to protect states from nuclear-backed aggression? At least a few additional states would begin to build their own nuclear weapons and the means to deliver them to distant targets, and these initiatives would spur increasing numbers of the world’s capable states to follow suit. Restraint would seem ever less necessary and ever more dangerous. Meanwhile, more states are becoming capable of building nuclear weapons and long-range missiles. Many, perhaps most, of the world’s states are becoming sufficiently wealthy, and the technology for building nuclear forces continues to improve and spread. Finally, it seems highly likely that at some point, halting proliferation will come to be seen as a lost cause and the restraints on it will disappear. Once that happens, the transition to a highly proliferated world would probably be very rapid. While some regions might be able to hold the line for a time, the threats posed by wildfire proliferation in most other areas could create pressures that would finally overcome all restraint. Many readers are probably willing to accept that nuclear proliferation is such a grave threat to world peace that every effort should be made to avoid it. However, every effort has not been made in the past, and we are talking about much more substantial efforts now. For new and substantially more burdensome efforts to be made to slow or stop nuclear proliferation, it needs to be established that the highly proliferated nuclear world that would sooner or later evolve without such efforts is not going to be acceptable. And, for many reasons, it is not. First, the dynamics of getting to a highly proliferated world could be very dangerous. Proliferating states will feel great pressures to obtain nuclear weapons and delivery systems before any potential opponent does. Those who succeed in outracing an opponent may consider preemptive nuclear war before the opponent becomes capable of nuclear retaliation. Those who lag behind might try to preempt their opponent’s nuclear programme or defeat the opponent using conventional forces. And those who feel threatened but are incapable of building nuclear weapons may still be able to join in this arms race by building other types of weapons of mass destruction, such as biological weapons. [The article continues…] The war between Iran and Iraq during the 1980s led to the use of chemical weapons on both sides and exchanges of missiles against each other’s cities. And more recently, violence in the Middle East escalated in a few months from rocks and small arms to heavy weapons on one side, and from police actions to air strikes and armoured attacks on the other. Escalation of violence is also basic human nature. Once the violence starts, retaliatory exchanges of violent acts can escalate to levels unimagined by the participants before hand. Intense and blinding anger is a common response to fear or humiliation or abuse. And such anger can lead us to impose on our opponents whatever levels of violence are readily accessible. In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear 'six-shooters' on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations.
***AT DA’s

AT Soko Economy DA

U.S. Withdrawal would not damage economic ties with South Korea or South Korea’s economy

Doug Bandow (Senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan) 5/7/03 “ Bring the Troops Home Ending the Obsolete Korean Commitment” CATO Policy Analysis No 474 http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa474.pdf

Finally, economic ties will remain strong after an American troop withdrawal. Korea is America’s seventh largest trading partner, with two-way trade totaling $57.4 billion in 2001. 118 An obvious step forward would be a free trade agreement. In May 2001, even before congressional approval of President Bush’s Trade Promotion Authority, Sen. Max Baucus (D-Mont.), then chairman of the Senate Finance Committee, introduced legislation authorizing the U.S. Trade Representative to negotiate such an agreement. 119 The ROK has already inked a trade accord with Chile and is discussing the possibility of doing so with Japan. 120 Investment flows both ways. The United States is a leading source of foreign direct investment in South Korea. At the same time, total Korean investment in America rose above $3.1 billion, 40 percent of the ROK’s total. The United States competes with China as the leading destination for Korean overseas investment and is ahead of all other nations. 121 That trend is likely to continue as South Korean businesses grow in size, expertise, and resources. In sum, South Koreans have built a vital, powerful, and growing nation. The best way  for America and the ROK to achieve the sort of “equal” relationship desired by so many Koreans is to eliminate the ROK’s status as an American defense protectorate. 

South Korea’s economy’s resilient.

David Jolly, NYT (New York Times), 6/26/2009, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/06/27/business/global/27spot.html

He said South Korea was the only member of the O.E.C.D. to post positive growth in the first quarter of 2009 from the last quarter of 2008. Mr. Han said the country had been relatively resilient because “our economic fundamentals are very sound” — the country’s ratio of debt to gross domestic product, at just over 30 percent, is well below the O.E.C.D. average of 83 percent — “and we learned our lessons in the Asian crisis 10 years ago.”

AT Deterrence

Deterrence is failing now-delaying Korean military exercises undermines U.S. credibility

Bruce Klingner (the Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia at The Heritage Foundation's Asian Studies Center. Klingner joined Heritage in 2007 after 20 years in the intelligence community working at the CIA and Defense Intelligence Agency) The Heritage Foundation 7/20/10” US Should Show Strength, Not Weakness in Korean Military Exercises” http://blog.heritage.org/2010/07/20/us-should-show-strength-not-weakness-in-korean-military-exercises/

This week, the U.S. and South Korea have initiated extensive joint military exercises and senior-level security meetings to project an image of strong solidarity, resolve, and deterrence to North Korea. Under normal circumstances, these actions would have accomplished their purpose. Although the robust naval exercises display formidable military capabilities, they are overshadowed by the perception, if not the reality, that the U.S. postponed and then altered its military plans in deference to Chinese objections. Coupled with the impotent U.N. response to North Korea’s attack on the South Korean naval vessel Cheonan, the result is not a show of strength by the U.S. and South Korea, but rather an appearance of weakness. After media reports that Washington had acquiesced to Chinese pressure to move a U.S. carrier battle group’s scheduled deployment further from Chinese waters, the U.S. should have pointedly declared that it would send the USS George Washington into the West Sea and would conduct extensive anti-submarine exercises near the location of the Cheonan attack. Doing so would have been an irrefutable signal to both North Korea and China that the U.S. would resolutely take all necessary steps to defend its critical ally South Korea. 

The U.S. looks weak and will not deter North Korea now

Night Watch 7/21/10 “ The Korea Confrontation” http://www.kforcegov.com/Services/IS/NightWatch/NightWatch_10000206.aspx

Nevertheless, today's strong show of support for South Korea is late and the message was not clarified. The US focus is clearly North Korea's nuclear weapons program, not its acts of war. The message the North is likely to read is that the US will tolerate tactical provocations and will not retaliate. This might look like statesmanship in the US, but in the Far East it could be interpreted as a green light. A second point of confusion is the purpose of the exercises. A White House spokesman made the point that these are "defensive" in nature. Yesterday, the exercises were described as a "show of force" to the North Koreans. Those are not compatible concepts. Note to new analysts: In the 63 years since the National Security Act of 1947 was enacted, US intelligence has established that there are only five actions that military forces in peacetime can accomplish. One is exercise in preparation for war. Another is stage a show of force, which adds political goals to routine military readiness objectives. These two are definitely not identical in cost, purpose or target. The other three of the five are rehearse war preparations without raising combat readiness; engage in brinksmanship and actually prepare for war with incremental increases in combat readiness. What distinguishes the five is cost to the polity - whether measured in dollars, resources, manpower, inconvenience, disruption of civilian normality or political intangibles. Comment continued: The White House statement presented the exercises in the context of routine behavior among Allies, timid and defensive. The Defense Department and UN Command statements indicated the exercises are pointed, aggressive and intended to be intimidating. The two statements neutralize each other because reassurance always trumps vigilance. Undermining both statements is the fact that the US did not respond in a timely fashion to the defense of South Korea, which was attacked on 26 March. The response lag time erodes the cogency of all the lofty American words. The bottom line is that South Korea was attacked, but the US response took four months. That is not "strategic reassurance." 

Alliances hurt U.S. hegemony

David Brooks 1/14/10 “ Realism and the US Hegemony” http://www.allvoices.com/contributed-news/5037238-realism-and-the-us-hegemony
The U.S. is tied down by to many foreign interests. In order to maintain U.S. power, it should be policy to remove the umbrella protection for Japan and military assistance to Israel. For a hegemon to remain in power it is necessary to avoid large scale wars, because they are draining on the state’s economy. The umbrella protection the U.S. military provides for Japan could lead to a large scale conflict with China. A war with a state as powerful as China would cost the U.S. a lot of money and resources. The drain from this potential war could lead to economic hardship and the eventual downfall of U.S. hegemony. Alliances, such as the ones the U.S. has with Israel and Japan could end up costing the U.S. more in the future. Israel exists in a region that is oil-rich, unstable and predominantly anti-Semitic. The U.S. provides Israel with more military aid than any other state. The pro-Israel lobby provides U.S. candidates and parties with more than $56 million in donations. The pressure for the U.S. to provide aid and assistance to Israel is growing. The U.S. should decrease support for Israel and their interests. It is important to maintain good relations with Israel, but not at the expense of U.S. superiority. (Economist 3-17-07). 

Deterrence Failing Now ext

Delaying Korean military drills undermined Deterrence

Dan Blumenthal 7/21/10 “ Two and a half cheers for Obama on South Korea” http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/07/21/two_and_a_half_cheers_for_obama_on_south_korea

All of this is welcome. Less promising is an unnecessary concession to China. The first exercises, which include the George Washington, are not being held anywhere near the site where the South Korean corvette, the Cheonan, was sunk by the North. Administration officials protest that they never said the carrier would exercise in the Yellow Sea, so there is no concession at all. But that is beside the point. The Chinese clearly did not want a massive show of force near their coastline. The answer should have been "too bad." This concession is a mistake for two reasons. First, the Chinese have made the crisis worse by protecting the North Koreans from tough responses to their war-like behavior. Second, the Chinese are increasingly trying to change the rules of maritime behavior. The U.S. Navy is well within its rights to exercise in the Yellow Sea. China's resistance comes at the same time that it is trying to restrict lawful U.S. operations in other parts of its Exclusive Economic Zone. We certainly need not always be tough on the Chinese (leave them alone on climate change, for example -- they need to grow). But when China acts irresponsibly, our instinct should not be to reassure them. To the contrary, we should demonstrate that there are costs for irresponsible behavior, including allied exercises right off their coast. If Beijing wants such exercises to stop it should control its North Korean ally. In addition, Washington should not talk about "a return to the Six Party Talks." After the murder of South Korean sailors, a return to talks seems rather disconsonant. North Korea has pretty well demonstrated its lack of interest in any talks that do not involve the other parties offering one-sided concessions to it and recognizing it as a nuclear state. Rather, South Korea, the United States, and Japan should talk about a vision for a unified Korea under ROK rule. China should be invited to join such talks, but the allies should set the agenda. 

AT Allied Prolif

Japan and South Korea are receiving weapons now

Alexandra Jones ( Master of Strategic Affairs (Distinction) February 2007 from the Australian National University) Security Challenges “ Responding to the Rise of China” vol3 no1 http://www.securitychallenges.org.au/ArticlePDFs/vol3no1Jones.pdf
Both the Japan and South Korea alliance are now in transition as the US dismantles a number of Cold War bases and places greater demands on Japan and South Korea to invest more in their national defence, and to be more active in sustaining shared interests. 13 Japan and South Korea have responded positively to US proposals offering them new or upgraded weapons systems, such as for theatre missile defence. However, they have been more cautious about moves to increase multilateral security cooperation in case it is perceived to be aimed at China. 14 For example, Japan participated in the Proliferation Security Initiative, but South Korea did not. 

Chinese modernization causes Asian prolif

Richard Bitzinger ( Senior Fellow with the S.Rajaratnam School of International Studies in Singapore) 5/2/07  “ The China Syndrome: Chinese Military Modernization and the Rearming of Southeast Asia” http://www.rsis.edu.sg/publications/WorkingPapers/WP126.pdf

 To be sure, the leading Southeast Asian nations are arming and rearming themselves at least in part because of China's growing military activities in the region and in part of out concern for the PRC's future potential—given the PLA's growing power projection capabilities—to constitute a larger and ongoing presence there. In fact, it is as much an effort to prevent China—as well as other major powers, such as the United States—from maintaining a   permanent naval presence in the Malacca and Singapore Straits that the governments of Indonesia. Malaysia, Singapore and Thailand recently agreed to conduct and coordinate naval and aerial patrols of the strait, and that Indonesia and Singapore also initiated a joint "surface picture'' naval monitoring system in the area.55 

AT Politics

Obama won’t spend political capital on the plan 

David Kang  7/23/10 “ Predictable Pyongyang” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23726

 Although the current approach has been good for the U.S.-ROK alliance, it is unlikely to help solve the North Korea problem. Given the number of other pressing matters facing President Obama, it is also unlikely that he will put sustained effort into North Korean issues. As a result, the current status quo is likely to persist into the future, with rhetoric from Seoul and Washington emphasizing their shared view of the need for change in North Korean policies, but no real movement on the peninsula. 

DA’s Non-unique: Troop redeployment now

Troop reductions in Korea are inevitable

Korea Times  By Kim Young-jin 7/23/10 “ 'US troops in Korea to be deployed to conflict areas' http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/nation/2010/07/113_70033.html

The United States will deploy some of its troops stationed in Korea to other conflict regions in the coming years as part of its strategic deployment stance, the top U.S. military officer said this week in Seoul. "Part of the discussion we are having with the Republic of Korea, with the leadership, and what we will be able to do in the next several years is support for deployments, literally, off the peninsula," Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, told an audience of U.S. soldiers at Camp Red Cloud, north of Seoul, Tuesday. "But we're not there yet. We haven't got to that point in time." Mullen was in town to attend the “2+2” meeting of foreign and defense ministers of the two allies Wednesday, held as a show of solidarity after North Korea torpedoed a South Korean warship earlier this year, killing 46 sailors. The top diplomats announced that joint military exercises will be held from Sunday as a deterrent against further provocation, despite protests from the North, as well as its major ally, China. The war games will take place in the West Sea, near where the Cheonan went down on March 26, as well as in the East Sea, over the next month. Strategic flexibility changes the focus of American forces abroad from stationary missions to defend host nations to a rapid deployment scheme under which they can be swiftly dispatched to other parts of the world where the United States is in need. The U.S. maintains 28,500 troops in South Korea as a deterrent against the North, part of the over 400,000 American forces stationed abroad, including on the battlefields of Iraq and Afghanistan. "We have longstanding relations not just with the ROK, but also with Japan," Mullen said. "We have emerging relationships with other countries in the area... so the forces we have here are very much in support of all that. We haven't worked any of the details out on how that might happen in the future, and whether it would include a deployment to Iraq or Afghanistan or somewhere else. So we're just not there, yet." Mullen reiterated, however, the U.S. pledge to maintain the current level of troops here for the time being. Regarding the troop level of 28,500, he said: “That's the commitment and that's where we are." 

***Reunification

I/L – South East Asia Stability

Korean division destabilizes the South East -Asian Area. 

Youngho Kim 03 – professor from the University of North Carolina(“Great Powers in Peaceful Korean Reunification”,http://www.questia.com/googleScholar.qst;jsessionid=MHJQtT4gx5vw5CYX1rMsylhJvxnRqQjjWvTTxl0pZspkPrvcdLPs!-1455036664!-730112469?docId=5006443565,)

Despite the striking reversal of the historical trend with the end of the Cold War, the importance of Korea's geopolitical location remains unchanged and has direct impact on great powers' involvement in the Korean affairs. In the face of the challenges emanating from the peninsula, great powers cannot delay their attempt to find a solution for peaceful transition of the status quo on the peninsula. Durable peace and stability in East Asia will remain a remote possibility unless and until the question of peaceful Korean reunification is solved. Minimizing the negative impacts of the unification process and devising a viable solution to peaceful Korean reunification are difficult tasks confronting four great powers as well as the two Koreas.

Unified Korea would stabilize Asia

Printz 6 – Lieutenant Colonel of the United States Army (Scott A., 15 MAR, “A U.S. MILITARY PRESENCE IN A POST-UNIFIED KOREA: IS IT REQUIRED?”, www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA448748&Location=U2,)

Ultimately, Russia’s future relations with two Koreas and their response to reunification will be shaped in terms of maximizing their own national interests. In this context, analysts present two opposing views of Russia’s position on reunification. Some believe that a neutral and democratic Korea would stabilize the Asia Pacific region by filling the power vacuum created by Russia’s own decline.32 Ideally, Russia would like a unified Korea that is favorable to their interests and precludes either Japanese or China dominance.

A unified Korea would balance Asia

Jeong 2K– Professor of Russian History Seoul National University (Hahn-Sook , “Russia and the Korean Peninsula”, http://www.koreafocus.or.kr/design1/politics/view.asp?volume_id=6&content_id=1009&category=A,)

Instead, Russia may actually welcome the advent of a strong, unified Korea capable of countering the influence of the United States and checking the power of China and Japan in the area. And unlike the economic relations between South Korea and Japan and those between South Korea and China, the economic relationship between South Korea and Russia is more complementary than competitive. Therefore, there is little reason why Russia might be concerned about the emergence of an economically more stable unified Korea. One of Russia's major revenue sources these days is the export of such natural resources as oil, natural gas, and iron ore. Especially in Siberia, Russia could use South Korea's cooperation for further developing these industries. South Korea should thus be able to look forward to Russian support for efforts to promote a permanent peace as well as unification with North Korea. 

Korean unification would stabilize Asia

Korea Times 9 – (Kang Hyun-kyung, 04 11, “Unified Korea Key to Peace in East Asia”, http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/nation/2010/01/116_54863.html,)

Conservative scholars Wednesday called on the government Wednesday to convince Chinese and U.S. policymakers to believe that a unified Korea would not pose a threat to them, but would instead create an opportunity. Nations would benefit from "a Korea that will be whole, free and at peace" as it is the key to peaceful Northeast Asia, they said in papers prepared for a seminar to be held today, organized by the conservative think tank Hansun Foundation for Freedom & Happiness.

Reunification the only way to stop war with the North

Eberstadt, 10 (Nicholas, the Henry Wendt Scholar in Political Economy at AEI, “The North Korea Endgame” April 10, 2010. http://www.aei.org/article/101992)
As the U.S. and its allies frame plans for dealing with North Korea in the aftermath of the recent sinking of a South Korean warship, political leaders must recognize that security will depend not just upon deterring Kim Jong Il today. Northeast Asia's future security--and America's--will be profoundly affected by the government presiding over the northern half of Korea in the long run. For this reason, Korean unification--under a democratic, market-oriented Republic of Korea that remains allied with the U.S.--must be the ultimate objective. Today that looks like a daunting and risky prospect. But to paraphrase Churchill: Unification would be the worst possible outcome for Korea--except for all the other alternatives. Consider first an indefinite continuation of the Kim Jong Il regime. This means on the one hand terror and grinding immiseration for its people. But on the

other, it means a regime that poses a continual threat to its neighbors and to the world. North Korea's nuclear arsenal is integral to the international military extortion racket by which Pyongyang has been financing its state accounts since the end of the Cold War. More atomic bombs, better missiles by which to deliver them abroad, and a permanently warlike posture are indispensable to the regime's own formula for long-term security. This is why a voluntary denuclearization by Kim Jong Il's North Korea is fantasy--no matter what bribes outsiders including the U.S. offer--and true détente with the Dear Leader's regime can never be in the cards. North Korea's present leadership will surely wish to ratchet up its threat to America and the Western alliance in the years ahead. It is entirely reasonable to anticipate Pyongyang's eventual sale of nukes to hostile powers or international terror networks. The regime has already marketed abroad practically everything in its nuclear warehouse short of user-ready bombs. Even worse, there are troubling signs--repeated nuclear tests, continuing missile tests, and attempts at cyberwarfare probing American and South Korean defenses--that the regime is methodically preparing to fight, bizarre as it sounds, a limited nuclear engagement against the U.S.

Korean War triggers every impact

Hayes and Green, 10 - Victoria University AND Executive Director of the Nautilus Institute (Peter and Michael, “-“The Path Not Taken, the Way Still Open: Denuclearizing the Korean Peninsula and Northeast Asia”, 1/5, 

http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/10001HayesHamalGreen.pdf)

The consequences of failing to address the proliferation threat posed by the North Korea developments, and related political and economic issues, are serious, not only for the Northeast Asian region but for the whole international community. At worst, there is the possibility of nuclear attack1, whether by intention, miscalculation, or merely accident, leading to the resumption of Korean War hostilities. On the Korean Peninsula itself, key population centres are well within short or medium range missiles. The whole of Japan is likely to come within North Korean missile range. Pyongyang has a population of over 2 million, Seoul (close to the North Korean border) 11 million, and Tokyo over 20 million. Even a limited nuclear exchange would result in a holocaust of unprecedented proportions. But the catastrophe within the region would not be the only outcome. New research indicates that even a limited nuclear war in the region would rearrange our global climate far more quickly than global warming. Westberg draws attention to new studies modelling the effects of even a limited nuclear exchange involving approximately 100 Hiroshima-sized 15 kt bombs2 (by comparison it should be noted that the United States currently deploys warheads in the range 100 to 477 kt, that is, individual warheads equivalent in yield to a range of 6 to 32 Hiroshimas).The studies indicate that the soot from the fires produced would lead to a decrease in global temperature by 1.25 degrees Celsius for a period of 6-8 years.3 In Westberg’s view: That is not global winter, but the nuclear darkness will cause a deeper drop in temperature than at any time during the last 1000 years. The temperature over the continents would decrease substantially more than the global average. A decrease in rainfall over the continents would also follow...The period of nuclear darkness will cause much greater decrease in grain production than 5% and it will continue for many years...hundreds of millions of people will die from hunger...To make matters even worse, such amounts of smoke injected into the stratosphere would cause a huge reduction in the Earth’s protective ozone.4 These, of course, are not the only consequences. Reactors might also be targeted, causing further mayhem and downwind radiation effects, superimposed on a smoking, radiating ruin left by nuclear next-use. Millions of refugees would flee the affected regions. The direct impacts, and the follow-on impacts on the global economy via ecological and food insecurity, could make the present global financial crisis pale by comparison. How the great powers, especially the nuclear weapons states respond to such a crisis, and in particular, whether nuclear weapons are used in response to nuclear first-use, could make or break the global non proliferation and disarmament regimes. There could be many unanticipated impacts on regional and global security relationships5, with subsequent nuclear breakout and geopolitical turbulence, including possible loss-of-control over fissile material or warheads in the chaos of nuclear war, and aftermath chain-reaction affects involving other potential proliferant states. The Korean nuclear proliferation issue is not just a regional threat but a global one that warrants priority consideration from the international community.
Korean War becomes Global Nuclear War.

Shchedrov 9 – (Oleg, May 27, “ Russia fears Korea conflict could go nuclear”, http://in.reuters.com/article/idINIndia-39913120090527,)

Russia is taking security measures as a precaution against the possibility tension over North Korea could escalate into nuclear war, news agencies quoted officials as saying on Wednesday. Interfax quoted an unnamed security source as saying a stand-off triggered by Pyongyang's nuclear test on Monday could affect the security of Russia's far eastern regions, which border North Korea. "The need has emerged for an appropriate package of precautionary measures," the source said. "We are not talking about stepping up military efforts but rather about measures in case a military conflict, perhaps with the use of nuclear weapons, flares up on the Korean Peninsula," he added. The official did not elaborate further. North Korea has responded to international condemnation of its nuclear test and a threat of new U.N. sanctions by saying it is no longer bound by an armistice signed with South Korea at the end of the 1950-53 Korean War.

South Korea Heg L 

Reunification will make Korea rise as the major military power in the region. 

Ivan Simic 9 – Diplomat (October 7, “North and South Korea: We Want Reunification but They Don’t Let Us”, http://www.dominicantoday.com/dr/opinion/2009/10/7/33471/North-and-South-Korea-We-Want-Reunification-but-They-Dont-Let-Us Simic,)

North and South Korea:  

If reunited, Korea will combine the world's fourth and sixth largest active armed forces and will create the second largest active armed forces in the world with around 2 million active troops (the North has between 1,200,000-1,300,000 active troops while the South has 687,000 active troops). The People's Liberation Army of China with 2,255,000 active troops and 800,000 reserve personnel is the current largest active army in the world. However, North Korea's substantial arsenal of nuclear and chemical weapons and South Korea's technologically advanced and well armed military would have advantage over any army, including China’s. By a significant margin, a reunited Korea will have the world's largest reserve troops (North Korea has 4,700,000 reserve personnel, while South Korea has 4,500,000 reserve personnel, total of 9,200,000) and will have a considerable amount of military equipment. A reunited Korea will possess the world's third largest number of tanks and submarines and operate the fourth largest air force and sixth largest fleet of destroyers in the world. 

Reunification will make South Korea a major economic power.

Natsuko Waki 09 –(Sep 21, “Korea 'Could Overtake Japan, Germany'”, http://forums.yellowworld.org/showthread.php?t=36883,)

U.S. investment bank Goldman Sachs speculates that a unified Korea could overtake G7 countries like France, Germany and Japan in economic strength. In a report Monday, Goldman Sachs projected that given North Korea's potential, a unified Korea will in 30-40 years be on a par with or overtake G7 countries except the U.S. in dollar GDP. Though North Korea's planned economy system looks on the verge of collapse, it offers a large and cheap competitive workforce and a wealth of natural resources whose value is 140 times larger than its GDP in 2008. A combination of South Korea's technology and funds and North Korea's resources and workforce would be a powerful force, the report said. It speculates that the reunification of the two Koreas will proceed in three stages: transition (2012-2027), integration (2028-2037) and maturity (2038-2050). North Korea's per capita income will reach half of South Korea's about 20 years after the integration stage, and the growth rates of the two Koreas will converge at the maturity stage, the bank speculates. A unified Korea will follow the China/Hong Kong reunification model, which allows two political and economic systems to co-exist, rather than the German model, which envisages one side giving aid to the other, the bank speculates.

American Presence =/> reunification

US military presence prevent Korean reunification 

Van 9 – human activist (Peter, October 13, “US Bases are obstacles to Korean Unification”, http://www.upiasia.com/Security/2009/10/13/us_bases_are_obstacle_to_korean_reunification/1193/,)

However, U.S. military bases in South Korea could pose the greatest obstacle to a peaceful reunification of the Koreas. Even a unified Korea might not want the U.S. military, as reunification would make the objective of providing deterrence against the North redundant. A U.S. military base in a united Korea would only strain ties with China, as it would be difficult to explain why it was required if the North Korean threat no longer exists. Also, millions of North Koreans have a deeply embedded resentment against the United States and are highly suspicious of its geopolitical moves in the region. Many believe that the South Korean government is a puppet of the United States. Stationing troops in Korea after reunification would only reinforce this belief.

Americans are preventing North Korean diplomacy, for its own self interest

APU (American Public University) 09 –(, Uwe Paschen, June 24, “ North Korea Crisis provoked to create fear in Japan and S-Korea.”, http://www.nowpublic.com/world/north-korea-crisis-provoked-create-fear-japan-and-s-korea,)

The North Korean Crisis may be blown out of proportion to get Japan and South Korea to side with the US against China and Russia. More and more articles from Asia start suggesting that the US is not only using the North Korean crisis, more over, it is blowing it out of proportion and may even be fuelling it. This in order to create a public fear in Japan and South Korea wish would draw those countries away from new relations they developed over the past decade with China and Russia. 

Need Plan Now

The Longer we Wait the more improbable reunification becomes


Grok June 9 – (9, “North and South Korea – Korean reunification”, http://renovatio.wordpress.com/2009/06/09/north-and-south-korea-korean-reunification/,)

Many South Koreans, and other economically minded persons, believe that reunification should be a slow, drawn out process that ultimately ends in a federally united Korea. I believe that this is a dangerous mindset, one that could potentially cost the Korean people a united homeland, full rapprochement between the North and the South, and the most possible economic benefits that could come with reunification. There are a couple of logical conclusions that need to be pointed out. First, a long term federal solution is not advantageous to the more populous part, South Korea. In this way South Korea will continue footing the bill well into the future whenever N. K. slips behind (and you can be sure they will take a long time to reach S. K. standards, this has much to do with the cultural and social mentality of North Koreans, especially their lack of individual initiative that has been forced on them by the authorities). This in turn will keep N. K’ans and S. K.’ans into distinctly separate entities even after ‘reunification’, which would hinder the development of a single national identity, and the re- development of social and cultural ties. The federal solution is a non-solution, it actually reduces South Korea’s influence over North Korea, and keeps the two nations distinct, while not actually easing the burden on South Korea.

The longer we wait the more difficult it is to unify the Koreas

Each year that passes makes the reunification of North and South Korea more unrealistic. This has nothing to do with politics and everything to do about basic economics. In the last 40 years, South Korea ’s economy has gone from a 3rd world economy to the 11th largest in the world, or third largest in Asia (CIAWorld Factbook). South Korea was recently inducted into the trillion dollar economies club and its economic future looks bright. The South Korean economy has boomed while the North Korean economy has floundered due to a failed communist regime. Each year increases the earnings gap between the average North and South Koreas citizen making any future reunification less likely. Every year that goes by the reunification door closes just a little more. South Koreans get richer ($20,000 GDP, 2005) and enjoy a great standard of living, while the average North Korean fights just to survive on earnings that equal less than a dollar a day. 

China checks Korea

China will prevent a unified korea from going nuclear

Yuan  07– Qual (Zheng, “To Establish a New Security Mechanism to Meet Future Challenges”, se1.isn.ch/serviceengine/Files/ISN/34886/...8005.../Chapter11.pdf)

Specifically, China has several strategic interests in the region. One is to maintain the peace and stability in the Korean Peninsula. If war broke out on the Peninsula, it would worsen China’s international security environment. It would also have a negative impact on the stability and economic development of Northeast China. Second, China hopes to maintain the power balance in this area. For geopolitical reasons, China will oppose any great power, whether the United States, Russia, or even Japan, that unilaterally breaks the balance in this region. Third, China believes that the Korean Peninsula should be a denuclearized zone. In China’s view, any nuclear program for military use is not good for the peace and stability of the region. It will certainly do harm to China’s own national security interests. Fourth, China wants to keep and improve its influence on the Korean Peninsula to make sure a future united Korea will be friendly toward China. For that reason, China is trying to maintain and further improve good relations with both the North and South Korea. While this policy will be helpful to the peace and prosperity in this region, it will also improve China’s influence on the unification of the two Koreas. Indeed, a united Korea that has good relations with China will also serve the Korean people’s interests.

Unification - relations

Unification will increase Korea – Russia relations

Katz 7 – UPI Commentator (Mark, Jul 06, “Korea After Unification”, http://www.spacewar.com/reports/Korea_After_Unification_99.html,)

Relations between a united Korea and Russia, by contrast, might improve dramatically. It has been many years since Moscow was the principal backer of Pyongyang; Beijing largely took over this role even before the downfall of the Soviet Union. While their reasons for it differ, the fact that resentment toward the United States is common in both Russia and Korea will serve to bring Seoul and Moscow closer together, as will their joint ambivalence toward Japan. If it hasn't occurred already, the collapse of the North will enable Moscow and Seoul to expand their trade relations through linking the Trans-Siberian 
Railroad 

with the Korean railroad system.

Solvency

US troops in Korea are useless

Printz 6 – Lieutenant Colonel of the United States Army (Scott A., 15 MAR, “A U.S. MILITARY PRESENCE IN A POST-UNIFIED KOREA: IS IT REQUIRED?”, www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA448748&Location=U2,)

Finally, it is entirely possible to withdraw the permanent U.S. military forces from Korea without withdrawing from the region. U.S. presence in Japan and Okinawa, in addition to the presence of U.S. carriers in the East and Yellow Seas, will demonstrate a sustained U.S. military commitment to the region. U.S. ship visits to ports throughout Korea will show the flag and U.S. resolve in regional security. Christopher Yung of the Korean Institute for Defense Analyses recently observed, “Korea ranked in seventh in the region for Seventh Fleet port visits.”49 Increased port calls and combined training exercises is an effective means to advance U.S. interests in the region without the baggage of a permanent presence or intrusion upon the sovereign territory of another nation. Of the 75,000 troops stationed in the region, 30,000 are in Korea. The bulk of ground combat power in South Korea comes from the 680,000 man ROK Army. U.S. ground forces consists of two (to be reduced to one) brigade of mechanized infantry, and an Army headquarters with its supporting units.50 The relative combat power of U.S. ground forces in Korea vis-à-vis DPRK forces is minimal. Their presence largely represents a commitment to the bilateral treaty with the ROK and the UN Armistice. From a defense perspective, the need for continued U.S. forces presence after reunification is questionable. If Congress doesn’t dissolve them due to increased budgetary pressures and emphasis on burden sharing, they can be relocated to Hawaii, Guam, or Alaska. Prepositioned sets of brigade size equipment can ensure ready response to the peninsula in the event of crisis.

Gradual reduction would solve

Printz 6 – Lieutenant Colonel of the United States Army (Scott A., 15 MAR, “A U.S. MILITARY PRESENCE IN A POST-UNIFIED KOREA: IS IT REQUIRED?”, www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA448748&Location=U2,)

The rate and extent of withdrawing U.S. forces from the Korean peninsula is itself a delicate undertaking and has the potential to create instability and undermine U.S. national security objectives. Care must be taken to coordinate the withdrawal by heavily exercising diplomatic channels of communication to ensure U.S. actions and intentions are not misunderstood by either allies or potential regional aggressors. Ideally, the U.S. would pursue a gradual approach to withdrawal. This would allow the U.S. to gage the response of regional actors, thoroughly assess and reassess dynamics in the security environment, while retaining maximum flexibility to reverse the withdraw should the need arise. Certainly redeploying personnel, their property, and equipment, and closing facilities will take some time. Depending on the terms negotiated with the Korean government, complete withdraw could take considerable time to “restore” U.S. installations to an acceptable environmental standard. 

China would support Korean Unification

Quanyi 08 – associate professor of political science at Zhejiang Wanli University (Zhang, November 06, “Why China supports Korean unification”, http://www.upiasia.com/Politics/2008/11/06/why_china_supports_korean_unification/2763/,)

Since China established diplomatic relations with South Korea in 1992, it has formally advocated peaceful unification or integration of the two Koreas. Therefore the meaning of the “third party” has changed. It would no longer apply to South Korea, but rather to a force beyond the Korean peninsula. In other words, if the United States or Russia or even Japan were to interfere militarily in the Korean unification process, China would not sit idly by. Under the current geopolitical situation, China considers South Korea a natural ally to counterbalance a U.S. alliance with Japan and/or India. Geography and cultural factors incline Korea toward China, whereas recent history has aligned South Korea with the United States. The present South Korean President Lee Myung-bak has adopted a pro-U.S. policy, but for the sake of its long-term interests, South Korea has to learn to dance in between the United States and China.

Piss Lightning Shit Success


